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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
	
  
Campaign for Accountability’s (“CfA”) new report, Academic Deception, reveals how a 

payday lending industry trade association paid for and edited a controversial 

academic paper claiming that payday loans do not leave consumers trapped in cycles 

of debt. 

 
Background 
 
Payday lending is a $46 billion industry that is frequently reviled as burdening 

consumers with debts from which they cannot escape.  The Consumer Financial 

Protection Bureau (“CFPB”) has found most borrowers renew their loans so many times 

that they pay far more in fees than the amount of money initially borrowed, effectively 

trapping them in an endless cycle of debt.   

 

Aware that the CFPB would eventually seek to regulate payday lending, the industry 

has ramped up lobbying and campaign donations.  Less transparently, one payday 

lender, Dollar Financial Group, funded the Consumer Credit Research Foundation 

(“CCRF”), which, in turn, has financed academic research designed to provide 

arguments against regulation. 

 
CfA’s Open Records Requests 
 
In July 2015, CfA filed open records requests with Arkansas Tech University, Kennesaw 

State University in Georgia, George Mason University in Virginia, and the University of 

California, Davis.   

 

CCRF filed a lawsuit to prevent Kennesaw State from releasing any records and CfA is 

in court in Georgia seeking the records. 

 

George Mason refused to provide records relying on an exemption to Virginia’s open 

records law to keep them secret; UC Davis claimed to have few relevant records. 
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Arkansas Tech released emails of College of Business Professor Marc Anthony Fusaro, 

one of the authors of a 2011 paper on payday loans that concludes payday loans are 

not responsible for the cycle of debt.   

 
Key Revelations from the Arkansas Tech University Documents 
 

•   CCRF paid Prof. Fusaro, at least $39,912 to prepare a report entitled, Do Payday 

Loans Trap Consumers in a Cycle of Debt?  Prof. Fusaro’s co-author, Dr. Patricia 

Cirillo, the President of Cypress Research, billed CCRF directly for her costs 

associated with the study, though the amount she requested is unknown. 

 
•   CCRF Chairman Hilary Miller received and edited drafts of the study. In one 

email to Dr. Cirillo, Prof. Fusaro defended the arrangement, stating, “[f]or the 

most part, Hillary’s comments did not undermine the integrity of the paper 

(emphasis added).” 

 
•   Mr. Miller directed Prof. Fusaro to remove negative information about payday 

lenders from the report.  When Dr. Cirillo discovered payday loan borrowers 

often had massive debit card overdrafts the month before seeking a payday 

loan, she emailed Prof. Fusaro that Mr. Miller was not “too happy” about the 

finding and had told her it wasn’t the “objective of the study.” Prof. Fusaro 

agreed not to include it in the report. 

 
•   Mr. Miller instructed Prof. Fusaro to delete any acknowledgement of role 

played by representatives of payday lenders in producing the report. 

 
•   Mr. Miller dictated and financed the press strategy for the report.   In an email 

to Prof Fusaro, Mr. Miller instructed him to identify Arkansas Tech as the source 

for a PR Newswire release, and Prof. Fusaro agreed. 
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INTRODUCTION 
	
  
Over	
  the	
  years	
  the	
  payday	
  lending	
  industry	
  has	
  exploded,	
  earning	
  annual	
  profits	
  of	
  $46	
  

billion	
  from	
  high-­‐interest	
  loans	
  given	
  to	
  the	
  most	
  vulnerable	
  borrowers	
  in	
  our	
  society.1	
  A	
  

2012	
   report	
   from	
   the	
   Pew	
   Charitable	
   Trusts	
   found	
   at	
   that	
   time	
   12	
  million	
   Americans	
  

used	
   payday	
   loans	
   annually	
   to	
   cover	
   their	
   ordinary	
   living	
   expenses.2	
  Although	
   payday	
  

loans	
  are	
  marketed	
  as	
  a	
  solution	
  to	
  a	
  short-­‐term	
  cash	
  flow	
  problem	
  and	
  emergencies,	
  in	
  

reality	
   –	
   according	
   to	
   a	
   2015	
   report	
   from	
   the	
   Consumer	
   Financial	
   Protection	
   Bureau	
  

(“CFPB”)	
   –	
   “the	
  majority	
   of	
   all	
   payday	
   loans	
   are	
  made	
   to	
   borrowers	
  who	
   renew	
   their	
  

loans	
  so	
  many	
  times	
  that	
  they	
  end	
  up	
  paying	
  more	
  in	
  fees	
  than	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  money	
  

they	
   originally	
   borrowed,”	
   placing	
   them	
   in	
   a	
   cycle	
   of	
   debt	
   from	
  which	
   escape	
   seems	
  

impossible.3	
  

	
  

In	
  March	
  of	
   this	
  year,	
   the	
  CFPB	
  unveiled	
   its	
  proposed	
   framework	
   for	
   rules	
   that	
  would	
  

help	
  end	
  this	
  debt	
  trap	
  by	
  requiring	
  lenders	
  to:	
  (1)	
  determine	
  at	
  the	
  outset	
  the	
  ability	
  of	
  

borrows	
   to	
   repay	
   the	
   loans;	
   (2)	
   provide	
  more	
   affordable	
   repayment	
   options;	
   and	
   (3)	
  

limit	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  loans	
  a	
  borrower	
  could	
  take	
  out	
  seriatim	
  over	
  a	
  one-­‐year	
  period.4	
  In	
  

response,	
   the	
  payday	
   loan	
   industry	
  has	
   launched	
  a	
  major	
   counter-­‐offensive,	
   spending	
  

millions	
  of	
  dollars	
  on	
   lobbying	
  and	
  campaign	
  contributions	
  to	
  members	
  of	
  Congress	
   in	
  

an	
  effort	
  to	
  block	
  the	
  CFPB’s	
  regulatory	
  proposal	
  and	
  maintain	
  the	
  current	
  environment	
  

in	
  which	
  it	
  is	
  subject	
  to	
  little	
  or	
  no	
  regulation.5	
  	
  

	
  

To	
   further	
   generate	
   support	
   for	
   industry	
   opposition	
   to	
   the	
   CFPB’s	
   proposal,	
   a	
   group	
  

funded	
   by	
   payday	
   lender	
   Dollar	
   Financial	
   Group,	
   the	
   Consumer	
   Credit	
   Research	
  

Foundation	
   (“CCRF”),	
   has	
  been	
   financing	
   so-­‐called	
   “academic”	
   reports	
   that	
  purport	
   to	
  

show	
  payday	
  loans	
  are	
  not	
  the	
  cause	
  of	
  the	
  “cycle	
  of	
  debt.”	
  Hiding	
  behind	
  the	
  academic	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  Mandi	
  Woodruff,	
  The	
  $46	
  Billion	
  Payday	
  Lending	
  Industry	
  is	
  in	
  For	
  a	
  Big	
  Blow,	
  Yahoo!	
  Finance,	
  February	
  10,	
  2015,	
  available	
  at	
  
http://finance.yahoo.com/news/CFPB-­‐payday-­‐lending-­‐rules-­‐explained-­‐192558796.html.	
  
2	
  Pew	
  Charitable	
  Trusts,	
  “Payday	
  Lending	
  in	
  America:	
  Who	
  Borrows,	
  Where	
  They	
  Borrow,	
  and	
  Why,”	
  July	
  19,	
  2012,	
  available	
  at	
  
http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-­‐and-­‐analysis/reports/2012/07/19/who-­‐borrows-­‐where-­‐they-­‐borrow-­‐and-­‐why.	
  	
  
3	
  The	
  CFPB	
  Office	
  of	
  Research,	
  “CFPB	
  Data	
  Point:	
  Payday	
  Lending,”	
  March	
  2014,	
  available	
  at	
  
http://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201403_cfpb_report_payday-­‐lending.pdf.	
  	
  
4	
  See	
  Consumer	
  Financial	
  Protection	
  Bureau,	
  “Factsheet:	
  The	
  CFPB	
  Considers	
  Proposal	
  to	
  End	
  Payday	
  Debt	
  Traps,”	
  March	
  26,	
  2015,	
  
available	
  at	
  http://files.consumerfinance	
  
.gov/f/201503_cfpb-­‐proposal-­‐under-­‐consideration.pdf.	
  	
  
5	
  See	
  Americans	
  for	
  Financial	
  Reform,	
  “Payday	
  Pay-­‐to-­‐Play:	
  How	
  Payday,	
  Title,	
  and	
  Installment	
  Lenders	
  and	
  their	
  Trade	
  Associations	
  
Lobby	
  and	
  Line	
  the	
  Pocket	
  of	
  Powerful	
  Washington	
  Politicians,”	
  June	
  2015,	
  available	
  at	
  http://ourfinancialsecurity.org/2015/07/	
  
payday-­‐lender-­‐lobbying-­‐and-­‐campaign-­‐spending-­‐top-­‐15-­‐million-­‐for-­‐2014-­‐election-­‐cycle-­‐afr-­‐report-­‐finds/.	
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credentials	
   of	
   university	
   professors,	
   these	
   reports	
   often	
   are	
   molded	
   by	
   CCRF	
   and	
   its	
  

head,	
  Hilary	
  Miller.	
  	
  

	
  

In	
  July	
  2015,	
  hoping	
  to	
  uncover	
  evidence	
  of	
  this	
  collusion,	
  Campaign	
  for	
  Accountability	
  

(“CfA”)	
   sent	
   a	
   series	
   of	
   information	
   requests	
   to	
   state	
   universities	
   in	
  Georgia,	
   Virginia,	
  

and	
  Arkansas	
  seeking	
  communications	
  between	
  the	
  authors	
  of	
   these	
  articles,	
  who	
  are	
  

employed	
   at	
   state	
   universities,	
   and	
   individuals	
   and	
   organizations	
   associated	
   with	
   the	
  

payday	
  loan	
  industry.	
  In	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  Georgia	
  request,	
  CCRF	
  filed	
  a	
  lawsuit	
  seeking	
  to	
  

block	
   Kennesaw	
   State	
   University	
   from	
   disclosing	
   the	
   responsive	
   documents	
   it	
   has	
  

uncovered.	
  Virginia’s	
  George	
  Mason	
  University	
  hid	
  behind	
  a	
  narrow	
  definition	
  of	
  records	
  

used	
   in	
   the	
   “transaction	
   of	
   public	
   business”	
   –	
   the	
   touchstone	
   under	
   that	
   state’s	
  

information	
  law	
  for	
  whether	
  records	
  are	
  subject	
  to	
  public	
  access	
  -­‐-­‐	
  to	
  claim	
  because	
  the	
  

report	
   in	
   question	
   was	
   not	
   prepared	
   while	
   the	
   professor	
   was	
   conducting	
   university	
  

business,	
   any	
   records	
   generated	
   in	
   its	
   preparation	
  were	
   not	
   subject	
   to	
   public	
   access,	
  

including	
  emails	
  prepared	
  and	
  sent	
  on	
  the	
  university	
  email	
  system.	
  CfA	
  also	
  submitted	
  

an	
   information	
   request	
   to	
   California’s	
  UC	
  Davis	
   seeking	
   communications	
   between	
   the	
  

industry	
  and	
  a	
  university	
  professor	
  who	
  formerly	
  served	
  on	
  CCRF’s	
  board.	
  The	
  university	
  

responded	
  by	
  claiming	
  to	
  have	
  very	
  little	
  of	
  any	
  consequence.	
  	
  

	
  

Arkansas	
  Tech	
  University,	
  by	
  contrast,	
  has	
  released	
  1,164	
  pages	
  of	
  records	
  pertaining	
  to	
  

communications	
   involving	
  Marc	
   Anthony	
   Fusaro,	
   a	
   professor	
   with	
   the	
   Arkansas	
   Tech	
  

University	
  College	
  of	
  Business,	
  and	
  payday	
   loan	
   industry	
   individuals	
  and	
  organizations.	
  

Prof.	
   Fusaro	
   co-­‐authored	
   with	
   Patricia	
   Cirillo	
   an	
   article,	
   Do	
   Payday	
   Loans	
   Trap	
  

Consumers	
   in	
  a	
  Cycle	
  of	
  Debt?,	
   that	
   concluded	
   such	
   loans	
   are	
  not	
   responsible	
   for	
   the	
  

debt	
  cycle.6	
  	
  

	
  

The	
   treasure	
   trove	
   of	
   emails	
   released	
   by	
   Arkansas	
   Tech	
   reveals	
   the	
   close	
   working	
  

relationship	
  between	
  CCRF’s	
  Hilary	
  Miller	
  and	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  both	
  in	
  the	
  substance	
  of	
  his	
  

paper	
  and	
  press	
  strategy	
  and	
  efforts	
  to	
  market	
  the	
  paper	
  to	
  have	
  the	
  biggest	
  impact	
  on	
  

the	
   CFPB.	
   Just	
   as	
   revealing,	
   in	
   an	
   email	
   to	
   Prof.	
   Fusaro	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   acknowledges	
   the	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
6	
  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1960776.	
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existence	
  of	
  a	
  cycle	
  of	
  debt,	
  the	
  very	
  thing	
  he	
  was	
  paying	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  to	
  refute.	
  These	
  

documents	
  confirm	
  what	
  CfA	
  has	
  suspected:	
  while	
  the	
  payday	
  loan	
  industry	
  purports	
  to	
  

rely	
  on	
  outside	
  experts	
  to	
  support	
  its	
  position	
  that	
  payday	
  loans	
  are	
  not	
  responsible	
  for	
  

plunging	
  millions	
  of	
  Americans	
   into	
  a	
  never-­‐ending	
  cycle	
  of	
  debt,	
   that	
  expertise	
   really	
  

has	
  been	
  bought	
  and	
  shaped	
  by	
  the	
  industry	
  itself	
  to	
  advance	
  its	
  anti-­‐regulatory	
  agenda.	
  	
  

	
  
 

CCRF AND ITS RELATIONSHIP WITH THE PAYDAY LOAN INDUSTRY 

	
  
Dollar	
   Financial	
   Group,	
   the	
   owner	
   of	
   several	
   payday	
   lending	
   businesses,	
   funds	
   CCRF.7	
  

Tax	
  forms	
  CCRF	
  has	
  filed	
  with	
  the	
  IRS	
  identify	
  Hilary	
  B.	
  Miller	
  as	
  CCRF’s	
  Chairman.8	
  Mr.	
  

Miller	
  also	
  serves	
  as	
  the	
  president	
  of	
  the	
  Payday	
  Loan	
  Bar	
  Association9	
  and	
  counsel	
  for	
  

the	
  Dollar	
  Financial	
  Group	
  and	
  its	
  subsidiaries.10	
  He	
  also	
  has	
  represented	
  the	
  Consumer	
  

Financial	
   Services	
   Association	
   of	
   America,	
   an	
   organization	
   acting	
   on	
   behalf	
   of	
   payday	
  

lenders,	
  including	
  filing	
  a	
  formal	
  letter	
  of	
  protest	
  on	
  its	
  behalf	
  with	
  the	
  CFBP	
  contesting	
  

the	
  agency’s	
  payday	
  industry	
  report.11	
  

	
  

What the Newly Disclosed Documents Reveal 
	
  

CCRF Financed a Significant Portion, If Not All of Prof. Fusaro’s Work 
 

	
  
Emails	
  between	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  and	
  his	
  co-­‐author	
  Dr.	
  Cirillo	
  confirm	
  that	
  CCRF	
  paid	
  at	
  least	
  

$39,912	
  for	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  to	
  prepare	
  his	
  report	
  -­‐-­‐	
  which	
  was	
  favorable	
  to	
  the	
  payday	
  loan	
  

industry	
  -­‐-­‐	
  and	
   likely	
  paid	
  significantly	
  more.12	
  CCRF	
  first	
  entered	
  an	
  arrangement	
  with	
  

Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  when	
  he	
  was	
  a	
  professor	
  at	
  East	
  Carolina	
  University	
  (“ECU”)	
  that	
  called	
  for	
  

ECU	
  to	
  be	
  reimbursed	
  for	
  funding	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro’s	
  travel,	
  research	
  and	
  preparation	
  of	
  the	
  

report.13	
  Co-­‐author	
  Cirillo	
  billed	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  directly	
   for	
  her	
   costs.	
   Id.	
  After	
  Prof.	
   Fusaro	
  

moved	
   to	
  Arkansas	
  Tech,	
  ECU	
  got	
  “antsy	
  about	
   the	
  money	
   they	
  paid	
  on	
   this	
  project,”	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
7	
  Amy	
  Thomson,	
  Groups:	
  Fee	
  Nondisclosure	
  Costly,	
  American	
  Banker,	
  June	
  10,	
  2005.	
  	
  
8	
  See,	
  e.g.,	
  Consumer	
  Credit	
  Research	
  Foundation,	
  IRS	
  Form	
  990,	
  2012,	
  available	
  at	
  
http://www.guidestar.org/FinDocuments/2012/200/919/2012-­‐200919672-­‐09c51e68-­‐9.pdf.	
  	
  
9	
  See	
  http://www.martindale.com/Hilary-­‐B-­‐Miller/320075-­‐lawyer.htm.	
  
10	
  SEC	
  records	
  show	
  that	
  as	
  of	
  2010,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  was	
  a	
  signatory	
  on	
  20	
  different	
  companies	
  associated	
  with	
  Dollar	
  Financial	
  Group.	
  See	
  
http://www.secinfo.com/	
  
$/SEC/Name.asp?X=hilary+b%2E+miller.	
  	
  
11	
  Alan	
  Zibel,	
  Payday	
  Lenders:	
  Bureau’s	
  Analysis	
  ‘Fatally	
  Flawed’,	
  Wall	
  Street	
  Journal,	
  June	
  21,	
  2013,	
  available	
  at	
  
http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2013/06/21/payday-­‐lenders-­‐bureaus-­‐analysis-­‐fatally-­‐flawed/.	
  	
  
12	
  This	
  email	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  A.	
  
13	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  B.	
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and	
  also	
  went	
  directly	
  to	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  for	
  payment.14	
  The	
  documents	
  do	
  not	
  mention	
  any	
  

other	
  source	
  of	
  financing	
  for	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro’s	
  work,	
  strongly	
  suggesting	
  all	
  of	
  it	
  ultimately	
  

was	
  underwritten	
  by	
  CCRF.	
  

	
  
Hilary Miller Was Significantly Involved in Writing the Paper 

 
	
  
Not	
   only	
   did	
   CCRF	
   and	
   Mr.	
   Miller	
   fund	
   the	
   paper,	
   but	
   Mr.	
   Miller	
   also	
   was	
   heavily	
  

involved	
  in	
  all	
  stages	
  of	
  writing	
  the	
  paper.	
  As	
  early	
  as	
  February	
  2011,	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  shared	
  

sections	
  of	
  his	
  draft	
  with	
  Mr.	
  Miller,	
  who	
  then	
  pressed	
  him	
  one	
  month	
  later	
  for	
  updates	
  

on	
  when	
  a	
   first	
   draft	
  would	
  be	
  available	
   for	
   comment.15	
  In	
   a	
  May	
  4,	
   2011	
  email	
   Prof.	
  

Fusaro	
  wrote	
  to	
  Dr.	
  Cirillo	
  that	
  he	
  already	
  had	
  received	
  “revisions”	
  from	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  on	
  

which	
   he	
   was	
   “pushing	
   forward[.]”16	
  In	
   early	
   July	
   2011,	
   Mr.	
   Miller	
   instructed	
   Prof.	
  

Fusaro	
   to	
  expand	
  his	
  discussion	
  of	
   the	
  cycle	
  of	
  debt,	
   including	
  a	
  discussion	
  debunking	
  

the	
   “behavioral	
   theory.”17	
  Mr.	
   Miller	
   noted,	
   “[i]f	
   you’ll	
   incorporate	
   these	
   additional	
  

matters	
   and	
   send	
  us	
   a	
   revised	
  draft	
   in	
   editable	
   form	
  we’ll	
  mark	
   it	
   up	
   and	
   redline	
   the	
  

changes	
   for	
   your	
   review.”	
   Id.	
   Similarly,	
   in	
   a	
   July	
   26,	
   2011	
   email,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   instructed	
  

Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  to	
  edit	
  the	
  paper	
  to	
  include	
  “the	
  simple	
  mechanical	
  concept	
  that	
  underlies	
  

the	
   hypothesis,	
   which	
   is	
   that	
   constrained	
   consumers	
   have	
   limited	
   cash	
   resources	
   so	
  

devoted	
  to	
  paying	
  interest	
  that	
  they	
  cannot	
  repay	
  principal	
  .	
  .	
  .	
  It	
  is	
  the	
  central	
  issue	
  of	
  

the	
   paper[.]”18	
  Prof.	
   Fusaro	
   responded,	
   “[w]e	
   have	
   edited	
   sections	
   1	
   &	
   2	
   as	
   you	
  

suggested.”	
  Id.	
  	
  

	
  

Along	
   these	
   same	
   lines,	
   a	
   September	
   27,	
   2011	
   email	
   from	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   to	
   Prof.	
   Fusaro	
  

included	
   three	
   full	
   paragraphs	
   of	
   text	
   for	
   Prof.	
   Fusaro	
   to	
   incorporate	
   in	
   the	
   paper.19	
  

Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  obliged.20	
  A	
  week	
  or	
  so	
  later,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  sent	
  an	
  email	
  to	
  Dr.	
  Cirillo	
  and	
  Prof.	
  

Fusaro	
  asking	
  them	
  to	
  include	
  in	
  the	
  paper	
  a	
  discussion	
  of	
  “some	
  unobserved	
  quality	
  of	
  

the	
  overusers”	
  and	
  its	
  effect	
  on	
  the	
  interest	
  they	
  pay.21	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  volunteered	
  to	
  write	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
14	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  C.	
  
15	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  D.	
  
16	
  This	
  email	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  E.	
  
17	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  F.	
  
18	
  This	
  email	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  G.	
  
19	
  This	
  email	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  H.	
  
20	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  I.	
  
21	
  This	
  email	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  J.	
  



 7 

up	
  this	
  discussion	
  himself,	
  and	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  accepted	
  given	
  his	
  “trouble	
  finding	
  anything	
  

that	
  looks	
  like	
  interest”	
  in	
  the	
  existing	
  academic	
  papers.	
  Id.	
  This	
  email	
  exchange	
  clearly	
  

suggests	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  was	
  pushing	
   for	
  an	
  explanation	
   that	
  would	
  shed	
  a	
  more	
   favorable	
  

light	
   on	
   the	
   payday	
   lending	
   industry	
   by	
  making	
   the	
   real	
   culprit	
   not	
   the	
   industry,	
   but	
  

some	
  characteristic	
  in	
  those	
  who	
  “overuse”	
  payday	
  loans.	
  When	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro’s	
  research	
  

did	
  not	
  back	
  this	
  up,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  drafted	
  the	
  discussion	
  himself.	
  

	
  

Mr.	
  Miller	
   also	
  provided	
  Prof.	
   Fusaro	
  with	
  detailed	
   line-­‐edits	
   as	
   the	
  paper	
  progressed	
  

that	
  Prof.	
   Fusaro	
  appears	
   to	
  have	
   incorporated.22	
  In	
   July	
  2011,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   requested	
  a	
  

draft	
  of	
  the	
  paper	
  “to	
  get	
  cleaned	
  up,	
  including	
  necessary	
  editorial	
  changes[.]”23	
  As	
  the	
  

paper	
   neared	
   completion,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   provided	
   significant	
   style	
   edits	
   in	
   an	
   August	
   10,	
  

2011	
  email,	
  including	
  a	
  “heavily	
  edited”	
  introduction	
  that	
  he	
  claimed	
  made	
  the	
  section	
  

“more	
  cogent,	
  more	
  to	
  the	
  point,	
  and	
  more	
  readable.”24	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  also	
  added	
  a	
  “new	
  

footnote	
   .	
   .	
   .	
   [that]	
   explains	
   the	
   consumerists’	
   view	
   of	
   how	
   the	
   cycle	
   of	
   debt	
   works	
  

mechanically	
   and	
   shows	
   the	
   fallacy	
   inherent	
   in	
   this	
   view[.]”	
   Id.	
   Again,	
   this	
   email	
  

demonstrates	
  the	
  extent	
  to	
  which	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  and	
  others	
  working	
  with	
  him	
  were	
  molding	
  

both	
   the	
  style	
  and	
  substance	
  of	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro’s	
  paper.	
  Similarly,	
   the	
  November	
  5,	
  2011	
  

mail	
  from	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  to	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  (Exhibit	
  K)	
  offers	
  11	
  different	
  detailed	
  edits,	
  ranging	
  

from	
   suggestions	
  of	
  where	
   to	
   insert	
   commas	
   to	
   the	
   suggestion	
   they	
  be	
   “ready	
   for	
   an	
  

explanation	
  of	
  why	
  borrowers	
  in	
  the	
  treatment	
  group	
  remain	
  in	
  debt	
  for	
  longer	
  than	
  the	
  

controls.”	
  

	
  

In	
   at	
   least	
   one	
   instance,	
   Prof.	
   Fusaro	
   was	
   uncomfortable	
   with	
   Mr.	
   Miller’s	
   language	
  

change	
  and	
  while	
  he	
  “edited	
   it	
   to	
   language	
  that	
   I	
  could	
  be	
  comfortable	
  with,”	
  he	
  also	
  

reassured	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  “I	
  do	
  not	
  think	
  I	
  have	
  substantially	
  changed	
  what	
  you	
  wanted,	
  just	
  

moved	
  it	
  around	
  a	
  bit.”25	
  	
  

	
  

Prof.	
  Fusaro’s	
  co-­‐author	
  raised	
  the	
  question	
  with	
  him	
  of	
  whether	
  Mr.	
  Miller’s	
  changes	
  

“create	
  an	
  editorial	
  quandary	
   for	
   you	
  and	
   that	
   its	
   [the	
  paper’s]	
   integrity	
   is	
   still	
   in	
   tact	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
22	
  See,	
  e.g.,	
  emails	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  K.	
  
23	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  L.	
  
24	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  M.	
  
25	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  N.	
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[sic].”26	
  Prof.	
   Fusaro	
   responded,	
   “[f]or	
   the	
   most	
   part,	
   Hillary’s	
   comments	
   did	
   not	
  

undermine	
  the	
  integrity	
  of	
  the	
  paper.”	
  Id.	
  (emphasis	
  added).	
  Left	
  unspoken,	
  however,	
  is	
  

how	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  dealt	
  with	
  those	
  edits	
  that	
  did	
  change	
  the	
  integrity	
  of	
  his	
  paper.	
  

	
  

During	
   the	
   drafting	
   process	
  while	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  was	
   providing	
   Prof.	
   Fusaro	
  with	
   his	
   own	
  

edits	
  and	
  comments	
  as	
  various	
  drafts	
  were	
  circulated	
  to	
  him	
  for	
  review,	
  correspondence	
  

indicates	
  he	
  also	
  sought	
  the	
  input	
  of	
  outside	
  reviewers.	
  After	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  completed	
  an	
  

initial	
   first	
   draft	
   in	
   March	
   2011,	
   Mr.	
   Miller	
   advised	
   him	
   in	
   a	
   March	
   17,	
   2011	
   email,	
  

“[w]e’d	
   like	
  to	
  send	
  it	
  to	
  two	
  of	
  our	
  reviewers	
  before	
  you	
  distribute	
   it	
  more	
  widely.”27	
  

Several	
  months	
  later,	
  in	
  a	
  June	
  20,	
  2011	
  email,	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  discussed	
  the	
  suggestions	
  he	
  

had	
   received	
   from	
   these	
   “outside	
   reviewers,”	
   which	
   included	
   substantive	
   discussions	
  

that	
  needed	
  to	
  be	
  added.28	
  Editorial	
  changes	
  from	
  these	
  outside	
  reviewers	
  continued	
  to	
  

come	
   in	
   through	
   September	
   2011	
   (see	
   Exhibit	
   I),	
   and	
   once	
   incorporated	
   Mr.	
   Miller	
  

declared	
   in	
   a	
   November	
   15,	
   2011	
   email:	
   “I	
   think	
   your	
   paper	
   should	
   be	
   declared	
  

complete.”29	
  	
  

	
  
Mr. Miller Ensured Negative Information about Payday Lenders Was Not Included in the Report 

 
	
  
Not	
   only	
   did	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   dictate	
  what	
  went	
   in	
   the	
   report,	
   he	
   also	
  weighed	
   in	
   on	
  what	
  

needed	
  to	
  come	
  out	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  payday	
  lending	
  industry.	
  In	
  a	
  September	
  2009	
  email,	
  

Dr.	
  Cirillo	
  described	
   to	
  Prof.	
   Fusaro	
  an	
  unexpected	
  discovery	
   the	
  data	
   revealed:	
  many	
  

payday	
   lending	
   borrowers	
   had	
   “massive	
   debit	
   card	
   overdrafts	
   the	
   previous	
  month.”30	
  

Moreover,	
   these	
   borrowers	
   were	
   “clearly	
   overdrafting	
   by	
   mistake,”	
   leading	
   her	
   to	
  

conclude	
  the	
  data	
  will	
  show	
  “a	
  large	
  proportion	
  of	
  payday	
  loans	
  (the	
  “first”	
  loans)	
  are	
  in	
  

reaction	
  to	
  a	
  really	
  bad	
  debit	
  card	
  overdraft	
  month.”	
  Id.	
  She	
  went	
  on	
  to	
  note,	
  “[i]f	
  banks	
  

are	
   required	
   to	
   notify	
   debit	
   card	
   holders	
   that	
   they	
   are	
   going	
   to	
   overdraft	
   [as	
   some	
  

proposed	
   legislation	
  would	
  require],	
  and	
  the	
  consumers	
  stop	
  themselves	
   from	
  making	
  

those	
  purchases,	
  the	
  payday	
  loan	
  industry	
  will	
  see	
  a	
  decrease	
  in	
  demand.”	
  Id.	
  (emphasis	
  

added).	
   She	
   added	
   that	
   after	
   telling	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   of	
   this	
   finding,	
   “I	
   suspect	
   he	
   isn’t	
   too	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
26	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  O.	
  
27	
  This	
  email	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  P.	
  
28	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  Q.	
  
29	
  This	
  email	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  R.	
  
30	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  S.	
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happy	
   about	
   that	
   finding	
   and	
   pointed	
   out	
   that	
   it	
   wasn’t	
   the	
   original	
   objective	
   of	
   the	
  

study.”	
  Id.	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  responded:	
  “Yes,	
  I	
  will	
  definitely	
  stay	
  away	
  from	
  what	
  lead	
  [sic]	
  

up	
  to	
  the	
  loan	
  for	
  now.	
  This	
  is	
  not	
  what	
  this	
  study	
  was	
  supposed	
  to	
  be	
  about.”31	
  	
  

	
  

Mr.	
  Miller	
  also	
  instructed	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  to	
  delete	
  from	
  the	
  report	
  his	
  acknowledgment	
  of	
  

the	
  role	
  the	
  payday	
  lenders	
  and	
  outside	
  reviewers	
  had	
  played,	
  writing	
  in	
  a	
  September	
  7,	
  

2011	
   email:	
   “The	
   unnamed	
   payday	
   lenders	
   and	
   the	
   unnamed	
   blind	
   reviewers	
   do	
   not	
  

need	
   or	
   want	
   your	
   thanks.	
   It	
   will	
   actually	
   undermine	
   the	
   lenders’	
   objectives	
   in	
  

participating	
  in	
  the	
  study,	
  if	
  you	
  do	
  so.”32	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  clearly	
  was	
  aware	
  that	
  the	
  report’s	
  

credibility	
  would	
  be	
  undermined	
   if	
   the	
   industry’s	
   involvement	
   in	
   its	
   preparation	
  were	
  

revealed.	
  	
  

	
  

The	
  emails	
  do	
  not	
  divulge	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro’s	
  motive	
  for	
  advancing	
  the	
  agenda	
  of	
  the	
  payday	
  

lending	
   industry.	
   Perhaps	
   he	
  was	
  willing	
   to	
   compromise	
   his	
   reputation	
   and	
   academic	
  

standing	
  –	
  as	
  well	
  as	
   that	
  of	
  his	
  employing	
  university	
  –	
   in	
   the	
  hopes	
  of	
  a	
  big	
   financial	
  

reward.	
  But	
   in	
   the	
  end,	
   the	
   industry	
  appears	
   to	
  have	
  abandoned	
  him	
  after	
   the	
   report	
  

was	
   issued;	
   in	
  a	
  July	
  24,	
  2012	
  email	
  to	
  Dr.	
  Cirillo,	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  bemoaned	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  

“the	
  industry	
  has	
  forgotten	
  about	
  me.”33	
  	
  

	
  

CCRF and Mr. Miller Dictated and Financed Press Strategy for Prof. Fusaro’s Paper 
 

	
  
Mr.	
  Miller’s	
  involvement	
  with	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro’s	
  paper	
  did	
  not	
  end	
  with	
  its	
  completion	
  –	
  he	
  

also	
   took	
   charge	
   of	
   press	
   strategy.	
   After	
   declaring	
   the	
   paper	
   complete,	
   Mr.	
   Miller	
  

advised	
  Prof.	
   Fusaro	
  he	
   and	
  his	
   unnamed	
   colleagues	
  would	
  do	
   “an	
   initial	
   draft	
   of	
   the	
  

release”	
   for	
  Arkansas	
  Tech’s	
  Office	
  of	
  Public	
  Relations.	
  See	
   Exhibit	
  R.	
  On	
  December	
  9,	
  

2011,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  forwarded	
  his	
  draft	
  press	
  release	
  to	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro.34	
  	
  

	
  

When	
  Arkansas	
  Tech	
   failed	
   to	
  adopt	
   that	
   release,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  voiced	
  concern.	
  By	
  email	
  

dated	
   January	
   11,	
   2012,	
   Prof.	
   Fusaro	
   forwarded	
   to	
   Mr.	
   Miller	
   a	
   draft	
   press	
   release	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
31	
  His	
  email	
  response	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  T.	
  
32	
  This	
  email	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  U.	
  
33	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  V.	
  
34	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  W.	
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prepared	
  by	
  Arkansas	
  Tech	
  University’s	
  press	
  office.35	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  responded:	
  “The	
  draft	
  

we	
  sent	
  you	
  was	
  much	
  stronger	
  .	
  .	
  .	
  We	
  put	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  time	
  into	
  the	
  draft	
  we	
  sent	
  you.”	
  Id.	
  

Ignoring	
  Arkansas	
  Tech’s	
  effort	
  to	
  avoid	
  suggesting	
  that	
  no	
  one	
  think	
  “the	
  university	
  was	
  

advocating	
  one	
  point	
  of	
  view	
  over	
  another”	
  and	
  its	
  desire	
  to	
  maintain	
  a	
  “content	
  neutral	
  

viewpoint,”	
   id.,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  pushed	
  for	
  his	
  version	
  and	
   its	
  discussion	
  “of	
  why	
  your	
  work	
  

matters[.]”	
   Id.	
   The	
   emails	
   do	
   not	
   reveal	
   which	
   version	
   of	
   the	
   release	
   ultimately	
   was	
  

released.	
  

	
  

Beyond	
  dictating	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  press	
  release,	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  was	
  directly	
  involved	
  in	
  its	
  

timing	
  and	
  distribution.	
  In	
  a	
  January	
  6,	
  2012	
  email	
  to	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  instructed:	
  

“NOW	
   is	
   the	
   time.	
   With	
   this	
   week’s	
   recess	
   appointment	
   of	
   Cordray	
   [as	
   head	
   of	
   the	
  

CFPB],	
  the	
  release	
  will	
  be	
  topical	
  and	
  well	
  received.	
  Do	
  not	
  delay	
  further.”	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  W.	
  	
  

	
  

Mr.	
  Miller	
  expressed	
  displeasure	
  with	
  Arkansas	
  Tech’s	
   limited	
  efforts	
   to	
  distribute	
   the	
  

release	
  to	
  the	
  media,	
  and	
  said	
  he	
  would	
  pay	
  for	
  PR	
  Newswire	
  to	
  push	
  out	
  the	
  release	
  

using	
   Arkansas	
   Tech	
   as	
   the	
   source.	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   noted,	
   “I	
   can	
   do	
   this	
   and	
   not	
   have	
  my	
  

fingerprints	
   on	
   it.”36	
  The	
   following	
   day	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   told	
   Prof	
   Fusaro:	
   “You	
   are	
   going	
   to	
  

receive	
  a	
  phone	
  call	
  from	
  PRNewswire	
  for	
  authorization	
  for	
  the	
  release	
  to	
  go	
  out	
  using	
  

ATU	
   as	
   the	
   source.	
   Please	
   respond	
   affirmatively.”	
   Id.	
   Within	
   minutes,	
   Prof.	
   Fusaro	
  

responded:	
  “I	
  did.”	
  Id.	
  

	
  
 

CONCLUSION 
 
The	
  Arkansas	
  Tech	
  documents	
  reveal	
   that	
  the	
  payday	
   lending	
   industry,	
   like	
  those	
  who	
  

fund	
  and	
  promote	
  “junk	
  science,”	
  is	
  manufacturing	
  purportedly	
  independent	
  academic	
  

studies	
   in	
   a	
   desperate	
   attempt	
   to	
   disprove	
   that	
   payday	
   loans	
   are	
   responsible	
   for	
  

plunging	
  the	
  most	
  needy	
  borrowers	
  into	
  an	
  endless	
  cycle	
  of	
  debt,	
  despite	
  the	
  industry’s	
  

awareness	
  of	
  the	
  problem.	
  This	
  is	
  perhaps	
  best	
  supported	
  by	
  a	
  February	
  14,	
  2011	
  email	
  

from	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  to	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro	
  responding	
  to	
  a	
  question	
  on	
  data	
  showing	
  poor	
  payback	
  

rates	
  by	
  payday	
  loan	
  borrowers.	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  explained,	
  “[i]n	
  practice,	
  consumers	
  mostly	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
35	
  The	
  email	
  exchange	
  concerning	
  the	
  draft	
  press	
  release	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  X.	
  
36	
  See	
  Exhibit	
  Y.	
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either	
  roll	
  over	
  or	
  default;	
  very	
   few	
  actually	
   repay	
  their	
   loans	
   in	
  cash	
  on	
  the	
  due	
  date	
  

(which	
  you	
  know).”37	
  Yet	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
  was	
  financing	
  Prof.	
  Fusaro’s	
  paper	
  to	
  disprove	
  the	
  

existence	
  of	
  a	
  cycle	
  of	
  debt,	
  despite	
  acknowledging	
  its	
  existence.	
  

	
  

The	
  CFPB	
  is	
  poised	
  to	
  finalize	
  regulations	
  that	
  would	
  better	
  protect	
  consumers	
  from	
  the	
  

predatory	
  lending	
  practices	
  of	
  payday	
  lenders.	
  The	
  industry	
  is	
  attempting	
  to	
  change	
  the	
  

course	
   of	
   those	
   regulations	
   by	
   ginning	
   up	
   what	
   it	
   undoubtedly	
   will	
   characterize	
   as	
  

objective	
   evidence	
   that	
   payday	
   loans	
   do	
   not	
   pose	
   the	
   problem	
   the	
   government	
   is	
  

attempting	
   to	
  protect	
   against.	
  With	
   this	
   report,	
  which	
   reveals	
   the	
   true	
   source	
  of	
   that	
  

evidence	
   –	
   the	
   payday	
   lending	
   industry	
   itself	
   and	
   its	
   hired	
   shills	
   like	
  Mr.	
  Miller	
   –	
   CfA	
  

hopes	
   neither	
   the	
   public	
   nor	
   the	
   CFPB	
  will	
   be	
   lured	
   down	
   the	
   false	
   path	
   of	
   believing	
  

payday	
  loans	
  are	
  safe	
  for	
  anyone,	
  at	
  least	
  not	
  in	
  the	
  current	
  lax	
  regulatory	
  environment.	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
37	
  This	
  email	
  is	
  attached	
  as	
  Exhibit	
  Z.	
  
















































































































































