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Over the past 20 years, scholars have noted that assets have benefits beyond those associated 

with income and that asset policy in the United States disproportionately benefits advantaged 

families. Advocates, practitioners, researchers, and policy makers have created initiatives to help 

low-income families save and build assets. Some large-scale programs have been rigorously 

evaluated. In this chapter, we consider the evidence on two points: (1) whether family assets 

improve child wellbeing, and (2) whether asset-building programs increase savings and assets, 

leading to improvements in the wellbeing of children from low-income families. Evidence 

strongly suggests that children who grow up in families with assets are better off than 

counterparts who grow up in families without them.  But more research is needed to determine 

how much of this pattern is due to asset-holding and how much is due to family and other 

characteristics that typically accompany asset-holding.  Evidence also indicates that asset-

building programs can increase family assets.  However, much more evidence is needed before 

we could confidently assert that asset-building programs improve child outcomes. If future 

research confirms that asset-building programs improve child outcomes, it seems clear that 

initiatives will need to have automatic, universal features—e.g., automatic account opening and 

automatic deposits—if low-income children are to benefit. 

 In the following section, we describe assets as financial resources that differ from income 

and present some statistics on the distribution of assets in the United States. Then, we turn our 

attention to theory and consider four different pathways by which assets may improve child 

outcomes, particularly by impacting parents. Next, we consider evidence from national data sets 

regarding the relationship between assets and child outcomes then evidence from large programs 

or policy demonstrations about the impact of asset-building initiatives like Individual 
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Development Accounts and Child Development Accounts. Finally, we summarize our 

assessment about the effects of assets and asset-building programs. 

<1>Background 

A central premise of asset-building research is that poverty and wellbeing are not determined 

solely by income.1 Although many families spend much of their income on short-term 

consumption, assets are a stock of resources for future consumption. They provide a personal 

safety net and the security that comes with having one. Assets can also finance investments that 

improve future conditions, such as investments in education, a home, or a small business. Those 

investments can be difficult to make out of income flows alone but can help families attain 

improved class status.2 Thomas Shapiro observes that assets “feed dreams of a better life, offer 

hope for the future, and are the key resources for launching upward mobility.”3 

<2>Measuring Assets 

Assets come in different forms and can be measured in a variety of ways.4 Researchers 

sometimes examine asset ownership (i.e., whether a family holds a particular asset) but consider 

the value of assets if data allow. To measure total assets, researchers combine the value of 

financial assets (e.g., of bank accounts, stocks, and pensions) with the value of tangible, 

nonfinancial assets (e.g., of homes, businesses, and vehicles). Net worth, an assessment of both 

assets and liabilities, is typically measured as the value of assets less that of debts. Some examine 

narrower measures of “liquid” assets to capture immediately available resources. This chapter 

considers assets in a variety of forms but focuses on special savings accounts and funds held 

there. Liabilities are not typically considered in this context (though doing so might improve 

insight). 
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 The distinction between “savings” and “saving” is worthy of note. Savings are a type of 

asset (usually liquid, though the terms “savings” and “assets” are sometimes used 

interchangeably), but saving is an act: setting aside money for future use. Many asset-building 

programs encourage people to save, but this is usually not the only goal or even the primary goal. 

In fact, some programs generously subsidize asset accumulation by matching the personal 

deposits of low-income families or by providing deposits that are not tied to personal saving. 

<2>Distribution of Assets 

In the United States, the distribution of assets is highly skewed by income and by race. For 

example, in 2004, median net worth was more than $294,000 for households in the highest 

income quintile and less than $6,300 for households in the lowest income quintile.5 In 2009, 

median net worth for white households was 18 times that of Hispanic households and 20 times 

that of African American households.6 

 Many families have few or no assets. The notion of “asset poverty,” which emphasizes 

the value of assets as a “cushion,” represents a family’s inability to sustain itself at the poverty 

level for 3 months without additional income (e.g., because of illness, job loss, divorce, or other 

unforeseen events). Recent studies estimate that the US asset-poverty rate is between 22 percent 

and 33 percent—much higher than the income-poverty rate.7 Rates of asset poverty are higher 

than average among minority families and families with children.8 If measured only with liquid 

assets, the asset-poverty rate for families with children is 52 percent.9 This means that over half 

of US families with children would have trouble supporting themselves at the poverty level for 3 

months if the source of family income were lost. 

 Recognizing the value of assets for families (and for society as a whole), state and federal 

governments have created policies that promote asset building. The federal government spends 
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over $500 billion per year on asset-building policies that are extremely regressive.10 Because the 

benefits of these programs come largely through the income tax system (e.g., home-mortgage 

interest deduction, 401(k) retirement plans), they primarily help those with sufficient assets and 

income to benefit from reducing their tax liability.11 The pattern of federal asset-building 

expenditures takes the shape of an inverse pyramid: the greatest share of benefits goes to those at 

the top of the income distribution. The bottom 60 percent of taxpayers received only 4 percent of 

the federal budget in 2009 for asset-building programs.12 

<2>Asset-Building Programs for Low-Income Families 

In response to growing wealth inequality and policies that disproportionately benefit advantaged 

families—and recognizing the value of assets for all families—researchers, practitioners, and 

others have developed programs to help Low and Moderate Income (LMI) families build assets. 

These programs are intended to complement, not replace, traditional income-based programs. 

Some facilitate home ownership, some facilitate saving out of tax refunds, some encourage 

short-term saving for targeted purposes like education or small business development, some 

encourage families to set aside emergency savings, and some encourage lifelong saving for life 

course needs.  

<1>Pathways: How Assets May Help Parents Improve Child Outcomes 

In this section, we discuss ways that family assets may have a two-generational impact, affecting 

children directly and also through impacts on parents. We do not claim that assets are the most 

powerful predictor of child development. As other chapters demonstrate, development is a 

complex process influenced by many, often highly related factors. The cumulative effect of 

multiple factors seems more important than that of any single one, even persistent income 

poverty or asset poverty.13  Still, the influence of assets, and asset poverty, may have been 
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understudied and underestimated by many. To provide a theoretical foundation for the discussion 

below, we suggest four pathways by which assets may affect child outcomes. 

<2>Pathway 1: Assets May Provide a Cushion 

A cushion is something that lessens the impact of hardship or distress. Assets, especially liquid 

assets, commonly serve this purpose. For families without a cushion, a financial crisis may 

trigger a series of negative events. For example, if a vehicle breaks down and the family cannot 

afford the repair, lack of transportation may lead to job loss. Financial crises of many kinds may 

force families to use expensive alternative financial services (e.g., payday loans and subprime 

credit cards) that solve the short-run crisis but create a vicious cycle of debt.14 Financial crises 

also can make it difficult for families to pay rent and can force them to move. The family is 

likely to experience real stress in the process. Moving children to new neighborhoods and 

schools is a disruptive and potentially negative experience. Even a minor crisis can trigger 

substantial reductions in a family’s standard of living. These experiences may negatively affect 

child outcomes, either directly or by reducing the quality of parent-child interaction. Children in 

families with assets are much more likely to be protected from the most severe consequences of 

financial crisis.15 

<2>Pathway 2: Assets May Reduce Parental Stress 

Even families that have not encountered a financial crisis may experience economic pressure.16 

Parents may worry, for example, about not having enough money to pay current expenses, being 

unable to meet a child’s basic needs, increasing levels of debt, or impending bills. Parents try but 

sometimes fail to minimize the effects of stress; children may bear the brunt. Family stress 

models highlight the effects of economic pressure on parents’ emotional stress, which can 

increase marital conflict, decrease marital warmth, limit parental involvement, and reduce 
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parental nurturing. These conditions can lead to poor cognitive development, poor social 

interactions, poor health, and poor academic performance.17 As Jack Shonkoff’s chapter 

describes, high levels of daily stress can disrupt a child’s brain architecture and hamper 

development. We theorize that assets offer a sense of security and limit the effects of parental 

stress. Such security may check economic pressure and stress, thereby facilitating positive 

household interactions. 

 Home ownership can also play a role in the relationship between assets and stress. Some 

families can afford to purchase homes in safe neighborhoods with good schools and municipal 

services. Others own or rent in neighborhoods with high crime rates, inadequate schools, and 

poor services. Families in the latter neighborhoods are more likely to experience stress.18 

<2>Pathway 3: Assets May Help Parents Invest in Children 

While the first two pathways highlight the value of emergency or contingency savings and the 

economic security that assets can provide, we also theorize that assets facilitate investments in 

children by enabling parents to respond to or create transformative opportunities. For example, 

low-income families with a small stock of assets may be able to pay for a summer camp 

experience that is out of other families’ reach. In several countries, parental wealth is shown to 

influence educational and occupational opportunity.19 Families with greater wealth might do 

even more to invest in their children. In particular, families that can afford to purchase homes in 

“good” neighborhoods can give children access to good schools and other desirable resources. 

These influences have large, lasting effects on mobility and life chances.20 

<2>Pathway 4: Assets May Change Attitudes and Expectations 

In early theoretical work, Michael Sherraden proposes that assets change attitudes, creating an 

orientation toward the future and increasing personal efficacy.21 Marcia Shobe and Deborah 
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Page-Adams suggest that assets “provide people with otherwise unattainable opportunities to 

hope, plan, and dream about the future for themselves and their children.”22 Daphna Oyserman 

argues that “having assets may make imagining a future easier.”23 The opportunity to imagine a 

future may seem especially powerful for low-income families forced by resource constraints to 

focus on day-to-day living. Envisioning, working toward, and achieving a goal may increase 

hope and future orientation, effecting other attitudinal and behavioral changes.24 Also, the basic 

financial knowledge and skills associated with owning simple accounts and assets may affect 

financial attitudes (e.g., about banks and budgeting) and even expectations about financial 

futures. 

 Early empirical work suggests that assets increase personal efficacy and future 

orientation (so too, personal efficacy and future orientation are found to affect asset holding).25 

Recent research shows that expectations for children’s education are higher among parents with 

assets than among counterparts without them.26 We theorize that parents who are hopeful and 

thoughtful about the future interact with children and others differently than do parents with 

other outlooks. For example, parents who have higher expectations for their children’s education 

are probably more likely to support children’s academic development, to talk more about higher 

education, and to engage more with teachers and schools. Asset-building research touches upon 

the relationships suggested in these four pathways. This literature also suggests important areas 

for future exploration. 

<1>Evidence from National Data Sets 

National data sets began to collect reliable data on assets in the early 1980s (see Caroline 

Ratcliffe and associates for an assessment of available asset data).27 It is important to note that 

results from these data sets provide only correlational evidence on the effect of assets. Identified 
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relationships should not be interpreted as causal. Thus, family assets are plausibly linked to child 

outcomes, but the evidence is not definitive. Elsewhere in this chapter, we summarize evidence 

from experimental interventions that intentionally test causality. 

<2>Wealth and Child Outcomes 

Early studies find that incomes from investments and assets, respectively, are better predictors of 

test scores and of years of education than are incomes from other sources.28 Dalton Conley tests 

the hypothesis that most of the racial disparities in child outcomes are actually class differences 

defined primarily by wealth. Using Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) data to measure the 

relationship between childhood wealth and adult outcomes, he finds that parents’ net worth is a 

significant predictor of the young adult’s net worth. He also finds that parental education is the 

single strongest predictor of the adult youth’s education level but that parental liquid assets and 

the net value of parental businesses are also strong predictors. The value of equity in the parents’ 

primary residence and that of parental liquid assets are both important predictors of college 

education.29 

 Subsequent studies confirm that household assets are associated with academic 

performance and educational outcomes. Data from the PSID show that parental net worth is 

positively associated with applied problem (math) scores for youth aged 3–12.30 Research using 

data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth finds a similar relationship between 

household assets and math achievement scores.31 Children in households with assets score better 

on a verbal achievement test than do similar children in households with no assets.32 In a 

subsequent study, Conley finds that family net worth is significantly associated with the total 

number of years of schooling; a doubling of assets increases by 8.3 percentage points the child’s 

chances of going to college after graduating from high school. If the youth is enrolled, a doubling 
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of family assets increases the chances of college graduation by 5.6 percentage points.33 

Analyzing PSID data on a group of African American young adults, Trina Williams Shanks and 

Mesmin Destin find that household net worth is a significant predictor of both high school 

graduation and college enrollment.34 

 Although the majority of evidence supports the idea that household assets influence 

educational outcomes, a few studies suggest that wealth might also play a role in health and 

socioemotional outcomes. Williams Shanks uses the PSID Child Development Supplement to 

examine the effect of assets on a combination of externalizing and internalizing outcomes 

measured with the Behavior Problem Index.35 She finds that the number of behavior problems 

declines as family net worth grows but that the number grows with increases in family credit-

card and other unsecured debt. Others find a positive and significant association between 

parental saving for the college expenses of 1-year-old children and the children’s self-esteem at 

age 23.36 

 Some research considers the ways in which wealth might influence children, including 

possible explanations for the role of parental expectations in the relationship between household 

assets and academic outcomes.37 Researchers find that wealth correlates with the quality of the 

physical home environment, access to cognitively stimulating materials, with parental warmth, 

and parents’ activities with the child. These factors, in turn, are found to influence cognitive 

ability.38 

<2>Home Ownership and Child Outcomes 

Some research specifically considers the effects of family home ownership on children. Multiple 

studies find that home ownership is positively associated with high school graduation rates, 

academic performance, and staying in school and negatively associated with the probability of 
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teenage pregnancy and chances of premarital childbearing.39 Home ownership also is negatively 

associated with emotional and behavioral problems, including depression.40 Acknowledging that 

children of home owners have fewer behavioral issues than do children of renters, others explain 

that the duration of home owning (or residential stability) is a more relevant predictor of 

behavioral issues than is whether parents own or rent.41 

 Some recent studies question the benefits of home ownership. Acknowledging the social 

benefits of home ownership, William Rohe and colleagues note that few studies recognize such 

potential risks as neighborhood selection, difficulty in meeting mortgage payments, and 

mortgage default.42 Some argue that home-ownership studies may be biased by unobserved 

differences between home owners and renters.43 

 Home ownership looks very different for low-income whites than for low-income 

African Americans and, to some extent, for low-income Hispanics. Scott Holupka and Sandra 

Newman find that home ownership is positively associated with academic outcomes for low-

income white children and reading comprehension scores for low-income Hispanic children, but 

they find neither association for African American children.44 One can argue that children benefit 

when their family owns its home, but one might also conclude that researchers should routinely 

consider who benefits from home ownership and under what circumstances. 

 Regardless of home ownership’s effects on child outcomes, assisting adult children with 

a first-time home purchase is a common way for parents to transfer wealth to the next generation. 

Termed “the intergenerational transmission of home-ownership” by Clara Mulder and Jeroen 

Smits, gift-giving towards housing is known to significantly influences transition to home 

ownership.45 Four percent of first-time home buyers finance all of their down payment with 

funds from relatives, and 20 percent receive some help from relatives. These gifts account for 50 
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percent of the average down payment.46 Another study finds that 14 percent of youths receive a 

parental gift in the year of home purchase. That gift is, on average, 16 percent of the value of the 

house being purchased; such a gift is close to the typical size of the down payment.47 

<2>College Savings and Child Outcomes 

Secondary data sets allow researchers to examine a specific type of household asset: college 

savings. Such research distinguishes overall household wealth from money that is set aside in the 

child’s name for future schooling. Money set aside in this way raises child and parental college 

expectations and helps to affirm a college-bound identity (i.e., to affirm that the child expects 

college as a future possibility). Such savings can link current activity to a future goal, making 

college seem relevant and important and perhaps improving persistence in school activities.48 

 Research using the PSID finds that 81 percent of adolescents with college savings expect 

to graduate from college but only 39 percent of those without college savings expect this.49 

Parents’ and youth’s college savings in adolescence are predictive of whether young adults are 

“on course” (either attending or finished with college), and the relationship seems to work via 

educational expectations.50 Furthermore, for those young adults who have not yet attended 

college, having college savings in adolescence is associated with high educational expectations 

and predicts the persistence of those expectations in young adulthood.51 

 An exploration of the joint effects of college savings and educational expectations finds 

that adolescents who have college savings and high expectations are significantly more likely 

than others to attend college. Neither college savings nor high expectations, alone, have any 

effect on college attendance, yet college savings and a college-bound identity are together 

effective in increasing college attendance.52 Furthermore, college savings and expectations may 

work in a virtuous cycle: the presence of one increases the other over time.53 
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 There are some questions about whether “small-dollar” savings accounts affect college 

outcomes?  Research that controls for the amount of savings in an account shows that adolescents 

with college savings are more likely than those without such savings to expect to go to college. 

Having any such savings, even less than $1, significantly increases the likelihood of college 

enrollment, and having at least $1 (up to $499) significantly increases the likelihood of college 

graduation. Because college savings under $500 cannot substantially defray the cost of a degree, 

the author concludes that the effects of college savings are likely psychological.54 

 Although evidence from these national data sets demonstrates only correlations, it 

provides information on the potential ways that assets might affect child outcomes. We now turn 

to empirical evidence concerning the impact of programs that aim to increase assets in low-

income families.  

<1>Evidence from Short-Term Asset-Building Programs 

Evidence summarized just above suggests a plausible link between assets and child outcomes, 

but the studies summarized in the next three sections provide stronger evidence because most 

have a comparison group, and some of these groups were formed through random assignment. 

The groups serve as the counterfactual, allowing researchers to estimate what would have 

happened in the absence of the programs. 

<2>Individual Development Accounts 

Developed in response to asset-building policy that favors high-income households, the 

Individual Development Account (IDA) was the first asset-building program in the United States 

targeted to low-income individuals. Originally proposed as universal, progressive, lifelong 

savings plans that would begin as early as birth, IDAs have been implemented in the United 

Sates as short-term savings programs for low-income adults and, sometimes, youth.55 They aim 
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to help low-income individuals accumulate assets as a way to increase long-term wellbeing and 

financial self-sufficiency.56 Participants are encouraged to save in IDAs, and they receive 

matching funds when they withdraw their savings to purchase a qualifying asset. In most IDA 

programs, participants receive matching funds if they use their savings to purchase a home, to 

pay for college classes or job training, or to invest in microenterprise. The programs usually 

require participants to attend financial-education classes. They also offer case-management 

services, providing access to other supports that help participants to clear debt, build or repair 

credit, and claim tax credits (e.g., the Earned Income Tax Credit). Match rates vary across 

programs but are typically 1:1 or 2:1 (i.e., $1 or $2 matched for every $1 saved); grants from the 

federal government and foundations provide the matching funds. 

 Over the last 2 decades, the popularity of IDAs has grown rapidly. Several countries have 

implemented IDA demonstrations.57 In 1998, Congress adopted the Assets for Independence Act, 

which established the Assets for Independence Program (AFI).58 From 1999 through 2010, the 

US Department of Health and Human Services awarded approximately $190 million in grants to 

community-based organizations and local governments for 664 AFI projects. The grants funded 

more than 68,000 IDAs.59  

<2>American Dream Demonstration 

The American Dream Demonstration (ADD) was the first large-scale test of IDAs in the United 

States. Between 1998 and 2002, over 2,000 LMI individuals participated in 14 privately funded 

local IDA programs. The demonstration used a variety of research methods, including a random-

assignment experiment with over 1,100 individuals at the IDA program in Tulsa, Oklahoma.  

 Members of the control group were not eligible to participate in the IDA program at the 

Tulsa ADD site for the 4 years of the study. If they requested it, control-group members could 
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receive home-ownership counseling at the site and referrals to other agencies. After 2003, they 

regained eligibility for programs managed by the Community Action Project of Tulsa County.  

 In contrast, treatment-group members were eligible to receive an IDA, financial 

education, and case management. Those who opened IDAs earned matches on deposits at a 2:1 

rate for home purchase and a 1:1 rate for home repair, small business investment, postsecondary 

education, or retirement savings. Account holders could make unmatched withdrawals at any 

time. Over the 3 years of the program, participants who saved enough to earn the maximum 

match could accumulate $6,750 (plus interest) for a home purchase or $4,500 (plus interest) for 

the other qualified uses. Treatment- and control-group members completed four surveys: at 

baseline (before random assignment, 1998 and 1999), about 18 months later (2000 and 2001), 48 

months after random assignment (2003), and 10 years later. 

<2>Do IDA Programs Increase Savings and Wealth? 

Most studies on the impact of ADD examine asset purchases. This focus is appropriate because 

IDA programs support short-term savings for particular purchases, but it is also informative to 

look at data on saving in IDAs. Many assume that low-income people cannot save, but ADD data 

show that many can and do save in IDAs. The available evidence is for 2,350 IDA account 

holders across all 14 ADD sites. It comes from financial institutions and is very likely to be 

accurate.The average ADD participant deposited $16.60 (net of withdrawals) per month, saved 

about 42 cents for every dollar that was eligible for a match, and deposited money into the IDA 

account in about 1 of every 2 months. A little more than half of the participants had at least $100 

in net IDA savings and average monthly net deposits of $32.44.60 

 Evidence suggests that saving in IDAs is explained mostly by such program 

characteristics as the match cap (the amount eligible for match each month), the availability of 
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direct deposit, and financial education, not by individual characteristics (e.g., education, 

employment, and welfare receipt).61 It is important to note that all ADD IDA account holders 

were probably especially motivated to save in IDAs and so probably saved more than the typical 

low-income person would. 

 Three studies from the from Tulsa ADD experiment examine the impact of the Tulsa IDA 

program on wealth, which they measure as net worth (assets less debt), not just savings in IDAs. 

Findings are mixed: One study finds that IDA does not increase wealth. 62 After adjusting for 

outliers (cases with very unusual asset and liability values), two studies find that IDA may 

increase wealth.63 Other studies do not. A common limitation of studies that examine net worth 

is that errors in the reporting of assets and liabilities are very common, and this measurement 

error makes it difficult to detect a change in net worth, 

 Two additional studies examine the impact of IDAs on various measures of household 

wealth. The largest IDA experiment, the Canadian learn$ave demonstration, randomly assigned 

nearly 5,000 individuals to treatment or control groups in ten locations across Canada. Evidence 

suggests that learn$ave did not increase net worth or total savings but did affect the overall 

composition of financial assets. Treatment-group members had higher average bank account 

balances and lower retirement savings than did control-group members. The program also 

positively affected financial goal setting, ongoing saving activities, and budgeting.64 Comparing 

AFI IDA participants with a comparison group drawn from the 2001 Survey of Income and 

Program Participation, another study suggests that the AFI IDA program did not affect savings, 

home equity, or consumer debt.65 

 In sum, the studies do not suggest that short-term IDA programs increase savings or 

wealth, but survey data on wealth may be quite flawed. And, because IDA programs aim to 
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support short-term saving for asset purchases, one would not expect large increases in savings or 

wealth. It is noteworthy that the average ADD IDA participant saved about $200 a year, despite 

low income. Also noteworthy are the findings that an IDA program increases financial goal 

setting, ongoing saving activities, and budgeting. 

<2>Do IDAs Increase Asset Purchases? 

Three studies find that, by the end of the Tulsa IDA program, home ownership increased among 

those who rented at baseline.66 Among households that rented at baseline, home-ownership rates 

rose by 7–11 percentage points more for treatment-group members than for control-group 

members. 

 In addition, experimental data from learn$ave indicate that the Canadian IDA program 

increased enrollment in training and education programs.67 Data from the AFI study indicate that 

IDA program participants have higher rates of home ownership, business ownership, and 

enrollment in postsecondary education than members of a comparison group.68 Finally, there is 

evidence that IDA home buyers receive better loans and have better loan performance than other 

low-income home buyers.69 

 Ten years after random assignment, and 6 years after the ADD IDA program ended, long-

term follow-up survey data were collected from study participants at the Tulsa site (Wave 4). 

Both the treatment and control groups experienced large increases in home ownership between 

baseline and Wave 4 and continued to increase home ownership even into the housing crises. 

However, the control group caught up after the experiment ended, and there was no longer a 

statistically significant impact of treatment on home-ownership rates at the 10-year follow-up. 

The IDA program increased both home-ownership rates and duration of home ownership among 

participants with above-median income at baseline (median annual income of $15,480—still a 
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very low income), although other subgroup analyses identify no differences, so it could be a 

random result. Among baseline home owners, IDA treatment-group members experienced 

greater housing-price appreciation than did control-group members. Treatment members were 

less likely to forgo needed repairs and reported a significantly lower estimated cost of unmade 

repairs.70 

 The ADD results on education spending are also noteworthy. At the 10-year follow-up, 

the treatment group’s enrollment rates were higher than those for the control group, even though 

only 7.6 percent of the treatment group reported using an IDA for education.71 In the full sample, 

the IDA program did not affect level of education or degree completion. But among those who 

reported high-school education or less at baseline, the IDA program increased the likelihood of 

gaining some college. In addition, the positive impact on several education outcomes (likelihood 

of enrollment, acquisition of degree or certificate, increase of educational level) is larger for 

males than for females. Given the declining educational attainment of low-income males and the 

growing attainment gap between low-income males and low-income females, this is an important 

finding. 

<2>Do IDA Programs Impact Parents and Children? 

To date, there is no experimental evidence concerning the impact of IDAs on parents and 

children. However, some tentative insight may be gained from IDA participants who completed 

a cross-sectional survey or in-depth interview in ADD. About 300 IDA participants completed a 

survey on perceptions of IDA participation, and results were quite positive: large percentages 

said that they felt more confident about their futures (93 percent), felt more in control of their 

lives (85 percent), or felt more economically secure (84 percent) because they had IDAs. In 

addition, 60 percent said that IDAs made them more likely to plan for their children’s education, 
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and 54 percent said that IDAs made them more likely to have good family relationships.72 Yet 

these results may overestimate the positive effects of IDAs because survey respondents tend to 

give answers that they expect will please researchers and because those who completed the 

survey chose to open an IDA—presumably because they expected positive outcomes. 

 Qualitative research offers clarity and detail, yielding insights that are not obtainable 

through survey methods and have much stronger validity. In in-depth interviews, IDA 

participants reported several positive psychological, cognitive, behavioral, and economic 

effects.73 They indicated that participation increased feelings of short- and long-term security, 

self-confidence, hope for the future, ability to set and achieve goals, sense of responsibility. They 

also reported that participation heightened civic attitudes and reduced levels of stress. Over 40 

percent of IDA participants with children reported feeling reassured that their savings would 

benefit their children. They mentioned paying for their children’s education, improving their 

living environment, and generally providing for their children’s future. Some reported that 

participation reduced arguments between couples because both partners agreed on savings goals. 

Others indicated that participation enabled them to teach good money-management habits and to 

show children how to save. The need to balance providing for children’s current consumption 

and saving for their future welfare weighed heavily on parents, especially those in very poor 

families. Evidence from these interviews suggests that families prioritize children’s basic needs 

and then focus on saving.74 However, these effects have not been systematically tested in 

investigations that use rigorous, randomized, experimental designs and well-established 

measures. 

 Overall, there is little doubt that participants have positive feelings about IDAs. Setting 

and achieving financial goals can be a powerful experience. Building assets can help individuals 
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to see themselves differently and others to view them with respect. Short-term evidence shows 

that participants do save and purchase assets, particularly homes. Long-term follow-up evidence 

(several years after the IDA program ended) is not as favorable. It is important to continue 

researching outcomes for parents and their children as IDA policies and programs become more 

common and are extended for longer duration. 

<1>Evidence from LMI Home Ownership Programs 

<2>Community Advantage Program 

In 1998, close to the time when ADD began, another demonstration launched with the goal of 

making the American Dream of home ownership possible for LMI households. This policy 

demonstration, the Community Advantage Program (CAP), provides evidence concerning the 

impact of LMI home ownership on a host of individual and family outcomes. A secondary 

mortgage-market program, CAP seeks to help increase home ownership among LMI households 

by underwriting 30-year fixed-rate mortgages for borrowers who would have otherwise received 

a subprime mortgage or been unable to purchase a home. Borrowers paid low or no down 

payments and received near-prime interest rates. To qualify, CAP applicants met at least one of 

three criteria: (1) they had income less than 80 percent of the area median income; (2) they were 

members of a racial or ethnic minority and had income below 115 percent of the area median 

income; or (3) they planned to purchase a home in a census tract in which minorities comprise 

more than 30 percent of the population or in a tract with income that was less than 80 percent of 

the area median income, and they had personal income less than 115 percent of the area median. 

Since its inception, CAP has helped more than 46,000 LMI households to become home 

owners.75 Because most of the available research focuses on home ownership’s benefits for 
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middle- and higher-income home owners, CAP provides one of the first opportunities to study 

the impact of home ownership in the lives of LMI households.76 

 The Center for Community Capital evaluated the CAP program, initiating interviews with 

3,700 CAP home owners in 1998, shortly after they purchased the homes, and interviews have 

continued over a 10-year period (conducted annually since 2003). To identify the effects of home 

ownership and to closely examine the transition from renting to ownership, the center also 

interviews a comparison group of nearly 1,500 renters who met CAP income guidelines and 

lived in the same neighborhoods as CAP home owners. The use of a comparison group helps 

researchers to isolate the effect of home ownership and more closely examine the transition from 

renting to ownership. However, the center did not randomly assign participants to a treatment or 

comparison group, and important differences probably remain between the groups. In many of 

the CAP analysis a statistical technique that attempts to compensate for preexisting differences 

between CAP home owners and renters was employed. These are the best available data on the 

impact of LMI home-ownership programs. 

<> Do Low-and-Moderate Home Ownership Program Increase Assets? 

Evidence on the financial gains of CAP home owners is quite positive. They generally fared well 

even during the housing crisis. As of the fourth quarter of 2012, the median annualized house-

price appreciation among CAP homes was 1 percent. This corresponds to a median annualized 

return on equity of 22 percent. In absolute terms, CAP home owners have experienced a median 

total increase in equity of about $18,000 since loan origination. 77 Most also demonstrate good 

loan performance: rates of delinquency and default were 10–20 percentage points lower than the 

delinquency and default rates for subprime loans in the same period.78 Comparing the financial 

outcomes of CAP home owners and renters, Michal Grinstein-Weiss and colleagues find that, 
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between 2005 and 2008, CAP home owners experienced a greater short-term increase in net 

worth, assets, and nonhousing net worth.79 Allison Freeman and Janneke Ratcliffe extend the 

analysis to compare the 2010 net worth of owners and renters who were in the same income 

categories in 2005.80 In each income group, net worth at the end of the 5-year period was 

significantly higher  for home owners than  for renters. One obtains the same results by dividing 

the two groups into wealth categories. This suggests that the housing investment protected the 

wealth of CAP home owners through the financial crisis better than renting protected the wealth 

of CAP renters. 

<2> Do LMI Home-Ownership Program Affect Parents and Children? 

Three studies examine differences in parental behaviors and child outcomes between CAP home 

owners and renters. The results are mixed. Using early data, Grinstein-Weiss and colleagues 

examine differences on measures of parental supervision, parental involvement in volunteer 

activities, and parental expectations for their children, finding that home ownership is not 

associated with parental attitudes and behavior.81 

 Analyzing a later wave of CAP data, Grinstein-Weiss and associates investigate the 

relationship between LMI home ownership and engaged parenting behaviors, finding that 

children of CAP home owners are more likely than children of renters to participate in organized 

activities and spend less time watching television or playing video games. However, CAP renters 

are more likely than owners to read to their children. Home ownership seems to have no effect 

on parental involvement with the child’s school.82 

 The third study examines the association between CAP participation and child outcomes, 

which are assessed with the Child Behavior Checklist. Specifically, the study investigates the 

relationships between home ownership and neighborhood characteristics as well as the ways in 
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which home ownership and neighborhood characteristics interact to affect the positive behavior 

of children from LMI households. The study finds that neither home ownership nor 

neighborhood characteristics has an independent effect on children’s positive behavior, but home 

ownership’s effect on children’s behavior grows as neighborhood population density increases 

(i.e., as neighborhoods become more urban in nature); in neighborhoods with approximately 

4,000 persons per square mile, home ownership is associated with significant increases in 

children’s overall scores. This suggests that the urban–nonurban differences in  home 

ownership’s effects can be attributed to such factors as home environment, quality of housing, 

type of dwelling unit, and residential stability.83 

 Additional evidence from CAP suggests that LMI home ownership may be associated 

with several individual- and community-level benefits. Therefore, home ownership may 

indirectly affect child outcomes. Studies indicate that CAP home owners have greater access to 

social capital than CAP renters do; CAP home owners belong to more neighborhood groups and 

are connected to more people who can help them in a time of need.84 In addition, research 

suggests that CAP home owners are less likely to experience mental health problems and to live 

in neighborhoods where crime is seen as a problem.85 

 In summary, early evidence from CAP research does not provide strong evidence that 

CAP home owners have better parenting behaviors than counterparts who rent. Nor is there 

strong evidence that CAP participation leads to better child outcomes. One possible explanation 

is that the benefits of home ownership are not immediate and take time to accrue. At the time of 

these studies, CAP panel members had been home owners for no more than 6–7 years. Just as 

home equity builds over time, so might social benefits.86 
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<1>Evidence from Long-Term Asset-Building Programs 

In addition to programs designed to support short-term asset-building and home ownership, 

Child Development Account (CDA) programs are designed to support long-term, even lifelong, 

asset building. Like IDAs, CDAs are special savings or investment accounts for developmental 

purposes such as supplemental education in childhood, postsecondary education for youth, and 

home ownership and enterprise development in adulthood. However, the CDA vision differs in 

important ways from existing IDAs programs. 

 Advocates for CDAs envision special accounts that are opened early, opened 

automatically, and opened with a sizeable initial deposit. For example, accounts could be opened 

automatically at birth for every child born in the United States, and accounts could automatically 

receive an initial deposit of $500 - $1,000. Opening accounts automatically makes CDAs 

universal and thus quite different from existing IDAs. In addition, CDAs are meant to be a tool 

for lifelong development, a tool that is held and used for multiple purposes throughout the life 

course. (In fact, CDAs are sometimes called Lifetime Savings Accounts. They have also been 

called Children’s Savings Accounts.) Like IDAs, CDAs are designed to be progressive. In some 

CDA programs, low-income individuals receive initial deposits, matches on deposits, and/or 

deposits at certain benchmarks, such as when the youth enters kindergarten or graduates from 

high school.87 

 Thus far, most CDA programs focus on saving for postsecondary education, and many 

make use of existing state 529 college-savings plans (i.e., special tax-favored investment 

accounts for higher education).88 This early focus is valuable because educational decisions are 

often the first major milestone in the transition to young adulthood, and early CDA withdrawals 

are likely to be for education or training. 
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 Child Development Accounts are expected to influence education-related attitudes and 

behaviors of parents and children. These attitudes and behaviors are in turn expected to influence 

educational outcomes, including postsecondary education and training. Sondra Beverly, William 

Elliott, and Michael Sherraden suggest several reasons CDAs may shape education-related 

attitudes and behaviors. First, CDAs may communicate to parents and children that college is 

important and expected. Second, they may communicate that planning and saving for college are 

important. Third, CDAs may provide parents and children with a place to deposit money when 

they are motivated and able to save for college.89 (That is, having an account likely creates a 

“channel” that makes saving easier and so increases the chances that parents do so.90) Fourth, 

CDAs may make parents and children more hopeful and thoughtful about the future. Fifth, if 

some or all of the first four pathways exist, CDAs may encourage parents and children to view 

children as “college bound.”91 

 Several of the observations by Beverly and colleagues are of note. First, consistent with 

the emphasis here on two-generational programs, all of the proposed pathways may directly 

influence youth or may work indirectly through parents. Second, the pathways do not operate 

solely through asset accumulation. Simply owning a college-savings account is an important 

early outcome because it “puts the plumbing in place” for future saving and asset accumulation. 

(And, as noted above, some secondary analysis suggests that account holding may affect later 

educational outcomes, regardless of savings amount.) Third, the pathways do not operate solely 

through individual behavior: the pathways exist even if accounts are opened and assets deposited 

automatically, as long as parents and children are cognizant of the account and assets. 

 In addition, Williams Shanks and colleagues describe how a CDA might be viewed and 

used over time as a child ages. This work highlights, for example, how parents might use a CDA 
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to model goal setting, budgeting, and saving for children. It also considers how children might 

later take ownership of the account.92 

 Child Development Account programs have been created by cities, states, and several 

countries.93 The America Saving for Personal Investment, Retirement, and Education (ASPIRE) 

Act, which would create a Lifetime Savings Account for every newborn in the United States, has 

been introduced multiple times in Congress.94 There have been two large-scale demonstrations of 

CDAs in the United States: the Saving for Education, Entrepreneurship, and Downpayment 

(SEED) national initiative and SEED for Oklahoma Kids (SEED OK). 

<2>The SEED National Initiative 

A multimethod test of asset-building accounts for children and youth, the SEED national 

initiative was implemented through 12 community-based organizations. The initiative selected 

SEED sites in a competitive process, gave them flexibility in the design of their IDA programs, 

and targeted groups of children and youth that were diverse in terms of age, race, ethnicity, and 

region.95  

 One SEED site in the Detroit area was selected for a large study called Michigan SEED (MI 

SEED). The site included 14 Head Start centers. Researchers identified the demographic 

characteristics of families in each center and matched centers with similar characteristics to 

create seven matched pairs. They randomly assigned one center in each pair to the treatment 

group and the other to the comparison group. Parents of children enrolled in the treatment centers 

were encouraged to open a CDA, specifically, a Michigan 529 college-savings account (called a 

“SEED account” in program materials).  SEED provided an $800 initial deposit, which 

immediately made the child’s account eligible for a $200 match from the state of Michigan. The 

state also provided a 1:1 match (up to $1,200) for any personal deposits into the account. If the 
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family saved up to the $1,200 match cap, the account would hold at total of $3,400 at the end of 

the 4-year intervention. Treatment parents were also offered financial education sessions and 

offered case management. Families in the comparison group received no outreach concerning 

529 accounts, were not eligible for the initial deposit or the savings match, and were not offered 

financial education or case management. Data come from quarterly account information 

provided by the Michigan 529 plan for all SEED (treatment) accounts and telephone surveys 

completed by parents in both the treatment and comparison group at baseline (fall 2004) and 4 

years later. Because they were enrolled in Head Start programs, the vast majority of MI SEED 

families had low incomes. 

<2>SEED OK 

The SEED OK initiative differs from the SEED national initiative in important ways.  Most 

importantly, CDAs were opened for newborns and CDAs were opened automatically unless 

parents opted out. (That is, the intervention was universal.) In addition, families that were invited 

to participate in the study were selected from the population of families with newborns in 

Oklahoma, and individuals (N=2,704), not centers, were randomly assigned to the treatment or 

the control group.96 

 For every child in the treatment group, SEED OK opened an Oklahoma College Savings 

Plan account and deposited $1,000. This special Oklahoma 529 account—the “SEED OK 

account”—holds all deposits from SEED OK and is owned by the state of Oklahoma; 

withdrawals must be used for the named beneficiary’s postsecondary education. Treatment 

mothers were also encouraged to open their own Oklahoma 529 account for the infant and to 

save for college. This encouragement came in the form of promotional materials, a time-limited 

$100 account-opening incentive, and, for LMI families, a 1:1 or 0.5:1 savings match on personal 
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deposits into the Oklahoma 529 accounts owned by mothers. Mothers in the control group 

received no information from SEED OK about Oklahoma 529 accounts, were not eligible for the 

special SEED OK account or initial deposit, and were offered no SEED OK financial incentive. 

However, they could open their own Oklahoma 529 accounts, as can any individual not 

participating in the study. Data to evaluate the SEED OK intervention come from Oklahoma 529 

account records (for both treatment and control groups), birth certificates, three waves of 

telephone surveys (baseline, year 4, and year 7), and in-depth qualitative interviews with a 

subsample. Over two-thirds of SEED OK participants had household income below 200 percent 

of the federal poverty guideline. 97 

<2>Do CDA Programs Increase Account Holding? 

We first ask whether CDA programs increase the holding of college savings accounts. As we 

note above, simply owning a college-savings account may shape the education-related attitudes 

and behaviors of parents and children for several reasons—and may do so even if accounts are 

opened automatically. First, evidence suggests that CDA programs can encourage parents to 

open college-savings accounts for their young children. In both MI SEED and SEED OK, 

treatment families were more likely than comparison families to have 529 accounts. For example, 

in SEED OK, about 15 months after the intervention began, 16 percent of treatment mothers and 

1 percent of control mothers had opened their own Oklahoma 529 account for their child.98 

 Second, advantaged parents are more likely than disadvantaged parents to open 529 

accounts. In SEED OK, for example, about 30 months after the intervention began, high-income 

mothers in the treatment group were 4.5 times more likely than low-income treatment mothers to 

own an Oklahoma 529 account for their child. The difference is even greater among control 

parents, who were not eligible for SEED OK incentives.99 In MI SEED, where all families had 
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low incomes, case managers had to meet one-on-one with parents to encourage account opening, 

and take-up was slow—despite the fact that opening an account automatically triggered a $1,000 

deposit.100 

 Third, automatic account opening dramatically increases account holding. In SEED OK, 

all but one family accepted the automatic SEED OK account. The mother who opted out cited 

religious reasons. Automatic opening also eliminates variation by socioeconomic status in access 

to accounts. Although these observations seem obvious, they have important ramifications: a 

CDA program with automatic account opening brings the potential benefits of CDAs to all 

families. It does so without the expense of outreach and account-opening incentives. 

<2>Do CDA Programs Increase Saving and Asset Accumulation? 

Evidence concerning the impact of CDAs on personal saving (i.e., saving by individuals, 

excluding deposits from MI SEED or SEED OK) is incomplete for at least three reasons. First, 

information on parent saving often includes only saving in 529 accounts (specifically, Michigan 

or Oklahoma 529 accounts). To the extent that parents save for college in other vehicles, there is 

bias in findings on personal saving and the impact of CDA programs on such saving. We believe 

that parents who saved were quite likely to choose to save in 529 accounts because there were 

incentives (e.g., state tax breaks in both states and savings matches for LMI treatment families), 

but we have no data to support this assumption. Second, information on saving for children’s 

education by individuals besides parents (e.g., grandparents and other relatives) is only 

sometimes available. Third, the data measure very early saving for college because children were 

younger than 10 years old. Personal saving behavior—and the impact of CDA programs—may 

change as children age and college becomes more salient. 
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 Still, the available evidence—from both MI SEED and SEED OK—suggests that 

personal saving for the future college expenses of young children was quite modest. Over the 4 

years when the MI SEED savings match was available, 31 percent of SEED accounts received 

personal deposits. Across all 495 MI SEED accounts, the average net contribution per quarter 

ranged from -$67 to $1,500. (Negative values indicate that participants withdrew some of the 

initial deposit.) The mean quarterly contribution was $16.101 This information on savings comes 

from the Michigan 529 plan. It is very likely to be accurate but is available only for SEED 

(treatment) accounts. A second source of data—parents’ responses to telephone survey 

questions—is probably much less accurate, but those data are available for both treatment and 

comparison groups. They include savings set aside by parents and others. Survey responses 

suggest that the MI SEED program increased by $484 (on average) the savings that parents set 

aside  but decreased by $188 the savings that others set aside. When survey responses about 

parents’ and others’ savings are combined, it is not clear that the MI SEED intervention 

increased the amount of personal savings for children’s future college expenses.102 

 In SEED OK, about 30 months after the intervention began (when SEED OK children 

were younger than age 4), treatment mothers were 4 times more likely than control mothers to 

have some personal savings in their own OK 529 account (8.5 percent vs. 2.1 percent), and this 

pattern holds across diverse socioeconomic subgroups. However, the average amount of personal 

529 savings by the treatment group was modest ($109) and not clearly larger than savings set 

aside by the control group ($76).103 

 In our view, modest saving is to be expected—even in the treatment groups—because 

many parents had low incomes and because college probably seemed a distant goal. We note that 

only 18 MI SEED account holders (3.6 percent of all account MI SEED holders) withdrew any 
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of the $800 initial deposit, despite the economic downturn, and that 48 MI SEED accountholders 

(9.7 percent of all MI SEED account holders) saved $1,200—enough to earn the maximum 

match.104 Just as important is that fact that personal saving, though of interest, is not the primary 

goal of CDA programs. As Sherraden writes, “From the outset, the guiding vision and purpose of 

SEED OK has been to test the impacts of a universal and progressive CDA policy structure. 

Individual saving behavior alone can never result in universal and progressive asset 

accumulation—no one would believe this is remotely possible. Therefore, SEED OK, as a policy 

demonstration, does not focus on individual savings behavior alone, or even primarily.”105 

 What do we know about the impact of CDA programs on the accumulation of assets, 

where assets include MI SEED or SEED OK deposits as well as deposits made by individuals? 

Largely because of the sizeable initial deposits, families in the MI SEED and SEED OK 

treatment groups have assets for college that far exceed their personal saving for college. For the 

same reason, CDAs appear to have a large impact on the early accumulation of assets for college. 

For example, about 4 years after the MI SEED intervention began, the average total 

accumulation in SEED accounts was $1,483, and the median was $1,131.106 (Data on assets in 

Michigan529 accounts are not available for the comparison group, so we cannot assess the 

impact of the MI SEED program on college assets.) 

 In SEED OK, about 30 months after the intervention began, treatment mothers (99.9 

percent) were much more likely than control mothers (2.1 percent) to have some Oklahoma 529 

assets. And the average amount of Oklahoma 529 assets was much higher for treatment mothers 

($1,130) than for control mothers ($76). For the treatment group, the automatic initial deposit 

eliminated much (but not all) of the variation by socioeconomic status in the assets accumulated 

within Oklahoma 529 accounts.107 That these patterns were planned does not make them less 
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meaningful. As we note above, CDAs are envisioned to be universal and progressive, with 

automatic features and incentives. Thus, the essential early outcomes in MI SEED and SEED OK 

include outcomes directly related to automatic account opening, initial deposits, and savings 

matches. It is not necessary for people to do something for an outcome to be meaningful.108  

<2>Do CDA Programs Impact Parents and Children? 

We will not be able to assess the impact of CDAs on postsecondary education and training for a 

number of years. But what do we know about the impact of CDA programs on parent and child 

attitudes and behaviors? It is too soon to draw any firm conclusions. Thus far, only a few studies 

exist, and these examine parents’ reports of attitudes and behaviors just a few years after the 

interventions began. Mothers in SEED OK provided these reports when the children were 4 

years old, and those in MI SEED provided them when the children were 6–8 years old. As time 

passes, the impact of CDA programs on parent and child attitudes and behaviors may change. 

For now, the early evidence from MI SEED is somewhat mixed and that from SEED OK is 

largely positive. 

 Four years after the MI SEED intervention began, parents reported that the CDA program 

had positively affected their views about the importance of college but indicated that it had not 

affected several other parental attitudes and self-reported behaviors, such as parental stress, 

parental self-efficacy, and provision of stimulating activities and materials.109 Evidence from 

SEED OK suggests that the CDA program improves children’s social-emotional development, 

reduces maternal depression, and helps parents maintain or increase expectations for their 

children’s education over time.110 In all of these studies, impacts seem to be greater for 

disadvantaged families than for less-disadvantaged counterparts. These impacts may or may not 

have long-term positive consequences for children. In addition, findings from in-depth 
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interviews suggest that the SEED OK CDA program may affect parental attitudes and behaviors 

in ways that might improve educational outcomes. The SEED OK account and initial deposit 

seem to make some treatment mothers more hopeful about their child’s future and perhaps more 

motivated to support their child’s education. For example, one mother said, “I’m going to have to 

get him through school so he can use this.”111 Still, mothers could identify many barriers that 

might prevent children from completing college (e.g., “babies,” falling in love, and adverse 

influences from peers). Also, although many expressed confidence about putting their children 

through school (saying, e.g., that they would “find a way”), at this early point in time, mothers 

did not seem well-informed about financing college.112 

<1>Discussion 

This chapter reviews evidence on the relationships among assets, asset-building programs, and 

parent and child outcomes. We suggest four pathways by which family assets may have a two-

generational impact on child development, affecting children directly and through their impact 

on parents. The chapter’s purpose is to address two key questions: Do family assets improve 

child wellbeing? And can asset-building programs increase savings and assets, leading to 

improvements in the wellbeing of children from low-income families?  

<2>Summary of Evidence 

 Research provides quite a bit of evidence that children in families with assets have better 

outcomes than those in families without assets. In particular, family assets are associated with 

positive educational outcomes, including college enrollment and graduation, and, to some extent, 

academic achievement. Evidence also suggests that family assets are positively associated with 

child behavior and health, but that evidence comes from only a few studies, most of which focus 

on home ownership. Although the studies use longitudinal data (i.e., outcomes are measured at a 
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later point in time than assets) and so are more rigorous than cross-sectional studies (which 

measure assets and outcomes at a single point in time), this evidence is still correlational. People 

who have savings and assets are probably different than people who lack them, and it can be 

difficult to distinguish the effects of assets from the effects of other unobserved variables that are 

associated with assets. In other words, it is plausible that family assets improve wellbeing, but 

evidence from national data sets does not directly speak to the issue. 

 Evidence from policy demonstrations—especially experiments in which people are 

randomly assigned to treatment and control groups—can provide clearer evidence about the 

effects of assets and asset-building programs on parents and children. The ADD IDA program 

appears to have increased home ownership among initial renters in the short-term (i.e., 

immediately after the three-year program ended). In the long-term follow-up of IDAs,(i.e., six 

years after the program ended), the ADD IDA program had positive long term impact on two out 

of the five allowable uses of IDAs. These include home appreciation for baseline home owners, 

and educational attainment for males. In addition, for households with above median income 

(still low-income), the ADD IDA program may have had long-term impacts on home ownership 

rate and duration of home ownership. 

 Overall, the short-term IDA programs implemented so far appear to have some lasting 

impacts on asset investments for some subgroups. Yet, some positive results of short-term IDAs, 

such as home ownership percentage and duration, ceased to be statistically significant several 

years after the program ended. We do not know what would happen if an IDA program were 

extended over a long term or even over a lifetime, as originally proposed. At the same time, 

research on IDA programs shows that low-income people can save in IDAs if a supportive 

structure and subsidy are in place. Research also points to the combined effects of program 
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variables like facilitation (e.g., automatic features) and expectations (e.g., savings targets, such as 

match caps), suggesting that such combinations together are more strongly associated with 

savings performance than are individual characteristics. In general, there is reason to believe that 

well-designed asset-building programs and policies can encourage a wide variety of families to 

save, with indications of at least some positive impacts.113 

 Conclusions on LMI home-ownership programs are somewhat tentative because there has 

been only one large demonstration, the CAP, and it did not randomly assign participants to 

treatment or control groups. Instead, the CAP treatment group comprises those who purchased 

homes with the program’s support, and researchers created a comparison group from renters who 

had similar characteristics (e.g., similar incomes, lived in the same neighborhood). Early findings 

from CAP do not provide strong evidence that participation and purchasing a home led to 

improvements in parenting behaviors or child outcomes. But they do suggest that CAP owners 

have greater access to social capital than do CAP renters and tend to experience better mental 

health. In addition, CAP owners experienced greater increases in net worth between 2005 and 

2008. 

 Research on the impact of CDAs is in its infancy, and these are intrinsically long-term 

accounts. We will not be able to assess the impact of CDAs on postsecondary education and 

training for a number of years.  In in-depth interviews, some parents report that CDAs make 

them more hopeful about their child’s future and more motivated to support his or her education. 

In sum, early evidence indicates that a universal and progressive CDA program could have 

favorable effects on parent and child outcomes, but much more research is needed. 

 On another point, evidence from CDA programs shows clearly that advantaged families 

have much better savings outcomes than disadvantaged families if the processes of account 
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opening and asset accumulation rely solely or even largely on individual behavior. That is, 

families with social and economic advantages, including high levels of income, education, and 

financial sophistication, are more likely than less-advantaged counterparts to participate in asset-

building programs and take advantage of saving incentives. 

 Thus, if we want increase the number of low-income families that have accounts and 

accumulate assets, we cannot simply encourage them to open accounts and save. Evidence 

suggests that automatic account opening and automatic subsidies are necessary. The SEED OK 

demonstration shows that it is feasible to implement a universal CDA program with such 

automatic features. And if assisted by initial deposits and matches, families can accumulate 

meaningful levels of college assets with only modest saving. For example, the New America 

Foundation estimates that a child can have over $15,000 when she turns 18 if a family receives a 

$500 initial deposit, obtains a 1:1 match, saves $25 per month from the time of the child’s birth, 

and earns an average annual return of 5 percent.114 

<2>The Next Generation of Evidence on Assets 

Research on assets and asset-building programs is fairly new, though there have been a few 

multimethod applied studies, which include randomized experiments. These intervention studies 

are supplemented by evidence from national data sets that were not specifically designed to study 

the effect of assets. One relatively low-cost way to learn more about the effects of assets is to add 

measures to future waves of existing data sets. Currently, many of the data sets that have strong 

measures of assets have few child outcomes and vice versa. These data sets cannot provide 

conclusive evidence on the impact of family assets but could contribute to a body of evidence. 

 In addition, current demonstrations will provide additional evidence about the effects of 

assets and asset-building programs on child outcomes. Another wave of SEED OK data 
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collection is expected, and in-depth interviews are currently being conducted with participants 

from MI SEED, as the children who were in preschool at baseline enter middle school. The data 

will provide insights into the intermediate impacts of CDA programs. This is important because 

the impacts of CDA programs may increase as children progress through school and as decisions 

about postsecondary education and training become more salient. It also is possible that some or 

all of the effects of CDA programs may wear off over time. In addition, research is planned for 

participants in the Kindergarten to College program, which provides a savings account with $50 

for every child enrolled in a San Francisco public kindergarten.  

<1>Conclusion 

Overall, there is reason to believe that children who grow up in families with assets are better off 

than those who grow up in families without them. There also is reason to expect asset-building 

programs to increase family assets and improve child outcomes. Long-term asset-building 

programs—especially early, universal, and progressive programs—seem most likely to improve 

the wellbeing of low-income children; programs that are not universal and programs that lack 

progressive subsidies seem unlikely to have a meaningful impact on low-income children. Still, 

much more evidence is needed before we would feel confident in concluding that assets and 

asset-building programs improve child wellbeing. And if they do improve child wellbeing, 

additional evidence is needed to determine how to use this knowledge to inform the design of 

inclusive asset programs and policies. 

 Even if asset-building programs are ultimately shown to improve child outcomes, these 

programs will not be a panacea. Additional strategies, such as early-childhood education, 

tutoring, academic enrichment, trauma counseling, crime prevention, and community economic-

development strategies will be necessary for the most vulnerable populations. Although asset-
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building programs appear to hold promise, child development policies should adopt a 

multifaceted approach to ensure bright and healthy futures for all children. 

                                                

<1>Endnotes 

1. Michael Sherraden, Assets and the Poor: A New American Welfare Policy (New York: 

M. E. Sharpe, 1991). 

2. Yunju Nam, Jin Huang, and Michael Sherraden, “Asset Definitions,” in Asset Building 

and Low-Income Families, ed. Signe-Mary McKernan and Michael Sherraden (Washington, DC: 

Urban Institute Press, 2008), 1–31. 

3. Shapiro, The Hidden Cost of Being African American: How Wealth Perpetuates 

Inequality (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004), 11. 

4. See, e.g., Adam Carasso and Signe-Mary McKernan, “Asset Holdings and Liabilities,” 

in McKernan and Sherraden, Asset Building and Low-Income Families, 33–66. 

5. US Census Bureau, “Median Value of Assets for Households, by Type of Asset 

Owned and Selected Characteristics: 2004,” Wealth and Asset Ownership: 2004, Table 1, last 

revised October 31, 2011, http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/wealth/2004/wlth04-1.html. 

6. Paul Taylor, Rakesh Kochhar, Richard Fry, Gabriel Velasco, and Seth Motel, Wealth 

Gaps Rise to Record Highs between Whites, Blacks and Hispanics: Twenty-to-One, Social and 

Demographic Trends Report (Washington, DC: Pew Research Center, 2011), 

http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/files/2011/07/SDT-Wealth-Report_7-26-11_FINAL.pdf. 

7. US Census Bureau, “Median Value”; see also, Melvin L. Oliver and Thomas M. 

Shapiro, “Wealth of a Nation: A Reassessment of Asset Inequality in America Shows at Least 

One Third of Households Are Asset-Poor,” American Journal of Economics and Sociology 49 



39 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

(1990): 129–51, doi:10.1111/j.1536-7150.1990.tb02268.x; Caroline Ratcliffe and Katie Vinopal, 

Are Families Prepared for Financial Emergencies? Opportunity and Ownership Facts 16 

(Washington, DC: Urban Institute, 2009), http://www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=411959. 

8. Yumiko Aratani and Michele Chau, Asset Poverty and Debt among Families with 

Children, Brief (New York: National Center for Children in Poverty, Mailman School of Public 

Health, Columbia University, 2010), http://www.nccp.org/publications/pdf/text_918.pdf. 

9. Yumiko Aratani and Michele Chau, Asset Poverty and Debt among Families with 

Children, Brief (New York: National Center for Children in Poverty, Mailman School of Public 

Health, Columbia University, 2010), http://www.nccp.org/publications/pdf/text_918.pdf. 

10. Reid Cramer, Rachel Black, and Justin King, The Assets Report 2012: An Assessment 

of the Federal “Asset-Building” Budget, Asset Building Program Report (Washington, DC: New 

America Foundation, 2012), 

http://assets.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/policydocs/AssetsReport2012.pdf. 

11. Sherraden, Assets and the Poor; Christopher Howard, The Hidden Welfare State: Tax 

Expenditures and Social Policy in the United States (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 

1997); Laurence S. Seidman, “Assets and the Tax Code,” in Assets for the Poor: The Benefits of 

Spreading Asset Ownership, ed. Thomas M. Shapiro and Edward N. Wolff (New York: Russell 

Sage, 2001), 324–56. 

12. Beadsie Woo, Ira Rademacher, and Jillien Meirer, Upside Down: The $400 Billion 

Federal Asset-Building Budget, Report (Baltimore, MD: Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2010), 

http://www.aecf.org/~/media/Pubs/Initiatives/Family%20Economic%20Success/U/UpsideDown

The400BillionFederalAssetBuildingBudget/033%2010_UpsideDown_final.pdf. 



40 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

13. Leslie Morrison Gutman, Arnold J. Sameroff, and Robert Cole, “Academic Growth 

Curve Trajectories from 1st Grade to 12th Grade: Effects of Multiple Social Risk Factors and 

Preschool Child Factors,” Developmental Psychology 39 (2003): 777–90, doi:10.1037/0012-

1649.39.4.777; Gary W. Evans, “The Environment of Childhood Poverty,” American 

Psychologist 59 (2004): 77–92, doi:10.1037/0003-066X.59.2.77. 

14. Michael S. Barr, No Slack: The Financial Lives of Low-Income Americans 

(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2012); Rebecca M. Blank, “Public Policies to 

Alter the Use of Alternative Financial Services among Low-Income Households,” Working 

Paper (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 2008), 

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2008/4/16%20low%20income%20blan

k/0416_low_income_blank.pdf; Michael S. Barr and Rebecca M. Blank, “Savings, Assets, Credit, 

and Banking among Low-Income Households: Introduction and Overview,” in Insufficient 

Funds: Savings, Assets, Credit, and Banking among Low-Income Households: Introduction and 

Overview, ed. Rebecca M. Blank and Michael S. Barr (New York: Russell Sage, 2009), 1–22. 

15. Signe-Mary McKernan, Caroline Ratcliffe, and Katie Vinopal, Do Assets Help 

Families Cope with Adverse Events? Perspectives on Low-Income Working Families Brief 10 

(Washington, DC: Urban Institute, November 2009), 

http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/411994_help_family_cope.pdf; Gregory B. Mills and Joe 

Amick, Can Savings Help Overcome Income Instability? Perspectives on Low-Income Working 

Families Brief 18 (Washington, DC: Urban Institute, December 2010), 

http://www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=412290. 



41 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

16. Rand D. Conger, Lora Ebert Wallace, Yumei Sun, Ronald L. Simons, Vonnie C. 

McLoyd, and Gene H. Brody, “Economic Pressure in African American Families: A Replication 

and Extension of the Family Stress Model,” Developmental Psychology 38 (2002): 179–93, 

doi:10.1037/0012-1649.38.2.179; Trina R. Williams Shanks and Christine Robinson, “Assets, 

Economic Opportunity and Toxic Stress: A Framework for Understanding Child and Educational 

Outcomes,” Economics of Education Review 33 (2013):154–70, 

doi:10.1016/j.econedurev.2012.11.002. 

17. Rand D. Conger and Katherine J. Conger, “Resilience in Midwestern Families: 

Selected Findings from the First Decade of a Prospective, Longitudinal Study,” Journal of 

Marriage and Family 64 (2002): 361–73, doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00361.x; Rand D. 

Conger and M. Brent Donnellan, “An Interactionist Perspective on the Socioeconomic Context 

of Human Development,” Annual Review of Psychology 58 (2007): 175–99, 

doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085551. 

18. Evans, “Environment of Childhood Poverty.” 

19. Fabian T. Pfeffer and Martin Hällsten, Mobility Regimes and Parental Wealth: The 

United States, Germany, and Sweden in Comparison, Population Studies Center Research Report 

12-766 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, Institute for Social Research, 2012), 

http://www.psc.isr.umich.edu/pubs/pdf/rr12-766.pdf. 

20. Shapiro, Hidden Cost. 

21. Sherraden, Assets and the Poor. 

22. Shobe and Page-Adams, “Assets, Future Orientation, and Well-Being: Exploring and 

Extending Sherraden’s Framework,” Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare 28 (2001): 119. 



42 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

23. Oyserman, “Not Just Any Path: Implications of Identity-Based Motivation for 

Disparities in School Outcomes,” Economics of Education Review 33 (2013): 188, 

doi:10.1016/j.econedurev.2012.09.002. 

24. Shobe and Page-Adams, “Assets.” 

25. Guatam N. Yadama and Michael Sherraden, “Effects of Assets on Attitudes and 

Behaviors: Advance Test of a Social Policy Proposal,” Social Work Research 20 (1996): 3–11, 

doi:10.1093/swr/20.1.3. 

26. Youngmi Kim and Michael Sherraden, “Do Parental Assets Matter for Children’s 

Educational Attainment?: Evidence from Mediation Tests,” Children & Youth Services Review 

33 (2011): 969–79, doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.01.003; Trina R. Williams Shanks and 

Mesmin Destin, “Parental Expectations and Educational Outcomes for Young African American 

Adults: Do Household Assets Matter?” Race and Social Problems 1 (2009): 27, 

doi:10.1007/s12552-009-9001-7; Min Zhan, “Assets, Parental Expectations and Involvement, 

and Children’s Educational Performance,” Children & Youth Services Review 28 (2006): 961–75, 

doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2005.10.008; Min Zhan and Michael Sherraden, “Assets and Liabilities, 

Educational Expectations, and Children’s College Degree Attainment,” Children & Youth 

Services Review 33 (2011): 846–54, doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.12.006. 

27. Ratcliffe, Henry Chen, Trina R. Williams Shanks, Yunju Nam, Mark Schreiner, Min 

Zhan, and Michael Sherraden, “Assessing Asset Data,” in Asset Building and Low-Income 

Families, ed. Signe-Mary McKernan and Michael Sherraden (Washington, DC: Urban Institute 

Press, 2008), 239–70. 



43 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

28. Martha S. Hill and Greg J. Duncan, “Parental Family Income and the Socioeconomic 

Attainment of Children,” Social Science Research 16 (1987): 39–73, doi:10.1016/0049-

089X(87)90018-4; Susan E. Mayer, What Money Can’t Buy: Family Income and Children’s Life 

Chances (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1997). 

29. Conley, Being Black, Living in the Red: Race, Wealth, and Social Policy in America 

(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999). 

30. Trina R. Williams Shanks, “The Impacts of Household Wealth on Child 

Development,” Journal of Poverty 11 (2007): 93–116, doi:10.1300/J134v11n02_05. 

31. Amy J. Orr, “Black-White Differences in Achievement: The Importance of Wealth,” 

Sociology of Education 76 (2003): 281–304, doi:10.2307/1519867. 

32. Trina R. Williams Shanks, Diverging Pathways: How Wealth Shapes Opportunity for 

Children (Oakland, CA: Insight Center for Community Economic Development, 2011), 

http://www.insightcced.org/uploads/CRWG/DivergingPathwaysReport-InsightCenter.pdf. 

33. Conley, “Capital for College: Parental Assets and Postsecondary Schooling,” 

Sociology of Education 74 (2001): 59–72, doi:10.2307/2673145. 

34. Williams Shanks and Destin, “Parental Expectations.” 

35. Williams Shanks, “Impacts of Household Wealth.” 

36. William Axinn, Greg J. Duncan, and Arland Thornton, “The Effects of Parents’ 

Income, Wealth, and Attitudes on Children’s Completed Schooling and Self-Esteem,” in 

Consequences of Growing up Poor, ed. Greg J. Duncan and Jeanne Brooks-Gunn (New York: 

Russell Sage, 1997), 518–40. 



44 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

37. Min Zhan and Michael Sherraden, “Assets, Expectations, and Children’s Educational 

Achievement in Female-Headed Households,” Social Service Review 77 (2003): 191–211, 

doi:10.1086/373905. 

38 Orr, “Black-White Differences”; Yeung and Conley, “Black-White Achievement Gap 

and Family Wealth,” Child Development 79 (2008): 303–24, doi:10.1111/j.1467-

8624.2007.01127.x. 

39. Daniel Aaronson, “A Note on the Benefits of Homeownership,” Journal of Urban 

Economics 47 (2000): 356–69, doi:10.1006/juec.1999.2144; Zhan and Sherraden, “Assets, 

Expectations”; Richard K. Green and Michelle J. White, “Measuring the Benefits of 

Homeowning: Effects on Children,” Journal of Urban Economics 41 (1997): 441–61, 

doi:10.1006/juec.1996.2010; Conley, Being Black; Green and White, “Measuring the Benefits.”  

40. Michael H. Boyle, “Home Ownership and the Emotional and Behavioral Problems of 

Children and Youth,” Child Development 73 (2002): 883–92, doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00445; 

John Cairney, “Housing Tenure and Psychological Well-Being during Adolescence,” 

Environment and Behavior 37 (2005): 552–64, doi:10.1177/0013916504270697. 

41. Donald R. Haurin, Toby L. Parcel, and R. Jean Haurin, “Does Homeownership Affect 

Child Outcomes?” Real Estate Economics 30 (2002): 635–66, doi:10.1111/1540-6229.t01-2-

00053. 

42. Rohe, Shannon van Zandt, and George McCarthy, “Home Ownership and Access to 

Opportunity,” Housing Studies 17 (2002): 51−61, doi:10.1080/02673030120105884. 

43. David Barker and Eric A. Miller, “Homeownership and Child Welfare,” Real Estate 

Economics 37 (2009): 279–303, doi:10.1111/j.1540-6229.2009.00243.x; Scott Holupka and 



45 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

Sandra J. Newman, “The Effects of Homeownership on Children’s Outcomes: Real Effects or 

Self-Selection?” Real Estate Economics 40 (2012): 566–602, doi:10.1111/j.1540-

6229.2012.00330.x. 

44. Holupka and Newman, “Effects of Homeownership.” 

45. Mulder and Smits, “First-Time Home-Ownership of Couples: The Effect of 

Intergenerational Transmission,” European Sociological Review 15 (1999): 324, 

doi:10.1093/oxfordjournals.esr.a018266; Robert D. Dietz and Donald R. Haurin, “The Social and 

Private Micro-Level Consequences of Homeownership,” Journal of Urban Economics 54 (2003): 

401–50, doi:10.1016/S0094-1190(03)00080-9; Amanda Helderman and Mulder, 

“Intergenerational Transmission of Homeownership: The Roles of Gifts and Continuities in 

Housing Market Characteristics,” Urban Studies 44 (2007): 231–47, 

doi:10.1080/00420980601075018; Suzanne Davies Withers and Carolina Katz Reid, “Almost 

within Reach: Intergenerational Wealth Transfers and Access to Homeownership,” paper 

presented at the International Conference, Adequate and Affordable Housing for All, Toronto, 

June 2004. 

46. Gary V. Engelhardt, “House Prices and Home Owner Saving Behavior,” Regional 

Science and Urban Economics 26 (1996): 313–36, doi:10.1016/0166-0462(95)02118-3.  

47. Donald R. Haurin, Patric H. Hendershott, and Susan M. Wachter, “Wealth 

Accumulation and Housing Choices of Young Households: An Exploratory Investigation,” 

Journal of Housing Research 7 (1996): 33–57.  

48. Oyserman, “Not Just Any Path.” 



46 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

49. William Elliott III, “Children’s College Aspirations and Expectations: The Potential 

Role of Children’s Development Accounts (CDAs),” Children & Youth Services Review 31 

(2009): 274–83, doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2008.07.020. 

50. William Elliott III and Sondra G. Beverly, “The Role of Savings and Wealth in 

Reducing ‘Wilt’ between Expectations and College Attendance,” Journal of Children and 

Poverty 17 (2011): 165–85, doi:10.1080/10796126.2011.538375. 

51. William Elliott III, Eun Hee Choi, Mesmin Destin, and Kevin H. Kim, “The Age Old 

Question, Which Comes First? A Simultaneous Test of Children’s Savings and Children’s 

College-Bound Identity,” Children & Youth Services Review 33 (2011): 1101–1111, 

doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.02.001. 

52. William Elliott III, Gina Chowa, and Vernon Loke, “Toward a Children’s Savings 

and College-Bound Identity Intervention for Raising College Attendance Rates: A Multilevel 

Propensity Score Analysis,” Sociology Mind 1 (2011), 192–205, doi:10.4236/sm.2011.14025. 

53. Elliott, Choi, et al., “Age Old Question.” 

54. William Elliott III, “Small-Dollar Children’s Savings Accounts and Children’s 

College Outcomes,” Children & Youth Services Review 35 (2013): 572–85, 

doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.12.015. 

55. Michael Sherraden, “Rethinking Social Welfare: Toward Assets,” Social Policy 18 

(1988): 37–43; Sherraden, Assets and the Poor; Michael Sherraden, “Asset Building Research 

and Policy: Pathways, Progress, and Potential of a Social Innovation,” in The Assets Perspective, 

ed. Reid Cramer and Trina R. Williams Shanks (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, forthcoming). 

56. Sherraden, “Rethinking Social Welfare”; Sherraden, Assets and the Poor. 



47 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

57. Vernon Loke and Michael Sherraden, “Building Assets from Birth: A Global 

Comparison of Child Development Account Policies,” International Journal of Social Welfare 

18 (2009): 119–29, doi:10.1111/j.1468-2397.2008.00605.x. 

58. Pub. L. No. 105-285, 112 Stat. 2759 (1998). 

59. US Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and 

Families, Office of Community Services, Report to Congress: Assets for Independence Program; 

Status at the Conclusion of the Eleventh Year Results through September 30, 2010 (Washington, 

DC: US Department of Health and Human Services, 2009), 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/resource/afi-report-to-congress-2010. 

60. Mark Schreiner and Michael Sherraden, Can the Poor Save? Saving and Asset 

Building in Individual Development Accounts (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction, 2007). 

61. Schreiner and Sherraden, Can the Poor Save? 

62. Gregory Mills, William G. Gale, Rhiannon Patterson, Gary V. Engelhardt, Michael D. 

Eriksen, and Emil Apostolov, “Effects of Individual Development Accounts on Asset Purchases 

and Saving Behavior: Evidence from a Controlled Experiment,” Journal of Public Economics 92 

(2008): 1509–30, doi:10.1016/j.jpubeco.2007.09.014. 

63. Mark Schreiner and Michael Sherraden, “Detecting Effects on Net Worth Is 

Nettlesome Work: Evidence from a Randomized Experiment with Individual Development 

Accounts in Tulsa,” Journal of Income Distribution (forthcoming); Chang-Keun Han, Michal 

Grinstein-Weiss, and Michael Sherraden, “Assets beyond Savings in Individual Development 

Accounts,” Social Service Review 83 (2009): 221–44, doi:10.1086/600861. 



48 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

64. Norm Leckie, Taylor Shek-Wai Hui, Doug Tattrie, Jennifer Robson, and Jean-Pierre 

Voyer, Learning to Save, Saving to Learn: Learn$ave Individual Development Accounts Project 

Final Report (Ottawa, Ontario: Social Research and Demonstration Corporation, 2010), 

http://www.srdc.org/uploads/learnSave_final_EN.pdf. 

65. Mills et al., “Effects of Individual Development Accounts.” 

66. Michal Grinstein-Weiss, Jung-Sook Lee, Johanna K. P. Greeson, Chang-Keun Han, 

Yeong H. Yeo, and Kate Irish, “Fostering Low-Income Homeownership through Individual 

Development Accounts: A Longitudinal, Randomized Experiment,” Housing Policy Debate 19 

(2008), 711–39, doi:10.1080/10511482.2008.9521653; Chang-Keun Han, Michal Grinstein-

Weiss, and Michael Sherraden, “Assets beyond Savings in Individual Development Accounts,” 

Social Service Review 83 (2009): 221–44, doi:10.1086/600861; Mills et al., “Effects of 

Individual Development Accounts.” 

67. Leckie et al., Learning to Save. 

68. Mills et al., “Effects of Individual Development Accounts.” 

69. Ida Rademacher, Kasey Wiedrich, Signe-Mary McKernan, Caroline Ratcliffe, and 

Megan Gallagher, Weathering the Storm: Have IDAs Helped Low-Income Homebuyers Avoid 

Foreclosure? Report (Washington, DC: CFED and Urban Institute, 2010), 

http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/412064_weathering_the_storm.pdf.  

70. Michal Grinstein-Weiss, Michael Sherraden, William G. Gale, William M. Rohe, 

Mark Schreiner, and Clinton C. Key, “Long-Term Impacts of Individual Development Accounts 

on Homeownership among Baseline Renters: Follow-Up Evidence from a Randomized 



49 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

Experiment,” American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 5 (2013): 122–45, 

doi:10.1257/pol.5.1.122. 

71. Michal Grinstein-Weiss, Michael Sherraden, William G. Gale, William M. Rohe, 

Mark Schreiner, and Clinton C. Key, “Long-Term Effects of Individual Development Accounts 

on Postsecondary Education: Follow-Up Evidence from a Randomized Experiment,” Economics 

of Education Review 33 (2013): 58–68, doi:10.1016/j.econedurev.2012.12.007. 

72. Amanda Moore McBride, Margaret Lombe, and Sondra G. Beverly, “The Effects of 

Individual Development Account Programs: Perceptions of Participants,” Social Development 

Issues 25 (2003): 59–73. 

73. Michael Sherraden and Amanda Moore McBride, Striving to Save: Creating Policies 

for Financial Security of Low-Income Families (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2010). 

74. Margaret S. Sherraden, Amanda Moore McBride, Elizabeth Johnson, Stacie Hanson, 

Fred M. Ssewamala, and Trina R. Williams Shanks, Saving in Low-Income Households: 

Evidence from Interviews with Participants in the American Dream Demonstration, Research 

Report (St. Louis, MO: Center for Social Development, Washington University, 2005), 

http://csd.wustl.edu/Publications/Documents/IDIPResearchReport2005.pdf. 

75. Roberto G. Quercia, Allison Freeman, and Janneke Ratcliffe, Regaining the Dream: 

How to Renew the Promise of Homeownership for America’s Working Families (Washington, 

DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2011). 

76. Amy B. Shlay, “Low-Income Homeownership: American Dream or Delusion?” 

Urban Studies 43 (2006): 511–31, doi:10.1080/00420980500452433. 

77. Quercia et al., Regaining the Dream. 



50 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

78. Quercia et al., Regaining the Dream. 

79. Grinstein-Weiss, Clinton C. Key, Shenyang Guo, Yeong H. Yeo, and Krista Holub, 

“Homeownership and Wealth among Low- and Moderate-Income Households,” Housing Policy 

Debate 23 (2013): 259–79, doi: 10.1080/10511482.2013.771786. 

80. Freeman and Ratcliffe, “Setting the Record Straight on Affordable Homeownership,” 

working paper (Chapel Hill: Center for Community Capital, University of North Carolina at 

Chapel Hill, May 2012), 

http://www.ccc.unc.edu/documents/Set.Record.Str8.Aff.HO.May2012.WP.pdf. 

81. Grinstein-Weiss, Johanna K. P. Greeson, Yeong H. Yeo, Susanna S. Birdsong, 

Mathieu R. Despard, and Roberto G. Quercia, “The Impact of Low- and Moderate-Wealth 

Homeownership on Parental Attitudes and Behavior: Evidence from the Community Advantage 

Panel,” Children & Youth Services Review 31 (2009): 23–31, 

doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2008.05.005. 

82. Grinstein-Weiss, Trina R. Williams Shanks, Kim R. Manturuk, Clinton C. Key, Jong-

Gyu Paik, and Johanna K. P. Greeson, “Homeownership and Parenting Practices: Evidence from 

the Community Advantage Panel,” Children & Youth Services Review 32 (2010): 774–82, 

doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.01.016. 

83. Michal Grinstein-Weiss, Clinton C. Key, Yeong H. Yeo, Joan Yoo, Krista Holub, 

Andrea Taylor, and Jenna Tucker, “Homeownership, Neighbourhood Characteristics, and 

Children’s Positive Behaviours among Low- and Moderate-Income Households,” Urban Studies 

49 (2012): 3545–63, doi:10.1177/0042098012443861. 



51 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

84. Kim Manturuk, Mark Lindblad, and Roberto G. Quercia, “Friends and Neighbors: 

Homeownership and Social Capital among Low- to Moderate-Income Families,” Journal of 

Urban Affairs 32 (2010): 471–88, 10.1111/j.1467-9906.2010.00494.x; Michal Grinstein-Weiss, 

Yeong Yeo, Kim Manturuk, Mat Despard, Krista Holub, Joanna Greeson, and Roberto G. 

Quercia. “Social capital and homeownership in low-to-moderate-income neighborhoods.” Social 

Work Research, 37(2013): 37-53. 

85. Kim Manturuk, “Urban Homeownership and Mental Health: Mediating Effect of 

Perceived Sense of Control.” City & Community 11 (2012): 409–30, doi:10.1111/j.1540-

6040.2012.01415.x; Mark R. Lindblad, Kim R. Manturuk, and Roberto G. Quercia, “Sense of 

Community and Informal Social Control among Lower Income Households: The Role of 

Homeownership and Collective Efficacy in Reducing Subjective Neighborhood Crime and 

Disorder,” American Journal of Community Psychology 51 (2013): 123–39, doi:10.1007/s10464-

012-9507-9. 

86. William M. Rohe and Roberto G. Quercia, Individual and Neighborhood Impacts of 

Neighborhood Reinvestment’s Homeownership Pilot Program, Report (Chapel Hill: Center for 

Urban and Regional Studies, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2003), 

http://www.nw.org/network/pubs/studies/documents/UNCPilotReport.pdf. 

87. Reid Cramer and David Newville, Children’s Savings Accounts: The Case for 

Creating a Lifelong Savings Platform at Birth as a Foundation for a “Save-and-Invest” 

Economy, Asset Building Program Report (Washington, DC: New America Foundation, 2009), 

http://www.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/policydocs/CSAPolicyRationale_0.pdf; 

Michael Sherraden, “Asset Building Research and Policy.” 



52 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

88. Terry Lassar, Margaret Clancy, and Sarah McClure, Toward More Inclusive College 

Savings Plans: Sample State Legislation, Policy Report No. 10-02 (St. Louis, MO: Washington 

University, Center for Social Development, 2010), 

http://csd.wustl.edu/Publications/Documents/PR10-02.pdf. 

89. Beverly, Elliott, and Sherraden, “Accounts and Assets: How Child Development 

Accounts May Improve Educational Outcomes,” working paper (St. Louis, MO: Center for 

Social Development, Washington University, 2013). 

90. Marianne Bertrand, Sendhil Mullainathan, and Eldar Shafir, “A Behavioral-

Economics View of Poverty,” AEA Papers and Proceedings 94, no. 2 (2004): 419, 

doi:10.1257/0002828041302019. 

91. Daphna Oyserman and Mesmin Destin, “Identity-Based Motivation: Implications for 

Intervention,” Counseling Psychologist 38 (2010): 1010, doi:10.1177/0011000010374775; 

Oyserman, “Working with Culturally/Racially Diverse Students to Improve Connection to 

School and Academic Performance,” in The School Services Sourcebook: A Guide for School-

Based Professionals, ed. Cynthia Franklin, Mary Beth Harris, and Paula Allen-Meares, 2nd ed. 

(New York: Oxford University Press, 2012), 733–46; Elliott, Choi, et al., “Age Old Question.” 

92. Trina R. Williams Shanks, Youngmi Kim, Vernon Loke, and Mesmin Destin, “Assets 

and Child Well-Being in Developed Countries,” Children & Youth Services Review 32 (2010): 

1488–96, doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.03.011. 

93. See, e.g., Margaret Clancy and Terry Lassar, College Savings Plan Accounts at Birth: 

Maine’s Statewide Program, Policy Brief 10-16 (St. Louis, MO: Center for Social Development, 

Washington University, 2010), http://csd.wustl.edu/Publications/Documents/PB10-16.pdf; Reid 



53 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

Cramer, Asset-based Welfare Policy in the UK: Findings from the Child Trust Fund and the 

Saving Gateway Initiatives, Working Paper (Washington, DC: New America Foundation, 2007), 

http://www.newamerica.net/files/nafmigration/UK_AB_Policies1107.pdf; Vernon Loke and 

Michael Sherraden, “Building Assets.” 

94. New America Foundation, “The Aspire Act,” accessed July 25, 2013, 

http://assets.newamerica.net/the_aspire_act. 

95. Michael Sherraden and Julia Stevens, eds., Lessons from SEED: A National 

Demonstration of Child Development Accounts, Report (St. Louis, MO: Center for Social 

Development, Washington University, 2010), 

http://csd.wustl.edu/Publications/Documents/SEEDSynthesis_Final.pdf. 

96. Yunju Nam, Youngmi Kim, Margaret Clancy, Robert Zager, and Michael Sherraden, 

“Do Child Development Accounts Promote Account Holding, Saving, and Asset Accumulation 

for Children’s Future? Evidence from a Statewide Randomized Experiment,” Journal of Policy 

Analysis and Management 32 (2012): 6–33, doi:10.1002/pam.21652.  

97. Nam et al., “Child Development Accounts” 

98. Nam et al., “Child Development Accounts”; see also Vernon Loke, Margaret Clancy, 

and Robert Zager, Account Monitoring Research at Michigan SEED, Research Report 09-62 (St. 

Louis, MO: Center for Social Development, Washington University, 2009), 

http://csd.wustl.edu/Publications/Documents/RP09-62.pdf. 

99. Sondra G. Beverly, Youngmi Kim, Michael Sherraden, Yunju Nam, and Margaret 

Clancy, Socioeconomic Status and Early Savings Outcomes: Evidence from a Statewide Child 

Development Account Experiment, CSD Working Paper 12-30 (St. Louis, MO: Center for Social 



54 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

Development, Washington University, 2012), http://csd.wustl.edu/publications/documents/wp12-

30.pdf. 

100. Loke et al., Account Monitoring. 

101. Loke et al., Account Monitoring. 

102. Ellen L. Marks, Bryan B. Rhodes, Gary V. Engelhardt, Scott Scheffler, and Ina F. 

Wallace, Building Assets: An Impact Evaluation of the MI SEED Children’s Savings Program 

(Research Triangle Park, NC: RTI International, 2009), 

http://www.rti.org/pubs/mi_seed_report.pdf. 

103. Beverly et al., Socioeconomic Status. 

104. Marks et al., Building Assets. 

105. Sherraden, “Asset Building Research and Policy.” 

106. Loke et al., Account Monitoring. 

107. Beverly et al., Socioeconomic Status. 

108. Sherraden and SEED OK team, “Purpose, Logic.” 

109. Marks et al., Building Assets. 

110. Jin Huang, Michael Sherraden, Youngmi Kim, and Margaret Clancy. (2013). 

Impacts of Child Development Accounts on Early Social-Emotional Development: An 

Experimental Test; Jin Huang and Michael Sherraden, “Impacts of Child Development Accounts 

on Maternal Depressive Symptoms: Evidence from a Randomized Statewide Policy Experiment,” 

working paper (St. Louis, MO: Center for Social Development, Washington University, 2013); 

Youngmi Kim, Michael Sherraden, Jin Huang, and Margaret Clancy, “Impacts of Child 

Development Accounts on Change in Parental Educational Expectations: Evidence from a 



55 
 

                                                                                                                                                       

Statewide Social Experiment,” working paper (St. Louis, MO: Center for Social Development, 

Washington University, 2013). 

111. Karen Gray, Margaret Clancy, Margaret S. Sherraden, Kristen Wagner, and Julie 

Miller-Cribbs, Interviews with Mothers of Young Children in the SEED for Oklahoma Kids 

College Savings Experiment, Research Report 12-53 (St. Louis, MO: Center for Social 

Development, Washington University, 2012), 57, 

http://csd.wustl.edu/Publications/Documents/RP12-53.pdf. 

112. Gray et al., Interviews with Mothers. 

113. Sherraden, “Asset Building Research and Policy.” 

114. Reid Cramer, “The America Saving for Personal Investment, Retirement, and 

Education Act (‘The ASPIRE Act of 2010’): Questions and Answers,” accessed July 12, 2013, 

(Washington, DC: New America Foundation, February 2010), 

http://assets.newamerica.net/sites/newamerica.net/files/program_pages/attachments/ASPIREAct

FAQs2-10.pdf. 


