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FOREWORD
The Assets and Education Initiative (AEDI) is a center at the University of Kansas’s School of Social Welfare
(http://aedi.ku.edu/). AEDI’s mission is to create and study innovations related to assets and economic well-being,
with a focus on the relationship between children’s savings and the educational outcomes of low-income and
minority children as a way to achieve the American dream.
In today’s financial aid landscape, advancing this mission requires attending not only to the role of assets in shaping
educational attainment and equity, but also understanding the effects of student borrowing on the educational
outcomes, return on educational investment, and long-term financial health of households. It is our hope that our
research on these matters and analysis of others’ findings add to the national conversation about the relative impacts
of different approaches to college financing. In these investigations, we are particularly attuned to the implications
of policy decisions and the drift of policy effects on disadvantaged children whose fates hinge more than anyone’s—
and more than ever—on educational attainment. We believe that the evidence clearly indicates that postsecondary
education can be a path to economic mobility and an essential means of sustaining the American dream for some
children. Through our research, dialogue, policy recommendations, and other efforts, we aspire to help make it a
path authentically available to all children.
We look forward to imagining, together, how asset-based financial aid can make higher education a more valuable
proposition for all of America’s students—especially those disadvantaged in the current system—and to discussing
how it can serve as an alternative to the current student loan program if combined with a bold vision of asset
transfers in the spirit of the Homestead Act or the G.I. Bill of old. We assert that rebalancing current financial aid
policies could bring their effects more in line with their original intents, restoring higher education to its role as a
powerful arbiter of equity in a more prosperous U.S. economy. We further believe that addressing this policy
challenge is among the most important tasks on the current domestic landscape, with nothing short of the American
Dream at stake.
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William Elliott III
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INTRODUCTION
The Shifting Understanding of Education’s Welfare Function in America
According to Shapiro, the American Dream “is the promise that those who work equally hard will reap roughly
equal rewards” (Shapiro, 2004, p. 87); that is, the American Dream holds that this country is a meritocracy where
effort and ability are the primary determinants of success. Institutions provide the economic conditions that make it
possible for people to believe that their hard work and ability will determine their success or failure. This task is
facilitated by Americans’ strong desire to feel as though their destiny can be controlled and that institutions will
‘echo’ their own contributions, rather than work against them.1 Primed to look for evidence of this ‘effort plus
ability equals outcomes’ equation, Americans cling to this ideal, even as it recedes in reality for many. There is no
evidence that Americans today are less capable or less committed than in previous generations, in the aggregate.
Instead, particularly in today’s highly specialized, technology driven, global world, the upward mobility that
animates the American Dream is only possible if effort and ability are combined with institutional might.
Post-Great Recession, Americans are surrounded by examples of unsupportive institutions and the crumbling
aspirations of those whose effort and ability have failed to yield advancement. These adverse conditions are not just
constraining financial progress; they imperil the foundation of even this robust American Dream. Today, a majority
of Americans (63 percent) no longer believe American institutions are able to facilitate children being better off than
their parents (Luhby, 2014). Instead of aspiring to economic mobility, many now hope for financial security – not
dreaming of getting ahead but striving not to fall behind. While some Americans display tremendous capacity to
hope against all hope, the average person requires grounds for believing that achieving the American Dream is
possible. In this sense, belief in the American Dream as it relates to one’s own life is more malleable than the vague
ideal one might hold for the country; it can and does readily change depending on the economic context in which
one finds oneself. This suggests that people see the American Dream as more or less achievable in their own lives
based largely on how institutions like the education system, labor market, and economic markets are functioning for
them (Hochschild & Scovronick, 2003).
The significance of the U.S. education system in sustaining the American Dream cannot be overstated. Americans’
understanding of ‘effort and ability’ features educational attainment prominently, particularly the higher education
widely understood to correlate with superior employment and earnings prospects and, then, upward mobility. Here,
too, though, the aspirations of a generation of young people are colliding with the economic realities they confront,
contributing to the shaky foundation on which the American Dream stands today. While it is clear that it does pay to
get an education, there is plenty of evidence to suggest that it pays off unevenly. First, economically disadvantaged
students carry their inferior academic preparation—forged in inferior primary and secondary schools and
exacerbated by familial differences in educational investments—into post-secondary education, where it contributes
to lower completion rates (Bailey & Dynarski, 2011) and longer paths to degree because of the need to take remedial
classes (Engle & Tinto, 2008). Second, even highly-qualified students do not achieve equitably in college, as the
economics of higher education strongly influence institutional selection to steer even high-achieving low-income
students or students of color to less selective schools that spend less per student on instruction, have lower
graduation rates, and yield poorer labor market returns than more competitive institutions (Carnevale & Strohl,
2013). Indeed, analysis of this ‘undermatching’ (Hoxby & Avery, 2012) suggests the existence of two tiers of higher
education and powerful forces that track students into one or the other, based more on socioeconomic status than
innate ability. Higher education cannot be an equalizing force if it delivers an unequal product with highly disparate
outcomes. As evidence of the gap between different types of institutions, more than half of community college
students fail to complete a degree, receive a certificate, or transfer to a four-year institution within six years (NCES,
2011), considerably poorer interim outcomes than students at more selective, four-year institutions.
Completion does not erase the legacies of inequity either. Despite the fact that education nearly always ‘pays’
compared to failure to pursue post-secondary studies, research suggests that the precise level of economic advantage
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afforded from a higher education depends on school selectivity, major, and chosen occupation. Specifically, the rate
of return on a bachelor’s degree from a noncompetitive four-year private institution is under 6 percent while the rate
of return on a bachelor’s degree at the most competitive public institutions is over 12 percent (Owen & Sawhill,
2013). While there is certainly an economic need for diverse majors and a case to be made for the non-financial
benefits of post-secondary education, the extent to which career choice may be influenced by the student’s
socioeconomic background also warrants examination, since the lifetime difference in earnings between, for
example, a student who majored in engineering and a student who studied arts or humanities can be well over $1
million (Schneider, 2013). And, finally, even when two students earn the exact same degree from the exact same
institution, the real value of that credential may vary depending on the way in which they financed it, as student loan
debt may erode asset accumulation for years following degree completion, thus increasing the real cost of the degree
(e.g., Hiltonsmith, 2013).
Today, high college costs due in part to diminishing state funding, declining availability of non-repayable financial
aid and poorer labor market outcomes may raise doubts in the minds of parents and children about whether the
return on college is too risky to justify the investment of required financial and personal resources. In the lives of
individual students and in the aggregate for this generation, then, education—one of the most critical institutions
shaping opportunity in today’s America—may be seen as less capable of facilitating a path to the American Dream.
SHIFTING UNDERSTANDING OF EDUCATION’S WELFARE FUNCTION IN AMERICA
Since the beginning of the 20th century, education has become a locus for the emphasis on opportunity, through
expanded support for public schools, colleges, and universities, and eventually through provision of government
subsidies to facilitate individual access to higher education. In 1976, in talking about the function of education in the
American welfare system Janowitz wrote, “Perhaps the most significant difference between the institutional bases of
the welfare state in Great Britain and the United States was the emphasis placed on public education – especially for
lower income groups – in the United States. Massive support for the expansion of public education, including higher
education, in the United States must be seen as a central component of the American notion of welfare—the idea
that through public education both personal betterment and national social and economic development would take
place” (pp. 34 & 35). Now such an accepted part of our approach to fostering upward mobility, it must be
emphasized that placing education in this central role was not a foregone conclusion, but instead an explicit and
intentional decision about how our nation, specifically, would build policy structures to complement individual
effort and ability. While European nations have relied on the “direct redistributive role of the welfare state to
reconcile citizenship and markets”, the United States has chosen to use education as a lever for ensuring equitable
outcomes (Carnevale & Strohl, 2010, p. 83). This distinctly American conviction—that economic disparity can be
narrowed through individual effort in school, the pursuit of higher education, and calculated public investments in
educational opportunities—runs deep. In the past few decades, though, while there is little evidence that Americans’
beliefs about the importance of education as a gateway to opportunity have eroded, there has nonetheless been a
repositioning and repurposing of education policies, within a shifting frame of ‘welfare’. Education has been
increasingly viewed as a primarily individual, rather than societal good, with the accompanying retrenchment
paralleled by cuts in other arenas of welfare policy, as well. In the higher education domain, this shift can be clearly
traced by examining political pronouncements about financial aid since the 1965 enactment of the Higher Education
Act.
While education is certainly not the only policy sphere where shifts in arrangements between individuals and the
government are reshaping opportunities and risks (Hacker, 2008), these trends are seen vividly in higher education,
looking, for example, at the evolution of how presidents talk about, specifically, financial aid policy. In talking
about the Higher Education Act Reauthorization of 1968 President Lyndon B. Johnson said, “So to thousands of
young people education will be available. And it is a truism that education is no longer a luxury. Education in this
day and age is a necessity.” Here, the federal government’s role is understood as making education available to all.
Similarly, speaking of the Higher Education Act Reauthorization of 1980 President Jimmy Carter said, “We’ve
brought college within reach of every student in the nation who’s qualified for higher education. The idea that lack
of money should be no barrier to a college education is no longer a dream-it is a reality.” In education as in labor
arrangements, income supports, and other policies that touch family finances, in the mid-1980s a shift occurred.
Instead of education being framed as something in which the federal government had a large stake, the burden for
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paying for college shifted to the individual. Because relatively few households could finance these new obligations
without some external assistance, given the high cost of college, this ‘risk shift’ (Hacker, 2008) necessitated a larger
role for student loans, absent policy innovations that would bridge these gaps. In 1983 President Ronald Reagan
explicitly articulated this shift, “The cost of education is primarily the responsibility of the family. The Federal
Government has a role to play in helping needy students get a chance to receive a college education.” Clearly, then,
as with other welfare policies, one’s view of education is based on values, which then drive the metrics emphasized
and the outcomes considered acceptable. In this report, a part of what we contend is that student loans do not align
with the notion that effort and ability should determine who succeeds and who fails. Americans believe that people
who work equally hard and have roughly equal ability should achieve similar outcomes, and our sharing of these
values drive our assertions that, because education has a role in America as part of its welfare state, it matters not
only that people have access to financial aid for paying for college. If the American Dream is to remain real, it also
matters what type of financial aid they have access to and what its effects are. It is along these dimensions that we
encounter concerns with the student loans.
THE STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM’S ROLE IN INSTITUTIONALIZING UNEQUAL OUTCOMES
When the Higher Education Act of 1965 was enacted, student loans were not meant to be the primary instrument for
financing college. In fact, student borrowing did not become the primary instrument for financing college until about
the mid-1980s. Instead, grants were primarily intended for lower-income students, with loans, a compromise of sorts
between Democrats’ and Republicans’ different ideas about how to expand educational opportunities, meant to help
middle-income students confront the short-term cash crunch associated with the cost of college. During this period
student loans were made by private lenders. However, to get private lenders to be willing to offer loans to students
who, for the most part, had no credit history, the banks had to be given a guarantee that they could recoup their
losses if a student defaulted. The concessions that resulted took student loans down a path which has resulted in a
fairly unique debt instrument, one with an outsized significance in U.S. policy and, today, Americans’ balance
sheets. If we understand student loan default as a result of the inherent difficulty in accurately predicting the return
on college and not simply borrowers’ unwillingness to pay, we see this request for rules that preference lenders,
though practical from the perspective of financial institutions, as creating a kind of perverse outcome where the goal
becomes more to protect the financial institutions than the recipients. Given the subsequent trajectory of student
loans, where borrowing has become a primary mechanism of college access for most prospective students, this
positioning of financial aid within the larger credit market should have perhaps raised more alarm. Again, here it is
important to recognize education—and public support for the same—not as mere academic instruction, but as a sort
of “American welfare”, vastly preferred to their alternative—direct payments. It is within this role of education that
we find greatest concern over this protection of institutions instead of individuals. Here, for our particular emphasis
on the educational attainment and equitable outcomes of low-income and otherwise disadvantaged students, for
whom education functions more explicitly as a form of welfare than for high-income students, student borrowing
may be especially ill-suited.
To show how the student loan program is hindering the ability of education to fulfill its role as an equalizer, we pull
together a growing body of research that suggests student loans, large and small, can have negative effects on far too
many potential students’ college preparation, the decision to enroll in college, which college to select, whether to
stay and complete college, which job to take after college, whether and when to marry, when to have kids, the
amount of overall financial stress experienced, whether to buy a home, and whether, when, and how much to save
for retirement. We acknowledge that, as with all secondary data analysis, there are no ‘perfect’ studies; however,
this evidence on a variety of outcomes, from different researchers utilizing a range of methods and datasets, at a
minimum, points to the need for a distinct and fuller assessment of the U.S. student loan system, including its
potential role in contributing to Americans’ perceptions that their greatest hopes are increasingly elusive. Reviewing
the growing body of research makes a compelling case on its own that the student loan program exacerbates uneven
returns on a college degree and erodes, then, some of the equalizing potential of our higher education system.
We recognize, within the context of today’s financial aid debate, that some may view these student loan effects as
small costs to pay for the right to receive an education. Indeed, some Americans may choose to delay buying a home
or getting married, and generational differences may lead some to make different life choices altogether (Nielsen,
2014). Our intention here is simply to point out the unacceptable inequity of a system that asks some, but not all,
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students to pay these costs, and frames such inequity as an inevitable price of higher education access. We believe
that the American Dream requires that personal preferences and life goals must determine individuals’ paths, not the
constraints leveled by the way in which they financed the higher education they pursued on their journey. This leads
to different conclusions about the seriousness of student loan effects and, then, the urgency of constructing
alternatives. For example, Rose (2014) states, “A sizable number of people are certainly inconvenienced for their
first 10 years after graduation and face a long period of repayments, but a relatively small percentage confront
default” (p. 30, emphasis added). We would and have agreed with Dr. Rose that it still pays off to attend college,
even if you have to take out student loans. However, this certainly does not mitigate the harsh reality that college
pays off more for those who do not have to take out loans. It is that inequity that is problematic. And the disparity in
outcomes is often quite consequential. The average time that it takes to repay student loans grew from about seven
years in 1992 to a little more than 13 years in 2010 (Akers & Chingos, 2014), and this is likely to continue to grow
as Income-Based Repayment plans grow in popularity (Akers & Chingos, 2014), touted as a way for overburdened
students to cope with the strain of their debt burdens. These programs, which have doubled in use over the last two
years itself a sign that there is a student debt problem in America, extend normal repayment plans from 10 years to
up to 25 years. In light of evidence of the long-term financial implications of diverting income to debt repayment
instead of asset accumulation, payment schedules that extend the period of indebtedness may only exacerbate the
divides. Even if the advantage realized by a student who does not have to borrow for higher education is small, and
even if the student who had to take out loans is better off than he or she would be without a college education, this
just seems at odds with the goal of education being an equalizer in society. Even more fundamentally, this landscape
is incompatible with the spirit of the American Dream that promises that effort and ability will determine who
succeeds and fails in life. It is particularly disturbing as a proposed ‘solution’ to the growing public angst about
student loans’ effects on the economic mobility and financial security of young Americans, failing as it does to
address the underlying causes of their distress.
Particularly out of sync with the stated and understood purpose of student loans to facilitate greater access to higher
education, though, are the ways in which borrowing influences students’ decisions prior to college entrance, again in
highly unequal ways. Apart from the fact that the mere thought of having to finance college through the student loan
program is associated with some students opting not to attend college—debt aversion—the student loan program
helps to institutionalize separate educational paths for those who have money for college and those who do not. For
instance, field evidence suggests that students facing the prospect of considerable debt may be steered toward twoyear colleges as opposed to a four-year college by high school personnel such as teachers and counselors, even when
they are academically qualified to attend more selective institutions (Elliott, 2013). One high school counselor put it
this way,
Being able to see it made a big difference because I had students that were accepted into 4-year
colleges around the state but once we looked at the aid packages, they realized, OK, it doesn’t
make sense for me to go down to [4-year college] and take out some loans when I can get money
back if I start at [2-year college] and just get my associate’s and then transfer so that, they have to
see it, they have to be able to touch it. And I’m the same way, like you can talk to me all day but
until I see the numbers, it’s not really going to click with me. (Elliott, 2013, p. 19)
This idea that students who cannot afford to pay for college or cannot afford to take out loans should attend two-year
colleges even when qualified to attend more selective colleges helps create the expectation that there are different
paths for students with and without money to pay for college. And, yet, today’s conversation about higher education
and, specifically, financial aid, is dominated by this thinking. In justifying the student loan program as not
diminishing the return on college, researchers have expressed a similar rationale as the counselor, for example,
Nonetheless, for many borrowers even modest student debt crowds out other spending. But our
postsecondary system is huge and provides many options. Students can minimize debt by going to
a less-expensive public four-year college or by starting at a community college and then
transferring to a state four-year school. (Rose, 2014, p. 30)
This idea that to avoid debt students should have to make a decision to attend two-year colleges is also reflected in
state and national policy. For instance, the Tennessee Promise offers last-dollar scholarships to ensure free two-year
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degrees or certificates from the state’s 13 community colleges and 27 technical schools. While we recognize the
good intentions in these policy prescriptions, serving as they do to attempt to preserve routes to college completion
for students facing significant cost burdens, this approach runs counter to education acting as an equalizer,
particularly given evidence of unequal outcomes and returns on degree at different types of institutions. We
acknowledge that a two-year college is the best option for some students, and the value of these institutions in the
U.S. higher education system is clear, but the student loan program should not be part of why students have to
decide to attend a two-year college or a four-year college, nor should financial aid options determine how educators
advise students. This is an artifact of the overreliance on student debt and a distortion of how Americans believe
higher education to work. Importantly, we do not ask this of students who have the financial resources to attend
college. Potential students from upper-income families are much more likely to walk into a pattern of higher
education, such that they may never consciously and intentionally ‘decide’ to attend college. For them, higher
education still largely serves as an institution that supports the realization of their American Dream, which makes it
even more imperative that we find policy levers capable of strengthening this same promise for less advantaged
children.
It is because of the role that education has been given as part of our welfare system that education has become
America’s largest investment in ensuring equitable outcomes for all Americans. The stakes are high for properly
financing and administering higher education, given its outsized function in our economy and our collective identity.
Therefore, financial aid is not just a matter of providing students with the money they need to pay for college. We
must assess whether or not these finances align with education’s role as an important facilitator of the American
Dream. Then, we must muster the political will to build a financial aid system up to this task.
OVERVIEW
In the first part of chapter one, we assert that the real concern should be about outcomes, equity, and the way in
which policy is marching towards overreliance on student loans without much consideration of the effects, profound,
troubling, and long-lasting though they may be. Often, efforts to raise concerns about the performance of student
loans according to these other measures raises quick defense of student borrowing as a vehicle—often, the only
available one—for college access. Here, then, we examine evidence that suggests that the student loan program may
complicate the subjective calculation that post-secondary education pays off for students. Our point is not to debate
that higher education is almost always a ‘good’ investment for American students, even when a student has to take
out loans to finance it. Comparing the outcomes of less-educated adults to those of college graduates reveals that it
clearly is. The question is whether students understand this, what might interfere with this assessment and its
influence on their decisions, and how this process might lead to different actions for lower-income students, as
compared to their higher-income counterparts, including in ways that may inhibit loans’ potential stimulus of
college access. Potential students from upper-income families are much more likely to walk into a pattern of higher
education, such that they may never consciously and intentionally ‘decide’ to attend post-secondary institutions; for
them, then, this subjective calculation is far less determinant of ultimate outcomes than for the lower-income
children whose opportunity costs may loom much larger and whose pro-education cues may be interrupted by other
forces. Chapter one goes on to discuss evidence on the long-term costs of borrowing as significant determinants of
later well-being and, then, important considerations in evaluating loans’ true individual and societal implications.
Reviewing the growing body of literature makes it clear to us that the student loan program exacerbates uneven
returns on a college degree and erodes, then, some of the equalizing potential of our higher education system.
In chapter two we posit that over-reliance on the student loan program is weakening the ability of the education path
to act as the great ‘equalizer’ it is meant to be. Instead of dedicating our policy attentions to solving the problems
created, exacerbated, or hastened by student loan reliance, we have mostly moved the goalposts, no longer expecting
student loans to be a pillar of educational opportunity and equity. Policies respond to the angst that results from
damage leveled by the status quo—by delaying requirements for debt repayment, suggesting different educational
paths to reduce costs, and advising students to become more educated consumers—but without striking at the roots
of the problem. When confronted by evidence of the potential harms—educational, economic, social—wrought by
existing debt levels, we attempt to soothe with temporary and partial ‘fixes’ and console ourselves with the notion
that most “students will eventually recover.” We contend that the impetus for these well-intentioned but ultimately
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short-sighted approaches stems in part from an incorrect and incomplete preoccupation with debt levels—for
individual students and in the aggregate—as the indicator, an emphasis which may potentially confuse the debate.
However, at this point in the policy discussion of U.S. financial aid, it is not enough to merely point out limitations
and drawbacks to student loans. Their prominent place within the policy landscape makes the hole that would be
created by their absence loom too large, such that many struggle to even imagine alternatives. In pursuit of superior
outcomes and in the belief that we need a new direction for our financial aid system, in the final chapter of the report
we present asset-based, rather than debt-dependent, financial aid, embodied in Children’s Savings Accounts (CSAs),
capable of being part of a strategy to restore higher education as a equalizing force and catalyst of a reinvigorated
American Dream.
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CHAPTER 1
EVEN IF WE SAY IT AIN’T SO, AMERICA HAS A STUDENT DEBT PROBLEM
The main contention in this report is that student loans should not be the centerpiece of the U.S. financial aid system,
particularly for low-income students who turn to financial aid to bridge access to higher education. Instead, student
borrowing may work best as a strategy for upper-income families, who can use student loans strategically, to make it
possible to attend more expensive institutions than they could otherwise afford, reserve parental asset stores for
other purposes, and/or prevent students from having to work while in school. While a case could be made that the
student loan program should not be a part of the federal government’s investment in facilitating access to postsecondary education, at a minimum we contend that the program should be gradually returned to the level seen in
the 1970’s, when loans constituted a much smaller portion of the financial aid packages for most students, as well a
smaller footprint within institutional budgets (Martin & Lehren, 2012). Relying on student loans as a primary
mechanism for financing post-secondary education is a recent development. Geiger and Heller (2011) found that
federal, state, and private grants were the largest form of financial aid until 1982, when loans began to outpace
grants. During most years, this has only escalated. For example, in 2000, student loans made up 38 percent of net
tuition, fees, room, and board; by 2013 they made up 50 percent (Greenstone, Looney, Patashnik, & Yu, 2013). This
policy shift coincided with the solidifying expectation that students—not states or institutions—would bear most of
the burden of college costs (Hiltonsmith, 2014). This shift fell particularly hard on disadvantaged students, who
were least likely to have a cushion of parental support to sustain them (Elliott & Friedline, 2012) and the support of
well-positioned K-12 institutions that could help them navigate the non-loan aid (Dynarski, 2002; Marin, 2002).
While students in poverty continue to face the greatest obstacles to financing post-secondary education, today
student debt is a problem for the many, not the few. Fry (2012) found that 40 percent of all households headed by
individuals younger than 35 years of age have outstanding student debt. Further, the proportion of undergraduate
students who took out federal loans increased from 23 percent in 2001‒02 to 35 percent in 2011‒12 (College Board,
2012). This borrowing adds up. Total borrowing for college hit $113.4 billion for the 2011‒12 school year, up 24
percent from five years earlier (College Board, 2012). As a result, households are faced with ever-growing debt, and
this heavy borrowing threatens the financial security of more than just young college students. According to the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York, about 2.2 million Americans 60 years of age or older were liable for repayment
of $43 billion in federal and private student loans in 2012, up $15 billion from 2007 (Greene, 2012).
Some research correctly notes that about 20 percent of the growth in student debt since 1989 can be explained by
increases in the number of people attending post-secondary education (Akers & Chingos, 2014), a core objective of
the student loan program as it is framed in the policy debate. But while 20 percent is meaningful, that still leaves 80
percent left unexplained by growth in attendance, revealing it to be an inadequate explanation for the sharp upward
trajectory of student borrowing. Some of these same researchers also correctly point out that growth in the number
of people continuing their educations into post-graduate study has played an important role in the rise in student
debt, by extending the educational path and, therefore, increasing the total cost of higher education (Akers &
Chingos, 2014; Delisle, 2014). As Akers & Chingos (2014) indicate, student debt levels among graduate degree
holders quadrupled ($10,000 to $40,000) between 1992 and 2010; however, during the same time period student
debt amounts among bachelor degree holders almost tripled ($6,000 to $16,000), again pointing to the inadequacy of
this supposed explanation for increasing debt. Certainly, looking at amount of borrowing as an indicator of the scope
of the problem, just because bachelor debt only tripled does not mean that it does not warrant serious concern.
As other forms of financial aid, particularly means-tested grant assistance, have eroded in value, while college costs
have risen, not only have students become more likely to borrow; they are borrowing more. The amount borrowed
by the average student increased only marginally between 2003-04 and 2007-08; however, debt loads increased by
$4,700 (19 percent) between 2007-08 and 2011-2012 for bachelor’s degree recipients and by $3,100 (23 percent) for
associate’s degree holders (Miller, 2014). So, judged by indicators of incidence and amount of debt, this perceived
‘crisis’ only appears to be growing. Critically, however, viewing America’s student debt problem using only an
accounting lens largely obscures the most significant issues. Particularly given the role higher education plays in
facilitating economic mobility, energizing the U.S. economy, and sustaining the American Dream, our real concern
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should be about outcomes, issues of equity, and the real risk that the U.S. might inadvertently imperil our most
treasured collective narrative in our almost unthinking adherence to a mantra that student debt is, at least basically, a
sound way to finance an advanced education.

A STANDARD OF “STUDENTS EVENTUALLY RECOVER” IS NOT GOOD ENOUGH
When the college debt conversation takes into consideration outcomes and equity some media and researchers speak
as though there is no problem unless college debt rises to the level of creating a national financial crisis. This is too
narrow of a lens from which to view the student debt problem. A financial aid program that in 2011-2012 school
year cost Americans $70.8 billion (College Board, 2012), from which the federal government earned $41.3 billion in
2013 (Jesse, 2013), and from which Sallie Mae (the nation’s largest private student loan lender) made $939 million
in net profit for 2012 (Hartman, 2013) should be held to a higher standard than ‘some students will eventually
recover’. It should actually have to be shown to be an equalizing force with regard to educational attainment and
financial wellbeing. It is not just our financial investment that makes this so important; we have also invested
considerable regulatory and legislative legitimacy in student borrowing, imbuing these loans with tremendous
significance in our policy structure—including preventing discharge in bankruptcy and deploying collection
agencies to recoup debts—in ways that ‘leak’ into other policy dimensions.
There is little evidence that we are holding student loans to this higher standard, however. Today, largely as a result
of media depiction, problematic debt has been roughly defined as $100,000 or more. This inaccurate definition
moves the goalposts, allowing some analysts, policymakers, and pundits to divert attention from the negative effects
associated with student debt by merely demonstrating that average student debt is far less (latest estimates $29,400
(Miller, 2014)) than $100,000 (also see, Sanchez, 2012; Edmiston, Brooks, & Shepelwich, 2012). Significantly, this
accounting ignores compelling research that shows that amounts much smaller than $100,000 can create financial
hardship. For example, Akers (2014) finds that “high-debt borrowers face financial hardship at only slightly higher
rates than comparable households with less debt” (p. 4). What this suggests is that high debt does not necessarily
lead to hardship, because people with high debt often have higher earnings; equally important, it also means that low
debt does not necessarily mean absence of hardship. Additionally, this simplistic accounting glosses over the
significance of variables such as how people come to borrow and why, factors that may matter more than how much
they borrow, particularly when it comes to disadvantaged students, who borrow as their only option, versus
wealthier students whose loans complement other financial aid and who likely have resources with which to
confront obligations post-graduation.
The fact that debt of any size may bring about financial hardship raises the question of whether making student loans
the centerpiece of the U.S. financial aid system is an inherently flawed idea. It also points to the potential futility of
policy reforms that merely seek to ‘tweak’ the student loan system in order to mitigate its worst effects. As we
understand student borrowing today, the factors that influence whether student debt will be harmful for a given
student include not only the amount of debt but other, more complex considerations, including the kind of postsecondary institution attended, the major pursued, the kind of job students secure after graduation, what the
economy will be like, and the options they have before, during and after higher education. Beyond the fact that
answering these questions accurately is nearly impossible for a super computer, let alone a high school graduate,
even if answered correctly (i.e., college will pay off), the need for this calculus may itself weaken the ability for the
education path to act as an ‘equalizer’. In fact, getting more information about how harmful student debt can be
could just further depress post-secondary education participation, particularly among low-income and minority
students who are more likely to be loan-averse, unless an alternative way to pay is provided.

THE STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM’S INFLUENCE ON THE DECISION TO BORROW
The economic model of human capital investment assumes that individuals decide to invest in postsecondary
education by making a subjective calculation that expected long-term benefits of attending would exceed expected
short-term costs (Becker, 1962). Long-term expected benefits include both monetary and nonmonetary benefits
while short-term expected costs include the costs of attendance and foregone earnings. In addition to weighing costs
and benefits, economists recognize that this calculus also depends on the “demand for human capital and the supply
of resources for investing in human capital” (Perna, 2006, p. 107). In this section we will focus on how the student
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loan program can complicate the subjective calculation of the return on receiving a post-secondary credential,
particularly in the case of lower-income children, and touch on the demand for human capital and resources for
paying for post-secondary education.

Student Loans Complicate the Calculation of the Return on Post-Secondary Education
Institutions influence human decision-making in nearly invisible ways, such that what is sometimes perceived as a
rational choice really is the product of institutional structures. In an analysis of institutions and rational choice,
North (2005) describes rational decision making this way, “much of what passes for rational choice is not so much
individual cogitation as the embeddedness of the thought process in the larger social and institutional context” (p.
24). The student loan program, as a type of institution, provides high school graduates contemplating post-secondary
education with an embedded thought process that plays out in the subjective calculation these students make about
the return on college. While not often discussed, the role of student loans in this subjective calculation is likely as
much of a problem as the actual loan amount. It is important to emphasize that we recognize student loans are not
the only institution influencing student decision-making in this context; students may also be guided in their
decisions by parents, peers, and their secondary schools, among others. One of the reasons that student loans may
fail disadvantaged students, however, is that these students may not have the support of countervailing institutions to
mitigate loans’ negative effects.
Again, this subjective calculation is likely particularly salient for lower-income students. Potential students from
upper-income families are much more likely to walk into a pattern of higher education, such that they may never
consciously and intentionally ‘decide’ to attend college. For instance, as children from upper-income families are
more likely to have parents who have attended a post-secondary institution (e.g., Terenzini, Cabrera, & Bernal,
2001), they have access to and support from institutions other than the student loan system as they face the prospect
of higher education. Significantly, educated parents are more likely to counsel their children on availability of
financial aid (Goldrick-Rab, 2006; Terenzini, et al., 2001) and provide more accurate information about the cost of
college (Horn, Chen, & Chapman, 2003), which mediates the role of student loans in these students’ accounting.
Moreover, for many upper-income students, alternative forms for paying for college exist (Sallie Mae, 2014), such
that student loans feature less prominently in their financial and mental preparation for higher education.

The Economic Context in which Decisions are Made
It is important to also point out that these calculations of subjective costs occur within an economic context that can
obscure the benefits of college. As the subjective calculation includes potential students’ image of the economy and
their role in it, today’s relatively adverse conditions, including for college graduates, may alter post-secondary
education decision-making in ways that have lasting repercussions. The Great Recession contributed to fewer jobs
for college graduates, rising college costs as states reduced support to universities, stagnant incomes, and a shift
away from societal responsibility toward individual responsibility for financing post-secondary education
(Hiltonsmith, 2014). While college graduates inarguably continue to outperform their less-educated peers on many
economic and social measures, between 2000 and 2010 unemployment among college degree holders rose from 2.0
percent to 5.7 percent (Mishel, Bivens, Gould, & Shierholz, 2013). Between 2002 and 2012 wages were stagnant or
declining for the bottom 70 percent of U.S. families (Mishel & Shierholz, 2013).
Even more disturbing is the unequal distribution of risk exposure in this economy. Because different groups of
people face different economic conditions, the subjective calculations potential students must make are not the same.
For instance, the college-educated unemployment rate is higher among racial minorities. Between 2000 and 2010 the
unemployment rate for White workers with a college degree increased from 1.8 percent to 4.9 percent, but for Black
college graduates it increased from 2.8 percent to 9.8 percent (Mishel, Bivens, Gould, & Shierholz, 2013). Recent
U.S. economic history complicates these decisions, too, particularly as prospective college students today cannot
rely on either earnings achieved by recent college graduates or their parents’ economic experiences as accurate
predictors of what they will be able to earn if they attain a college degree, or not. And even though economic times
change, perceptions of the current economic climate, good or bad, weigh into the decision.
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The economic model’s focus on short-term costs—particularly the time during higher education—has resulted in
neglect of the long-term costs of student debt in policy and research. Because the full effects of student loans,
including the constraints they place on asset accumulation and, potentially, earnings, post-college, do not show up as
short-term financial costs as currently defined (largely confined to the cost of attending and forgone earnings), this is
an unrealistically narrow conception of the ‘costs’ of college. This is important because it narrows the lens through
which many observers view the student loan problem. For example, Rothstein and Rouse (2011) state: “student debt
has only an income effect—proportional to the ratio of debt to the present discounted value of total lifetime
earnings—on career and other post-college decisions” (p. 149). They go on to calculate that $10,000 in student debt
represents less than one percent of the present value of the average college graduate’s potential lifetime earnings.
The implication is that college pays off eventually, even if, in the short term, loans are expensive.
With this as the standard for success, with some exceptions, pundits and analysts have largely concluded that student
loans should not play a negative role in students’ decisions to attend college (i.e., it is rational for a potential student
who is disadvantaged to conclude that college is ‘worth it’). Our point is not to debate the calculation that adults
who have a college degree have higher lifetime earnings than adults without a college degree (e.g., Rose, 2014).
There is considerable evidence that college does pay off. However, we aim to raise questions about the extent to
which anyone really can accurately predict costs and benefits; the extent to which the focus should be on costs
associated with the period of attendance and not outcomes before, during and after post-secondary attendance; and
the extent to which earnings alone are the right standard, rather than considerations of equity and economic mobility.

Does Anyone Really Think that Way? Information is Important, but Not Sufficient
It must be emphasized that the subjective calculation of the return on college is not a scientific analysis. The data
potential students collect to make this calculation are largely anecdotal, tested through life experience rather than a
statistical package. The decision to borrow is primarily based on prospective students’ ability to accurately predict
what their particular future earnings will be. Since little of the information needed for making the calculation is
known (e.g., whether he/she will get a job after graduation, whether that job will be in his/her field, if the field will
even exist 10 years from now, how much the borrower will earn over the course of his/her life, and so forth) at the
time the decision is to be made, it is a qualitatively different type of calculation than what the economist makes, for
example, when calculating lifetime earnings. Even in the best of economic times, there is no guarantee that past
returns will come to pass. This is further complicated by the fact that graduating with a four-year degree is almost a
50/50 proposition in America, so initiating degree pursuit does not at all guarantee that one will complete college.
For instance, Avery and Turner (2012) find that about 55 percent of dependent students who expect to complete a
bachelor’s degree and about 50 percent who expect to complete an associate’s degree do so within six years after
graduating high school. So, even looking at the very short term, prospective students cannot even be sure that they
will graduate.
In sharp contrast to this uncertain context facing borrowers, lenders have policy protections that allow debt
collectors to garnish wages, including huge penalties that balloon what is owed, which some worry may even
encourage practices that contribute to borrower default. They also benefit from polices that make discharging
student loans within bankruptcy nearly impossible and can obtain government assistance in collecting unpaid debts.
With these and many other protections, the risk to lenders is far less than for borrowers. Lenders also benefit from
having a large asset store not available to most borrowers, which further reduces their risk. And they benefit from
the changing landscape of financial aid, which essentially drives ‘captive’ customers to their doors, as non-loan aid
loses more of its capacity to meet rising college costs. Critically, this business model diverges dramatically from
how student loans are framed, as an almost altruistic intervention that puts college within reach for those who
otherwise would never be able to afford it.

Costs before Post-Secondary Attendance
The true costs of higher education include not just foregone earnings during post-secondary attendance and the
‘hard’ costs of tuition and fees, but also those prior to and well beyond college. For example, when two college-age
children, one who will have to rely on loans and one who will not, contemplate their opportunities, including what
college they will attend and what major they will pursue, they may view these decisions very differently. Research
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on student debt aversion shines light on how student loans restrict opportunities for those who rely on them
(Campaigne & Hossler, 1998; Fenske, Porter, & DuBrock, 2000; Paulsen & St. John, 2002; Perna, 2000). For
example, Perna (2000) finds that student loans reduce the chance that Black students enroll in four-year colleges.
She attributes this, in part, to an aversion to borrowing. In essence, student loans may provide these students with an
embedded thought process that four-year college is out of their reach, not because they do not have the desire, effort,
or ability to succeed in more selective institutions but because they fear taking on debt in order to pursue this
education.
Beyond loan aversion, other embedded institutional thought processes may be at play, but these influences may also
be shaped by the reality of the debt-dependent financial aid system. For instance, field evidence suggests that
students facing the prospect of considerable debt may be steered toward two-year colleges as opposed to a four-year
college by high school personnel such as teachers and counselors, even when they are academically qualified to
attend more selective institutions (Elliott, 2013). This field evidence is supported by survey data that indicates that
37 percent of school guidance counselors believe that low-income students should avoid student loans because of
risk of default (National Association for College Admission Counseling and the Project on Student Debt, 2007).
Similarly, McDonough and Calderone (2004) also find that counselors may steer low-income students toward
community colleges because they believe that they are more affordable. Critically, these same restrictions on the
attendance decision are not placed on students who do not require student loans, thus exacerbating the inequity of
institutional selection. And, again, since different types of institutions do not deliver the same educational outcomes,
these choices may have serious—even lifelong—effects. This is not how most people think that U.S. higher
education works for bright but poor students.

Costs during Post-Secondary Attendance
Student debt also appears to play a negative role in some children’s decisions to stay and complete college if they
go. For instance, Baum and O’Malley (2003) find that 40 percent of students with student loan debt reported that
they did not return to school or transferred to a lower-cost school due to student loan debt. Significantly, loans’
depressing effects on educational attainment may be particularly salient for disadvantaged students. Kim (2007)
finds that higher student loan debt in the first year of college is associated with lower probabilities of graduating
from college among low-income and Black students but not high-income and White students. Kim (2007) suggests
that higher loan aversion by low-income and Black students might come from having less certain job prospects, less
familiarity with financial institutions, and a higher risk of not graduating from college than higher income and White
students. Additionally, there is evidence that students’ decisions do not unfold as economic models would suggest,
reinforcing the importance of making policy based on real conditions, not idealized abstractions. With respect to
student debt and college completion, Cofer and Somers (2000) state,
…rather than being incremental, the effect of debt is felt in lump sums. That is, a student
borrows in a lump sum…at the beginning of the semester. When the next semester begins, the
student has to again make a decision to persist based, in part, on this new, higher level of debt.
Students view threshold levels as intimidating, especially when they move from one perceived
level to another. (p. 35)
Further, Millett (2003) finds that students with college debt are about 60 to 70 percent less likely to apply to
graduate school than students without college debt, potentially evidence of other ways in which student borrowing
distorts the educational paths of those who depend on loans.
Merely ‘counting’ total student borrowing cannot answer our most urgent questions about how to build a financial
aid system equipped to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century. In the end, determining how many students
are borrowing exactly how much money is not the right evidence with which to measure what we most need to
know: whether the student loan program is delivering the best return on investment or whether other approaches
might be better. The question, then, is not whether or not student loans are creating the next financial crisis or even
whether students are crippled with unprecedented repayment burdens. Instead, the United States must determine
whether the student loan program is another source of inequality in the education system, compromising economic
mobility following college and, then, effectively closing off one of the only few remaining viable vehicles to upward
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progress in the U.S. economy. Indeed, particularly in the context of limited government resources, a financial aid
program worth billions of federal dollars of investment should do more than only temporarily harm some students. It
should create greater economic equality, through the medium of the education system.
If there are good reasons to believe that student loans may not be fulfilling this function, it seems reasonable to ask
if there is a better way to provide access to college that more closely aligns with American values. However, the
current political environment of inaction with regard to funding education, the constant fear of deeper cuts, and an
emotional attachment to the student loan program as an access vehicle—including considerable defensiveness in
those who do now view their own use of student loans as having been detrimental—has created resistance to
acknowledging that they do not work for many students today. Instead of imagining alternatives more capable of
creating equity, the policy debate centers on the false counterfactual of whether students are better off taking on
loans to go to college than not attending college at all. To focus our collective attention where it belongs, we must
extend the time horizon on which we look for indicators of the success or failure of the student loan system. In the
next section we discuss evidence of the potential negative long-term costs of student loans.

COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH HAVING DECIDED TO BORROW
The student debt problem cannot be understood solely by its influence on the subjective calculation of students’
decision to borrow and, by extension, whether and where and how to attend post-secondary education. It is also
about the costs students face after making the decision to borrow, as they leave college with debt. We posit that, if
the student loan program strengthened the education path as an equalizer in society, upon graduating, two students
with similar degrees should be able to achieve similar returns on their credentials, holding all else equal. However,
research indicates that student loans may, instead, reduce the return on college. Either way, there is very little
evidence, if any, to suggest that it is strengthening the education path as an equalizer.

Career and Social Choices
Survey data from American Student Assistance (2013) finds that 30 percent of respondents say that student debt
played a role in their career choice. In line with the survey data, Rothstein and Rouse (2011) find evidence that
student loan debt drives graduates away from low-paying and public-sector jobs (also see, Minicozzi, 2005).
Similarly, Field (2009) finds that the rate of placements in public-interest law are roughly a third higher when law
students are given tuition waivers instead of loan repayment assistance. Taken together, what these findings suggest
is that borrowers may see their career opportunities differently than non-borrowers, in ways that distort their postcollege planning. Given the widespread reliance on student loans across this cohort of college students, these
selection pressures may have significant repercussions in the broader economy.
Beyond career decisions, student loans also appear to provide people with an embedded thought process that
conveys the message that they should wait to start their social lives. For example, Gicheva (2011) finds that students
with outstanding student debt have a lower probability of marriage than students without outstanding debt, among
people younger than 37 (also see, Baum and O’Malley, 2003). If they marry, graduates with student debt express
less satisfaction with their marriage than students with no debt (Dew, 2008). Moreover, when asked, survey data
indicate that 43 percent of student loan borrowers say they have delayed having children (American Student
Assistance, 2013; also see, Baum and O’Malley, 2003).

Financial Stress
Not surprisingly then, Fry (2014) discovers that 18- to 39-year-olds with two- or four-year degrees who have
outstanding student debt are less satisfied overall with their financial situations than similarly-situated young adults
without outstanding student debt (70 percent versus 84 percent, respectively). Further, he finds that 18- to 39-yearolds with two- or four-year degrees who have outstanding student debt are less likely to perceive an immediate
payoff from having gone to college than similarly-situated young adults without outstanding student debt (63
percent versus 81 percent, respectively). Compounding the problem of financial stress associated with repaying
student loans may be the evidence of abusive debt collection practices and the lack of enforcement collection
agencies face for these excesses (Burd, 2014). Student borrowers face large penalties if they are late or fail to pay
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back their debt on time, and they may be frustrated in their efforts to better manage their debts by onerous
restrictions, many of which are peculiar to this type of consumer borrowing (CFPB, 2013). While media attention
and cohort effects may increase the perception of distress among student borrowers, it must be emphasized that the
strains felt by many student borrowers today are, indeed, grounded in the economic realities they face.

Delinquency and Default
Considerable popular attention, and significant financial resources, have been dedicated to the problem of student
loan delinquency and default. Student loans become delinquent when payment is 60 to 120 days late. In 2011 the
U.S. Department of Education spent $1.4 billion to pay collection agencies to track down students whose loans are
delinquent or in default (Martin, 2012). While all types of consumer debt have some experiences of repayment
difficulty, there is evidence that something about the student loan product, or the context in which it is situated,
makes it particularly difficult to service successfully. According to Brown, Haughwout, Lee, Scally, and van der
Klaauw (2014), the measured student debt delinquency rate is currently the highest of any consumer debt product.
Cunningham and Kienzl (2011) find that 26 percent of borrowers who began repayment in 2005 were delinquent on
their loans at some point but did not default. By 2012, Brown, Haughwout, Lee, Scally, and van der Klaauw (2014)
report that just over 30 percent of borrowers who began repayment were delinquent at some point. And some of the
practices utilized by borrowers and lenders to cope with repayment difficulties may have the perverse effects of
deepening loans’ negative implications for student borrowers. About 21 percent of borrowers avoid delinquency by
using deferment (temporary suspension of loan payments) or forbearance (temporary postponement or reduction of
payments for a period of time because of financial difficulty) to temporarily alleviate the problem (Cunningham and
Kienzl, 2011). While this may allow borrowers to stay out of official ‘trouble’ with their loans, by stretching out the
period of total indebtedness, these practices may further retard capital development. In total, Cunningham and
Kienzl (2011) find that nearly 41 percent of borrowers have been delinquent or defaulted on their loans. Again, these
trends have effects far beyond the cohort of young adults most plagued by student loan difficulties. Accompanying
the increase in student loan indebtedness, delinquency is also a growing problem among older adults. Among
student loans held by Americans aged 60 or older, 9.5 percent were at least 90 days delinquent, up about 7.4 percent
from 2007 (Greene, 2012).
Defaults are also on the rise. According to the U.S. Department of Education (2012), the national 2-year student loan
default rate was 9.1 percent in 2010 and the 3-year default rate was 13.4 percent. Not surprisingly, defaults occur
unevenly. Students from lower-income households are more likely to default (Woo, 2002), along with students of
color (Herr & Burt, 2005). With fewer familial resources to cushion the payment strain prompted by student loan
obligations and greater likelihood of inadequate income upon leaving college (Woo 2002; Lochner & MongeNaranjo, 2004), these borrowers may have to confront the failed economics of student loans very shortly after
exiting higher education.
Given rising rates of delinquency and default some researchers have suggested making loan eligibility determinations on an individual basis, taking into consideration all of the circumstances faced as well as the outlook for future
ability to repay (see Akers, 2014). This concept, predicated as it is on the availability of nearly unattainable
information, seems born of a desperate attempt to justify the continued existence of the student loan program, while
mitigating its most visibly negative effects. That is, there are too many ways in which the student loan program fails
(individuals and society), so we try to patch solutions together when the reality is that only reducing the prominence
of student borrowing as a part of the financial aid system will address the roots of the problems. In sharp contrast,
these patchwork solutions are likely to exacerbate inequality, perpetuating the survival of a program that will
continue to fail whole cohorts of aspiring college students, while diverting massive resources that could be deployed
toward more promising approaches.

Overall Debt
Since recent college graduates’ annual earnings are usually much lower than they will be during later, prime earning
years, most young adults with student loan debt are forced to rely on credit as a key mechanism for purchasing
wealth-building items like a home (Keister, 2000; Oliver & Shapiro, 2006). However, delinquent and defaulted
accounts may be reflected in students’ credit scores. For many students, this reveals another way in which student
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loans may haunt them as they embark on financial independence. Research by Brown and Caldwell (2013) indicates
that students with student loans have credit scores that are 24 points lower than students without student loans.
Contrary to idea that student loan borrowers face credit constraints, however, research using data from 2010 or
earlier finds that there was a positive correlation between having outstanding student debt and other debt (such as
mortgage, vehicle, or credit card), when comparing graduates with and without debt. For instance, Fry (2014) uses
2010 Survey of Consumer Finance data and finds that 43 percent of households headed by a college graduate with
student debt have vehicle debt and 60 percent have credit card debt. However, using 2012 data, Brown et al. (2013)
find that households with student debt have lower overall debt than households without student debt. They speculate
that borrowers post-Great Recession have become less sure about the labor market, causing a drop in the demand for
credit. Additionally, lenders may have become more reserved about supplying loans to high-balance student
borrowers in the tighter credit markets that followed the financial collapse.

Asset Accumulation
Student debt’s most troubling financial effects may be its constraints not on other borrowing, however, but on asset
accumulation, particularly given the emerging understanding about the significance of initial assets as catalysts for
later economic mobility (Elliott & Lewis, 2014). Research indicates that students who graduate with average student
debt may be forced to invest significantly less in retirement savings or to delay purchasing other wealth-building
items like a home during the early part of their working lives. Critically, this may account for a meaningful amount
of the wealth inequality seen later in life between college graduates with and without outstanding student debt. In
this section we will review research on the correlational relationship between student debt and asset accumulation.
Net worth. Survey data indicate that 63 percent of young adults with student debt report delaying purchasing large
ticket items such as a car. Therefore, it is no surprise that researchers are finding that young adults with student debt
have less net worth (i.e., total assets – total liabilities) than students without student debt. For example, Elliott and
Nam (2013) find that families with college debt may have 63 percent less net worth than those without outstanding
student debt. Similarly, over the life course, Hiltonsmith (2013) finds that an average student debt load ($53,000) for
a dual-headed household with bachelors’ degrees from four-year universities leads to a wealth loss of nearly
$208,000. Fry (2014) also finds a net worth loss among households headed by a college-educated (i.e., bachelor’s
degree or higher) adult younger than 40 who has outstanding student debt. Specifically, he finds that a household
headed by a college graduate without outstanding student debt has seven times ($64,700) the typical net worth of a
household headed by a college graduate who has outstanding student debt ($8,700).
Homeownership. There is evidence to suggest that credit constraints as a result of student loan debt may force young
adults with outstanding student debt to either delay purchasing a house or to purchase it at a much higher interest
rate in the subprime loan market. The higher interest rate may make it harder to earn equity in the house and can
price indebted households out of the most desirable real estate markets. For context, Mishory, O’Sullivan, &
Invincibles (2012) find that the average single student debtor would have to pay close to half of his or her monthly
income toward student loans and mortgage payments. As a result, the debtor would not qualify for an FHA loan or
many private loans (Mishory, O’Sullivan, & Invincibles, 2012)). In line with this, Stone, Van Horn, and Zukin
(2012) find that 40 percent of students graduating from a four-year college with outstanding student loan debt delay
a major purchase, including a home.
Quantitative analysis supports descriptive findings. Shand (2007) finds that student debt has a negative effect on
homeownership rates when comparing four-year college graduates with and without debt. Hiltonsmith (2013) finds
that households with four-year college graduates and outstanding student debt have $70,000 less in home equity than
similarly-situated households without outstanding student debt. Potentially explaining this gap, Houle and Berger
(2014) find that student debt is associated with a delay in buying a home among college graduates with outstanding
student debt compared to those without outstanding student debt. Though Houle and Berger’s findings are
significant but not very strong, if we push the student loan system to perform above a standard of ‘do no harm’, this
still raises serious concerns. Moreover, even though the effects are not strong in the aggregate, again, some groups
of students may be disproportionately affected by these pressures. Significantly, for example, Houle and Berger
(2014) find evidence that suggests these effects are much stronger among Black graduates with outstanding student

14

debt. This is important to the question of whether student loans are helping to strengthen the ability of the education
path to act as an ‘equalizer’ in society, given the structural barriers Blacks already face in the housing market (e.g.,
Oliver and Shapiro, 2006).
Raising doubts about options to quickly maneuver away from these adverse outcomes, Shand (2007) finds little
evidence to suggest that this wealth loss is the result of credit constraints. That is, the presence of student loans on a
household’s balance sheet may not render the household unable to obtain a mortgage. Instead, households with
outstanding student debt might be averse to obtaining a mortgage for a home. In this manner, student loans may
introduce additional levers of inequality into students’ post-college lives, artificially constraining home purchase
and, then, preventing the development of a powerful asset base (Shapiro, Meschede, & Osoro, 2013). The reason for
these differences, with regard to the role of credit constraints, might be due to the different years examined. For
example, as discussed above, Brown and Caldwell (2013) find credit scores of student loan borrowers and nonborrowers were essentially the same in 2003, but by 2012 borrowers had lower scores. Further, Brown and Caldwell
(2013) show that as credit scores of borrowers declined and student debt per borrower increased, homeownership
rates of 30-year-old student loan borrowers have decreased by more than five percent compared to homeownership
rates of 30-year-old non-borrowers. This is a fairly substantial drop, particularly given that the overall
homeownership rate for 30-year-olds is below 24 percent. The Federal Reserve Bank of New York speculates that
the drop in housing rates post-Great Recession is due in part, not only to credit score declines, but tighter
underwriting standards and higher delinquency rates (Brown et al., 2014).
These findings suggest that student loans are simultaneously more and less alarming for the future of the United
States than commonly believed. While student debt may not incite the next financial collapse, despite the
sensationalist claims in some popular media coverage (for discussion of this coverage, see Karsten, 2014; Harvey,
2014), the long-term and aggregate effects of these derailed asset aspirations may constrain economic mobility and
threaten the financial security of student borrowers throughout their lives, and these effects could transmit
significant, albeit indirect, economic fallout from student loans. Unfortunately, difficulties in adequately assessing
these effects, particularly on a timeline that lends itself to policy deliberations, contribute to the overly narrow frame
through which student loans are judged. Even if some of the corrosive effects of deterring homeownership, for
example, may not be felt until today’s indebted youth lack the asset foundation with which to leverage a secure
retirement (Pew Charitable Trusts, 2013), that slow-moving threat is no less deserving of our urgent policy attention.
Retirement savings. In the American Student Assistance (2013) survey on young adults with outstanding student
debt, 73 percent of borrowers say they have put off saving for retirement or other investments. In support of this
finding, Elliott, Grinstein-Weiss, and Nam (2013) find that families with outstanding student debt have 52 percent
less retirement savings than families with no outstanding student debt. Hiltonsmith’s (2013) results indicate that
dual-headed households with a college graduate and median student debt ($53,000) have about $134,000 less in
retirement savings in comparison to dual-headed households with a college graduate and no student debt. Similarly,
Egoian (2013) finds that four-year college graduates with median debt of $23,300 have $115,096 less in retirement
savings than a four-year college graduate with no student loans by the time they reach age 73.
With so many potentially intervening factors unfolding over the next few decades, the full impact may be even
worse. Egoian’s (2013) estimates assume that seven percent of an indebted college graduate’s earnings go toward
yearly loan repayments. This is more conservative than the recommended cutoff for unmanageable student debt of
eight or ten percent (Baum & Schwartz, 2005). That is, he finds negative effects that kick in even at levels of
indebtedness lower than recommended levels. He also bases his estimates off of relatively small amounts of debt -$23,000, at least far less than that apocryphal $100,000 (and even less than current estimates of average debt loads),
yet he finds these relatively large effects. Moreover, his estimates assume that households will pay off their student
debt in 10 years. However, current approaches to dealing with escalating student debt largely seek to make
unsustainable debt levels more bearable by extending the period of repayment. This makes monthly payments
smaller, certainly, but also lengthens the period of depressed capital accumulation. Schemes such as Income-Based
Repayment and the Pay as You Earn plans usually require consolidating student loans and have largely been
designed to prevent debt burden (how much of the borrower’s monthly income has to be devoted to paying back
student loans) from becoming excessive. In order to reduce payments, income-driven repayment plans extend the
time students typically have to pay off their loans from 10 years to up to 25 years in the case of the Income
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Contingent Repayment plan. We suggest that this adds to the student loan problem rather than solving it. Even
before the growth in use of these types of programs, the length of time borrowers took to pay off loans was
increasing. For example, Akers and Chingos (2014) find that the mean term of repayment in 1992 was 7.5 years; it
increased to 13.4 years by 2010 largely because of students consolidating their loans. The time it takes to pay off
loans is only likely to grow as income-driven repayment plans are ‘sold’ as a way to increase affordability.
As examples of how making minor changes to the terms of student loans will ultimately fail to address the problems
caused by their underlying structure and mere presence in the financial aid landscape, utilization of these
modifications is growing rapidly, alongside continued increases in concerns about the consequences of student
borrowing. In 2013 these programs accounted for 6 percent of borrowers in repayment and, by 2014, nearly 11
percent of borrowers were in such a repayment modification (Delisle, 2014). Further, these programs account for
almost 22 percent of the Direct Loan portfolio in repayment (Delisle, 2014). While these programs are lauded by
many as a great way to manage loan burdens, the fact that so many borrowers require such programs should be a
warning sign that the current program is flawed. That is, if so many borrowers find their regular payment plan to be
unbearable, and in fact, such payments are officially deemed to be unbearable, one could reasonably conclude that
the U.S. has a student debt problem. This realization is even more disturbing in light of evidence that the ‘solution’
adopted to address this problem may only intensify the long-term harmful effects of student loans, while reducing
the policy momentum for more substantive reforms by easing some of the pressure exerted by overburdened
borrowers. Indeed, as Egoian’s (2013) research and others makes clear, putting off asset accumulation for 10 to 20
years has real consequences; even having to divert seven percent of one’s income to paying back loans may have a
large effect on long-term wealth accumulation, let alone the 10 to 20 percent required by income-driven repayment
plans.
From the evidence discussed in this report it appears clear to us that the student loan program exacerbates uneven
returns on a college degree. This conclusion is all the more convincing when we consider that it is not based on any
one study but a body of evidence conducted by a variety of different researchers and ranges across a number of
different outcomes (e.g., marriage, homeownership, financial distress, etc.) using a variety of different methods and
samples. However, at the same time, it is important to emphasize that as a whole, this evidence does not suggest that
higher education does not pay. Human capital is created by student debt, and graduates can leverage their human
capital into earnings and wealth accumulation potential. That promise makes these findings, which call into question
the soundness of the U.S. financial aid system, all the more alarming, since aspiring students who cannot finance
their post-secondary educations from family wealth largely have to choose between foregoing valuable educational
investments, on the one hand, or taking on potentially crippling student loans on the other. Faced with these
undesirable ‘options’, students’ fates seem largely out of their control, contrary to the American ideal of reward for
effort and ability. In the end, students with outstanding student debt still end up behind their peers whose family
asset stores or other advantages enabled human capital accumulation without significant borrowing.

IN CONCLUSION
Scratching the surface of the U.S. student loan debate reveals that we allow student debt a sort of grace unparalleled
in U.S. policy, continually moving the goalposts as we seek to console ourselves that a financial aid system
predicated largely on borrowing can, somehow, work. Instead of carefully considering the kind of policy we want, in
order to facilitate our children’s access to the higher education that most Americans believe is essential for economic
mobility (Newport & Busteed, 2013), we look for approaches that would modify the student loan system enough to
allow it to survive, even while holding very low expectations for this very significant investment. Perhaps like the
apocryphal frog in boiling water, we have gradually come to expect that, for many if not most U.S. college students,
the only path to college and the prosperity that lies beyond is high debt. As it has become clear that this debt is
difficult for many students to afford post-college, we have sought to adjust their repayment schedules extending over
longer periods of time. As it became apparent that even these modified obligations were exerting some negative
influences on students’ decisions prior to college and on adjustment to adulthood after, we consoled ourselves that
these effects are temporary, a new rite of passage as Americans come of age. As evidence reveals that this
borrowing has lifelong effects, compromising graduates’ ability to engage in the very wealth-building behaviors
their educations were supposed to make possible, we have reflexively defended student loans as a vehicle for college
access, perhaps overlooking that merely accessing college is not the American Dream. When we acknowledge that
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student loans are underperforming even as an access tool, we helplessly claim that we cannot imagine an alternative
(Woluchem & George, 2014). We are far enough down the policy path of student indebtedness to make it difficult to
see our way out and, so, have adjusted to burdensome student debt as a ‘natural’ part of the American life cycle,
normalizing a rather extraordinary phenomenon that sees many U.S. college graduates worse off, in measures of
financial well-being, health, and even overall life satisfaction (Dugan & Kafka, 2014), as an apparent side effect of
their use of a financial aid product that is supposed to facilitate ultimate improvements in all of these indicators.
The seeds for this bitter harvest were sown long ago, with the ill effects only brought into sharp relief by the Great
Recession, with its colliding forces of further increases in college costs, reduced job prospects for graduates, and
tightened family finances that preclude, for many, the luxury of just trusting that higher education will be a good
investment. We have now turned our attention to different measures of the extent to which student loans are failing
us, and the evidence is not just disappointing. It is alarming. There is reason to believe that, if we expected student
loans to actually help us address our greatest collective challenges, particularly those that threaten the viability of the
American Dream—rising inequality and constrained economic growth—they are not only falling short, but they may
be constructing a higher hill for other policy structures to climb.
The depression of asset accumulation that may result in the immediate post-college period as a result of real
financial strains of debt repayment may really matter when it comes to understanding the financial well-being of
young adults and growing wealth inequality (Elliott & Lewis, 2014). Even students with outstanding debt who do
well in college may struggle to understand why they are not reaping the gains of that academic achievement to the
same extent as their counterparts who have no student debt. And, of course, there are real opportunity costs to the
student loan system, which has largely crowded out our collective capacity to imagine anything else. The policy
energy consumed by tinkering with a fundamentally flawed student loan system, in an effort to blunt its most
negative effects, could be otherwise deployed to construct new asset-empowered financial aid models that could
improve student outcomes (see, Elliott & Lewis, 2014). Instead, the corrosive effects of placing our collective
financial aid ‘eggs’ all in a problematic basket may be compromising the educational prospects of a generation of
students whose futures—economically and otherwise—depend on the attainment of a higher education. U.S. policy
should prioritize outcomes over instruments, and we must not allow ourselves to cling to an intervention for
sentimental value or because we are afraid of what would follow in the breach. Overheated debate about the ‘next
financial crisis’ notwithstanding, evidence reveals real dangers in continuing on our current path with student
loans—for individuals, for the macro-economy, and, perhaps most importantly, for our vision of ourselves and the
Dream that animates us. Just as importantly, there is evidence to suggest significant advantages from shifting course
and resetting the default to saving for post-secondary education, rather than leveraging one’s future for it. Taking
this alternate path requires the vision to imagine better outcomes, which, even with research to recommend it, can
demand a leap of faith, but our children deserve that.
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CHAPTER 2
CUTTING OUR LOSSES TO BUILD A BETTER FUTURE: REPLACING STUDENT LOANS
WITH CHILDREN’S SAVINGS ACCOUNTS FOR A MORE EQUITABLE, EFFICIENT, AND
EFFECTIVE FINANCIAL AID SYSTEM
To date, our analysis of the U.S. student loan system has mostly critiqued ‘over-reliance’ on student debt and
discussed asset-based initiatives such as Children’s Savings Accounts (CSAs) as complements rather than
alternatives to student loans (see Elliott & Lewis, 2013). This nuance was in part informed by our understanding of
the evidence at that point, which seemed to suggest that debt loads above a certain threshold (say, $10,000) were
particularly problematic (e.g., Dwyer, McCloud, & Hodson, 2011), and that ensuring that students did not depend
entirely on student borrowing might mitigate the worst effects. However, we acknowledge that some of our
reluctance to more completely indict the student loan system was rooted in our recognition of the considerable
policy inertia and significant vested interest behind it, and our concerns that our core message—the potential for
superior educational and financial outcomes through the lever of asset development (Assets and Education Initiative,
2013)—might be lost if our voices were marginalized as stridently or unrealistically opposed to student loans. It is
intentionally, then, that we here pivot to this more absolute critique of student loans and a clearer proposal to move
away from debt-financing of higher education.
We are still willing to admit that the evidence is not clear that there can be absolutely no role for student loans;
however, their role may be more justified in the case of higher-income students, to facilitate attendance at more
selective institutions, avoid employment while studying, or preserve familial assets, but we no longer see a
compelling rationale for maintaining a significant government stake in perpetuating a student loan system. Nor do
we see a way to adequately capitalize the asset-based alternative that holds such tremendous promise to restore
higher education as a catalyst for equity and prosperity in our society as long as we continue to divert such high
levels of precious resources to a student loan program whose greatest recommendation is that its customers seem to,
for the most part, eventually rebound from their use of its products. The realizations below, which cumulatively lead
to our proposal to replace the current student loan system with a coherent savings structure and a robust reparation
for damage already inflicted on student borrowers, have not come without careful consideration.

INCLUDING MEASURES OF EQUITY IN THE ACCOUNTING OF THE STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM CAN
MORE CORRECTLY DIAGNOSE THE NEED FOR A NEW DIRECTION
The U.S. federal student loan program has received considerable policy attention in recent years, particularly as
popular media coverage of repayment woes skyrocketed following the financial collapse (see Frizell, 2014; Korkki,
2014; Levin, 2013) and the associated increase in unemployment for even college graduates (Mishcel, Bivens,
Gould, & Shierholz, 2013). However, the policies proposed in the aftermath have almost exclusively focused on
softening the blow dealt by student loans, rather than avoiding the damage in the first place. Approaches such as
income-based repayment plans, in their various iterations (Talbott, 2014), are designed to help borrowers cope with
the consequences of their student borrowing, yet none have been demonstrated to truly avoid the educational, social,
and financial hazards of our debt-dependent system. Temporary reductions in interest rates would reduce the cost of
borrowing, at least in the short term (Lindstrom, 2013), but would not address loans’ deterrent effects (Baum &
O’Malley, 2003), particularly since few prospective students understand the real cost of financing.
Even as understanding of student loans as a dis-equalizing force has permeated popular discussion to some degree
(see Thompson, 2014), there has been little reconsideration of the fundamental wisdom of relying on debt to
facilitate such an important part of the U.S. path to economic mobility. Indeed, some proposals might exacerbate
inequity in higher education. For example, if we encourage low-income students to enroll in less expensive two-year
schools to reduce their expenses (Goldrick-Rab & Kendall, 2014) and, then, need to borrow, but economicallyadvantaged students can choose their schools without such considerations, we run a real risk of creating an explicitly
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two-tiered structure, particularly since all institutions are not created equal in terms of educational outcomes (for an
example of how institutions are not created equally see NCES, 2011).
Reimagining, and, then, rebuilding, the U.S. financial aid system must begin with more completely accounting for
the true costs of student loans, to students and the larger economy (see, Hiltonsmith, 2013; Elliott & Lewis, 2013;
Dugan & Kafka, 2014). In this light, it is clear that, while current proposals center on reducing monthly payment
burdens because these ‘tweaks’ can reduce the incidence of delinquency and default (Sheets & Crawford, 2014),
potentially masking the problems, they do little to address the long-term effects of student loans, before and after
college, and may even move in the wrong direction. Indeed, innovations that seek to reduce the strain on student
borrowers by extending the repayment period or making other modifications may only prolong the harmful effects
on financial and life outcomes (e.g., Egoian, 2013).
Today, we cannot claim ignorance of student loans’ failure to catalyze greater educational achievement, increase
students’ engagement in school, and foster stronger economic foundations (Cofer & Somers, 2000; Perna, 2000;
Heller, 2008; Kim, 2007; Dwyer, McCloud, & Hodson, 2011; Fry, 2014, among others). There is a growing body of
evidence that reveals the dimensions on which student loans endanger the well-being of individual borrowers, the
institutions dependent on them, and our macro-economy (Frizell, 2014; Korkki, 2014). Data reveal that
disadvantaged students, particularly low-income and students of color, are disproportionately affected by these
forces (Fenske, Porter, & DuBrock, 2000; Kim, 2007). These disparate effects are particularly unacceptable given
the role of higher education in fostering greater equity and upward mobility (Greenstone, Looney, Patashnik, & Yu,
2013). When we measure the student loan system comprehensively, looking beyond repayment burden to consider
the fullness of what we should expect from our financial aid system, the imperative for reform becomes more
urgent, and our way more apparent.

REDUCING ABSOLUTE BORROWING IMPERATIVE TO RELIEVE ILL EFFECTS OF STUDENT LOANS
This fuller accounting of the effects of student loans reveals not only the different dimensions on which student
loans may harm prospective, current, and former college students and their households, but also the serious
limitations of any reforms that do not reduce absolute dependence on student borrowing. Contrary to popular belief
(Sanchez, 2012), it is not only the extremely ‘high-dollar’ loans—still relatively rare—that should be alarming
(Egoian, 2013). Indeed, since some of these loans are incurred by relatively advantaged students pursuing
exceptional degrees, these outliers may be far less dangerous than the ‘routine’ assumption of several thousand
dollars in debt by millions of Americans. What is increasingly clear is that there is no ‘safe’ level of student loan
debt. Analysis reveals negative effects on asset accumulation and subsequent financial well-being at levels even far
below ‘recommended’ thresholds, revealing the limitations of any efforts to protect students by simply trying to
avoid huge loans (Akers, 2014; Egoian, 2013).
Indeed, to the extent to which the collective narrative focuses on high-dollar debt as the problem (e.g., Edmiston,
Brooks, & Shepelwich, 2012), the psychic toll may be increased for those who wonder why their ‘small’ loans are
still crippling. Additionally, while talk of high-dollar debt may be particularly off-putting to debt-averse low-income
students, even the prospect of relatively small student loans may deter some prospective college-goers and,
certainly, does little to motivate their engagement (Cunningham & Santiago, 2008). It is absolutely true that some
students manage to borrow for college and still do fine, at least eventually. It is also true that, in what is becoming a
predictable outcome, many students who borrow even fairly small amounts experience disruptions in their college
experience, thwarting of their academic aspirations, and/or delay in their life progression (American Student
Assistance, 2013; Mishory, O’Sullivan, & Invincibles, 2012). In no other area of U.S. commerce do we invest so
heavily in a product that we acknowledge may be quite harmful, without knowing the threshold at which such
negative effects might commence. With the caveats required before student loans can be safely recommended, we
should focus our policy energies on reducing the utilization of student loans through the most efficient and equitable
means possible.

CONSTRUCTING A FINANCIAL AID SYSTEM NOT DEPENDENT ON DEBT CAN RESTORE HIGHER
EDUCATION’S EQUALIZING FUNCTION
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Some of the policy proposals circulating today are only explicable in the context of somewhat desperate attempts to
salvage the existence of the student loan system. For example, reducing costs by steering students to two-year
institutions based on their ability to pay rather than their academic qualifications or their career aspirations (Hall,
2014) is an inefficient and un-American move towards greater caste divisions in higher education. Popular calls to
dramatically reduce the cost of tuition, across the board, would reduce the need for all types of financial aid, but at a
tremendous public cost, much of which would be squandered on students who would attend college no matter the
price (Bennett, 2011). Making only some colleges free would be more affordable but (Weissman, 2014), again,
would likely ensure that these institutions would be concentrated with lower-income students without other options.
Plans to recoup college costs after graduates obtain employment masquerade as no-cost approaches but really exact
the same ultimate price as do student loans (Hammond, 2014). Attempts to help students navigate their way to
smarter use of student loans through provision of better information (Consumers Union, 2013) are not bad ideas—
more financial education is probably helpful—but place an impossible burden on young people, particularly when
even economists have difficulty predicting future labor market demands for specific industries or explaining the
return on investment for various degrees and institutions. Schemes to improve debt collection, including plans to
garnish even Social Security payments to meet past student loan obligations, focus narrowly on the government—
and private lenders’—interests in repayment, while glossing over the obvious human costs (Kitroeff, 2014). And
proposals to introduce a more traditional underwriting approach to student loans would likely reduce the default rate
(Akers, 2014), but would also undercut the core mission of student loans, to facilitate access to higher education for
those without assets for collateral.
We recognize that most, if not all, of these suggestions are well-intentioned, rooted in a concern about the effects of
student loans evidenced in the lives of an entire generation of Americans. Just as clear is their inadequacy,
particularly given the stakes involved. The U.S. policy debate about student loans, financial aid, and the higher
education system is in dire need of a truly new direction and rhetorical ‘permission’ to acknowledge the need to
change course. Our read of the cumulative body of evidence about student loan effects today is that it justifies such
license.

ACKNOWLEDGING THE FAILURES OF THE STUDENT LOAN POLICY EXPERIMENT CAN CREATE THE
FISCAL AND POLITICAL SPACE FOR ALTERNATIVES
Our interest has never been to poke holes, so to speak, in the student loan system. Indeed, we embarked on analysis
of student loans and their effects rather reluctantly, since our primary interests are in the transformative effects of
educational assets on the lives of disadvantaged children (Assets and Education Initiative, 2013). We recognized,
however, the amount of political ‘oxygen’ consumed by student loans within the financial aid arena, and so sought
to better understand the role of loans, their interactions with assets, and their effects—and lack thereof—on the
educational outcomes of central concern.
Our study of student borrowing has led to the conclusions reflected here, and so we come full circle, to again
propose a shift from debt-dependent to asset-empowered college financing. Today, though, we see that we cannot
articulate Children’s Savings Accounts (CSAs) as mere ‘complements’ to student loans, although we still believe
that it might, theoretically, be possible to build a policy structure that incorporated both elements to some extent. In
the footprint of the current U.S. system, however, garnering the political will and fiscal resources needed to catalyze
national commitment to children’s asset-building must begin with a shared acknowledgement of the failures of our
student loan experiment, particularly as practiced in the past few decades. In part, this need for a moment of
departure is fiscal and pragmatic, though it would have to happen incrementally, as a long-term strategy. As long as
the U.S. is spending heavily on student loans—at the individual, family, and government levels—there are simply
comparatively few resources to redirect to asset approaches, even if we recognize their potential for superior results.
There is also real cognitive and psychological investment in borrowing as a vehicle for college access, which
constrains our thinking today. We believe that this is fueled in part by nostalgia from those who used student loans
and lived to tell the tale and in part by defensive fear from those worried about removing student loans without
knowing what will come in their place. Still, if we can reconnect with the ideals that motivated the creation of the
student loan program (Mettler, 2014)—a desire to ensure that limited financial resources would not prevent children
from pursuing college education—we can begin to imagine alternatives to our current overreliance on debt.
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We must recognize that we cannot simply pivot away from loans’ central role in financial aid and pretend that we
then begin with a blank slate. Instead, in addition to a new future direction, we must also extend some reparation for
those harmed by debt-dependence. Critically, if constructed correctly, such an initiative could not only help millions
of American households escape oppressive debt loads and the footprint left by their discharged debt but could also
improve families’ asset positions. This should include debt forgiveness on a wider scale than seen to date, with the
objective of ensuring that college leavers are out from underneath their debt in time to build positive financial assets
during the critical young adult period. Occurring in tandem with a collective ‘mea culpa’ that acknowledges the
difficulties students have faced in trying to finance college safely with a flawed product, a thoughtful and fair policy
of debt forgiveness need not incur moral hazards. Debt forgiveness alone may only increase the ire of those who
have already fulfilled their obligations, though; additionally, looking only at debts still on the books would ignore
the effects of student debt on capital accumulation in the immediate post-college period and the real ways in which
depressed asset bases can reduce household financial well-being even years later.
To help former student debtors ‘catch up’ and to address the relatively anemic savings rate that threatens overall
economic health, U.S. policy could facilitate asset investments, including homeownership and retirement savings.
This could take the form of savings matches, in the case of contributions to Individual Retirement Accounts (IRAs)
or employer-sponsored 401(k)s; direct transfers to ‘Economic Mobility Accounts’ to be used for home purchase or
other capital need (Elliott & Lewis, 2014); preferred credit terms for investments in real estate and/or
entrepreneurship; creation of special savings vehicles with tax-based and direct incentives; and/or additional support
in saving for children’s post-secondary education, to the extent to which parental student debt has disadvantaged
many households in preparing for educational expenses for the next generation.

ASSET-BASED FINANCIAL AID CAN DELIVER ON THE TRUE PROMISE OF HIGHER EDUCATION
We have long acknowledged that Children’s Savings Accounts (CSAs) are not necessarily superior to other financial
aid approaches for the sole purpose of paying for college. While there are many reasons why they are preferable to
debt dependence, as outlined here, certainly need-based grants and scholarships can prove just as useful in financing
the actual costs of tuition and fees. Indeed, to the extent to which households may not be able to save enough to
finance all of their post-secondary costs, coupling CSAs with other assistance from institutions and/or government
sources may be necessary. When considered through a lens that looks beyond mere access, though, to account for
the role of assets in helping children prepare for, engage with, and benefit from college, there may be no other single
policy lever as well-suited to these challenges as CSAs.
Designed correctly, CSAs can deliver transformative asset opportunities, ideally through automatically-opened
accounts, to every American child, along with meaningful opportunities to experience success as a college saver.
Largely through the mechanism of increased postsecondary expectations and the creation of an institution that
facilitates children’s aspirations, assets can improve equity in the postsecondary education system, improving
outcomes for disadvantaged students, even at relatively low levels of actual asset accumulation (e.g., Elliott, Song,
& Nam, 2013; Huang, Sherraden, Kim, and Clancy, 2014). To succeed as an alternative to student borrowing,
however, CSAs will need to be capitalized adequately to confront actual college costs, requiring far greater
investment than needed to trigger the asset effects found in CSA research, and far greater levels of asset
accumulation than realized in most CSA programs (see Mason, et al., 2013). This is where simultaneously moving
away from student borrowing is so critical, as redeploying resources currently diverted to student loans can help
ensure sufficient budgetary ‘room’ to capitalize CSAs.
Certainly the student loan program is not the only potential source of funding for CSAs, however. In fact, freeing
ourselves from the frame that urges us to cling to student loans, despite their admitted failings, may reduce anxiety
associated with other policy changes, including reimagining the Pell Grant program as an early commitment asset
initiative (e.g., Elliott and Lewis, 2013; Rethinking Pell Grants Study Group, 2013), leveraging child support
enforcement systems to build children’s assets (Johnson, 2013), and using K-12 education appropriations to seed
CSAs for young children. Building an asset-based financial aid system would revolutionize the calculation faced by
aspiring college students, pivoting from confronting the specter of high borrowing to working steadily toward
college financing as an expected part of academic development. It could similarly upend the thinking of parents,
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college administrators, and state and federal policymakers, about how Americans pay for college and why that
matters. In this new calculus, today’s scary frontiers could become tomorrow’s promising opportunities.
There is reason to believe that a Children’s Savings Account program would not, in fact, be tremendously expensive
(Cramer, 2010), particularly in comparison to our current investment in student loans (College Board, 2012). For
example, according to Cramer (2006), it is possible to fund the America Saving for Personal Investment,
Retirement, and Education (ASPIRE) Act for only $3.25 billion in the first year. ASPIRE would create Lifelong
Savings Accounts for every newborn, with an initial $500 deposit, along with opportunities for financial education.
Canada may provide us with additional information on the cost of administering a national CSA program. Canada’s
CSA program is housed within the Canada Education Savings Program (CESP) and features public transfers for
low-income households and progressive savings matches—the Canada Education Savings Grants (CESG).
Administration of the CESG costs $12.85 per beneficiary over six years, on average, for annual administrative costs
of just $0.06 for every $1 of financial assistance (Leckle, Dowle, & Gyorfl-Dyke, 2008), although these costs would
likely be higher if the government was responsible for all of the administrative functions currently conducted by
private financial institutions.
However, costs cannot simply be calculated based off of administration costs. Asset-based financial aid maybe more
efficient than borrowing, given the potential of the former to improve outcomes (including college completion) and
the propensity of the latter to compromise attainment and distort decision-making. While the specter of high debt
can lead families to put off confronting college financing until it is unavoidable, time works in the favor of positive
outcomes in an asset-based structure, in interest accrued in accounts and in the power of expectations. CSAs
leverage aspirations to ensure that families and children are contributing all they can to the shared task of facilitating
educational attainment, while the well-developed theory and empirical base in the U.S. today should fuel public
transfers on a scale adequate, alongside these familial contributions, to prevent ongoing debt dependence.
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CHAPTER 3
FROM INDEBTEDNESS TO ASSET BUILDING: CHILDREN’S SAVINGS ACCOUNTS AS AN
ALTERNATIVE TO STUDENT LOANS
Children’s Savings Accounts (CSAs) are savings vehicles, most commonly designed for higher education savings,
that often incorporate specific incentives and explicit structures to encourage savings by disadvantaged youth and
families who otherwise may not have equitable access to financial institutions. While they have specifically
designed features for encouraging saving among disadvantaged youth and families, they are meant to be universal
programs that serve all young people. Unlike basic savings accounts, CSAs leverage investments by individuals,
families, and, sometimes, third parties. Ideally these investments are leveraged with an initial deposit and/or
matching funds adding public or philanthropic dollars to families’ savings, usually on a ratio ranging from 1:1-5:1,
in order to extend meaningful incentives for saving and support for building balances to low-income savers, as are
already available to higher-income households through tax benefits.
CSAs Do More than Help Children Pay for College
When thinking about the role CSAs may play in increasing college enrollment and completion rates, researchers,
practitioners, and policymakers tend to focus on the interventions’ ability to help children pay for college. That is
too narrow a frame through which to evaluate their effects, though, given the accumulated disparities that drive
whether children even reach the point of college enrollment. It was not until the last 10 years that researchers began
examining the effectiveness of CSAs in improving children’s educational outcomes and changing the way they think
about college. The emerging research (for a review of this research see Assets and Education Initiative, 2013)
linking asset development with children’s academic achievement and college preparation suggests that CSAs may
be a valuable tool for addressing long-term barriers to closing the college attainment gap as well as inadequate
financial resources for college.

EVIDENCE OF THE EFFECTS OF CSAS
Growing interest in CSAs in the early 2000s led to the first national test through the Saving for Education,
Entrepreneurship, and Downpayment (SEED) initiative. Begun in 2003, SEED was a 4-year demonstration project,
in which over 1,300 low-income children and youth in 12 locations across the country received matched savings
accounts and financial education. The SEED for Oklahoma Kids (SEED OK) research experiment tests the effects of
CSAs opened at birth in a full population.2 In the first rigorous U.S. research on the principles of universal CSA
access and automatic account opening, the SEED OK experimental sample was drawn randomly from birth records
provided by the Oklahoma State Department of Health for all infants born during certain periods in 2007 (Treatment
n = 1,358; Control n = 1,346). By combining random selection from a full population of births, random assignment,
and longitudinal data collection, SEED OK is well-positioned to answer key questions about effectiveness of
universal and progressive CSAs for a general population (Nam, Kim, Clancy, Zager, & Sherraden, 2013).
Before College
The link between social-emotional well-being and academic achievement has been rigorously tested with strong
support. For example, Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Tyalor and Schellinger (2011) conducted a meta-analysis of
213 school-based, universal social and emotional learning (SEL) programs involving 270,034 kindergarten through
high school students. Employing an experimental randomized design, SEL participants, compared to controls,
demonstrated significantly improved social and emotional skills, attitudes, behavior, and academic performance that
reflected an 11 percentile-point gain in achievement.

2

For more information and initial findings go to http://csd.wustl.edu/AssetBuilding/SEEDOK/Pages/SEEDOK.aspx
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This is important for building a link between experimental data from SEED OK and children’s long-term
educational outcomes. SEED OK’s experimental test of CSAs finds no significant differences at baseline and a
significant impact on children’s socio-emotional skills at age four, particularly for children from relatively
disadvantaged households.3 That is, infants from households with incomes lower than 200 percent of the poverty
line who were randomly assigned to receive the CSAs plus $1,000 demonstrated significantly higher socialemotional skills at age four than their counterparts who did not receive a CSA (weighted mean treatment-control
difference [a negative difference indicates a positive outcome on the measure], -2.21; 90% CI, -4.01 to -0.42; p =
.04) (Huang et al., 2014).4 Attrition (18%) was low and did not differ across treatment and control groups.
According to Huang et al. (2014), the effect of the SEED OK CSA is similar in size to estimates of the effect of the
Head Start program on early social-emotional development.5 CSAs also have a positive impact on mothers’
depressive symptoms, and social-emotional well-being of children appears to mediate these effects (Huang,
Sherraden, & Purnell, 2014). In regards to the first study on children’s social-emotional well-being and the second
on mothers’ depressive symptoms, importantly, CSAs have a greater impact among subsamples that report lower
income or lower education levels.
Findings from the SEED OK experiment with young (about age four) children that are consistent with theory and
research developed and tested using secondary data among older children give us additional confidence in the
secondary data findings discussed here. Theory and research developed using secondary data sets suggest that, by
turning college into an important and achievable goal and giving students and families a clear strategy for
overcoming cost barriers, CSAs may increase the likelihood of college enrollment (Assets and Education Initiative,
2013). In line with this, researchers find an association between having savings designated for college and college
enrollment. For example, Elliott, Song, & Nam (2013) find that 45 percent of students from low- and moderateincome families (annual incomes below $50,000) with no savings accounts enroll in college. That compares to 65
percent with school savings from $1 to $499 and 72 percent of students with school savings of over $500. Research
suggests that these effects likely occur largely through reinforcing a college-bound identity that increases student
engagement and builds parents’ expectations of higher education throughout a student’s academic career (for a
review of these and other findings see, Assets and Education Initiative, 2013; Oyserman, 2013).
During College
In contrast to high-dollar student loans, which show some negative effects on college graduation, evidence suggests
that college savings may improve a student’s chances of persisting through graduation. The results are encouraging,
though not yet definitive: five percent of low- and moderate-income (below $50,000) students with no account, 25
percent who have school savings from $1 to $499, and 33 percent of students who have school savings of $500 or
more graduate from college (Elliott, Song, & Nam, 2013; for a review of research, Assets and Education Initiative,
2013). There are several ways in which this relationship may unfold, all of which require additional study. Students
who come to college with assets to spend may be less worried about financial considerations and the stress of taking
on expensive debt, allowing them to focus on their studies. The psychological effects of asset holding, including
increasing students’ sense of ownership of their educational experience, may qualitatively shift how they engage in
class. The way that assets affect students’ expectations and preparation for college may better position them for
success.
After College
Getting through college is not the ultimate aim of higher education, however. If college completion is to be the
potent tool for economic mobility that it is imagined to be, it should facilitate meaningful improvements in financial
wellbeing, positioning children for greater success in life. Here, too, assets appear to improve the return on
investment. By instilling habits of savings, reducing the long-term cost of financing, and connecting young adults to
financial institutions, asset holdings, uniquely among college financing options, show promise for improving
3

This study meets the What Works Clearinghouse Evidence Standards without reservations.
Approximately 84% of participants completed a follow-up survey in the spring of 2011.
5
Findings, on parent expectations are currently under review. For additional information on all current and
upcoming SEED OK findings see http://csd.wustl.edu/Publications/Pages/displayresultitem.aspx?ID1=1198.
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graduates’ financial status following college completion. In addition to the positive financial effects of reducing
dependence on student loans (Elliott, Lewis, Nam, & Grinstein-Weiss, 2014), children who have savings accounts
while they are young maybe more likely to own savings accounts as young adults, have more diversified asset
holdings, and accumulate higher net worth (Friedline & Elliott, 2013). These outcomes, of course, are in addition to
the spillover effects of improved educational outcomes, which may, in turn, improve employment prospects and
lifelong earning potential. And, given the potential connection between initial asset levels and the subsequent ability
for income to generate more assets and additional income (Elliott & Lewis, 2014), young adults who leave college
with at least some asset ownership may initiate a trajectory of superior earning and asset accumulation.

GROWING INTEREST IN CSAS
CSAs are gaining traction around the country, not as a fad or a merely interesting alternative but as a potentially
powerful tool with which to improve educational attainment and make existing institutions—K-12 schools,
universities, the financial aid system—work better, especially for disadvantaged students. In the absence of passage
of national CSA policy, some states and localities have developed their own children’s savings initiatives, including
programs that incorporate elements of CSA design into state 529 college saving plans. While the details vary, these
CSA-style investments in children’s futures include publicly-funded initial contributions and matching contributions
for low-income savers, opening accounts for children who reach specific educational milestones (such as
kindergarten enrollment), and experimenting with school-based savings and financial literacy initiatives (Goldberg,
Friedman, and Boshara, 2010). North Dakota, for example, provides a $100 grant for any newborn in the state,
provided that the $100 is matched by a private contribution before the child’s fourth birthday.6 Enacted in 2010,
Nevada’s Silver State Matching Program provides a 1:1 match on contributions for households earning annual
incomes below $41,400 and a 50% match up to $300 per year for households earning annual incomes between
$41,400 and $61,950. The Alfond Challenge automatically opens a 529 account with an initial deposit of $500 for
any parent of an infant in Maine. A number of other states are in the planning stage for beginning a CSA in the next
year or two. In other parts of the country, school districts, counties, and municipalities are also stepping into the
breach. San Francisco, California, became the first locality in the United States to provide “opt out” college savings
accounts to all enrolled kindergarteners, in 2010.7 Cuyahoga County, Ohio, began a similar effort in fall 2013,
specifically citing as a rationale for their investment the potential for improved educational outcomes by helping
families and students finance college through savings.8 Collectively, these innovations are helping thousands of lowincome students, while testing different policy mechanisms and strengthening the case for broader CSA
implementation.
Further, in the last several years, the Department of Education (ED) has shown interest in validating CSAs linked to
children’s academic performance. In 2010, ED, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), and National
Credit Union Administration (NCUA) established a new partnership to increase financial literacy, access to federally
insured bank accounts, and savings among students and families across the country.9 The next year ED announced
an invitational priority as part of the Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR
UP).10 In 2012, ED announced a new college savings account research demonstration project implemented within
the GEAR UP program.11 However, it was canceled when administrative challenges prohibited state GEAR UP
programs from initiating projects. This attempt by ED demonstrates their desire for a validation study. It also
underscored barriers in bringing CSAs to scale at the time. Since that time, city, county, and statewide CSA
programs have been started, as described above, making a validation study possible. Further, entities administering
CSAs now recognize the need for a validation study that tests the underlying process model and addresses questions
of how, when and with whom CSAs work so that future programs can be tailored to address specific needs.
6

The Child First Program, Section 529, enacted in 2011.
For more information on the Kindergarten to College initiative, see http://www.k2csf.org/.
8
See, for example, statements by the Cuyahoga County Executive, http://executive.cuyahogacounty.us/enUS/113012-college-savings-account.aspx.
9
http://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/fdic-and-ncua-chairs-join-education-secretary-announce-partnershippromote-finan
10
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2011-06-14/pdf/2011-14736.pdf
11
http://newamerica.net/events/2012/financing_college_success
7
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Significantly, despite a lack of incentives, low-income households that save for college save a higher percentage of
their incomes than do wealthy families (Sallie Mae, 2013). Still, low-income families seldom manage to accumulate
enough assets to finance higher education, so their children typically must shoulder significant student debt to enroll
in college. Families that earn less than $35,000 per year possess only a median of $2,000 in college savings (Sallie
Mae, 2009). If saving reinforces the idea that going to college is a viable option, and if believing that one is going to
college increases engagement in schoolwork and time spent on homework (and hence academic outcomes) then, as a
nation, the United States can only reap the full potential effects of CSAs when they are structured so as to help
families—all families—accumulate assets early enough to shape students’ educational trajectories, and in amounts
great enough to finance at least a considerable portion of college expenses.

FINDING WAYS TO INCREASE ASSET ACCUMULATION – REPURPOSING PELL GRANTS
Much of what is described above about CSAs stems from their potential to have psychological effects, but if they
are going to truly be effective tools for helping, in particular, low-income and minority students reduce the need for
student loans, creative ways for resourcing these accounts are needed. For example, research from demonstration
programs such as SEED (Saving for Education, Entrepreneurship, and Downpayment) suggests that, on average,
families in CSA programs save approximately $10 per month (Mason, Nam, Clancy, Loke, & Kim, 2009). While
this savings activity clearly reflects a commitment to asset accumulation, particularly given families’ limited
incomes and the often-high opportunity costs of diverting money for saving, these balances alone are inadequate to
provide households with true opportunities to reduce student debt, particularly in the context of rising college costs.
However, it is important to note that, while there is no national CSA program in the U.S., Canada has a national
program from which we can learn (Lewis & Elliott, forthcoming). The average low-income Canadian participating
in their CSA program saves about $1,031 annually. It cannot be determined whether this higher savings rate is
because the Canadian program is a national program or other differences (such as the influence of savings
expectations within the group plans or access to universal income supports from which low-income households can
save for post-secondary education) but it does suggest higher savings rates are possible in a CSA program than
demonstrated in the U.S. and raises the possibility that intentional policy design may serve as a lever through which
to induce greater savings activity.
Even if U.S. families are able to achieve savings amounts commensurate with Canada, it does not appear that they
can on their own save enough to equal what they can currently receive in student loans. Significantly, in Canada,
college costs are somewhat lower than in the U.S., making it more feasible for families to save close to what is
required for post-secondary education, while fairly generous asset transfers capitalize the CSAs of low-income
Canadians, in recognition of the very real savings constraints these families face (Lewis & Elliott, forthcoming).
Therefore, funding CSAs by diverting money from the student loan program or by some other means will be needed.
One way to enable low-income children and their families to build significant amounts of assets for college may be
to redeploy Pell Grants as an early commitment program. Such an approach also presents the political advantage of
using monies already dedicated to higher education financing. Conversations about using Pell Grants as an early
commitment program started without considering linking them to CSAs (e.g., Advisory Committee on Student
Financial Assistance, 2005; 2008; Heller, 2006; Schwartz, 2008). Recently, however, the College Board (2013)
recommended supplementing the Pell Grant program by opening savings accounts for students as early as age 11 or
12 who would likely be eligible for Pell once they reached college age and making annual deposits of five percent to
10 percent of the amount of the Pell Grant award for which they would be eligible.

FINDING WAYS TO BUILD INITIAL ASSETS IS IMPORTANT FOR BUILDING FUTURE ASSETS FOR
COLLEGE
The idea behind providing people with early assets as a way to help level the playing field is a concept with which
most people are familiar. For simplicity, if you put $1 in a bank account or other investment vehicle (such as an a
state 529 plan or 401k) that has no money in it, you will earn far less from that same $1 than if you put it into a bank
account that has $10,000 in it already. More concretely, research reveals important relationships between initial
asset levels and future asset accumulation (Elliott & Lewis, 2014; Shapiro, Meschede, & Osoro, 2013). For example,
Shapiro, Meschede, and Osoro (2013) find that a $1.00 increase in income later translates to a $5.00 increase in
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wealth for Whites, but only a $0.70 increase for Blacks. However, when initial assets are considered, they find that
Blacks have a return of $4.03 for each dollar increase in income. These findings point to the fact that initial asset
levels may play an instrumental role in the power of income to generate assets. Moreover, they suggest, if we can
help people build initial assets levels through repurposing the Pell Grant or other innovations, we can help people
better leverage the money they have. Particularly when seen in contrast with the current debt-dependent financial aid
system that results from our reliance on student loans, the superior economic position students could secure through
accumulation of positive financial assets in a CSA—capitalized with their own savings effort and the adequate
transfer of public resources from repurposed Pell Grants and other sources—becomes evident. With the potential for
improved outcomes on a variety of indicators across a child’s lifespan, pivoting to asset-empowered financial aid is
a policy move worthy of the significant political lift it would require.

IN CONCLUSION
As American college graduates encounter an increasingly globalized economy, U.S. higher education policies need
to go beyond focusing on how to increase college enrollment and even graduation. They must turn to enhancing
opportunities for students to increase their expectations related to educational achievement and for their families to
prepare financially in advance of college. We also must consider whether our policies place college graduates in a
strong position to succeed financially as young adults.
CSAs may be a way to make progress on all of these goals and maximize the benefit of going to college. For
example, post-secondary debt reduces the return borrowers receive on their educational investment. Having assets
may help to eliminate the student debt burden on students and their families, and thus increase the value of a college
education. In addition, if CSAs correlate with better student engagement at an early age, saving may allow them to
take full advantage of the primary and secondary education they receive and position them for greater college
achievement. Given the relationship between engagement and academic attainment, the prospect of affecting
children’s orientation toward their education for relatively small initial investments deserves greater attention. Also,
if savings is a gateway financial instrument that leads to greater asset accumulation in other vehicles, children may
be more likely as adults to maximize the financial benefit of having a college degree. While more research is needed
to determine the precise mechanisms through which to realize the potential outcomes evidence suggests are
associated with Children’s Savings Accounts, in order to inform policy development, on balance, it seems clear that
there are real advantages to reshaping our financial aid system from one that hinges on students’ willingness to
borrow—sometimes fairly recklessly—to one that invites families to partner with government to prepare in advance
for their futures. Certainly a model that builds on CSAs conveys greater hope that, through expenditure of
considerable effort, children can achieve the dreams they and their families forge. Such a promise is the core of the
American Dream and a force demonstrably potent enough to carry this generation forward.

27

REFERENCES
Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance. (2006). Mortgaging our future: How financial
barriers to college undercut America's global competitiveness. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education.
Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance (2005). The student aid gauntlet:
Making access to college simple and certain. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance (2008). Early and often: Designing a comprehensive
system of financial aid information. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
Akers, B. (2014). How much is too much? Evidence on financial well-being and student loan debt.
Washington, DC: The American Enterprise Institute (AEI). Retrieved August 12, 2014 from AEI website:
http://www.aei.org/files/2014/05/14/-how-much-is-too-much_100837569045.pdf
Akers, B. and Chingos, M.M. (2014). Is a student loan crisis on the horizon? Washington, DC: The
Brookings Institution.
American Student Assistance (2010). Approaching the tipping point: The implications of student loan
debt and the need for education debt management. Washington, DC: American Student Assistance.
American Student Assistance (2013). Life delayed: The impact of student debt on the daily lives of young
Americans. Washington, DC: American Student Assistance.
Assets and Education Initiative. (2013). Building Expectations, Delivering Results: Asset-Based Financial
Aid and the Future of Higher Education. In W. Elliott (Ed.), Biannual report on the assets and education
field. Lawrence, KS: Assets and Education Initiative (AEDI).
Avery, C. & Turner, S. (2012). Student loans: Do college students borrow too much – or not enough?
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 26(1), 165-192.
Bailey, M. J. & Dynarski, S. (2011). Inequality in postsecondary education. In G. Duncan & R.
Murnane (Eds.), Whither opportunity? (pp. 117‒132). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.
Baum, S. & O'Malley, M. (2003). College on Credit: How Borrowers Perceive Their Education Debt.
Journal of Student Financial Aid 33(3), article 1. Retrieved August 17, 2014, from
http://publications.nasfaa.org/jsfa/vol33/iss3/1
Baum, S. & Schwartz, S. (2005). How much debt is too much? Defining benchmarks for manageable
student debt. Project on Student Debt and the College Board. Retrieved August 14, 2014 from:
https://www.cgsnet.org/ckfinder/userfiles/files/How_Much_Debt_is_Too_Much.pdf
Becker, G. S. (1962). Investment in human capital: A theoretical analysis. Journal of Political Economy,
70, 9-49.
Bennett, D. (2011, May 9). Subsidizing college education: Why it might actually increase income
inequality. Forbes. Retrieved August 13, 2014 from:
http://www.forbes.com/sites/ccap/2011/05/09/subsidizing-college-education-why-it-might-actuallyincrease-income-inequality/
Brown, M. & Caldwell, S. (2013). Young adult student loan borrowers retreat from housing and auto
markets. Federal Reserve Bank of New York, New York.

28

Brown, M. & Sydney C. (2013). Young student loan borrowers retreat from housing and auto
markets. Liberty Street Economics. Retrieved August 5, 2014, from
http://libertystreeteconomics.newyorkfed.org/2013/04/young-student-loan-borrowers-retreat-from-housingand-auto-markets.html
Brown, M., Haughwout, A., Lee, D., Scally, J., & van der Klaauw, W. (2014). Measuring student debt
and its performance. Federal Reserve Bank of New York Staff Reports, no. 668.
Burd, S. (2014). No one is watching over the student loan repo man. EdCentral. Retrieved August 14,
2014 from: http://www.edcentral.org/one-watching-student-loan-repo-man/
Campaigne, D. A., & Hossler, D. (1998). How do loans affect the educational decisions of students?
Access, aspirations, college choice, and persistence. In R. Fossey & M. Bateman (Eds.), Condemning
students to debt: College loans and public policy. New York: NY: Teachers College Press.
Cadena, B. C., & Keys, B. J. (2010). Can self-control explain avoiding free money? Evidence from
interest-free loans. Retrieved August 3, 2014, from
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CCsQFjAB&url=http%3
A%2F%2Fspot.colorado.edu%2F~cadenab%2FResearch_files%2Fcadena_keys_restat_accepted.pdf&ei=n
Y7eU5mDEIawyASwvoC4Bg&usg=AFQjCNE9j6jZzMSjxoAJtO4Pul9UER2ouA&sig2=W_l11Tt2uzPG
RcVZCL_kTg
Carnevale, A. P., & Strohl, J. (2010). How increasing college access is increasing inequality, and what to do about
it. In R. Kahlenberg (Ed.), Rewarding strivers: Helping low-income students succeed in college (pp. 1‒
231). New York: Century Foundation Books.
Carnevale, A.P. & Strohl, J. (2013). Separate and unequal: How higher education reinforces the
intergenerational reproduction of white racial privilege. Georgetown University: Center on Education and
the Workforce.
Cofer, J. & Somers, P. (2000). A comparison of the influence of debt load on the persistence of students
at public and private colleges. Journal of Student Financial Aid, 30, 39-58.
College Board. (2012). Trends in student aid 2012: Trends in higher education series. New York:
College Board. Retrievable at College Board website: http://trends.collegeboard.org/student-aid
College Board. (2013). Rethinking pell grants. New York, NY.
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau. (2013). Annual report of the CFPB student loan ombudsman.
Retrieved August 10, 2014 from http://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201310_cfpb_student-loanombudsman-annual-report.pdf
Consumers Union. (2013, March 13). New legislation looks to strengthen student loan counseling
standards. Retrieved August 13, 2014 from: http://consumersunion.org/news/new-legislation-looks-tostrengthen-student-loan-counseling-standards/
Cramer, R. (2010). The big lift: Federal policy efforts to create child development accounts. Children and
Youth Services Review, 32(11), 1538-1543.
Cunningham, A.F. & Santiago, D. (2008). Student aversion to borrowing: Who borrows and who doesn’t.
Retrieved from Institute for Higher Education Policy and Excelencia in Education website:
http://www.nyu.edu/classes/jepsen/ihep2008-12.pdf
Cunningham, A. F., & Kienzl, G. S. (2011). Delinquency: The untold story of student loan borrowing.

29

Washington, DC: Institute for Higher Education Policy. Retrieved August 2, 2014 from
http://www.ihep.org/assets/files/publications/a-f/delinquency-the_untold_story_final_march_2011.pdf
Delisle, J. (2014). Number of borrowers using income-based repayment doubles in one year. Retrieved
July 28, 2014 from http://www.edcentral.org/borrowers-using-income-based-repayment-double-one-year/
Dew, J. (2008). Debt change and marital satisfaction change in recently married couples. Family
Relations, 57(1), 60-71.
Dugan, A. & Kafka, S. (2014, August 7). Student debt linked to worse health and less wealth.
Gallup USA. Retrieved August 12, 2014 from
http://www.gallup.com/poll/174317/student-debt-linked-worse-health-less-wealth.aspx
Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., Dymnicki, A.B., Taylor, R. D., & Schellinger, K. B. (2011) The
impact of enhancing students’ social and emotional learning: A meta-analysis of school-based universal
interventions. Child Development, 82 (1), 474–501.
Dwyer, R. E., McCloud, L., & Hodson, R. (2011). Youth debt, mastery, and self-esteem: Class-stratified
effects of indebtedness on self-concept. Social Science Research, 40, 727-741. doi:
doi:10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.02.001
Dynarski, S. (2002). Race, income, and the impact of merit aid. In Heller, D. E., & Marin, P. (Eds.), Who
should we help? The negative social consequences of merit scholarships (pp. 73–91). Cambridge, MA: The
Civil Rights Project at Harvard University.
Egoian, J. (2013). 73 will be the retirement norm for millennials. Retrieved August 12, 2014 from
http://www.nerdwallet.com/blog/investing/2013/73-retirement-norm-millennials/
Edmiston, K. D., Brooks, L., & Shepelwich, S. (2012). Student loans: Overview and issues (Working
Paper 12-05). The Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City Community Affairs Department. Retrieved August
20, 2014 from http://www.kansascityfed.org/publicat/reswkpap/pdf/rwp%2012-05.pdf
Elliott, W. (Ed.). (2013). Evaluation of the 2011 GEAR UP priority: Lessons learned about integrating CSAs within
GEAR UP. Lawrence, KS: Asset and Education Initiative.
Elliott, W. (2013). Small dollar accounts and children's college outcomes. Children and Youth Services
Review, 33(3), 1-7.
Elliott, W., Grinstein-Weiss, M., & Nam, I. (2013). Student debt and declining retirement savings (CSD
Working Paper 13-34). St. Louis, MO: Washington University, Center for Social Development.
Elliott, W. & Friedline, T. (2012). You pay your share, we’ll pay our share: The college cost burden
and the role of race, income, and college assets. St. Louis, MO: Center for Social Development,
Washington University.
Elliott, W. & Lewis, M. (2013). Are student loans widening the wealth gap in America? It’s a question
of equity. Lawrence, KS: Assets and Education Initiative (AEDI).
Elliott, W., Lewis, M., Nam, I., & Grinstein-Weiss, M. (2014). Protecting students from student loan debt:
Can parent’s college savings help? Paper presented at the Balance Sheets of Younger Americans: Is the
American Dream at Risk? St. Louis, MO.
Elliott, W. & Lewis, M. (2014). Harnessing assets to build an economic mobility system: Reimagining
the American welfare system. Lawrence, KS: Assets and Education Initiative (AEDI).

30

Elliott, W. & Nam, I. (2013). Is student debt jeopardizing the long-term financial health of U.S.
households? St. Louis, MO: St. Louis Federal Reserve Bank. Retrieved August 14, 2014 from
https://www.stlouisfed.org/household-financial-stability/events/20130205/papers/Elliott.pdf
Elliott, W., Song, H. a., & Nam, I. (2013). Small dollar children's savings accounts and children's college
outcomes by income level. Children and Youth Services Review, 35, 560-571.
Engle, J. & Tinto, V. (2008). Moving beyond access: College success for low-income, firstgeneration students. Washington, DC: Pell Institute for the Study of Opportunity in Higher Education.
Retrieved August 3, 2014 from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED504448.pdf
Fenske, R. H., Porter, J. D., & DuBrock, C. P. (2000). Tracking financial aid and persistence of women,
minority, and need students in science, engineering, and mathematics. Research in Higher Education, 41,
67–94. Retried August 11, 2014 from http://link.springer.com/article/10.1023%2FA%3A1007042413040
Field, E. (2009). Educational debt burden and career choice: Evidence from a financial aid experiment at
the NYU law school. American Economic Journal Applied Economics, 1(1), 1-21. doi: 10.1257/app.1.1.1
Frizell, S. (2014, February 26). Student loans are ruining your Life. Now they’re ruining the economy, too.
Time Magazine. Retrieved August 13, 2014 from http://time.com/10577/student-loans-are-ruining-yourlife-now-theyre-ruining-the-economy-too/
Friedline, T., & Elliott, W. (2013). Connections with banking institutions and diverse asset portfolios in
young adulthood: Children as potential future investors. Children and Youth Services Review, 35, 9941006.
Fry, R. (2012). A record one-in-five households now owe student loan debt. Washington, DC: Pew
Research Center. Retrieved September 12, 2014 from http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2012/09/26/arecord-one-in-five-households-now-owe-student-loan-debt
Fry, R. (2014). Young adults, student debt and economic well-being. Washington, D.C.: Pew
Research Center’s Social and Demographic Trends project.
Geiger, R. & Heller, D. (2011). Financial trends in higher education: The United States. University of
Pennsylvania, Center for the Study of Higher Education. Retrieved August 12, 2014 from
http://www.ed.psu.edu/educ/cshe/working-papers/WP%236
Gicheva, D. (2011). Does the student-loan burden weigh into the decision to start a family? University of North
Carolina at Greensboro. Retrieved September 23, 2014 from
http://www.uncg.edu/bae/people/gicheva/Student_loans_marriageMarch11.pdf
Goldberg, F. T. J., Friedman, B., & Boshara, R. (2010). CDA legislative challenges and opportunities.
Children and Youth Services Review, 32(11), 1609-1616.
Goldrick-Rab, S. (2006). Promoting academic momentum at community colleges: Challenges and
opportunities. CCRC Working Paper (No. 5). Retrieved July 26, 2014, from
http://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/DefaultFiles/SendFileToPublic.asp?ft=pdf&FilePath=c:\Websites\ccrc_tc_colu
mbia_edu_documents\332_492.pdf&fid=332_492&aid=47&RID=492&pf=Publication.asp?UID=492
Goldrick-Rab, S. & Kendall, N. (2014). Redefining college affordability: Securing America’s future with
a free two year college option. The Education Optimists. Retrieved August 12, 2014 from
http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/ideas_summit/Redefining_College_Affordability.pdf

31

Greene, K. (2012, October 26). New peril for parents: Their kids' student loans. Wall Street Journal.
Retrieved August 19, 2014 from
http://online.wsi.com/article/SB10000872396390444024204578044622648516106.html
Greenstone, M., Looney, A., Patashni., J., & Yu, M. (2013). Thirteen economic facts about social
mobility and the role of education. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. Retrieved August 12, 2014
from http://www.brookings.edu/research/reports/2013/06/13-facts-higher-education
Hacker, J. S. (2008). The great risk shift: The new economic insecurity and the decline of the American dream. New
York: Oxford University.
Hall, H. (2014, May 29). Students weighing Tennessee promise of free college. The Tennessean.
Retrieved August 12, 2014 from http://www.tennessean.com/story/news/education/2014/05/28/studentsweighing-tennessee-promise-free-college/9702927/
Hammond, B. (2014, June 11). Oregon's tuition-free 'pay it forward' college finance plan would cost
state up to $20 million a year. The Oregonian. Retrieved August 12, 2014 from
http://www.oregonlive.com/education/index.ssf/2014/06/oregons_tuition-free_pay_it_fo.html
Hartman, R.R. (2013, May 23). Who makes money off your student loans? You might be surprised.
Yahoo News. Retrieved August 14, 2014 from http://news.yahoo.com/blogs/the-lookout/makes-money-offstudent-loans-might-surprised-093332073.html
Harvey, J. (2014, April 28). “Student loan debt crisis?” Forbes Magazine. Retrieved August 11, 2014
from: http://www.forbes.com/sites/johntharvey/2014/04/28/student-loan-debt-crisis/
Heller, D. E. (2008). The impact of student loans on college access. In S. Baum, M. McPherson, & P.
Steele (Eds.). The effectiveness of student aid policies: What the research tells us (pp. 39‒68). New York:
College Board.
Heller, D.E. (2006, August). Early commitment of financial aid eligibility. American Behavioral Scientist,
49(12), 1719-1738.
Herr, E., & Burt, L. (2005). Predicting student loan default for the University of Texas at Austin. Journal
of Student Financial Aid, 35(2), 27-49.
Hiltonsmith, R. (2013). At what cost: How student debt reduces lifetime wealth. New York, NY: Demos.
Hiltonsmith, R. (2014). The great cost shift continues: State higher education funding after the recession.
New York, NY: Demos.
Hochschild, J.L. & Scovronick, N. (2003). The American dream and the public schools. New York, NY:
Oxford University Press.
Horn, L., Chen, X., & Chapman, C. (2003). Getting ready to pay for college: What students and their
parents know about the cost of college tuition and what they are doing to find out. Washington, D.C.:
National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.
Houle, J. & Berger, L. (2014). Is student loan debt discouraging home buying among young adults?
Association for Public Policy and Management. Retrieved August 14, 2014 from
http://www.appam.org/assets/1/7/Is_Student_Loan_Debt_Discouraging_Home_Buying_Among_Young_A
dults.pdf
Hoxby, C. M. & Avery, C. (2012). The missing “one-offs”: The hidden supply of high-achieving, low

32

income students. National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 18586. Retrieved August 12,
2014, from http://www.nber.org/papers/w18586
Huang, J., Sherraden, M., Kim, Y., & Clancy, M. (2014). Effects of child development accounts on early
social-emotional development. JAMA Pediatrics, 168(3), 265-271.
Huang, J., Sherraden, M., & Purnell, J. Q. (2014). Impacts of child development accounts on maternal
depressive symptoms: Evidence from a randomized statewide policy experiment. Social Science &
Medicine, 112, 30-38.
Janowitz, M. (1976). Social control of the welfare state. New York, NY: Elsevier Scientific Publishing Co.
Jesse, D. (2013, November 25). Government books $41.3 billion in student loan profits. USA Today.
Retrieved August 14, 2014 from
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CCAQFjAA&url=http%3
A%2F%2Fwww.usatoday.com%2Fstory%2Fnews%2Fnation%2F2013%2F11%2F25%2Ffederal-studentloan-profit%2F3696009%2F&ei=NyX8U7-VIIWOyASC4CQAg&usg=AFQjCNGf4ACixG4UGZD0cRp46wH6wAEecw&sig2=9OxvkYgT5mXOnTTVlf1N4Q
Johnson, M. (2013, November 12). Kansas child support savings program. Presentation on corporation
for enterprise development webinar.
Karsten, T. (2012, April 24). Will student debt lead to a financial crisis? CNBC. Retrieved August
11, 2014 from http://www.cnbc.com/id/47159110
Keister, M. P. (2000). Wealth in America. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.
Kim, D. (2007). The effects of loans on students’ degree attainment: Differences by student and
institutional characteristics. Harvard Educational Review, 77(1), 64-100.
Kitroeff, N. (2014, August 12). Student debt threatens the safety net for elderly Americans. Business
Week. Retrieved August 12, 2014 from http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2014-08-12/more-elderlyamericans-are-struggling-with-student-loan-debt
Korkki, P. (2014, May 24). The ripple effects of student debt. The New York Times. Retrieved August 13,
2014 from http://www.nytimes.com/2014/05/25/business/the-ripple-effects-of-rising-studentdebt.html?_r=0
Leckle, N., Dowle, M., and Gyorfl-Dyke, C. (2008). Learning to Save, Saving to Learn: Early Impacts of the
Learn$ave Individual Development Accounts Project. Social Research and Demonstration Corporation, for
Human Resources and Skills Development Canada.
Levin, A. (2013, December 12). Politicians, ignore the millennial student loan crisis at your own risk.
Huffington Post. Retrieved August 13, 2014 from http://www.huffingtonpost.com/adam-levin/politiciansignore-the-mi_b_4428230.html
Lewis, M. & Elliott, W. (forthcoming). Lessons to learn: Canadian insights for U.S. children’s savings
account (CSA) policy. Lawrence, KS: Assets and Education Initiative (AEDI).
Lindstrom, C. (2013, August 8). The good, the bad, and the ugly in the student loan debate. The
Chronicle of Higher Education. Retrieved August 13, 2014 from http://chronicle.com/article/The-Goodthe-Badthe/141011/
Lochner, L., & Monge-Naranjo, A. (2004). Education and default incentives with government student

33

loan programs. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.
Luhby, T. (2014). The American dream is out of reach. CNN Money. Retrieved August 14, 2014 from
http://money.cnn.com/2014/06/04/news/economy/american-dream/
Marin, P. (2002). Merit scholarships and the outlook for equal opportunity in higher education. In D. E.
Heller & P. Marin (Eds.), Who should we help? The negative social consequences of merit scholarships
(pp. 109-114). Cambridge, MA: The Civil RightsProject at Harvard University.
Martin, A. (2012). Debt collectors cashing in on student loans. The New York Times. Retrieved January 5,
2012, from http://www.nytimes.com/2012/09/09/business/once-a-student-now-dogged-by-collectionagencies.html?hp
Martin, A. & Lehren, A.W. (2012, May 12). A generation hobbled by the soaring cost of college. The
New York Times. Retrieved August 13, 2013 from http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/13/business/studentloans-weighing-down-a-generation-with-heavy-debt.html?pagewanted=all
Mason, L. R., Nam, Y., Clancy, M., Loke, V., & Kim, Y. (2009). SEED account monitoring research:
Participants, savings, and accumulation. St. Louis, MO: Center for Social Development, Washington
University in St. Louis.
Mason, L. R., Nam, Y., Clancy, M., & Sherraden, M. (2013). SEED for Oklahoma kids: Experimental test of a
policy innovation in a full population (CSD Working Paper 13-24). St. Louis, MO: Washington University,
Center for Social Development.
McDonough, P. M. & Calderone, S. (2004). The meaning of money: Perceptual differences between
college counselors and low-income families about college costs and financial aid. American Behavioral
Scientist 49(12):1703–1718.
Mettler, S. (2014). Degrees of inequality: How the politics of higher education sabotaged the American
dream. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Miller, B. (2014). The student debt review. New America Foundation, Education Policy Program.
Retrieved March 4, 2014, from
http://education.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/policydocs/TheStudentDebtReview_2_18_14.p
df
Millett, C. (2003). How undergraduate loan debt affects application and enrollment in graduate or
first professional school. The Journal of Higher Education, 74(4), 386-427. doi: 10.1353/jhe.2003.0030
Minicozzi, Alexandra. (2005). The short term effect of educational debt on job decisions. Economics of
Education Review, 24(4), 417-30.
Mishel, L. & Shierholz, H. (2013). A decade of flat wages: The key barrier to shared prosperity and a
rising middle class. Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute.
Mishel, L., Bivens, J., Gould, E., & Shierholz, H. (2013). The state of working America 12th Edition. Ithaca:
NY: Economic Policy Institute Book, Cornell University Press.
Mishory, J., O'Sullivan, R., & Invincibles, Y. (2012). Denied? The impact of student debt on the ability
to buy a house. Young Invincibles. Retrieved November 9, 2012, from http://younginvincibles.org/wpcontent/uploads/2012/08/Denied-The-Impact-of-Student-Debt-on-the-Ability-to-Buy-a-House-8.14.12.pdf
Nam, Y., Kim, Y., Clancy, M., Zager, R., & Sherraden, M. (2013). Do child development accounts promote

34

account holding, savings, and asset accumulation for children's future? Evidence from a statewide
randomized experiment. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 32(1), 6-33.
National Association for College Admission Counseling (NACAC) & the Project on Student Debt.
2007. Balancing acts: How high school counselors view risks and opportunities of student loans. Arlington,
VA: NACAC.
National Center for Education Statistics. (2011). Community college student outcomes: 1994–2009.
NCES 2012-253.
Nielsen. (March 2014). Millennials--Breaking the Myths. New York, NY: Nielsen Corporation. Retrieved
September 2, 2014 from Nielsen website: http://www.nielsen.com/content/dam/corporate/us/en/reportsdownloads/2014%20Reports/nielsen-millennial-report-feb-2014.pdf
Newport, F. & Busteed, B. (December 17, 2013). Americans Still See College Education as Very
Important. Gallup USA. Retrieved August 12, 2014 from http://www.gallup.com/poll/166490/americanscollege-education-important.aspx
North, D. (2005). Understanding the process of economic change. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.
Oliver, M. L. & Shapiro, T. M. (2006). Black wealth/white wealth: A new perspective on racial
inequality (Vol. Tenth-Anniversary Edition). New York: Routledge.
Owen, S., & Sawhill, I. (2013). Should everyone go to college? (CCF Brief #50). Washington, DC:
Center on Children and Families at Brookings.
Oyserman, D. (2013). Not just any path: Implications of identity-based motivation for school outcome
disparities. Economics of Education Review, 33(1), 179-190.
Paulsen, M. B. & St. John, E. P. (2002). Social class and college costs: Examining the financial nexus
between college choice and persistence. Journal of Higher Education, 73(3), 189-236.
Perna, L. W. (2000). Differences in the decision to attend college among African Americans, Hispanics,
and Whites. The Journal of Higher Education, 71(2), 117-141.
Perna, Laura. (2004). Impact of student aid program design, operations, and marketing on the formation
of family-going plans and resulting college-going behaviors of potential students. The Education
Resources Institute (TERI). Retrieved July 27, 2014, from http://www.teri.org/pdf/researchstudies/ReseachReport_Perna.pdf
Perna, L. W. (2006). Studying college choice: A proposed conceptual model. In S. J.C. (Ed.), Higher
education: Handbook of theory and research (Vol. XXI, pp. 99-157). Printed in the Netherlands: Springer.
Pew Charitable Trusts. (2013, May). Retirement Security Across Generations: Are Americans Prepared
for their Golden Years? Washington, DC: Pew Charitable Trusts. Retrieved August 11, 2014 from
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/pcs_assets/2013/EMPRetirementv4051013finalFO
RWEBpdf.pdf
Rethinking Pell Grants Study Group. (2013). Rethinking pell grants. The College Board. Retrieved July 29,
2014 from
http://m.insidehighered.com/sites/default/server_files/files/RethnkPellGrants_FullReport_Web.pdf
Rose, S. (2014). The value of a college degree. Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning,

35

45(6), 24-33.
Rothstein, J. & Rouse, C.E. (2011). Constrained after college: Student loans and early-career
occupational choices. Journal of Public Economics, 95 (1-2), pp. 149-163.
Sallie Mae. (2009). How America pays for college: Sallie Mae's national study of college students and
parents. Sallie Mae and Gallup. Retrieved August 17, 2014, from
https://www.salliemae.com/NR/rdonlyres/52D9FB57-D14A-46EA-A6D9AECB284D13FD/11500/GCR1979_2009_PAYS_survey_final_0916091.pdf
Sallie Mae. (2013). How America pays for college: Sallie Mae's national study of college students and
parents. Sallie Mae. Retrieved August 17, 2014, from
http://news.salliemae.com/research-tools/america-pays_2013
Sallie Mae. (2014). How America pays for college: Sallie Mae's national study of college students and
parents. Sallie Mae. Retrieved August 17, 2014, from
http://news.salliemae.com/files/doc_library/file/HowAmericaPaysforCollege2014FNL.pdf
Sanchez, M. (2012). Student loan debt isn't a crisis. Retrieved February 19, 2014, from Kansas City Star
http://careercollegecentral.com/news/student-loan-debt-isn%E2%80%99t-crisis
Schneider, M. (2013, September). Higher education pays, but a lot more for some graduates than for
others. Retrieved August 20, 2014 from http://www.collegemeasures.org/post/2013/09/View-full-reporthere.aspx
Schwartz, S. (2008). Early commitment of student financial aid: Perhaps a modest improvement. p.
123-140 in S. Baum, M. McPherson, & P. Steele (Eds.), The effectiveness of student aid policies: What the
research tells U.S. New York, New York: The College Board.
Shand, J. M. (2007). The impact of early-life debt on the homeownership rates of young households:
An empirical investigation. Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation Center for Financial Research.
Retrieved July 30, 2014, from http://www.fdic.gov/bank/analvtical/cfr/2008/ian/CFR SS 2008Shand.pdf
Shapiro, T., Meschede, T., & Osoro, S. (2013). The roots of the widening racial wealth gap: Explaining
the black-white economic divide. Waltham, MA: Brandeis University, Institute on Assets and Social Policy.
Sheets, R.G., & Crawford, S. (2014). From income-based repayment plans to an income-based loan
system. George Washington Institute of Public Policy. Retrieved August 12, 2014 from
http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/ideas_summit/From_Incomebased_Repayment_Plans_to_an_Income-based_Loan_System.pdf
Skinner, E.A., Zimmer-Gembeck, M.J., Connell, J.P., Eccles, J.S., & Wellborn, J.G. (1998). Individual
differences and the development of perceived control. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development, 63 (2/3), pp. 1-231.
Stone, C., Van Horn, C., & Zukin, C. (2012). Chasing the American dream: Recent college graduates
and the great recession. New Brunswick, NJ: Center for Workforce Development. Retrieved from
http://www.heldrich.rutgers.edu/sites/default/files/content/Chasing_American_Dream_Report.pdf
Terenzini, P. T., Cabrera, A. F., & Bernal, E. M. (2001). Swimming against the tide.
College Board. Accessed on July 26 2014, from
http://www.collegeboard.com/research/pdf/rdreport200_3918.pdf
Talbott, J. (March 3, 2014). How to pay for school with no student debt. Huffington Post. Retrieved

36

August 13, 2014 from http://www.huffingtonpost.com/john-r-talbott/how-to-pay-for-schoolwit_b_4889633.html
Thompson, C. (2014, March 27). Student loan crisis is making inequality worse: Experts. Huffington
Post. Retrieved August 13, 2014 from http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/03/27/student-loansinequality_n_5042197.html
U.S. Department of Education. (2012). First official three-year student loan default rates published.
Retrieved January 1, 2013, from
http://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/first-official-three-year-student-loan-default-rates-published
Weissman, J. (January 3, 2014). Here's exactly how much the government would have to spend to
make public college tuition-free. The Atlantic. Retrieved August 13, 2014 from
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2014/01/heres-exactly-how-much-the-government-wouldhave-to-spend-to-make-public-college-tuition-free/282803/
Woluchem, M. & George, T. (2014, July 14). Is student debt hindering home ownership? Washington,
DC: The Urban Institute. Message posted to http://blog.metrotrends.org/2014/07/student-debt-hinderinghomeownership/
Woo, J. H. (2002a). Clearing accounts: The causes of student loan default. Rancho Cordova, CA: EdFund.

37

Project supported by:

Assets and Education Initiative | University of Kansas School of Social Welfare
Twente Hall, Office 309 | 1545 Lilac Lane | Lawrence, KS 66044-3184
785-864-2283 | www.aedi.ku.edu | www. Save2LimitDebt.com

