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Editor’s Note

Welcome to the 2009 AFCPE Conference Proceedings. The wide diversity of items selected by the
program committees for Posters, Practitioner’s Forums, and Research Papers for the 2009 annual
Conference represent the hard work and commitment of our members to financial counseling and
planning across the lifespan in a variety of venues.

We would like to thank all who submitted and reviewed papers, practitioner forums, and posters for the
2009 annual conference of AFCPE. The Proceedings include all of the research papers, student papers,
practitioner forum summaries, and poster abstracts presented at the AFCPE Conference in Scottsdale,
Arizona November 18-20, 2009.

We would like to publically Cara Defibaugh, AFCPE Members Service Coordinator, who helpfully and
happily answered our many questions via phone and email during the preparation of the Proceedings.

It has been a privilege and an honor to edit and format the Proceedings for this years annual AFCPE
Conference. The opportunity to read each of the submissions prior to the conference in November has
been inspiring and energizing. The commitment that the AFCPE members show in reaching out to and
providing quality financial counseling, planning, and education is apparent in this year’s conference
submissions.

This organization is foundational to the success of many educational and planning endeavors and we are
proud to be part of AFCPE. We are also grateful for the opportunity to have served as the 2009 editors for
the Proceedings.

Please consider submitting your work for publication in the 2010 AFCPE Proceedings and for
presentation at the conference in Denver, Colorado on November 17-19, 2010. Please visit the AFCPE
website (www.afcpe.org) for conference details and submission guidelines.

Susan J. Eitel, Ph.D., CFLE and Glen Jennings, Ed.D, LMFT
Texas Woman’s University
2009 Proceedings Editors

SEitel@twu.edu
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When Creditors Are Predators

Brenda Procterl, M.S. and Andrew Zumwalt, M.S.
University of Missouri Extension

Key Words: payday loan, predatory lending, debt

Target audience
Community educators of low-income consumers, including Extension faculty

Objectives/Purpose

When Creditors Are Predators is designed to help educators and consumers better understand predatory lending,
learn how to protect themselves against it, and find alternatives to it. Participants will be able to define predatory
lending; learn where predatory lending occurs most frequently; recognize the signs of predatory lending; better
understand the difficulties of setting priorities with a limited income; be prepared to make fully-informed decisions
about predatory lending; become motivated to spread the word about predatory lending; and have the tools they need
to facilitate learning activities with other consumers.

Description

Predatory lending is the practice of charging excessive fees for loans or contracts that are not in a consumer’s best
interest, using targeted, aggressive tactics and false claims, or failing to disclose all terms and costs up front.
Lenders most often associated with predatory practices include payday, title, subprime mortgage, and refund
anticipation lenders; rent-to-own stores; and pawnshops. Any lender, however, may engage in one or more predatory
practices. Missouri is number five in the country for payday loan stores per capita, with 1275 stores (four times the
number of McDonald’s restaurants) charging an average 431% APR on loans. Other high-cost lenders thrive in
Missouri, as well. Internet payday lending is a rapidly growing phenomenon that operates largely outside any
regulatory structure. Attempts to change laws and regulations in Missouri have been unsuccessful.

In response, University of Missouri Extension led the development of When Creditors Are Predators, a research-
based curriculum that supports a workshop for community educators working with families who are targeted by
such lenders. While the curriculum is scripted, its modular design allows educators to select materials suited to the
needs of individual audiences. Creditors Are Predators materials were used during a pilot of “one-on-one” financial
conversations with clients at the end of the Missouri Taxpayer Education Initiative’s Volunteer Income Tax
Assistance process. When Creditors Are Predators is both research and reality-based. The curriculum was developed
in close partnership with GRO — Grass Roots Organizing, a rural community group organized by women focusing
on issues that affect low-income communities and communities of color. The curriculum includes information about
the signs of predatory lending; role play activities to sensitize educators to the realities faced by those who are
targeted; tools to avoid borrowing from high-cost lenders; fact sheets about different types of lending; and
information about debt collection practices, credit reports and effective complaining.

References

Graves, S., & Peterson, C. (2008). Usury law and the Christian right: Faith-based political power and the geography
of American payday loan regulation. Catholic University Law Review, 57(3).

Missouri Division of Finance. (2009). Survey of payday lenders. Report to the general assembly.

'Brenda Procter, M.S., Personal Financial Planning Extension, 162 Stanley Hall, Columbia, MO 65211; Phone:
573-882-3820; Fax: 573-884-5768; Email: ProcterB@missouri.edu
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Analysis of Housing Affordability Indices Used by Practitioners
Melanie D. Jewkesl, M.S., Utah State University Extension; Lucy M. Delgadillo, PhD, Utah State University
Key Words: housing affordability measures, housing affordability indexes

Abstract

In the middle of a housing crisis, housing affordability is currently a prominent concern in the United States. Current
talk of housing meltdown is plentiful and provides the context for a re-conceptualization of measures of
affordability. The literature shows that there are multiple indexes for measuring housing affordability (Belsky,
Goodman & Drew, 2005; Bogdon & Can, 1997; Combs, Combs, & Ziebarth, 1994; Linneman & Megbolugbe,

1992; O’Dell, Smith & White, 2004; Robinson, Scobie & Hallinan, 2006; Stone, 1993; U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, 2006; Van Vliet, 1998; Yip & Lau, 2002). Despite this plethora of measurements,
Linneman and Megbolugbe (1992) state that “talk of housing affordability is plentiful, but a precise definition of
housing affordability is at best ambiguous” (p. 371).

There needs to be a clearer link between what a household can afford and the loan amount for which a household
qualifies for. The main goal of this paper is to provide a conceptual review of three commonly used housing
affordability indexes in the United States, the strengths and weaknesses of each, and the users of the indexes. The
indexes chosen for this paper are not the best indicators "academically speaking," but are the widely used by
practitioners, non-profit organizations, lenders, counseling agencies, city council members, and legislators. A variety
of housing affordability exists, such as the hedonic approach, which is a concept crafted by economists that uses
several variables to be calculated and which are not available to practitioners. The ratio approach, on the other hand,
is easily computed, although not as accurate. Due to the ease of calculation of these commonly used variables,
practitioners should be aware of the caveats of each, and when counseling and educating, bring up these issues to
their clients.

U.S. Department of HUD Measure

The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) uses a simple percentage-of-income
measure to define housing affordability. The HUD measurement, or ratio, implies that total housing costs at or
below 30 per cent of gross annual income are “affordable” (Belsky, Goodman, & Drew, 2005). The HUD measure is
the legislative standard used today; it is used in the administration of rental housing subsidies, such as the Section 8
housing vouchers (Bogdon & Can, 1997); also, it is utilized as a sort of “rationing” method to allocate subsidy
dollars (Hulchanski, 1995). The ratio does not take into consideration a cost of living variable (O’Dell, Smith &
White, 2004), which is a variable that would account for the cost differences in food, shelter, transportation, and
other living expenses from one housing market to another. Although the assumption between income and ability to
pay is often made, the ratio does not “account for the actual financial constraints faced by individual households...”
(Bogdon & Can, 1997, p. 48), which would aid any attempts to predict whether or not a household is able to pay.

National Association of Realtors Measure

Also known as “standard ability-to-pay ratio”, the National Association of Realtors (NAR) indicator of housing
affordability measures whether or not a typical family could qualify for a mortgage loan on a typical home (National
Association of Realtors, n.d.). This index assumes a 20% down payment and that the monthly principal and interest
payment on the mortgage “cannot exceed 25% of the median family monthly income” (NAR). The NAR housing
affordability measurement is used by its creator and advocator, the National Association of Realtors. The U.S.
national media constantly focuses on the NAR measurement and has adopted it as an acceptable measure of housing
affordability (Center for Real Estate Studies). The NAR measure can be used in virtually any housing market, local
or national; while the NAR measurement is simple to compute and often used, it is not a comprehensive measure. It
does not take into account total housing costs, including property taxes, insurance and utilities (U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2006), as does the HUD ratio.

'Melanie D. Jewkes, Utah State University Cooperative Extension, 2001 South State Street S1200, Salt Lake City,
UT 84190-2350; Phone: 801-468-3171; Email: melanie.jewkes@usu.edu
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The National Low income Housing Coalition’s Housing Wage

The final housing affordability measurement to examine is the Housing Wage provided by the National Low Income
statistics to calculate the Fair Market Rent (FMR) and the needed hourly wage (called the “housing wage”) to afford
the FMR in a given area. The NLIHC is an interest group focused on solving housing affordability problems for
low-income households. One unique aspect of the housing wage is that it is geared specifically toward renters. As
the housing wage can only be applied to renters, it is not helpful in determining the housing affordability situation

for a homeowner.

Table 1
Summary of Housing Affordability Measures
MEASURE HUD NAR HOUSING WAGE
PROPONENT U.S. Department of National Association of National Low Income
Housing and Urban Realtors (Industry Group) Housing Coalition
Development (Legislative (Consumer Advocacy
Standard) Group)
DESCRIPTION Housing affordable if no Ability of family at the Calculates the Fair Market
more than 30% of gross median-income to buy a home Rent (FMR) and the
monthly income spent on at the median price. needed hourly wage
total housing costs. (called the “housing
wage”) to afford the FMR
in a given area.
OPERATIONALIZE Greater than 30% of Measures whether a typical Example: to afford a two-
income spent on housing family could qualify for a bedroom FMR of $678,
equals a cost burden. mortgage loan on a typical household must earn an
home. hourly, full-time wage
(called a Housing Wage)
lndex'vah}e of 120 means the of $13.04, to avoid paying
median-income family has more than 30% of income
120% of income required to on housing.
qualify for mortgage of med-
priced home.
ADVANTAGES Specifically includes Available for many previous Geared specifically
housing costs (such as years on national and toward renters.
utilities). metropolitan levels.
Compared easily over Considers mortgage interest Other strengths similar to
time. rates. the HUD ratio.
Easy to use; used for both Uses local house prices and
renters and homeowners. census data.
WEAKNESSES No consideration of No consideration of inflation, Not helpful in

inflation, anticipated price

appreciation, tax benefits,

burden presented by down
payment requirements.

Not useful for predicting
ability to pay; just a
descriptive measure.

Not account for household
size.

anticipated price appreciation,
tax benefits, burden presented
by down payment
requirements.
Assumes homeownership and
fails to consider rental
households.
Does not include single-
person households.

Does not assume taxes,
insurance or utilities.

determining the housing
affordability situation for
a homeowner.

Other weaknesses similar
to HUD ratio.
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Discussions on issues related to affordability are presented, including market affordability versus individual
affordability, the residual income approach, and housing affordability and transportation costs.

Market Affordability versus Individual Affordability

In the home mortgage market, there has been deep confusion between what the authors call, “market affordability”
and “individual household affordability.” Market affordability is the general affordability of a given area as
measured, generally, by the median home price in that area. Individual household affordability, on the other hand, is
how much a household can afford on mortgage payments without facing a housing cost burden. For some people, all
housing is affordable, no matter how expensive it is; for others, no housing is affordable unless it is free. Individual
affordability --as determined by a housing payment-to-income ratio-- is assessed by housing counselors, educators,
loan officers, and others in the housing industry that deal first-hand with an individual household’s financial
situation.

Residual Income Approach and the Affordability Problem

The residual income is the amount of income that an individual has after all personal debts, including the mortgage,
have been paid. To put it simply, non-housing expenditures are limited by how much is left after paying for housing.
Stone (2006) recommends that the residual income approach be used “at very least for advisory purposes if not as a
formal criterion” (p. 178). The residual income approach may also be used to bridge the gap between the varying
housing costs from one housing market to another.

Housing Affordability and Transportation

According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2007), housing and transportation are the two largest expenses for
most households. Together, they account for more than one-half of all household spending. In order to afford both
necessities, households are making trade-offs in housing and transportation expenses by spending more on housing
located near jobs, or choosing more affordable housing farther from jobs with higher transportation costs and
expensive commutes. The growing dilemma for working families is that affordable housing and transit choices are
limited, and available jobs are often too far from affordable residential areas. This problem underscores the
preservation and new development of transit-oriented housing.

What Can Be Done?

Perhaps the solution is closer and simpler than what researchers, policy makers, the housing industry and educators
have been proposing. Lending should be based on the ability to pay taking in consideration household size; do not
base ability to pay on a credit score, speculations about home appreciation or income increases. Housing
affordability measurements should continue to be studied, as new developments or clarification could lead to a better
understanding of how to determine a household’s ability to afford a given mortgage.
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Charting Your Course to Home Ownership

Jeanette A. Tucker', Deborah Hurlbert, Krisanna Machtmes, Cynthia Richard, Sheri Fair, Deborah Cross,
Cynthia Stephens, Margaret Burlew and Valerie Vincent
Louisiana State University Agricultural Center

Key Words: home buyer education, home ownership, hurricane recovery, down payment assistance, partnership

Target Audience
The primary target audience for the Charting Your Course to Home Ownership program is displaced residents of
hurricane impacted areas. The program addresses low to moderate income home buyers.

Objectives/Purpose

The goal of this project is to expand homeownership capacity among displaced residents of hurricane-impacted
areas. Component objectives are to: 1) develop a strategy for empowering hurricane-displaced persons to become
successful homeowners; 2) produce, pilot, evaluate and disseminate a home buyer education curriculum and
delivery system to address post storm recovery issues and conditions; and 3) increase the statewide availability of
home buyer education, particularly in rural areas. The project was supported by USDA CSREES Smith-Lever
Special Needs funding.

Description

A comprehensive 12 hour technology-based curriculum package was developed, pilot tested and evaluated to

determine program impact. Program deliverables included multi-media presentations, teaching plans, participant fact

sheets, resource activities, games, exhibits, marketing materials and instructors handbook.

Charting Your Course to Homeownership curriculum contents include:

e Navigating Your Way to a New Home- Coaches potential home buyers to select their best options

e Staying on Course with Financial Management — Guides the participant through organizing their finances

e  Sailing Through the Mortgage Process — Provides information on understanding and comparing mortgage terms
and products

e Keeping a Safe Harbor: Maintaining and Protecting Your Home - Explains homeowner responsibilities and
home maintenance practices

A homeownership recovery coalition representing statewide stakeholders from federal and state agencies, mortgage
lenders, realtors, nonprofits, community housing and development organizations and other interested organizations
was formed. This dynamic group plays a critical role in increasing the availability, quality and appropriateness of
home buyer education in a post-storm Louisiana.

Twenty eight percent of the participants that completed the course have already become homeowners. Most
program graduates qualify for and obtain $5,000 to $10,000+ in down payment assistance or obtain homes through
Habitat for Humanity. The majority of participants were female (69%) and the largest group were between the ages
of 31 to 40 years (35%) with the second largest group being 41 to 50 years (28.6%). A majority (74%) of the
individuals that attended the workshop were African American with Caucasian representing only 23 percent. The
largest group of participants had either a high school education/GED (55.8%) with the second largest group having
some college education (18.6%). Interestingly, only 46 percent of the participants were purchasing a home due to
the two natural disasters recently experienced by Louisiana (Hurricanes Katrina and Rita).

The program was evaluated by the participants immediately after completion of the workshop using a pre/ post
evaluation survey and by a follow-up survey distributed within one year of program completion. Analysis of the data
indicated that all four sections of the curriculum showed statistically significant gain (matched pair t test (p <.001)
in understanding and behavioral change. A behavioral change was indicated in the follow-up survey data with over
90% of all respondents checking their credit report and changing their spending and saving habits. More information
regarding the impact this program had on participants will be presented at the workshop.

'Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, Family and Consumer Sciences, School of Human Ecology, Baton
Rouge, LA 70808; Phone: 225-578-5398; Email: jtucker@agcenter.lsu.edu
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Long-Term Care — Talking, Deciding, Taking Action

Kathryn L. Sweedlerl, Paul McNamara, Amy Griswold, Molly Hofer, Katherine Reuter, Cammy Seguin,
University of Illinois Extension

Key Words: long-term care, finances, family, communication, caregiving, planning, financial security, housing

Target Audience
Many people worry about the affordability of health care as they age, including long-term care costs. Unfortunately,
many fail to plan for long-term care expenses and needs, and thus, family members must make difficult decisions.

University of Illinois Extension professionals from across discipline areas came together with the goal of creating an
educational program to help people plan for long-term care needs. A curriculum for a day-long workshop to older
adults in rural Illinois was developed and presented to consumers, as well as professionals who work in the area of
long-term care. Participants included mid and later life adults, professional caregivers, service providers, couples,
and spousal and other family caregivers.

Objectives/Purpose
The Long-Term Care — Talking, Deciding, Taking Action project’s goal is to help individuals and families plan
effectively for their needs as aging adults. When people have time to plan for long-term care needs thoughtfully they
increase their accessibility to options and make better choices. The workshops address the following objectives:

e increase people’s awareness of the wide-range of housing options for older adults;

e encourage caregivers to take care of themselves so that they can continue to provide caregiving services;

e provide family members with strategies and tools to manage emotions and communication challenges; and

e help people assess their financing options for long-term care.

Description

The educational information presented during the workshops uses a multi-disciplinary approach combining both
family life and financial management topics. Content topics include housing options, family dynamics and
communication, caregiving issues, and financing long-term care. Depending on a community’s needs, between two
and four of these topics are presented. The presentations are a combination of lecture, discussion and activities.
Workshops formats are flexible; however, a minimum of 45 minutes per topic is required. No more than five hours
is needed to present all the lessons. Program materials for each content area include PowerPoint presentation,
teaching guide, and participant handouts and activities.

Six workshops in rural Illinois served as pilot groups for these workshops. Participants were asked to complete a
short questionnaire at the end of each workshop to assess change in knowledge and awareness as well as plans for
action. Preliminary data analysis indicates that participants increased their understanding and intend to take action
towards planning for long-term care needs. According to respondents’ answers from a two-page questionnaire
administered after each workshop (from a 5-point scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree):

e 82% strongly agree or agree, “I have a better understanding of the potential costs of long-term care”

e 83% strongly agree or agree, “I know the pros and cons of aging in place”

e 81% strongly agree or agree, “I realize that family conflict can be reduced by using communication skills”

e 80% strongly agree or agree, “I have gained ideas for managing caregiver stress.”
In addition, 65% of respondents said they plan to discuss their plans for long-term care with family members and
others. Communicating plans is an overlapping theme throughout the workshop.

Materials Available for Consumers and Educators

A website incorporating the workshop content plus additional information is currently being developed. Educators
who wish to provide this workshop in their communities can receive the teaching materials for a moderate cost at
University of Illinois Extension’s website, https://webs.extension.uiuc.edu/registration/?Registration]D=3451. This
educational program is supported by the Cooperative State Research, Education and Extension Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, under Award No. 2007-46100-03968.

1Champaign Extension Center, 801 N. Country Fair Dr., Suite E, Champaign, IL. 61821; Phone: 217-333-4901; Fax:
217-333-4943; Email: sweedler@illinois.edu
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Consumers' Perceptions and Attitudes Towards Buying Annuities: A Pilot Study

Elizabeth E. Gorham', South Dakota State University, and Sharon A. DeVaney, Purdue University
Key Words: annuity, investment, insurance, qualitative research, attitudes, perceptions

Target audience
Education and planning professionals and their clientele who are investing (or contemplating making an
investment), in their retirement, and those planning to retire or in retirement.

Objectives/Purpose
The purposes of this study are: (1) to suggest an atmosphere and questions conducive to prompting a meaningful
discussion about annuities, and (2) to understand consumers’ attitudes and perceptions about purchasing annuities.

Description

Many consumers procrastinate about investing time and effort in learning about annuities and other investment
options. Because qualitative research excels at "telling the story" from the participant's viewpoint, it is an
appropriate atmosphere for initiating a discussion of annuities. Therefore, this study was developed through the use
of a focus group, which is a basic tool in qualitative research.

Suggested guidelines for a successful educational session on annuities:

1. If connected with an Institution of Higher Learning and you are planning to report data, prepare a request for
utilizing human subjects in your research prior to initiating the project.

2. Select host person or couple willing to invite neighbors and friends into their home one weekday evening.

3. Select an appropriate date and time for the meeting. The host should invite a group of 8 to 10 people, both male
and female and of different ages.

4. Explain the purpose of the meeting as a discussion of annuities, but no sales or mention of specific products will
be allowed. It is intended to be a shared discussion on multiple aspects of annuities.

5. Arrange for light refreshments to be served. They can be supplied by the sponsor. Begin with introductions and
casual conversation.

6. Next, use a preparatory self-assessment written quiz to stimulate and gauge initial understanding of annuities.

7. Explain that the session will be recorded if participants give their consent. The purpose is to learn about attitudes
and perceptions about annuities. Names will not be used to identify the person speaking. After the comments are
transcribed, the tape will be destroyed. Any attendee has the right to refuse to participate.

8. Announce that a list of questions has been created to (a) guide the discussion, and b) end the session on time.

9. The moderator should probe for answers to enable all participants to respond. If a professional educator and/or
financial advisor are present, this should eventually be made evident, but probably not in the beginning. When it is
evident, participants might be reluctant to speak up and/or will defer to the professional. The moderator needs to
maintain control over the discussion so that it will not become a lecture.

In the pilot study, there were a few who were financially sophisticated, who had invested in their future, who shared
their understanding of investments, and were following one or more investment strategies. Most seemed to
understand basic terms (or asked for clarification when they did not understand) of investments, but they did not
seem to have in-depth knowledge of investments. A few who were less talkative were aware of the need to plan for
the future, but had not done so because they felt they were not able to save very much or they did not know how to
proceed. Some might rely on their partners to make all the financial plans. From the responses given by 9
participants aged 40 to 69 years in this focus group, most were unaware of annuities, the options that are available,
where to find information, and the implications of investing in annuities.

'Elizabeth Gorham, SNF 301/2275A, SDSU, Brookings, SD 57007; Phone: 605-688-4035; Email:
elizabeth.gorham@sdstate.edu
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Teaching Personal Finance by Color Using Association to Improve Student Self-Evaluation
Todd R. Christensenl, MA, CPFC, National Financial Education Center at Debt Reduction Services, Inc.
Key Words: feaching models, self-evaluation, motivating students, consumer behavior

Target Audience

Financial Educators and those who are involved in either facilitating personal finance seminars or developing related
presentations and materials will benefit most from this session. Those who counsel and coach individuals or couples
directly with regards to their personal finance and consumer behaviors will also discover valuable ideas to
implement in their practice.

Objectives/Purpose

The objectives of this presentation are: 1) to provide practitioners with easily-implementable ideas that blend their
current personal finance courses with self-evaluation methods based upon familiar comparisons that are easily
accessible to their students, 2) to allow practitioners to share their own ideas that work with regards to engaging
their students using similar self-evaluation models, and 3) to harness the collective experience and expertise of the
attending practitioners in order to brainstorm creative strategies for improving, through the use of designated
comparisons, their students’ self-evaluation of just about any personal finance behavior.

Description

What color is your spending behavior? Do you use a skydiver or a skateboarder debt repayment strategy? Is your
household budget made of earth, wind, water or fire? Such questions will NOT be answered during this presentation.
However, participants will learn and discuss practical ways to increase their students’ knowledge retention and
motivation by beginning to develop and implement student self-evaluations using these types of question models.

“Teaching Personal Finance by Color” will present financial educators with information that can, like the author’s
60-minute “Spending by Color” consumer behavior course for adult groups, help their students by using fresh and
engaging models of association to evaluate and improve their personal finance habits. Such paradigms can easily be
adapted to most personal finance topics with the goal to increase student participation and motivation, leading to
behavior modification.

This presentation begins with a brief description of “Spending by Color,” its student self-evaluation tool, and the
results of post-course student feedback since the course’s debut in the spring of 2009.

A discussion will then follow regarding the use of associative models—particularly those with strong visual, tactile
and/or auditory components—to inspire students to remember and implement positive consumer behavior changes.
Attending practitioners will then be lead in an open dialogue of how they can blend their current and/or future
personal finance presentations with similar paradigms that elicit greater student engagement.

Finally, those in attendance will receive a CD-ROM containing the “Spending by Color” PowerPoint, evaluation,
score sheet, and handouts, as well as a resource list of possible models to implement into their own courses.

16213 N Cloverdale Rd. Ste. 100, Boise ID 83713; Phone: 208-378-0200, x 906; Fax 208-685-1058;
Todd@NationalFinancialEducationCenter.org
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Impacting Workers’ Financial Well-Being: Saving and Investing for Life (SAIL)

Jeanette A. Tucker', Deborah Hurlbert, Krisanna Machtmes, Gloria Nye, Valerie Vincent, Adrianne Vidrine,
Margaret Burlew, Diane Uzzle, Sheri Fair, Deniese Zeringue, Ginger Boutwell, Deborah Cross and Terry Foster
Louisiana State University Agricultural Center

Key Words: saving, investing, workplace financial education, financial literacy, investor literacy

Target Audience

The original target audience for the Saving And Investing for Life (SAIL) program was K-12 school system
employees and their spouses/significant others. The workplace financial education program has been expanded and
enhanced to target female and male workers of all income and literacy levels.

Objectives/Purpose

The objectives of the SAIL program include the following:

1) To encourage and educate female employees to take control of their financial futures and to check the background
of investment professionals prior to doing business with them.

2) Employees to implement recommended investor and protection practices to meet the unique needs of women.

3) Employees to reduce personal debt and increase investment holdings to meet the unique needs of women.

Description

Funded by the Financial Industries Regulatory Authority (FINRA) Investor Education Foundation, curricula was
developed at income and literacy appropriate levels to reach the diverse education needs of women employees.
Specific topics addressed include: 1) Financial Basics, 2) Investment Options, 3) Basics of Investing, and 4)
Protecting Your Investments. Classes, taught by experienced financial educators, are conducted at the employee’s
jobsite or other convenient, non-threatening locations.

The program was pilot tested with over 533 school system and child care center employees during 2008.
Statistically significant differences in participants’ knowledge gain and behavior, along with the changing economic
environment prompted curriculum enhancement to: 1) reflect updated economic and policy changes and 2)
encourage program delivery to employees at a greater variety of worksites. A supplemental unit, “Take Control of
Your Credit,” has been added.

Two hundred and sixteen individuals (90% female) participated in the pilot program. The largest group of
participants ranged in age from 45 to 54 years of age (29 %), while 20 % were between 25 and 34 years old. Over
42% of the participants were educators, whereas 16.1% were teachers aides. A post- then pre- evaluation
instrument was developed to measure short-term understanding and intent to change behavior. Analysis of the data
indicates that majority of the participants had limited understand of their net worth and how to identify and select
qualified financial advisors prior to the training. Results also showed prior to training, participants did not consider
investing with any employer plan. Participants’ knowledge and behavior were compared before and after
completion of the program and the findings showed statistically significant gains were made in both areas (p<.001).

Online follow-up surveys completed six to nine months following the training found that 100% of respondents
established emergency funds, 91% were investing for retirement, 71% paid off some of their high cost debt, 54%
increased their net worth and 50% increased their investment holdings by $250 or more.

A technology based replication system will be shared with financial educators. For world-wide access, key
components of the curriculum are posted on the LSU AgCenter webpage, http://www.lsuagcenter.com.

'Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, Family and Consumer Sciences, School of Human Ecology, Baton
Rouge, LA 70808; Phone: 225-578-5398; Email: jtucker@agcenter.lsu.edu
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Turning Land into Liquidity:
Retirement Plans and Concerns of Farm Households

Barbara O’Neill', Stephen J. Komar, Robin G. Brumfield, and Robert Mickel, Rutgers University
Key Words: retirement, retirement planning, farm households, farmers

The average age of U.S farmers was 57.1 in 2007, making retirement planning a high priority financial education
topic. This paper includes a review of literature about characteristics of U.S. farmers and their financial attitudes and
practices, retirement plans, and preferred financial education methods. Results of two focus groups of New Jersey
farm households, assembled to inform development of an online retirement planning course, are described.
Discussion follows about course content for farm audiences, who have the unique challenge of creating a
“retirement paycheck” from illiquid farm assets. Implications for financial practitioners are also presented.

Introduction

The statistics are conclusive: America’s farmers are getting older. The “graying of America,” a well-documented
demographic trend, is especially evident in U.S. agriculture. The rising share of older farmers is due to an absolute
increase in their numbers as well as a steady decrease in the number of farmers under age 65 (Gale, 2002).
According to the 2007 U.S. Census of Agriculture, the average age of U.S. farm operators was 57.1, up from 55.3 in
2002. In addition, the number of farm operators age 75 and older increased by 20% from 2002, while the number of
operators under 25 years of age decreased by 30% (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2009a). With such a large
population of older farmers, retirement planning, including farm succession decision-making, is of considerable
importance to farm households (Mishra, Durst, & El-Osta, 2005) and a high priority financial education topic. In
addition to their advancing age, farmers also face the unique challenge of creating a” retirement paycheck” (i.e.,
income received on a regular basis in later life) from a portfolio of largely illiquid assets such as farmland and
equipment.

Another characteristic that distinguishes the retirement plans of farmers, compared to the general U.S. labor force, is
that they work longer than people in many other occupations. It is not surprising to see farmers in their 70s still
farming full-time (Hernandez-Peck, 2004). Older farmers have left the agricultural sector at much slower rates than
previously anticipated almost five decades ago (Clawson, 1963), with one-quarter of U.S. farmers and half of farm
landlords age 65 or older versus only about 3 percent of the overall labor force (Mishra, Durst, & El-Osta, 2005).
These statistics about low exit rates and older farmers are not really surprising. Continuing a centuries old home-
based business model, farmers live and work in the same place, often among extended family members. This
lifestyle can make work and family life seem almost inseparable and facilitates the continuation of work well into
later life. In addition, improved health and longevity, combined with technological advances in farm equipment,
enable farmers to continue to perform the physical tasks required for farming much longer than was true for earlier
generations.

This paper describes a qualitative study of the retirement planning practices and learning needs of farm households.
It begins with a review of literature about characteristics of U.S. farmers and their financial attitudes and practices,
retirement plans, and preferred learning methods and Internet use. Results of two focus groups with New Jersey
farm households (N =13) are then presented. The focus groups were assembled to inform development of an online
retirement planning course that addresses the unique retirement planning issues of farm households. Discussion
follows about retirement planning course content developed especially for the intended target audience (e.g., phased
retirement options for farmers). Implications for financial practitioners are also presented.

Literature Review

Characteristics of U.S. Farm Households

Background information about U.S. farm households is provided below to explain characteristics of the target
audience for this study. The National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) currently conducts an agriculture census on a five-year cycle, collecting data about American farms and
farm households in years ending in 2 and 7. USDA’s definition of a farm is any place from which $1,000 or more of

1Rutgers Cooperative Extension, Cook Office Bldg., 55 Dudley Rd., Rm 107, New Brunswick, NJ 08901, phone:
732-932-9171 x250, Fax: 732-932-8887; Email: oneill@rcre.rutgers.edu
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agricultural products (including crops, livestock, and timber) were, or normally would be, produced and sold during
a census year (Economic Research Service, 2005). Results of the 2007 census, publicly released in February 2009,
indicate that American farmers are increasingly older and female.

As noted above, the average age of principal farmer operators increased by 1.8 years from 2002 to 2007. In addition,
one of the most significant changes in the 2007 Census of Agriculture was the increase in female farm operators,
both in terms of absolute number and as a percentage of all principal operators. There were 306,209 female principal
operators in 2007, up from 237,819 in 2002, an increase of almost 30% (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2009a).
Considering that the average age of farmers has been rising for decades, that women live five years longer than men,
on average (“Male Life Span Increasing,” 2006; National Center for Health Statistics, 2006), and that there has been
some breakdown in the historical pattern of intergenerational transfers of family farms (Gale, 2002), the
concentration of farm assets in the hands of elderly, often female, operators is not that surprising.

The 2007 Census of Agriculture counted 2,204,792 U.S. farms, a 4% increase from 2002. However, most of the
growth in U.S. farm numbers came from small operations. Between 2002 and 2007, the number of farms with sales
of less than $1,000 increased by 118,000 while the number of farms with sales of more than $500,000 grew by
46,000 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2009b). Operators of new farms were more likely than all farmers to be
engaged in occupations other than farming and to derive income from non-farm sources. Their farms also tended to
be smaller (201 acres versus 418 acres) and have lower sales ($71,000 versus $135,000) than all farms nationwide.
Farming was the primary occupation of 33% of new farmers in 2007 versus 45% of all principal farm operators
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2009b). The two largest groups of farm categories reported in the 2007 Census
were “residential/lifestyle” farms, where principal operators reported something other than farming as their primary
occupation (36%), and “retirement farms” where principal operators reported that they were retired (21%).

Given the diversity in the size and production level of U.S. farms, it is not surprising to see a wide range of
economic characteristics among farmers such as household income and net worth. It is important to note that the
financial well-being of U.S. farm households is generally not equivalent to the performance of their farm business
because many have other income sources including wages and salaries, off-farm businesses, and non-farm
investments. Like U.S. households in general, many farm households are dual-career. About 46% of farm
households had a spouse working off the farm and the principal operator engaged in farming (Hoppe, Korb,
O’Donoghue, & Banker, 2007). In addition, farming is an increasingly popular activity for persons who have retired
from either full-time farming or a non-farm occupation (Gale, 2002).

For every year since 1996, average income of farm households has exceeded U.S. household income (Economic
Research Service, 2008). Average farm household income was $81,600 in 2004, about 35 percent higher than the
average income for all U.S. households (Hoppe, Korb, O’Donoghue, & Banker, 2007). It was expected to rise to
$90,009 in 2008 (Economic Research Service, 2008). Median income figures, which are not skewed by relatively
few high-income households, show similar results. Median farm operator household income (i.e., farm earnings and
off-farm income) in 2004 was $53,700, 21 percent higher than the median income for all U.S. households (Hoppe,
Korb, O’Donoghue, & Banker, 2007). Both average and median income figures mask a great diversity in farm
household incomes ranging from officially defined “limited resource farms” with farm sales less than $1,000, farm
assets less than $150,000, and operator income less than poverty level, to much higher earnings from large scale
operations.

With respect to their net worth (farm and non-farm assets combined minus debt), in 2004, 95.1% of all farm
households had a median net worth greater than the median for all U.S. households ($93,100) and nearly two-thirds
(64.8%) had a median net worth greater than the median for U.S. households with a self-employed head ($335,600).
Even among limited resource farm households, most (85.7%) trumped the median net worth of all U.S. households
and 42.8% had a median net worth that exceeded households with a self-employed head (Hoppe, Korb,
O’Donoghue, & Banker, 2007). In general, all U.S. households with self-employed heads have greater wealth than
average U.S. households and farm households have greater wealth than all U.S. households with a self-employed
head (Economic Research Service, 2007a). In 2006, the average net worth of farm households was $895,756 with
about three-quarters of this total associated with farm capital assets (Economic Research Service, 2008). Much of
farmers’ wealth is illiquid and needed to continue the farming operation (e.g., land and equipment). Thus, it is not
readily available for consumption or to create a retirement income stream.
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Financial Attitudes and Practices of Farm Households

A 2008 survey of 300 farm household heads from 43 states found that farm households see themselves as continuing
to work in later life (Porter, Schuchardt, Pankow, & O’Neill, 2008). Nevertheless, 57% of farm households reported
in 2003 that they were saving for long-term goals such as retirement and education and one-fourth of their nonfarm
assets were held in retirement savings accounts (Mishra, Durst, & El-Osta, 2005). Not surprisingly, fewer farm
operators are covered by employer-sponsored pensions than are non-farmers. Nevertheless, a majority of farmers
save from current income on a regular basis, including retirement savings. This is especially true for lower net worth
farm households that have saved more than lower net worth nonfarm households (Mishra, Durst, & El-Osta, 2005).

Retired and retiring farm operators account for over a quarter of principal operators of U.S. farm businesses. Of
those planning to retire from farming, the average age is 62. Their level of Social Security benefits is only slightly
less than that of all U.S. households (Mishra, Durst, & El-Osta, 2005). In addition, as noted above, many farmers
remain active in farming well into later life and have income from land rental and other sources. Lack of clarity in
succession planning, especially when there are no adult children interested in taking over the farm, may be one
reason that farmers hold onto their land (Gale, 2002). Another is the desire to avoid capital gains taxes on asset
appreciation prior to death. Among farm operators who planned to retire from farming in the next five years, about a
fifth planned to rent out their farm and a fifth planned to sell their farm. The remaining operators planned to turn
their enterprise over to others or convert the land to other uses (Mishra, Durst, & El-Osta, 2005).

Gutter and Saleem (2005) studied the financial vulnerability of small business owners; i.e., the extent to which the
income and wealth are derived from the same source. They found that business owners, in general, were financially
vulnerable due to reliance on the business as both a source of income and wealth. Moreover, among business
owners, farmers are the most vulnerable because the proportion of their total income and total portfolio attributable
to the business are higher than other business types. Large farm households realize more income from farm sources
than smaller farm households, especially those for whom farming is not the operator’s major occupation (Economic
Research Service, 2008). In addition, households that operate large and very large farms (annual production of
$250,000 or more) have the greatest nonfarm wealth. Among all farm households, the share of wealth associated
with nonfarm assets increased from 15% in 1994 to 25% in 2006 (Economic Research Service, 2007b).

Retirement Planning by Farm Households

“Retirement” is not a word that many farmers personally relate to, as evidenced by large numbers of farm operators
who continue to farm well into later life. As noted above, U.S. farmers are older than the U.S. labor force in general
and are remaining in agriculture longer than previous generations. In addition to long-time farmers who continue
farming, some older farmers are new to this sector as farming has become a popular part-time activity (Mishra,
Durst, & El-Osta, 2005). Older farmers are less dependent on Social Security benefits than other program
beneficiaries. About a third of farm operators currently collecting benefits receive more than half of their income
from Social Security. On average, among farm operators receiving Social Security benefits, Social Security accounts
for about 13% of total income. In contrast, Social Security benefits account for more than half of total income for
over 60% of all Social Security recipients and are the sole source of income for about 20% (Mishra, Durst, & El-
Osta, 2005).

O’Neill, Porter, Pankow, Schuchardt, & Johnson (2009) studied a nationwide sample of 300 farm households with
intermediate size operations ($250,000 to $2 million in sales) and operators 25 to 65 years of age and found that
84% of surveyed farmers did not expect to retire (i.e., stop farming) as much as cut back work hours or reduce the
scope of their operation. More than half (51%) of respondents strongly agreed and 33% tended to agree with the
statement “When the time comes, I expect to cut back from farming rather than to retire completely.” Other key
findings of this study were farmers’ emotional commitment to their land and assets, which they consider part of their
personal investment portfolio, and a stated reluctance to diversify into alternative (non-farm) investments.

Almost three decades ago, Goudy (1982) reported results of a study of farm retirement planning characteristics using
data from the national Retirement History Study conducted by the Social Security Administration. Based on initial
and follow-up responses to the question “Do you expect ever to stop working for a living?” he categorized responses
into seven types. More than 40% of the farmers and farm workers in the sample were “work planners” (defined as
those who said they will never stop working when first asked and in subsequent interviews). He also found that
many farmers change from work planners to unexpected retirees (defined as those who said they don’t expect to stop
working when first interviewed, but who retire by a later interview) and encouraged Cooperative Extension
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educators to offer programs at a variety of retirement planning stages, noting “The fact that more than 50% of the
farmers changed from expectations they’d selected only four years earlier points out some of the difficulties inherent
in pre-retirement planning programs. Many people think they will not retire. Then it’s as if, all of a sudden, they are
retired!” (Goudy, 1982, p.12). Declines in health status that cause severe physical limitations often have a major role
in farmers’ decision to retire earlier than planned (Hernandez-Peck, 2004); i.e., full retirement is seldom by choice.

Preferred Learning Methods and Internet Use of Farmers

Since this study was undertaken to inform development of an online retirement planning course for farm households,
literature about their learning preferences and Internet use was reviewed. Learning preferences/learning styles are
the way that people absorb, process, and retain information. Trede and Whitaker (2000) surveyed 128 Iowa farmers
to identify their perceptions of content and delivery of beginning farmer education. They found that beginning
farmers showed preferences toward experiential learning, problem solving, and critical thinking skills and relied
heavily on parents, siblings, and relatives, Cooperative Extension, and consultants for educational information. They
also preferred on-site educational instruction, single meetings on a specific topic, and consulting public institutions
for unbiased information. Cutting edge educational technologies were not as highly rated as more conventional
instructional methods. Similar results were found by King (1999), who found that farmers indicated a preference for
Cooperative Extension meetings, workshops with a pamphlet, and one-on-one instruction about soil sampling. In
another study of learning preferences of lowa farmers (N =289), Trede and Miller (2000) classified 49.1% of
responders as “assimilators,” (learners interested in abstract ideas and concepts and are best at inductive reasoning).
These researchers advised educational providers to deliver programs that emphasize logic, ideas, concepts, and
problem-solving rather than just “learning by doing.”

More recent studies have investigated whether online education is of interest to farmers. Dollisso and Martin (2001)
studied 93 Towa farmers regarding their preferred sources of educational information and found that traditional
methods- magazines, neighbors, and Cooperative Extension- were their main sources of agricultural information.
Almost two-thirds (63%) of the sample reported the Internet as their least frequently used source of agricultural
information. Howell and Habron (2004) surveyed 403 Michigan agricultural landowners to determine their
communication preferences to learn about watershed conservation practices. A majority (77%) of respondents
expressed support for written communication media (e.g., newsletters, printed bulletins, and fact sheets) while a
minority (19%) supported the technological communication strategies such as computer software, e-mail, and the
Internet. Younger, more educated, more affluent landowners with home Internet access expressed more support for
using the Internet. O’Neill et al. (2009) found that women in farm households were more engaged with the Internet
than men and 38% of 300 farm household operators disliked using a computer, with men more likely to dislike
computers than women (44% versus 35%). In addition, younger farmers were more likely than older ones to
mention features of an online investment course as appealing (44% versus 26%).

As noted above, the U.S. Department of Agriculture conducts a census survey every five years. The percentage of
farm operations with Internet access increased from 50% in 2002 to 57% in 2007. For the first time in 2007, the
Census looked at high-speed Internet access and found that, of U.S. farms with Internet access, 58% reported having
a high speed connection, which is an important measure of their ability to use the Internet effectively (U.S.
Department of Agriculture, 2009b). High speed Internet access methods such as DSL, cable, satellite, and wireless
have become increasingly available to farm households in recent years. Mishra and Park (2005) used Agricultural
Resources Management Survey (ARMS) data to study farmers’ Internet use. Results indicated that use of Internet
applications was positively associated with more educated and larger farm operators, farm diversification, and off-
farm investments, and negatively associated with off-farm income. In 2007, 80% of U.S. farms with sales and
government payments of $250,000 or more had access to a computer, 78% owned or leased a computer, and 75%
had Internet access (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2007).

Hypotheses

The rationale for the program that was informed by this study was that unique circumstances affect the retirement

plans of agricultural producers including emotional attachment to farm land and the farming lifestyle and a relatively

high percentage of farmers’ net worth associated with land ownership. Based on anecdotal evidence, census data,

and results of empirical studies cited above, the following six hypotheses were formulated for this study:

Hypothesis 1: Agricultural producers face a unique set of challenges related to retirement and estate planning. Their
learning needs are often unmet through traditional financial planning or financial education sources.
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