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I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

Public awareness of the need for finantitatacy education has been growing rapidly in
the United Stateslue to current national concern about financial behavior reflected by
falling personal savings ratasmcertainty about the adequacyrefirementsavings

rising debtevelsand bankruptcyates The assumption that increasing knowledge can
improve financial behavior hgsoduced variety ofrecentefforts to expand financial
education at the elementary, secondary and postsecondary'l&adsy,for example,

80 percentof states have agted personal finanaducatiorstandirds or guidelines of
some kindalmost doul# the numbepf stateg42%) that had such policies in 1998
(NCEE, 2007).An increasing array of educatiormmbgram modelgpaterials anather
resources aralsonow avaiable for use in implementinignancial education
recommendations and mandafegt, Reichbach, Kent, & Siegenthaler, 2005)

Despite such advancditle attention has yet been devoted to understanding the
characteristics and needs of the populatiat is pivotal to the successpdrsonal

finance education teachers. Recognizing this gap, the National Endowment for
Financial EducatioNEFE)convened an invitational meeting of representatives of
university programs that offered or had the poténtiaffer preparation for teachers of
personal finance. This meeting, termed the TNT or Teaching New Teachers Meeting
was held April 910, 2006at the NEFE headquarters in Denver, Coloranid resulted in
identification of key concepts aruh initial plan for gathering information that could
inform furtherefforts toprepare both current and futurelR teachers of personal
finance. Following this meeting, attendees from the University of WisceNgdison

took the lead in developing a proposal forsatni onal st udy of teacher s
and capacity to teach personal finance topitisis report describes the study which was
conducted, and outlines findinfem that studyand implications.

Study Purposes

The project approved for funding ltlye National Endowment for Financial Education

was conducted in two phases. The first phase was a comprehensive review of the

literature to identify what is known about: a) financial issues experienced{sgmiee

and inservice k12 teachersand@tac her sé capacity for teachin
Phase Il of the projectgatlegli nf or mat i on about current and f
background and preparedness to teach personal finance education.

! Increasing attention is being given to other factors that may overwhelm financial knowledge as a
determirant of financial behavior, such as psychological makeup, stress, and advertising (see, for example,
Lois Vittos wor k -bBinanciallsmdieshtts/Mmivvt.isfstod). f or Soci o
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Technical Assistancdo the Study

A naional Technical Advisory Committeprovided much valuablassistance with the
conceptualizatiomand execution of B study Suggestions for membership on the
Advisory Committee came from attendees at the April ZDO% meeting

Individuals who serve as TAC members were:

Donna Cooner, Director of Teacher Education, Colorado State University

Tim Davies, Interim Director, School of Education, Colorado State University

Catherine Huddleste@asas, Assistant Professor, Family and Consumer Sciences
University of NebraskdLincoln

Christine Mayfield, Instructor, College of Education, California State University,
Fullerton

Ann Perkins, Assistant Professor, College of Human Development & Education,
North Dakota State University

Daisy L. Stewart, Associate Director, School of Education, Virginia Tech

Patricia Swanson, Extension Family Specialist, Human Development and Family
Studies, lowa State University

Lois Vitt, Director, Institute for Socié-inancial Studies, Charleville, Virginia

TNT meeting attendees were:

Ted Beck, President and CEO, National Endowment for Financial Education
(NEFE)

Jane Schuchardt, National Program Leader, Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension ise&es (CSREES), US Department of Agriculture

Marjorie Kostelnik, Dean, College of Education and Human Sciences, University
of NebraskelLincoln

Thomas McGowan, Chair of Teacher Education, University of Nebilaskaln

Julie Johnson, Chair, Fapiind Consumer Sciences, University of Nebraska
Lincoln

April Mason, Dean, College of Applied Human Sciences, Colorado State
University

David Whaley, Dean, School of Education, Colorado State University (now
Associate Dan for Teacher Education, lowa State University)

Virginia Clark Johnson, Dean, College of Human Development & Education,
North Dakota State University

Robin Douthitt, Dean, School of Human Ecology, University of Wiscensin
Madison

Wendy Way, Associate Dean, School of Human Ecology, University of
WisconsinMadison

Cheryl Achterberg, Dean, College of Human Sciences, lowa State University
(now Dean, College of Education and Human Ecology, Ohio State University)



Marilyn Canfield, Director of Grants Administration, NEFE

David Kaus, Controller, NEFE

Nan Mead, Director of Communications, NEFE

Brent Neiser, Director of Collaborative programs, NEFE

John Parfrey, Director High School Financial Planning Program, NEFE

This gudy would not have been possible without the assistance of several
additional key individuals. Dr. Cheryl Fedje, University of Wiscofsiavens Point
Professor Emerita and University of WisconBladison Family and Consumer
EducationSeniorLecturer, seved as Senior Researcher for the project. Her assistance
with the literature search, instrument design and{asting, development of the
sampling frames, and data collection were invaluable. Generous assistance with data
collection was provided by ¥ren Crown, Associate Deai Academic Affairs,

Graduate School of Education, Rutgers University; Kathleen deMarrais, Associate Dean

for Academic Programs, University of Georgia; and Jacqueline Edmondson, Associate

Dean for Teacher Education and Undergestd Programs, College of Education, Penn

State University.University of WisconsirMadison graduate stude@o | | i n ,O6 Rour k e
provided invaluablexpertise and assistance duringdiaéa analysiphase of the study

We are also appreciative of the oppiity to present our preliminary results at a meeting

of the NEFE Teacher Development Task Force in Denver in August of 2008. Feedback
received was beneficial during further data analysis and report preparation. Final

decisions regarding results reparnd implications were, of course, made by the co

authors of this report.



II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Why the call for financial literacy?

Public awareness of the need for greater financial knowledge among US youth has been
growing rapdly in the United States. Several developments have contributed to this
phenomenon. One is that the variety of financial products, services, and providers has
expanded dramatically, making the ability to discriminate among them both more
challenging anessential for personal financial security (Greenspan, 2005). Michael
Collins, Assistant Professor in Consumer Science, University of Wisconsin notes:

The trend nationally is to move more of the credit risk onto individuals. People
now manage their own 4(k) plans, and there are fewer restrictions on credit
card debt. For better or worse, we've democratized a lot of these financial
products, and many people aren't prepdéeidn Mattmiller, 2009)

Financial knowledge may not be less among more ré¢8ntouth cohorts, rather more

knowledge is required as individuals assume greater financial responsibilities and face a
growing array of complex services and products. Individuals are now more vulnerable

not only to unexpected financial outcomes of tlo&n financial decisions but al$o

0 p r e dlandilmgrpnadiices such as payday and car title loans, balloon payment

structures, and higbost check cashing services, typically targeting-ioegome or

financially lessinformed populations (Braunstein &Wec h, 2002; OO&6Nei l |l , 2
Rising health care costs threaten coverage by emppogeided benefits prior to and

during retirement. Projected shortfalls in the Social Security system certainly mean less
generous coverage when now younger cohorts retigejring greater personal
responsibility for income durG09deglinemére i r ement
stock market shows the vulnerability of both knowledgeable and less knowledgeable

individuals to nationwide and worldwide economic evedst that crisis also identified

groups who were more vulnerable because they took on more risk (e.g., home mortgages)

than they might hayénad they had or been provided with better information.

There are several indictors that substantial numbers ofiéams will not achieve

financial security needed for the retirement yéakousehold debt levels are at near

record levels, the personal savings rate has been declining over time, and the numbers of
personal bankruptcies remain a serious concern (Beinr& Welch, 2002; Draut &

Silva, 2004)> On the assumption that financial knowledge is associated with future
financial capability, the scores of high school students on financial literacy tests indicate

2 Even if the shortfall in savigs adequacy has been exaggerated and most in the US in fact are acquiring

sufficient savings for retirement, certain groups, particularly low earners, are consistently measured to have

savings shortfalls (see Munnell, et al, 2005).

3 The U.S. personal simgs rate is expected to increase in 2008 product of the definition of savings

used as well as changes in indivi dO9f#nhnsid cripisu(see hasi ng be
Uccello, 2001). This is not likely to indicate increased fomalsecurity, rather the way in which national

savings is defined.



that rather alarming numbers of students lackeustdnding of basic concepts such as
investment returns, causes of debt, and relation between employment and health
insurance (Jump$tart Coalition, 2006). Student surveys do indicate that important
disparities exist in financial understanding across aackincome and underscore the
greater financial disadvantage of minority and-ioeome populations that aumiformly
found in savings studies (Jump$tart Coalition, 2006; Lucey & Giannangelo, 2006).

The importance of financial literacy education wasnaeviedged in federal education

policy when funding was provided under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001.

Title V, Part D, Subpart 13, referred to as
2001, 0 seeks speci fi asddényunderstandingpfpersoral it he qu
finance and economics through effective teac
are intended to strengthen relationships among businesses and organizations interested in
financial literacy and economics educatand to support teacher training, research and

assessment activities, and the development and dissemination of instructional materials

for financial and economic education (Excellence in Economic Education Act of 2001).

Other federal initiatives targeteah financial education include tiiénancial Literacy

and Education Commission, established unider2003Fair and Accurate Credit
Transaction (FACT) Act,andtier esi dent 6 s Advi sory Council o
establishedby President George W. Bugih2008 with oversight given to The Treasury.

Title V of the FACT Act established tl@nancial Literacy and Education Commission

with members from 20 federal agencfEsancial and Literacy and Education

Commission, 2006).The Co mmi s s i odescrsbed2adidghal stratpgy to t

improve national financial literacy, one step which was to expand financial education at

the elementary and secondary levels and to provide teachers the training they need to

effectively teach financial education. Its maimoduct (and national presence) is the
www.MyMoney.govweb site which aim#éto coordinate the presentation of educational

materials from across the spectrum of federal agencies that deal with financial issues and

ma ket bndoan assessment of the Commi ssionds wc
Accountability Office (GAO) assessed its worklagyely descriptive rather than strategic

andlacking certain key characteristics that are desirable in a national strategy. The

strategy provides a clear purpose, scope, and methodology and is comprehensive in

identifying the breadth of issues involved and the challenges in addressing them.

* This programawards ajrant to anational nonprofit education organization that has as its primary

purpose the improvement of the quality of student understanding of personal fimaheeonomics. I n

2005 the National Council for Economic Education was awardeg @@®m r gr ant At o continue i
i mprove teacher education and preparation for economi
information on the award séxtp://www.ed.gov/programs/econeducation/index.html

® These include: Departments of Agriculture, Defense, Education, Health and Human Services, Housing

and Urban Development, Labor, the Treasury, and Veterans Affairs; the Board of Governors of the Federal

Reserve gstem; the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency; the Office of Thrift Supervision; the

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; the National Credit Union Administration; the Securities and

Exchange Commission; the Federal Trade Commission; the GerevaleS Administration; the Small

Business Administration; the Social Security Administration; the Commodity Futures Trading

Commission; and the Office of Personnel Management

® Seehttp://www.mymoney.gw@/aboutus.shtmior a description of the Commission and links to personal

finance material offered by other federal agencies.
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However, it does not serve as a plan of action designed to achieve specific goals, and its
recanmendations are presented as "calls to action" that generally are either descriptions
of existing initiatives or broad pronouncements that do not include a specific
implementation plagGAO, 2006).

The GAO recommended establishing a definition of finariteabcy and education as

well as goals, benchmarks, and actions for achieving literacy. It also recommended a
review of potential agency overlap in resources and evaluating the usefulness of both the
Commi ssionds website and the hotline.

The Pr eCundléessueddtsfirst annual report in January 208Mong its

recommend atBExpandsandungmove financiél education for students from

kindergarten throughpostecondary education, 0 bo-izh t hroug
schoolsand provisiorof curricula to teachers, parents and school administrators.
Recognizing that teachers are already burden
recommendations emphasize developing material that could be incorporated into existing

courses or study pgnams without extensive teacher training. There was no discussion of

financial literacy training in teacher training programs themselves (Department of the

Treasury, 200P

The need for a more coordinated approach to financial education is apparent when
reviewing the variety of state and federal initiatives that have been undertaken to
strengthen and/or expand financial education (see Vitt et al. 2006 for a detailed summary
of this activity). Today, the majority of states have personal finance stamdards

guidelines of some kind for elementary and secondary education (NCEE, 2005), with 20
mandating instruction in personal finarlc&hey vary greatly, however, in content and
manner of implementation and the standards are not always coordinated with those
establishedby professional associatisor other collaborating groups and organizations
such as the Jump$tart Coalition.

As states, coalitions, and federal agencies call for greater personal finance education and
coordination among the institutions tludfer personal finance curriculum, it is

increasingy clear that little is known about what are effective financial education
curricula, what measures of effectiveness in
of teaching and by whom achieve bettetcomes for which students, what training

effective teachers should receive and how prepared are teachers to plan and implement

financial education programs. There is little information on what issues teachers must

face when asked to offer lessons in peatdinance. Yet such information is essential if

substantial progress is to be made in expanding effective financial educatid?in K

schools.

Financial Literacy and Financial Education Defined

" Three mandate a ors=mester course and 17 require personal finance instruction be incorporated into
some course. The remaigi states offer guidelines on personal finance instruction but do not mandate it be
provided.



So, exactly what is it that teachers of financial litersioguld be prepared to understand,

and to teach? As might be expected, there is not just one generally accepted definition of
financial literacy or of financial education. Moreover, the concepts are not always clearly

distinguished from related areas ofarest, such as economic education, consumer
education, and even consumer advocacy or consumer protection.

One definition of financial literacy, derived from a study commissioned and supported by

the Fannie Mae Foundation (Vitt et al. 2000) charazzerit as:

the ability to read, analyze, manage, and communicate about the personal financial

conditions that affect material well being. It includes the ability to discern financial

choices, discuss money and financial issues without (or despite) distopidn for
the future, and respond competently to life events that affect everyday financial
decisions, including events in the general economy.

The Jump$tart Coalitiorg national coalition of organizations and state affiliates, seeks

t oencburage awiculum enrichment to ensure that basic personal financial management

skills are attained during the-K2 educational experienc&he Coalitionidentifiesthe
following topic areas invhich theydefinestandardsnd sepriorities for their financial
edwation efforts®

¢ Financial responsibility and decision making

e Income and careers

¢ Planning and money management

e Credit and debt

¢ Risk management and insurance

e Savings and investment

The concepts of financial literacy and financial education are closabgdeio, though

often viewed as distinct, from economic education and consumer education. While
financial education is usually defined as helping individuals gain the knowledge and

skills to effectively manage oeduedimisper sonal
according to the Council for Economic Education (CEE), the broader study of how goods

and services are produced and distributed (NCEE, 2006). Recognizing the close link

between economic and personal finance con@msducatiorthe CEE ao promotes
financial literacy educatiohy providingcurricula and teacher trainifiglt has also
established a set of guidelinegarding knowledge needed bylatjh school graduates
Theguidelinesaddresdopicsfundamentato both economic and fimaial literacy such

8 The standards for each broad area are availabkepat/\www.jumpstart.org/guide.htmWe use these
broadcategories in assessinglk2 t eacher sé, education student
membersdé felt competence to teach financi al
° See its web site on personal finance educatiomigt/financingyourfuture.councilforeconed.arg

s 0
[

and

teracy

S
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as understanding how individuals respond to incentives, the role of interest rates in
savingsandthe role of money in determining individual weking and exchangd®8.

Consumer education has sometimes been described as encompatssfimgubcial and
economic education. A study funded by the U.S. Department of Education Office of

Consumersdo Education in 1983 to identify con
publication ofa taxonomyClassification of Concepts in Consumer Edima{Bannister,
1983) . This document defined consumer educa

knowledge and skills needed in managing consumer resources and taking actions to
influence the factors which aff eelroad onsumer
areas of focus: decision making, resource management, and rights and responsibilities.
Decision making included study of personal and external factors affecting consumer

decisions (such as the economic and political systems, needs and wawntdyasand

goals) and the components of the decigimaking process. Resource management

included financial planning (including obtaining, spending, borrowing, saving, investing,

and protecting finances) as well as purchasing (e.g., shopping decisidrengerving

resources (e.g., efficient use). Citizen participation encompassed consumer protection

(e.g., consumer rights, responsibilities and laws) and consumer advocacy.

How and in what areas of study financial education should fit into the pehlok

curriculum has long been the subject of deb&ieer twentyfive years agoWilhelms

(1983) described the turf battles that had ©b
economics (now wusually referred Howas ®©hamil
only good base and those with a Theosdyt ed i nter
Afcoreo academic area mentioned as a good pl a
studiesput Wilhelmsalsonotedat that timethat social studies usuallytered only a

Aimild bid, o showi ng" Moretrecently, howeveretmOffitepf of i nt e
Financial Education in the U.S. Department of the Treasury (Integrating Financial

Education, 2002) has been working to promote the integration of falautuication into

the schools via required courses in reading and mathematics and at all grade levels

elementary, middle, and high school levels. The Office has proposed revising math and

reading standards to include financial education concepts argliggested the standards

be assessed as part of state educational testing programs. stholiés teachersow

seem to have also staked a greater claim to the subject. Morton (2005) writing in a

publication of the National Council for the Social Sagjrecentlyargued that personal

finance education was a Ohomeless curriculun
and institutionally within economigsising the argument thatich topics as labor

markets and income, scarcity, choice and producéiseurces, supply and demand,

economic institutions, and exchange and tia@econsistent with personal finance

education.

A review of academic program standards that have been developed for the fields of
business education, family and consumer scieadasation, and social studies reflect

Y These standards are availablehgtp://www.councilforeconed.org/ea/standards/
™ Wwe find in our study that financial education is still situated primarily in social studies and vocational
programs such as family and consumer education, and busthesgien.

1C



the historic levels of interest in the subject by these fields. The most recent business

education standards (2001) address several personal finance topics under one standard
titled AEconomi c s induding pdtsenaldecisienimaking, eaanmgeae , 0

living, managing finances and budgeting, saving and investing, buying goods and

services, banking, using credit, and protecting against risk. The latest national standards

for family and consumer sciences edtion include a focus on management of family
economic resources, including the standard i
resources to meet the goals of individual s a
Standards, 1998). The curriculum standdaod social studies (Expectations of

Excellence, 1994) specifically identify economics as a focus for study, but do not

mention personal finance.

Arguments for placing financial education conceptually within various educational
disciplines continue toamplicate efforts to provide definitional focus for this area of

study. The conceptual complexity is not necessarily a bad thing, however. But since
there is no one clear disciplinary home for financial education in public schools currently,
and since dlgrade levels are being challenged to address financial education (Beverly &
Burklatter, 2005; Greenspan, 2005; Lerman & Bell, 2006; Lucey & Giannagelo, 2006;
McCormick, 2006; Suter & Meszaros, 2005; Vittt, Reichbach, Kent & Siegenthaler,
2005) , dulgeatenhttermpreparation and teaching assignment(s) (e.g., age/grade
level) will be important considerations in designing programs to enhance their capacity to
provide meaningful and effective financial education.

But what does the research actually ahout what makes for effective financial
education programs?

Effectiveness of Financial Education Programs

Some research has attempted to ascertain the effects of financial education delivered to
schoolage audiences. Following is a summary of sofrthis inquiry focused on the

guestion of fAwhat wor ks ?@& whidhiskerydimpiteld ofal at t en
the influence of instructorsd knowledge and

Evaluation: Program goalsA first step in evaluating a prograsto identify its

intended goals. While advocates of and writers on broad financial education programs
agree on the lorgange goals of increasing national savings, assuring individual
economic security, and increasing the chances that individuals kelativantage of
educational and savings opportunities and avoid fraudulent financial schemes, it is
notable how few evaluations of general financial education programs specify the
particular behaviors that a curriculum aims to change, over what time gegicdange

is expected to occur, and the degree of change over that period that would constitute
program fisuccess. 0 This shortfaldl i's | ess t
audiences on weBpecified financial issues (e.g., ability to mamagortgage payments,
employer education on benefit plan participatiamich are more likely to follow a
curriculum based on specific program goals and targeted to an audience with well
defined financial characteristics.

11



The purpose of broad financialdiacy programs is variously argued as either increasing
knowledge, with success judged from measured gains in knowledge and attitudes, or as
changing financial behaviors that must be observed to indicate program Sdcicess.

either casé of programs aimedt knowledge gains or behavioral charigdise degree

of change and time over which that change is to be measured are rarely defined. While
these are issues that are best resolved by designers of curricula and organizers of
programs, evaluators can help guitiat process.

Coussens (2006) surveyed 40 financial program leaders and concluded that

éwhile these programs may indeed provide
short of affecting consumer behavior. Program leaders implied or even stated that
aqquisition of knowledge itself was equivalent to improving financial literacy.

One respondent stated, AFinancial fitness
empowering. o Anot her expressed that the
awar enes s . oespordeneremarkeo that theé goal of the program was to
provide consumers with the dAability to ma
(p. 320).

The conclusion is that most financial education progdaor the leaders who implement
themd aimto providetools that consumers may use as they wish and whenever those
tools become relevant to financial decisions, but that those better decisions themselves
are not the criteria for program success. This focus on knowledge rather than requiring
changes in behavias reasonable if the financial behaviors that motivate these programs
are the result of a complex set of financial decisions made over time with accumulated
and sequential consequences. To link that behavior to specific programs would then be
difficult without following student cohorts over their financial lifetime. Indeed, Lyons
and Scherpf (2004) caution that focusing on behavior, rather than knowledge alone, may
motivate program leaders to encourage financial actions for which students are not yet
reads.

That increasing knowledge alone may be a reasonable goal of financial literacy is argued
by a National Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE) (2006) report:

However, financial education efforts targeted at a specific type of financial
decisimm-making (such as buying a home or saving for retirement), which have
been shown to be effective, will be most successful when a paireaily

possesses a basic understanding of financial concepts. Like all types of education,
financial education begingith teaching the basics that will provide an individual

with a foundation for analyzing increasingly complex financial problems.
Introducing the youngest students to financial education basics in school helps
them to develop the building blocks they wi#ed to make good financial

decision throughout their lives (p. 7).

2 These are not inconsistent goals if there is a high positive correlation between knowledge and behavior.
There need not be a positive correlation if knowledgeable individuals are more likely to make risky or poor
choices because they belidagheir competence to do so and if those who know less are more likely to
seek and depend on the advice of professionals.

12



Behavioral changes by individual over time and differences in attitudes and behavior
across cohorts (but not necessarily by individuals if education is started early) may be the
long-run aims of financial education, but basic understanding is, according to this
statement, the short run gdalTranslating knowledge into action must be approached

with caution.

Evaluating FDICb6s Money Smart program, whi ch
open bank accounts, Lyons and Scherpf (2004) caution that encouraging a targeted

behavior may not necessarily be consistent with better management skills. They

conclude that most of the unbanked are not in a financial position to open bank accounts.

While the Money Smart program may make individuals more confident and

knowledgeable about steps to take when they are financially ready to do so, those who

were not in a Afinanci al position to open an
participatinginhe pr ograméshould not have been encou
225). Consistent with NASBE (2006) they concluded that:

The bottom |Iine is that the best measure
number of accounts opened, but whether the programrbasied the participant

with the financial skills and tools needed to make that decision on their own (p.

229).

In testimony before the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,

Brobeck (2006) argued that effective financial educationiregthat for consumers

Athere must be accessible opportunities in t
7), implying that improved skills alone may not in the slion® and perhaps should not

be expectedod lead to changes in behavior.

Few ewluations indicate what degree of change would indicate program success, that is,
whatincreasein knowledge oimprovemenin financial behavior would constitute

evidence for program continuation. Lerman and Bell (2006) argue that the gains may be
large,but only when measured over the lelegm:

The returns to a wellesigned financial education program might be quite high.

If a one semester course at the high schooldevet about 10 percent
schoolin@ led to only a 0.5 percent improvemenffinancial weltbeing, the

returns would rival the-@ percent rates of returns to earnings from a full year of

schooling (p. 4).

Measuring the behavioral impact of financial education programs may be-tetamg

effort, akin to measuring the labor marketurns to education that can only be observed

by following individuals beyond graduation and through their labor market (and in this
case earnings and savings) experience. Thus, we argue that identifying the most effective
components and deliverers afdncial education requires a careful definition of goals

BThat is, if financial education is begun early enoud
observed for individualsThe effect of these programs would be observed across cohorts, between older

cohorts who did not have access to this education and those who did as they were confronted with the same

life course financial decisions.

13



(knowledge and/or behavioral) and specific but appropriately defined measures of
success.

Measuring Financial Knowledge: Levels and ChangEinancial literacy surveys have
been used in two distinatays: to measure the level of and changes over time in the
financial knowledge of the general population and to measure the effects of specific
financial education programs.

The Jump$tart Coalition survey of"1@rade knowledge was first administeradlP97

and every two years since 2000. Despite the increase in personal finance education

programs, scores on the survey over time have varied surprisingly little, although in the

latest survey (2006) only 17 percent of respondents reported having bacde i

money management or personal finance (Jump$tart Coalition, 2006) and the financial

score of those who had was only slightly above that for all students. The 65.6 percent of

12"gr ade respondents who fAfail ekénat he 2004 Ju

evidence that nationally Amany young peopl e
f i nanc eps3t). Navdelt (2007) concludes on the basis of the surveys and efforts

to educate high school st udenheadwayragainst i we ar e
wi despread financdial ineptitude (p. 7A). D0
What does a fifailingo grade mean? Mc Cor mi cKk

10 Indianahigh schools (and 207 individuals), reported that 66 percent of seniors failed

t he e x am ading scaletgpica of thase used by schools around the nation (59%

or |l ess being a failing grade)o (p. 3). We
failing grade on other high school tests is an appropriate benchmark for this particular

survey, covering a wide range of questions of varying financial sophistication. That most

Indiana students responding to this survey had had an economics class or one that offered

a stock market simulation experience, that only 15 percent of respondents$ Wit ko

and that half of seniors reported being confident in their ability to manage their money

may imply the inability of the survey to identify money management skills and

knowledge.

Lucey (2005) suggests that tests of financial literacy, especiathguning literacy over
time, may be seriously flawed. Comparing the Jump$tart Coalition 1997 and 2000
survey for reliability (consistency) and validifiye., the ability of the survey to measure
intended concep)she concludes that the items on the sysvdid not cover the
benchmarks set by Jump$tart. He also presents statistical evidence of cultural and
educational biases in questiptisat is, that certain groups were more familiar with
certain concepts which need not relate to actual practicestiffals.

O6 Nei | | and Xiao (2006) wused a AFinanci al Fi
specific practices among (salélected) respondents to anlore survey. The 20

guestions focused primarily on practice (e.g., balancing check book) and dgevale

own financial characteristics (e.g., know income tax bracWétjle the mean score was

4 National survey data presented aslevice of failed educational programs are problematic given the
variation across the nation in the types of programs delivered and uncertainty in the number reached.

14



approximately 66, the practices with the highest scores were those that one could argue
were most likely to be associated with financial solvency. These argtaehecking

account to pay bills, having insurance to cover large expenses, comparison shopping, and
keeping organized financial records. Those practices least often followed are behaviors
that while recommended would not necessarily indicate finamaiaérability. Not

having a written will could mean assets are being transferred largely through beneficiary
designations, not having written financial goals does not mean no goals are in mind, and
not calculating net worth annually need not mean awvihagial does not read financial
statements reporting wealth and is not aware of the interaction among these reports and
other assets and liabilitié3.While one could argue that individuals should know their
income tax bracket, there is no evidence thdividuals who know (or remember) their

tax bracket experience better financial outcomes. Chen and Volpe (1998) argue that
students are most likely to correctly answer questions about financial issues with which
they are most familiar (e.g. auto insuraaoel apartment rent). The implication is that
understanding whether individuals have poor knowledge for the financial situations they
face now or are |ikely to in the near future
fineed t o know.financiaFlieeracy sidthisdi es o f

Lerman and Bell (2006), describing the results of the 2004 Jump$tart Coalition Survey,
quote specific questions rather than total scores as indicating poor financial knottledge.
Total scores are not good indicators if curnicnland survey test questions are

misleading or poorly stated. Lerman and Bell describe such misleading or erroneously
stated components in the Jump$tart curriculum and survey. This is a problem that is
present across school currigaind financial surves; For example in one financial quiz
(Schug, Wynn and Posnanski, 2002), trmefalse test question is:

At age 18, you decide not to smoke and save $1.50 a day. You invest this $1.50 a
day at 8 percent annual interest until you are 67. At age 67 goimgs from not
smoking arealmost$300,000 (emphasis added).

A calculation using annual interest compounding, implied by the stated annual interest
rate, and beginning of period calculations, implied by the way age is phrased, would yield
just over $290,00 in savings. The statement is true and program materials indicate that

this Acorrectodo response is intended to il 1l us
interest, small savings can make a difference. It pays to resist temptation and live below
your means. o0 However, a more knowledgeabl e

implies less than and understanding that interest more typically is compounded monthly
would calculate a value of just over $329,000; a student who considered that the savings
is daily and bank accounts are often daily compounded would calculate a value of

“Surveys typically ask about indivi duhaltssberefi nanci al b
financial tasks are allocated among individuals with another, for example, maintaining the household

budged or another family member building up credit card debt. Few surveys ask about household

financial practices.

18 That 2/3rds did not knothat money loses its value with inflation is indeed worrisome and probably

more informative than a summary score totaled over many questions. Likewise individuals reporting

feeling not well informed about managing household finances is both an inditatavdedge as well as

perhaps an indicator of motivation to learn.
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$338,000. These students who would do these calculations and answer FALSE would in
fact be more financially knowledgeable. Regardless, a student with little financial
knoweye coul d guess with a 50 percent probabi

Financial Literacy: The Educators What has been quite surprising to us is that few

evaluations consider who teaches the programs, the training of the educators, or how

evaluaions can be structured so that their results can be used to improve the training and
effectiveness of educators. Fox, Bartholomae and Lee (2005) describe the diversity

across financi al education as varying fAby th
While the authors mention problems faced when all modes of education are lumped

togethed i.e., being unable to distinguish seminars, consultations, or printed material as

the best delivery syst® there is no indication that who teaches financial educatioin

their own preparation may be important components in outcomes.

In areview of financial education programéitt et al. (2000) found but one program

that couldbedescribéd as including a component for training in financial education

skills. This exeption is the Centers for Economic Education which has been supported
by the Council for Economic Education (CEE) to serve as primary resource for teachers
and has developed curricula for teacher training programs. While other groups, including
the Natioral Endowment for Financial Education with thidigh School Financial

Planning Programmay attach teacher instruction manuals to specific curriculum, they
generally do not offer broader training in methods of effective instruction that are not tied
to thedelivery of a specific program. In addition, most program descriptions either are
silent on who is best able to deliver program materials or expect program delivery by
non-educator financial experts. For example the American Bankers Association
curricdum is expected to be delivered by banker volunteers from banking groups,
implicitly assuming that financial expertise is sufficient to be a good edu€ator.

Some studies explore from whom teens obtain their knowledge of personal finance,

though there @& no studies we have found of the relative roles these actors play in
impartingeffectivek n owl edge. Studies have explored st
educators (Varcoe et a2001). Lyons (2003) found that financiallyrak students

preferredfinancial information from online resources over seminars, workshops or

counseling services. In other studies students express preference tmooee

counseling (Lyons and Hunt, 2003). Whether these preferences reflect more effective

modes or provides of education than others has not been explicitly examined.

Hilgert, Hogarth and Beverly (2003) conclude that learning from friends, family and
experience leads to positive improvements in behavior. The 2004 Jump$tart Coalition
surveys document theeaater importance of parents than schools in learning money

management skills and that parental educati o
were positively correlated with survey question scores. Varcoe et al. (2005) discuss the
importance of teaches 6 choi ces i n f i ntherchoieeltoteachacat i on

financial curriculum, of the units to be taught, and of the type of educational approach

"The AMoney Watcho curriculum, offered to Black coll e
Education and Professional Development is intended to be taught by CFP, CPA gmfesaionals.
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(e.g., interactive). However their study does not attempt to measure the effect of
variation amog teachers in material taught and teaching methods.

Shug, Wynn and é3nansk(2002) describe a Milwaukee high school curriculum, the

Stock MarketSimulation thatocuses, as its name implies, on stock market investment.

The interesting feature of thisqgram is that it may speakasmuclo t eacher 6s f i n
interest® savings and reasons for saving some share of theiriedaa® t o st udent so.
The program included a component of teachers
instructed on personal finanbasics with the Center for Economic Education of the

University of Wisconsin Milwaukee assisting teachers in developing materialarre

posttraining test scoreserecompared, and the simplest of means shadgains.

However, the analysis compargroup averages and does not explicitly measure and

discuss changes in scores for individual teachers.

-

C

Lyons et al. (2006) conducted one of the most extensive examinations of financial

education and program evaluation. In the gtdfisst phase, the ahors attempted to

understand constraints on and obstacles to instructors evaluating outcomes of programs

they teach. The emphasis was on evaluating program owddmoe/ to assess what

participants learned and the impact of knowledgdehaviod with no mention of the

value of evaluations to instructors individually and to the programs as a ##haleons

et al. discuss the difficulties instructors faced in following through with program

assessmenof dealing with a diverse audience and, with scarce dinteresources, in

mot i v participaggst ® compl et e program evaluationso (
Participants in focus groups organized by the authors proposed that outcome evaluations

be standardized across programs and argued that increased fundindufaiensawould

increase the capacity of instructors to evaloateomess well as provide incentives for

participants to cooperate in the evaluations. The sense among interviewed educators that
evaluations were Adumpedo ggeststhahegaationsaraver e an
neither designed for nor described to instructors as providing useful information for

improving program delivery.

The second phase of the Lyons et al. study was a national survey of instructors. Striking

is the diversity ofnstructor by type of organization in the academic or nonacademic

sector, years of experience, financial topics taught, primary target audience, and methods
of delivery. Though the effect on program outcomes is not mentioned, a major source of
diversity infinancial education programs is that of instructors. Failure to consider
instructor diversity may have contributed

t o
whil e neglecting the value of evaluations to
BaronDonovan, Wiener, Gross and Blotieb (2005) examine teacher training
provided to a diverse set of professionals beirggparedo counsel debtors as required
under the US Bankruptcy Code. The motivation for this course was the US Bankruptcy

Code that rguires an individual complete a financial literacy course before a bankruptcy

18 This reflects the tendency of even small scale program evaluations to focus on outcomes rather than other
legitimate purposes for evaluation, particularly evaluation as a tool for organizational learning (Weiss,
1998).
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is discharged. While education is mandated, and the provider of this education must
employ certified individuals, not all instructors are required to have any form of
certificaion. This evaluation was to discover if training can be delivered effectively to a
group of teachers from diverse background (e.g., lawyers, accountants, credit counselors,
social workers and bankers).

Interestingly the focus of the training was not Bo@an financial concepts and facts but

included information on the psychology of money and debt as well as on financial

concepts and adult pedagogy. The curriculum was designed to educate debtors on the
Apsychol ogi cal under pi tohelpthgnsdewelbp ssepdngahd ng dec
savings plans, to teach them about the proper use (and misuse) of credit, and to provide

the vocabulary to make fimore thoughtful fina
use and satisfaction with these separatecaspé the training, conducted pre and post

knowl edge tests of the teachers, and conduct
teaching methods. Sever al aspects of this s

emphasis in both training and lessonbéqrovided to debtors on the psychological
aspects of money and credit. That is, wise financial decisions are not assumed to come
from knowledge alone. Second is that the prgiesttest of teacher knowledge asked
sixteen close@nded questions, eachwhich required some financial calculation, testing
comprehension of key financial concepts and use of those concepts in financial decision
making.

The authors conclude that counseling or training programs should not assume that
credentialed teachers @e.those with a CPA or CFP designation) necessarily make good
teachers. Knowledge itself is not sufficient to provide effective education. But there was
little discussion of the effects of teacher background and training on program outcomes.
Use of teahing material by teachers was observed for a sample of trained teachers, and
there was great variation in its use, including in number of units covered and full use of
all material in covered units. They conclude that:

..teachers were well trained tooprde financial literacy classes and that they do

not need prior experience with bankruptcy or financial education to qualify for

this type of training program. Therefore, our results suggest that PFM instructors
may not need to be CPAs, accredited finalnmounselors, certified financial

planners, or even State certified teachers to teach effectively the principles of
personal financial managements. Instead, our results show that teachers can come
from many different backgrounds and that they @ath training, become quality
financial literacy instructors. (p.72)

We are skeptical about the wisdom of assuming that experienced teachers,

certified public accountants or financial planners are able to teach financial

literacy courses without additional tneng because few of the proposed
certifications |ikely enable fAimocko teach
then observed and critiqued. Therefore it is possible that the minimum statutory
qualifications are insufficient unless supplemented agtbquate training (p. 73).
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While arguing that individuals who are specifically trained to deliver the identified

financial education are able teachers, this study does not identify the particular aspects of
the training, teaching, or prior backgroundg tbead to more or less successful training
outcomes for the students they teach. Indeed very little in the literature on financial
literacy program outcomes identify the role of teachers and their training in observed
gains.

Evaluation of General Financal Literacy Programs It is not difficult to discern from
the financial literacy literature that a large number of far@reducation progranere
currentlyavailable. To asseswhatis knownfrom evaluations of these programs we
looked %;[ some of theast widely known general financial literacy programs. These
include

e Jump$tart, a curriculum offered to X2 grades by the Jump$tart Coalition for
Personal Financial Literacy.

e Money Smart, a curriculum for adults, sponsored by the FDIC.
e Money 2000, a Cquerative Extension Service program (USDA)

e America Saves initiative, a nationwide campaign with partners USDA and the
Consumer Federation of America.

¢ Cooperative Extension System (CES)O06s Fi ne
o Financial Security in Later Life Pgoam
o Small Steps télealth and Wealth program

e NEFE High School Financial Planning Program

Several authors have reviewed evaluations of these and other general financial literacy
programs and, consistent with instructor response in Lyons et al. (2006 ¥oloia
evaluations to be variously constructed and to provide inconsistent results of program
effects. The designs adopted are those considered least likely to provide valid results
with little attentiongivento validity threats.

One-Group, One-Period Designs. The most prevalent form of evaluation is the
gathering of information at one point in time, asking about satisfaction with program and
seltreported increases in knowledge at the end of a program (Vitt et al,2000%.
evaluation literaturassesssthis approach as providing unreliable indicators of program
impact because of the likelihood that individuals will respond based on criteria other than
that of intended program goals or because

t h
instructobs future (Weiss, 1998) . Al t hough this

vitt (2000) revews the wide variety of formal financial education programs.
®pProbably even more frequent are measures of program
participants, requests for training, and reported awareness of issues (see Vitt (2000) p. 113).
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information on interest in course content, the consensus of the evaluation field is that it
does not provide valid evidence on intended program outcomes.

Crosssectional data of indiduals who have and have not taken financial literacy courses
can suggest the influence of general financial education on knowledge but not the effect
of specific programs (or instructors and methods). Avard, Menton, and English (2005)
found that having aigh school course in economics or finance had little impact on the
ability of college freshmen to accurately answer questions on a financial survey. While
Murphy (2005) and Chen and Volpe (1998) found that among college students, business
majors answerehore questions correctly, this could be due to selection into business of
more knowledgeable students.

Rachlis and Lyons (2006) conducted a telephone survey of a random sample of the U.S.
population and asked about knowledge of credit reports, howamadbhem and

knowledge of credit score meaning and means of correcting reports. Greater educational
attainment was associated with greater knowledge, but living in a state where free credit
reports were available reduced that association. Having aagertg an automobile

loan, both occasions when credit reports would have been obtained by lenders and
interpreted for the borrower, increased knowledge. Quantile regression (with groups
divided by knowledge scores) indicated that education had a lafgetr &flower levels

of credit report knowledge. While this study is fairly unique in its representative
population sample, it is a single cresection study which cannot distinguish whether
education leads to greater credit knowledge or both are guedimmon causal factor

that leads individuals to seek greater knowledge in general. That the latter may be the
case is suggested by Bowen (2002) who examines paamtseendfinancial

knowledge and finds a surprisingly low correlation, which is atted to the absence
among young teens of fiteachable (from parent

An interesting use of a ofperiod design to measure financial education effects is that of
Bernheim, Garrett, and Maki (1997). A nationally representative telephone survey (in
1995) of individuals 329 was conducted to measure the effects of living in states with
state mandated financial education in high school. They examined the savings behavior
of individuals who graduated from high school five years after a state mavetate

instituted with those who graduated from high school in a state with no mandate or a later
instituted mandate. Living in a state with a mandate while in high school was associated
with increased asset accumulation in adulthood, indicating the brieatl @f state

financial education mandates. Note that the key independent variable was a high school
mandate, not whether individuals in fact had enrolled in particular financial education
courses; this was to control for the selection bias that reshés imdividuals who select

into an educational program are compared with those who do not. Thus their results are
across all potentially influenced individuals not just those who select into these programs
and may capture both the direct and indirecuirdln ce of fi nanci al educat
later financial behavior. Our own investigation of the variation in mandates (e.g., some
specify curriculum and others do not) and their implementation (e.qg.,s@astronger
enforcement mechanisms) confirmse thide variation in exposure by individuals across
states. Individuals in states that had no mandate when they were in high school may have
been equally exposed and individuals living in states with financial mandates may not
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havebeenso. Yet the averagdifference in financial knowledge and savings behavior

may have been due to other factors associated with mandates, particularly the effects of

financial mandates on teacher training, their ability to introduce financial components

more broadly into theurriculum, and to teach it more effectivélyThis would be likely

if indeed, as indicated by respondents to the 2001 Survey of Consumers, it was the case

that the most effective sources of financial education, in terms of increasing financial
knowledgearet hose that are available Aon demand, 0
schedule (Hogarth, Hilgert, and Schuchardt, 2002). It may be where teachers are

expected to teach personal finance topics, they are more likely to have the knowledge and

A ¢ oderfctd to integrate personal finance concepts intothéiXK cl assroomso ( Vi
2000, p. 66).

One-Group Two-Period Designs. A somewhat stronger design is the pretest
posttest comparison. While this is the broadly used in evaluationd 8fgfogams, the
absence of a control group means that a causal conclusion cannot be drawn about the
independent role of the program and the measured change in knowledge. Evaluators
cannot answer the objection that maturation effects would not have causedehedb
change, or that when given identical tests to measure knowledge gains between time 1
and time 2 participants are likely to learn how to interpret questions (i.e., they may have
misunderstood questions on the first test), how to answer specificomsesbrrectly
(i.e., if they knew their first answer was wrong, they answer it correctly the second time),
or what is the expected behavioral outcomes (i.e., intention rather than actual behavior
drives their responses). While this design can provideilueedback on program design
and content, it cannot identify the program as the only different condition between time 1
and time 2. A consistent finding in the financial education literature is that financial
literacy increases with age and with yedrsducation, even when controlling for other
factors (Chen and Volpe, 2002; Murphy, 2005). The potential that maturation may play a
role is more likely when changes are small and programs have not established
benchmarks for chang@.Lyons and Scherpf (2@) also point out that if drop outs from
a program are those who are less skilled or interested in money management, overall
scores may increase without a change for those who remain in the program. Results from
a study by Varcoe, Martin, DevittandGo (2005) caution that seffelection of teachers
choosing to teach a financial curriculum may also positively bias observed results.

Evaluations of programs using a simple prepesittest design include Shug, Wynn and
Posnansk(2002) who evaluated a Miaukee High School program focusing on
measured knowledge, and Boyce and Danes (2004) who evaluated the NEFE High

2 The authors quite effectively control for the possibility that states that introduce mandates originally had

a more knowledgeable population. In states without mandates it may be that financial education occurs

when individuals demand it and teacheentto teach it. The purpose of mandates is to eliminate this

selection effect although more motivated students will still be more likely to absorb and act on the

knowledge.

% For example, Boyce and Danes (2004) report that while 9 percent set goassiéaging money before

the program, this grew to 15 percent after and to 24 percent three months later. This increase could be due

to the program, or to greater understanding of the term and its application to what they were already doing,
tofindingjobsad devel oping those skills. Whet her this incr
established in the program literature.
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School Financial Planning Program, Bowen and Jones (2006) who evaluated
Pennsyl vania State UCadvRrogram.t yds Commonweal th

An intereging onegroup, tweperiod design is the retrospective pretest used by Danes,
HuddlestorCasas and Boyce (1999). This design is based on the argument that a
comparison of pr¢est responses with pest results leads to positively biased

outcomes becaagarticipants know too little to answer questions even about knowledge
they initially have (termed a fAresponse shif
Planning Program (HSFPP) they evaluated was shown to increase knowledge, self
efficacy and desirefinancial behavior by students. The sample of teachers consisted of
those who requested the curriculum; there was virtually no information on the
characteristics of the teachers themselves. While teachers reported satisfaction with the
curriculum, the athors note that not all teachers used all of the lessons; no information
was provided on how much of the curriculum was used nor is there a report on why some
teachers did not use each of the curriculum compoethe influence of partial or full
curriculum use on results.

Two Nonrandom Comparison Groups. Few financial literacy evaluations
compare program groups to rprogramgroups Staten (2006) is the rare example, using
a comparison group to examine whether credit counseling provided by tabenediu
leads to improved credit profiles over the following three years. Clients from a credit
bureau were compared with data on individuals with similar risk profiles who did not
seek counseling. Because this comparison is subject to selectiondeffexseeking of
credit counseling by more motivated individuéalhe author statistically corrects for
selection bias and finds that much of the improvement that was measured for the
counseled group could be attributed to motivational differerasis the greater
motivation of the counseled group to improve their credit and seek counseling to do so.
The author notes that across some measures there were changes that couldtbd itrib
credit counseling itseldf total debt, total activaccountd butthat one cannot entirely
discount the influence of counseling strategies on these behavioral variables. The much
smaller effect of programs evaluated with comparison groups versus pre and post
comparisons is a frequent finding in the program evaluatiaatiitee.

The selection effect in financial literacy programs deserves some discussion. If the

reason for a financial literacy program is to provide financial education and increase

financial awareness to a degree that would not have otherwise beendbtdnoeat that

particular program, then evaluators must consider selection and maturation effects.

Individuals could have gained that knowledge elsewhere, in other programs or by tapping

ortline or printed information. On the other hand, if the purpdskeoprogram is to

effectively deliver information to those who need, seek, or ask for it, the issue most
appropriate to address is the programbés effe
financial information by motivated individuals. The apprafe comparison group is a

similarly motivated group, but one in another or no program.

Few rigorous evaluations of general financial education programs have been done, and so
our knowledge of Awhat workso ammthatisy i s spa
quite consistent in showing that individuals who voluntarily seek financial information or
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are required to do so by a specific financial event (a loan application, bankruptcy) are

more likely to gain in financial knowledge and improve finahl&bits (Braunstein and

Welch, 2002). This observation has given rise to the speculation that financial education
linked to a meaningf ul Amoment of opportunit
efforts. These @A mome ndf slectioh into fiingnoial éducationt y 6 ar e
by those most motivated to learn. Whether they would have discovered the same

information to the same effect even without the financial counseling program remains an

open question. Nevertheless, the smaller measifect of general financial education,

particularly at the high school level, may signal that motivation to seek financial

information is an important component of financial educ&@itmat selection effects

matter to some degré@.It may be thathe Berrheim, Garretand Maki (2001) results

arise because in states with curriculum mandates, those motivated to learn are most able

to obtain that information and in a more timely manner. The importance of timing in

financial education is suggested by thsdts of financial education programs at the

middle school levelvhich suggestelativelyrapid learning of financial concepts and

large gains in financial knowledge (Mandell, 2007). Longer mchmore rigorous

evaluationstudies would be necessary to Wn@hethergains from financial education in

middle schoopersissinto later gradesaiding in theacquisitionof additionalknowledge

and gains in financial status rather thingsimply atiming effecd i.e., earlier learning

that does not improve sudrpuent behavior.

Models of Financial Education

Evaluation of financial education suffers because there is no generally accepted
behavioral model of how financial education, knowledge and beharetnked. Vitt et
al. (2005) argue that

Without a begr understanding of how consumers make deci8i@ml what
sparks their desife efforts that try to help them navigate rapid societal changes
are often ineffective. Without a better grounding in the principles of social
change, however, it is difficult taéntifyd and help consumers themselves
identifyd the sparks that drive their consumption choices and their decisions to
save (p. 111).

A recent innovation in the financial planning literature may signal greater attention by

evaluators to understanding thederlying behavioral relationship between knowledge

and improved financial management. The Transtheoretical Model of Behavioral Change
(TTM) is fha theoretical model of behavior ch
developing effective interventionstopromt e heal t h b“Theamodelchas c hange.

% Two groups may be valid comparison groups even iframalomly assigned as long as the assignment
criteria have no relationship the measured program or its outcomelZstudents may be more likely to
serve as valid comparison groups if assignment to a classroom has no relationship to financial knowledge
or behavior.

2 An informative discussion of TTM is found at:
http://www.uri.edu/research/cprc/TTM/detailedoverview.lfocessed March, 2007fiDetailed Overview

of the Transtheoretical Model Material adapted and updated for this Website \fieioer, W. F,
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been applied to a wide variety of health behaviors including smoking cessation, exercise,
low fat diet, radon testing, alcohol abuse, weight control, condom use for HIV protection,
organizational change, use ainscreens to prevent skin cancer, drug abuse, medical

compliance, mammography screening, and stress management. The focus of the model is

on the time dimension of change, arguing that individuals must go through several stages
as they move closer to takjrthe desired action: precontemplation, contemplation,
preparation, action, and finally maintenance. The model classifies individuals at different
stages on the path towards an action, rather than grouping together individuals who may
be at different praction stages of the decision process. The TTM model also explicitly
allows for regression to previous stages, characteristic in health as well as financial
programs. The TTM model explicitly recognizes that different types of programs may be
more or lessuccessful at moving individuals at different stages towards action, thus
accounting for different fAsuccesso rates
groups. Thus, TTM is a potential tool in understanding not only variation in
effectivenessneasures and therefore required evaluation designs across financial
programs targeted at different audiences but also in improving instructor understanding
of how evaluations elucidating the stages at which clients are can improve their own
teaching effetiveness>

Il nterest in the model 6s application to fi

that face health educators: why do individuals not modify behavior in ways that would be
beneficial to their long term (financial) health, often failingrtodify behaviors that

promise to cause further deterioration in their (financial) health? The TTM model argues
that understanding at which stage individuals are and how they respond to education at
those stages may be criticaltt@ ability offinancialeducation effort$o changeactual
behavior. Kerkman (1998) and Shockey and Seiling (2004) and Xiao et al. (2004) have
written on the application of the TTM model to understanding and improving investment
behavior’® Shockey and Seiling (2004) provided mfahe early analytical applications

of TTM to financi al education, analyzing
curriculum to increase savings by Individual Development Account (IDA) program
participants. It is important to note that the TTMdabprovides the behaviorabntext

but does not itself provide either the finan@ahtentor the financial education program
(delivery method); the financial content model was provided by the Financial Education

eve

nan

t he

for Savings (FES) Model, which worksth@g h A f i nanci al goal settin

tracking spending and savings, reducing debt, and measuring the success of their

Prochaska, J. O., Fava, J. L., Norman, G. J., & Redding, C. A. (1998) Smoking cessation and stress
management: Applications of the Transtheoretical Model of behavior chidogeostasis, 38162 3 3. 0
% |In August 2005, the National Endowment fan&ncial Education hosted a financial literacy symposium
(Closing the Gap Between Knowledge and Behavior: Turning Education into Aictiwhjch one of three
main areas of focus was the application of TTM to financial educational interventions

% Kerkman,B. C. (1998). Motivation and stages of change in financial counseling: An application of a
transtheoretical model from counseling psychold@igancial Counseling and Planning(1), 13-20;
Shockey, S. S., & Seiling, S. B. (2004). Moving into action: Aggilon of the Transtheoretical Model of
Behavior Change to financial educati¢inancial Counseling and Planning, (5, 41-52; Xiao, J. J.,
Newman, B. M., Prochaska, J. M., Leon, B., & Bassett, R., & Johnson, J. L. (2004).

Applying the transtheoretical adel of change to debt reducing behaviénancial Counseling and
Planning, 1%2), 89100.
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financi al management strategies. O The finan
Your Money Wor ko cur r irequitedifonthe IDAprogramandy t he c o
providing it at a level specific to the lemwcome individuals eligible for IDA

participation. As described by the authors, the curriculum focused on developing specific
money management behayvi arwastogathéhinfdrneationbne ev al u
the effectiveness of the curriculum, the authors somewhat unusually for the literature also
point out that f@AData col |l ect efatheinstougtorsded 1 nf o
and the sponsoring organizations. 0

Also fairly wunusual for the evaluation | iter a
can be useful feedback tools for teachers and participants. Notable also was the careful
description of a behavioral model of desirable action, use of a find@tialioral model,

both of which guided the application of a particular financial curriculum.

Economic behavioral models add to potential understanding of how individuals use (or
do not use) information that is available to them. Conclusions of Multginand

Thaler (2001) suggestautionis neededn assuming that greater knowledge leads to
improved financial conditions since overconfidence in and overreactions to new
knowledge may lead to more risky behaviors.

While clearly the intenof financialliteracy programs is to mitigate the consequences of
shortfalls in financial welbeing, there is in fact little empirical evidence of what

financial knowledge is effective in changing those behaviors. Rather, the assumption is
that knowledge of financidécts and relationships will lead to improved financial

outcomes for consumers at some time in their financial lives. Most financial literacy
programs are described and evaluated without consensus on what is the knowledge that is
necessary to alter thargeted financial behavior and on the best way to deliver desired
information. This is a major effienge for educating genesathool audience

Lyons, Palmer, Jayaratrand ScherpfZ006) summarize well the current state of our
knowledge about finamal education

In recent years, numerous programs and initiatives have been developed to

promote and provide financial education to U.S. consumers. However, research

measuring the effectiveness of these efforts has not kept pace. In fact, little is still
known about whether these efforts are act
financial weltbeing. There are a number of reasons why research in this area has

been limited. First, there is a general lack of evaluation capacity. Many financial

education preiders still do not have a basic level of understanding and

knowledge about how to measure program impact to show that these programs are
working. The lack of evaluation capacity is compounded by a general lack of

time, staff, and financial resources tondact program evaluations (p. 208).

Financial capacity does not mean just the lack of time and resources to design effective
evaluations. It also means a basic understanding of what outcomes are expected and the
underlying reasoning for why the programiny evaluated should lead to the expected
outcomés). It also requires valid research designs that compare students or clients in a
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financial education program with a group that can claim to be comparable but without the
program. The validity of evaluans of financial education are typically threatened by
selection effects (e.g., students most motivated to learn volunteer for or are selected into a
course), by noncomparable comparison groups (e.g., students in a program are compared
with students frondifferent communities and backgrounds), by maturation (e.g., all
individuals become more knowledgeable over time) and by the inability to measure

causal effects over time (e.g., rather than correlations between program and outcome).

Models of teachingféectiveness are sorely lacking in financial literacy program
development and evaluation. The TTM model implies the provision of differentiated
interventiondependnotonlyon f actors such as studentso
developmental level, but alsm the stage of change at which individuals present
themselves. This suggests a major challenge for teachers providing general financial
education in a classroom with students of diverse backgrounds and experiences. What
the TTM model does suggest is teatondary students may be at a different stage of

change than are adult students or individuals who seek financial counseling for specific
reasons. Without understanding that difference, programs and teachers may not be
effective in changing high schodluslent behavior.

So what about the teachers themselves and what they may bring to the financial
education setting?

Financial Issues among PreéService and InService Teachers

Teachersdé6 academic specialties and student
considerations in designing teacher education programs focused on helping individuals

build capacity to provide financial education. Perhaps even more fundamental, however,

is a consideration of the financial issues teachers themselves face: oot set of

theories about learning, constructivism, suggests that people build (construct) new
understanding based upon the nature of their existing knowledge structures and their

unigue experiences within social contexts (Atherton, 2005). This is théthelievhat

we see and how we deal with it depends on what is already in our minds (termed

cognitive constructivisirand how we are engaged with others during opportunities for

learning ocial constructivism) Learning something new might, for exampexjuire

that we first Aunl earnd something to which
be facilitated or impeded by the nature of interactions with others (e.g., providing help

pr

a

W

when needed or putting someonlearsniign the spotd
t hat

environment) . Constructivism suggests
experiences with financial matters can determine their ability to acquire new knowledge
in the area and play an important role in what and how they choose t@¢deaoch

teach).

Teachersé financi al il ssues are also i mport a
because financi al education seeks to make a
in their knowledge. Behavior change theory, suchas Proahiask Tr anst heor et i ce
of Change, which was described in the previous section (Prochaska, DiClemente, Velicer,

Ginpil, & Norcross, 1985) , suggests that ch
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not ed earlier, Pr oc h as k a dangemprem@itempdation,] i ne s
contemplation, preparation, action, maintenance, and termination. In this view, the key to
developing successful programs is to meet people where they are in terms of stage of
change, and customize help to move toward subsedaeeals. This may include
identifying perceived barriers to change and using specific processes. Prochaska
identifies 10 that can facilitate forward movement. The 10 processes are: Consciousness
Raising (education, information); Dramatic Relief (storiedifef changes that illustrate

pros and cons of behavior change); Environmental Reevaluation (realizing social benefit
to others); SelReevaluation (seeing a healthier future); Sdberation (willpower,
commitment to change); Reinforcement Managemerarr{ieg how to give oneself
positive  reinforcement); Helping Relationships (finding social  support);
Counterconditioning (substituting healthy alternatives for unhealthy ones); Stimulus
Control (getting rid of unhealthy cues or behaviors); Social Libergsonial changes

that help people behave more positively).

Teachers may find it beneficial to change their own behavior as well as facilitate change
among their students. Changing oneds own be
first step to beinglae to help others change theirs, because it provides greater insight

into the change process and increases opportunities to model desired behavior.

College Students/PrService TeachetsToday 6s col |l ege students ar
number of seriousriiancial problems and there is at least some evidence that students
preparing to become teachers may be more at risk financially than others. One of the
concerns for all college attendees is that student financial aid has not kept pace with
rising collegeexpenses over the past few years. The College Board recently reported
that tuition, fees, room, and board increasegé&2ent apublic fouryear universities

and 37% at private fowrear universities between 260Q and 2008)7. Most agree

(Block, 20®) thatPell Grans, the most common source of direct financial aid for-low
income studenihave failed to keep pace with college student financial needs. Although
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, signed into law in February of 2009
provides $5.6 billion to increase the maximum Pell grant from $4850 to $5350 in 2009
2010, concern about the adequacy of financial aid, especially fantmwne populations
remains. High college costs are often cited as a main contributor to the college dropout
rate, which now includes one in every four college freshmen (Whitbourne, 2002).

Rising college costs are also being blamed for an increase in the average student debt
load upon graduation in recent years; totaling more than $19,000 per person-0m2003
when considering both public and private student loan sources (Block, 2006; Democratic
Policy Committee, 2006). Debt loads of this magnitude raise concerns about whether
teacher education graduates can afford to enter teaching as a career or meet basic
financi al needs i f they do. A recent report
Higher Education Project concluded that 25% of public university graduates and 38% of
private university graduates could not afford to repay their student loan debts on a

begi nning teacherodés salary (Block, 2006) .

The problem of student loan debt is further compounded by the fact that college students
as a whole are increasing their credit card usage. Due both to increased costs of college
and aggressive marketing by thedit card industry, 96 percent of college students now
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have credit cards and they carry an average of six. The bad news is that the typical
college senior graduates with an average of $3,262 in credit card debt; beyond any
outstanding student loans thewyrhave (Draut & Silva, 2004).

Research indicates that college students preparing to become teachers come from homes
with lower annual incomes than those in +eglucation majors, making them potentially
more vulnerable than others to financial pitfallch as not being able to meet college
tuition needs and/or resist multiple credit card offers (Zumwalt & Craig, 2005). One
metaanalysis of 44 studies found that ttvords of teacher education students were-first
generation college attendees (Booledman, & Brousseau, 1985), an important proxy

for socioeconomic status. More recent research (AACTE RATE VII, 1994) reveals that
the number of teacher education students with cokelyeated parents is increasing

(51% in 1994) but still does not matclethumbers in other majors. Loestanding

disparities in income among individuals from majority and minority populations are
similarly reflected among teacher education students. A 1988 study, for example, found
that white teacher candidates were moreljiko be from higher income families than
others (AACTE RATE II, 1988), suggesting there may be further important wgtoump
differences based on race.

An additional confounding background factor may be age. The average age of persons
entering teachreeducation programs has been increasing in recent years, due to the
growth in post baccalaureate teacher education programs and the number of students
taking more than four years to complete their baccalaureate degrees (Zumwalt & Craig,
2005). Feistritze(1999) found, for example, that the median age of teacher education
students was 22.4 years for undergraduates and 30.2 years for graduate students.
Students who are older are arguably more likely to have had life experiences that better
prepare them tmanage their own financial matters and teach financial education to
others. Chen and Volpe (1998) found, for example, those students under the age of 30,
and those with little work experience, had lower levels of personal firrefeted

knowledge thanthers.

Little is yet known, however, about how such background factors may affect future
teachersé interest in and capacity to provid
Giannangelo (2006) and Shug, Wynn, & Posna(®b02) have speculated that

enviornmental influences may affect both financial learning and personal financial

judgments among young people. They point out, for example, that persons growing up in
low-income contexts may have less access to resources that build capacity for financial
maragement (for example, less access to financial education at home and school, to

banking services, and financial technology) and may face greater pressures that challenge

sound financial decisiemaking (e.g., predatory lenders, limited choices of consumer

goods and/ or vendors). The present study do
backgrounds but does attempt to provide some insight into the personal financial

concerns that may affect their capacity to teach personal finance topics.

In-Service Teahers Practicing teachers are likely to share many of the same financial
concerns as the general adult population, particularly those in the middle class (e.g., the
50 percent of American households that had incomes between $22,500 and $75,000 in
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2004)(Wikipedia, 2007). Recent economic analyses have concluded, for example, that
the typical American middielass family is not doing as well economically today as in

past decades due to a combination of stagnant incomes and cost increases for basic items
such as housing, health care, transportation, and education (Weller, 2005). Thus, middle
class families as a whole have been dealing with the economic disparities by working
more and taking on greater household debt (Weller, 2005).

Teachers may arguablbe facing greater economic challenges than other adults with

comparable demographic backgrounds. Much literature continues to discuss the issue of

what teachers are paid, for example, compared to those who are employed in professions
requiring similar leels of education. Most studies conclude that the average annual pay

for teachers has not only failed to keep up with inflation, but has also actually fallen over

the past 60 years in comparison to the annual pay of other workers wiyesrurollege

degees (e.g., Hurley, 2002; Mishel, 2004; Winans, 2004). While teachers typically work

only 9 months per year compared to the usual 12 months for othémfelemployees,

teachers face strict continuing education requirements which can often only be met

during the offpayroll summer months, and for which they must usually pay themselves.

And, teachers candt al waegmnssumanesemplgymenti nd suppl
even when they want to. Moreover, research indicates the celtkgated noteacher

makes over 50 percent more than the average teacher (Weaver, 2005). For males, the

difference is 60 percent more; much beyond that which could be explained by the

di sparity in months worked al one. The di ff
widely acknowledged (Winans, 2004). However, teachers may find it more difficult

than their peers to meet daily living expenses and addressdondinancial needs,

despite the demands or agregzbn worth of their occupatio.

Besides being denied pay conmearate with worth, teachers may also be

disadvantagedl and therefore in need of financial educafidmecause of the same forces

that are motivating the call for more personal finance education in schools. Teachers are
increasingly responsible for their oinancial futures and vulnerable to fraudulent

offers. For example, the 403(b) investment plan, created as part of the Internal Revenue

Code in 1958 to allow teachers and other nonprofit employees the chance to accumulate
retirement savings on a tabefared basishas historically givenemployers no fiduciary

responsibility because the plans are typically voluntary. Teacher advbastesguel

that the rules created Awgi@gdfinancakpeoduotabat f or v en
provided little omo investment guidance for those who must live with the purchases.

Currently the majority of 403(b) funds are invested in variable annuities, combinations of

mutual funds and life insurance, that have higher commissions and fees than mutual

funds alone, ahthat thus result in lower loAgrm asset accumulation (Washburn, 2005;

Crane, 2006). State legislatibas begumo address some of these concerns. For

example, the state of California enacted a law in 2002 that requires all companies that sell
403(b)p ans to register their products with the

’The20080 9 may have challenged teachersd budgets and ti
time early layoffs were more likely among blue collar emgpkes than service workers and professionals.

How the financial crisis will affect teachers relative to other occupational groups will only be seen over

time.
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System and the bill also set up a state website, 403bCompare.com designed to help
teachers become more informed about the 403(b) investment choices available to them.
The IRShasalsofinally adoptechew regulationshat give employers greater fiduciary
responsibility with respect to 403(b) plamgludingrequiringa writtenplan The formal
plan requirement was originally to take effectdamuaryl, 2009 However

implementéon has been delayed until December 31, 268%irement Plans, 2008)
Despite these improvementiete is still widespread concern that too few teachers are
taking advantage of the 403(b) option (only 2 of every 5 teachers in 2007 according to
Otter & Moore) anda likelihood that most teachers will have relativélje guidance in
selecting from among the vast array of retirement plan options available (Washburn,
2005).

Another issue facing teachers is the rising cost of health care and the appackat

many public school districts to limit costs of health benefits paid to current employees,
retirees, or both (Toppo, 2006) . Al t hough t
some degree in corporate America, the impact could well be morepnedelsfor

teachers. Health insurance coverage for teachers has been nearly universal in recent

years (Podgursky, 2003), and has often been
relatively low wages. However, an aging teaching force, skyrockegalghhcare costs

(which grew nearly twice as quickly as costs overall in the U.S. between 2001 and 2005
accordingo Weller, 2005), and new federal accounting standaaispelling shool

districts to factor in future as well as current costs, have createéd per f ect st or mo
(Toppo, 2006) that is threatening even these benefits. Many states have either changed or

are considering changing benefits for both active teachers and retirees, including

increasing eligibility waiting periods and insurance premiumsgiasing cgpayments

for doctor visits and prescription drugs, and restricting access to providers (House

Resource Organization, 2003; Toppo, 2006). There is ample evidence that such changes

are putting added pressur esomercaseseesenher sd6 per s
changing plans for retirement (Flannery, 2006; Toppo, 2006). In addition, some have

al so specul ated that such changes could inte
and retain highly qualified teachers (Flannery, 2006).

While there are several issues, such as those regarding pay and benefits, that may be
experienced by all teachers, the literature suggests that there may also be important
within-group differences concerning the financial issues teachers face. For example, the
Aeconomic squeezeoO being experienced in rece
has been greater for minority populations than whites. Infladuasted income

declined 3.6 percent overall between 2000 and 2004, but 5.9 percent for Hispanic
families and 7.3 percent for African Americans (Weller, 2005). And, although the
majority of public school teachers are Whitegn-Hispanic(84% according to NCES,

2006), there is evidence that race and ethnicity are not uniformly distributed according to
teacher age. Minority teachers tend to be slightly older on average than White teachers
(AACTE, 1999; Kirby, Naftel, & Berends, 1999), with African Americans
disproportionately represented among teachers with more than 20 years of experience.
Henke, Choy, Gen, Geis, & Alt (1997) have also found that persons with Hispanic and
Asian backgrounds are represented to greater degrees than would be expected among
teachers with fewer than 3 years experience. Since financial opportunities, needs, and
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management opins vary with age as well as race/ethnicity, these may be important to
consider, singly and in combination, when creating financial education strategies
designed to serve teachers.

An additional consideration is the fact that a large percentage of gohbol teachers

are females; 74.5% in the 192900 school year (NCES, 2003). Female teachers not

only make less, on average, than male teachers (12.7% less annually-20009%ut

they are less likely to be represented in higher paying educatamaliatrative

positions such as school principal, superintendent, or director of school finances.

Because pay is a major determinant of the value of empépgrsored pension

accounts, such disparities are kititpwn to cont
during retirement (Richardson, 1990). Other factors that have been found to

disadvantage women during retirement are limited knowledge about their pension plans
(DeVaney & Kim, 2003) and womends tendency t
planning b a more limited degree than men (Richardson, 1990). All of these factors

indicate that gender may be a key consideration in designing financial education

programs for present and prospective teachers.

Teachersé Capacity/ Readeraopydedusatidno Teach Fi nanc

Recognizing that preervice and irservice teachers may face a number of personal

financial issues that need to be addressed may be an important first step in preparing this

group of educators to meet the financial education imperativ&{b2 learners. But,

wha't el se i s known about teachersdé capacity
finance education?

One approach to gauging teachersd6 readiness
ask for seHreport data; that is, howrepared do teachers themselves feel for the task?

No direct studies of this kind could be located. However, it is interesting to note the
National Center for Education Statistics has conducted a more generic national survey of
teacher preparation twide the last decade (Parsad, Lewis, & Farris, 2000). The data
from 2000 indicated that while 96 percent of teachers felt very well or moderately well
prepared to meet the overall demands of teaching, much smaller percentages felt prepared
to implement new mthods of teaching (45%), implement state or district curricula
(44%), or address the needs of students from diverse cultural backgrounds (32%).
Professional development appears to help, however. Teachers who said they spent over
eight hours engaged imgfessional development related to a topic or activity were more
likely than those who spent fewer hours to feel prepared to address it.

A more direct, and perhaps more fruitful way to look at teacher readiness to provide
personal finance education is &xamine the research on effective teaching; and in
particular, what has been learned about what effective teachers believe, what they know,
and what they are able to do. Most syntheses of this vast body of literature highlight the
importance of severalategories of teacher dispositions, teacher knowleagéteacher
thinking (Arends, Winitzky, and Tannenbaum 2001).
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Teacher DispositionsTeacher dispositions, the tendency to act in certain ways under

specific circumstances, are thought to be somgtttiat can be both taught and learned

(Arends, Winitzky, and Tannenbaum, 2001). Researchers have founccatag),

expectations, and collegialitgxhibited by teachers are important predictors of student
achievement. Thus, they could be relevanttoteacls 6 pr eparedness to pr
literacy education.

What i s viewed as O0caringd behavior may var
studies have shown that if students perceive their teacher(s) as genuinely committed to

helping them su@ed, they will work harder and achieve to a greater degree than
otherwise (e.g., Wentzel, 1997). Research spanning the past 30 years has revealed that
teachersdo expectations for student perfor mar
the expect@ons about what students can achieve are high, students do better (Arends,
Winitzky, Tannenbaum, 2001). A concern, however, is that numerous studies have

shown teachers sometimes hold unconscious expectations for students that disfavor those
whodonotBare the teacherds own background <cha
something to watch, given current disparities between the relatively homogeneous
demographic characteristics of the teaching force (predominantly White, female, and

from modest econoim backgrounds) and the much more diversé2<student population

(Zumwalt & Craig, 2005). For example, if students are not seen as caring about their
finances, or coming from a background that does not value or practice sound financial
management, teaels may expect less and interact with the students accordingly.

It used to be that teachersd work was stud
classroom interactions with students. However, more recent inquiry has highlighted the
importance of consgting relationships beyond those with students that extend outside

the classromd with teacherpeers, administrators, parents, and community members

(Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Newman, Secada, & Wehlage, 1995). Since financial literacy
education can potentig be taught in more than one subject area and may even vary by

subject over time, and curricula often recommend involving parents as well as members

of the loal financial services communitysuccessful implementation could be

determined in part by theedree to which teachers understand and are able to cultivate
educational relationships beyond the classroom.

Teacher Knowledge.Besides having certain dispositions regarding students and
educational relationships, research on teaching has revealedftiutive teachers are

those who value knowledge (i.e., think it is important and that it can make a positive

di fference in peopleds |ives) and are abl e 1
related to the subject(s) they teach and education (Aremnihitzky, & Tannenbaum,

2001; Shulman, 1987). These include the following:

3Knowl edge of Subj gd&nomMhetdge of Educati on
3Knowl edge of OtheBgK@owtedge of Curricul u

3Gener al Pedagogi cgKnKwbwbgdgef Learners

32



3 P eadogical Content Knowledge

Little research could be located that examined the extent to which prospective and/or
practicing teachers are interested in or value personal finance subject matter. In a survey
of Indiana k12 teachers, McCormick (2005) did fired high level of agreement that
financial education subject matter was important (4.1 out of 5.0), with middle and high
school teachers expressing greater support for the subject (4.4 and 4.3, respectively) than
elementary teachers (3.6).

Only two studieswer e i denti fied that examined prosp
subject matter knowledge in this area. Both
(1979) examined the consumer education knowledge of graduating teacher education
students and Lofgre& Suzuki (1979) assessed the consumer education and personal

finance knowledge of practicing teachers. Using -dté&h instrument based on the 1972

lllinois Guidelines for Consumer Education and a national sample, Garman (1979) found

that overall, newlycertified teachers answered only about 60 percent of the questions
correctly. Graduates were most knowledgeable about topics related to purchase of

certain goods and services in the marketplace and least knowledgeable about saving and
investment (50% oftems correct) and taxes (45% of items correct). No significant

di fferences in knowledge were found in relat
However, male graduates had significantly higher scores than females; those certified to

teach secondargducation had higher scores than those in elementary education; and

those who had taken a consumer education course in college had higher scores than those

who had not. New graduates certified to teach social studies, science, and home
economics had theidghest knowledge scores while those prepared to teach special
education, art/music, and physical education had the lowest.

Lofgren and Suzuki (1979) used a-m instrument based on the Oregon Personal
Finance Education Guide in their study of practicihn t eacher s o cons
education/personal finance knowledge. The instrument addressed five topic areas
(employment and income, money management, credit, purchase of goods and services,
and rights and responsibilities in the marketplace) and teachers veaikigrbands in
business education, home economics, math and social studies were surveyed. -Only one
third of all teachers answered at least 70 percent of the items correctly and fewer than 8
percent answered 80 percent correctly. No significant differemess found among the
teacher groups in overall knowledge levels, however, math teachers scored significantly
higher on the items related to money management. Although no more current research
could be located, it may be thatIR teachers are now more kredgeable about
personal finance subject matter than they were many years ago, given recent calls for
expanding personal finance education for youth. This question deserves more attention,
however, since recent studies of financial literacy among morerglesdult populations

have concluded that levels of financial literacy are still far from optimal (see, for
example, Alexander, Jones, & Nigro, 2001; Hogarth, 2002; Yakoboski & Schiffenbauer,
1997) and further, vary according to such factors such agjagder, educational level,

i ncome, and race (OO6Neill & Zi ao, 2006) .
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Another set of issues that needs greater attention is the extent to which present and
prospective personal finance teachers possess knowledge of state and national standards
(educatioml aims) for personal finance education and knowledge of curriculum and
teaching resources available for use in this d&=e Appendix A for additional

information about state and organizational standards for financial literacy education and
Appendix B br an overview of some of the financial education programs and

instructional materials that have been shown to produce positive outcomes for learners).
Teachersdé pedagogi cal content knowl edge;
concepts in théeld such as how to provide effective examples, demonstrations,
analogies and/or explanations (Arends, Winitzky, & Tannenbaum, 2001) also needs
further attention. Most programs designed to provide teacher training and development
related to personal finae education address both personal finance content and pedagogy
(seeAppendix Cfor a description of some of tle-serviceeducation programs now
available). And although most of these teacher education efforts appear to use
identifiable conceptual framnmrks for subject matter content (e.g., the Jump$tart
Curriculum Standards and/or state education standards), little attention is given to using
specific theoretical frameworks grounded in the pedagogical literature. (Note: The
Family Economics & Finanal Education (FEFE) Projedittp://fefe.arizona.egudoes

t ha

purport to design materials to promote act.i

intelligences model 06 and t he Hi gNatiorlc ho ol
Endowment for Financial Education (NEFEWw.nefe.org highlights the importance

of communication and active listening for both learning and effective financial behavior
and contrasts a contebased approachith the standardbased (problem solving)

approach used. However, attention to these kinds of pedagogical constructs is relatively
rare in instructional materials. This is not surprising.

Until quite recently, much of the research in teacher educgénarally was dheoretical

and focused primarily on technical action. One of the most recent reviews of research in
teacher education (Clift & Brady, 2005) concluded that although more recent teacher
education research is stronger both theoreticallynagithodologically, serious limitations
persist. Among these are concerns that multiple frameworks (dominated by cognitive
theory but also including symbolic interactionism, activity theory, discourse theory, and
cultural capital theory) are used amongeseshers in different teacher education content
areas with little articulation across them, and that terminology describing teaching
practice/methodology is often not well defined and sometimes fails to distinguish
between concepts of teaching and learnign example of this issue is reflected in a
recenly published analysis of the challenges of teaching as@réce economics
education methods course for secondary social studies teacher certification students

Fi

(Joshi & Marri, 2006). The researcherspprr t ed t o use fAconstruct.i

pedagogy modeled in the course; however, constructivism is generally regarded as a
learning theory rather than a theory of teaching or teacher education (Clift & Brady,
2005). One further concern is that a pmederance of the research has been
characterized by shetérm studies that do not yield insight into longem processes

such as the development of individual teaching practice as modified by teaching context
and/or impact of teaching practice on studanowledge and/or behavior.
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There is a growing consensus that personal finance education should seek both to
enhance subject matter knowledge and promote positive behavior change (Hilgert,
Hogarth, & Beverly, 2003; Lerman & Bell, 2006). It is also gpuaed that personal
finance education is just as likely to be taught across the curriculum as withirakiaad
courses (NCEE, 2004). Although it would be helpful to know to what extent teachers are
familiar with financial education aims focused on kiedge development and behavior
change, their familiarity with the relation of these aims to disciplinary content standards,
and their understanding of how to help learners attain recommended educational goals,
no studies could be identified that have sdugido any of these things. @hbsence of
research along these lines is one reason we investigate prospective and practicing

teachersdé6 awareness of and ability to wuse

Coalition Standards, and state standardisjvould be useful to know whether they were
aware of other standaighose embedded in national disciplinary standards such as
those for family and consumer sciences and business education; state saaalrof

the wide array of available financial wzhtion programs and instructional resources. In
particul ar, more needs to be known about
for enhancing conceptual complexity, and models for promoting behavior change.
Several models for promoting behavidrange are available and have been used fairly
extensively in other subject fields, most notably health education. Besides the stages of
change model attributed to Prochaska (1985) earlier in this document, other useful
models include the consumer infornoati process model, social cognitive theory, and
diffusion of innovations model (see, for example, Glanz & Ericksen, 1993).

One final aspect of teacher knowledge that
ear

provide effective financial education is thei under st andi ng o f I
background and context and in particular, any differences that may exist among learners

based upon such factors as race/ethnicity, class, and gender. For example, a good deal of

research has focused on identifyinguccteristics of culturally sensitive curriculum and
pedagogy (e.g., Ginsberg & WIlodkowski, 2000; LadBdiings, 1997 and 2001).
However, no studies could be located that examined preparation of teachers to provide
culturally sensitive financial litergceducation.

Teacher Thinking Teacherso6 thinking patterns and
been shown to be associated with teacher effectiveness and could be important in
preparing individuals to provide personal finance education. One body of thed
research has contrasted the different thought processes used by expert versus novice
teachers (e.g., Berliner, 1986; Sternberg & Horvath, 1995). Synthesizing studies of
expertise across a diversity of professional fields, Sternberg & Horvath (fa89&)sed

that expert teachers have more thoroughly integrated knowledge structures,
encompassing both content and teaching methods, than novices; are able to use this
knowledge to tailor lessons more effectively for specific audiences (e.g., considering
what learners already know as well as the learning context); and are also able to more
effectively solve problems that arise during the teachleagning process. The
development of expertise has been the subject of a good deal of research among cognitive
psychologists. Researchers have concluded that expertise evolves over time and in

gradations (Pressley & McCor mick, 1995) and

as well as focused practice in the specific domain (Norman, 1988)s, in lookingat
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teachersdé6 capacity to teach personal finance
personal experiences they have had with financial matters as well as the professional
development opportunities, and the relation between them.

Donald Schon (1989 has pointed out that many of the problems and challenges teachers

face involve dealing with competing values and priorities, which can only be successfully
addressed if teachers have a reflective, prolselving orientation. Schon characterized

this & the ability to practice both treat and sciencef teaching and contrasted it with a

technical rationality which construes good teaching as simply applying structured
methods to produce paetermined ends. The problem, according to Schon, is that the
technical mineset fails to account for the need teereamine educational ends and how

they are determinedAlthough many would suggest that financial education is a
Atechnical o subject wi t h easily identi fiab
educaibn is a highly valudaden subject involving competing priorities and power

relations at both the individual and societal levels. Effective personal finance teachers

are likely to be those who are able to reflect on thectice inaction (and consideng

their own values as well as those held by i
use these insights to build instruction that flexibly fits the situation.

Unfortunately, very little information is available about the relation between teaéher
characteristics and preparation, and learner outcomes. The few studies that could be
located about financial literacy teacher training were evaluations oftshriprograms.

One went as far as examining | mpbaelatior of t he
(BaronDonovan, Wiener, Gross, & Blodkieb, 2005), but did not include measures of

student impact. Again, this is not surprising. Clift & Brady (2005) point out that we
currently have little empirical evidence of how teaching practice in geplengd out in

K-12 school settings, and that researchers have been slow to build on the very few studies

of this kind that have been done (e.g., Monk, 1994).
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[l . METHODOLOGY

The data for this study come from three survey&-d2 teachers, students in Schools of
Education, and Education School faculty in eight states. This investigation of the
preparation and capacity to teach personal finance topics required indieideladata

on training, teaching experiences, and agia about ability to teach. While we were not
surprised at the absence of teadb@&sed surveys on training and experience in teaching
personal finance, we were surprised at the absencdatbdasérom which to draw a
representative sample tafaches, students, or faculty whom we could survey on these
issues. Hence we had to both construct a survey that obtained these data and construct a
sampling frame. As described in this section, in each of eight selected states we surveyed
K-12 teachers, factyl in Schools of Education in a University, and teacheitsaining in

those same school8udget constraints limited the number of states we were able to

select.

To achieve a sample representative of the U.S., in its diversity of populations and stat

personal finance teachisgandards we selected two states from each of the four census

regions. The final selection of states was made basedlmre wewereable to obtain

the cooperation of Schools of Education in surveying their own educatiornyfaodit

teachers in training I n this sense, there is an el emen
believe the variation across states in training and standards leads to a fairly representative
sample of the three groups. Table Ill.1 lists the stateSehdols of Education from

which education faculty and prgervice studergurvey participants were recruited.

These states also gave us a range of personal finance requirements for graduation or
teaching. The requirementby stateare summarized in Appdix D.

Table IIl.1- States and Schools of Educati@articipating in the Study

Region/state University
Western Region
California California Sate University - Fullerton
Colorado Colorado Sate University
Southeast Region
Georgia University of Georgia
\irginia \irginia Tech
Northeast Region
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New Jersey Rutgers University
Pennsylvania Pennsylvania Sate University
Midwest Region
lowa lowa Sate University
Wisconsin University of Wisconsin-Madison

All surveys were accessed by respondents logging onto a web site at the University of
Wisconsin and accessing artlome survey through WebSurvey@UWhis service is
available through the UWladison Division of Information Technology and delivers
anonymais survey responses to researchers in various file formats, including Excel and
SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences).

To encourage response to the surveysptfered the opportunitipr respondentso win

one of 25 lottery priz@ $200 giftcards to the retailer BeBuy (a strategy that was also
included as part of the instrument jtesting with all three survey groupsNames of
respondents who indicated they wished to participate in the leteng/entered inta

drawing to select prezwinners. A total of 26 prizes were awarded as follows: 16 to pre
service students, 8 to-K2 teachers, and 2 to university faculty. Two prizes were also
awarded as part of the instrument pilot testing process for a total distribution of 28 $200
gift certificates.

K-12 Teacher Sample

Our aim was to survey a representative sample of teachers currently teacting K

students in the eight statels each stateye firstidentified thepublic schooldistrictsin

different size cities that had emaildressesf their teachers available through the

internet. Cities were identified as small, medium or large using a 2008 version of the
Rand McNally Road AtlasCity size was defined asmalli 49,000 or below; medium

T 50,0001 199,000 andlargei above 200,000. One elementary, middle and high school
was then randomly selected in each of the three school districts in each of the eight states.
Thus, in each state we attempted to survey teachdreem differeneand differently sized

school district andin nine different schoolg/ithin those districts for a total of 24 school
districts and 72 schools.

We sent a letter to all teachers whose emails we obtained, asking them to access a web
based survey (AppendE). Four followup reminders wersent to these same emails.

We received total of504valid responseso the k12 teacher surveyThis 15 percent
firesponse rates of all emails sent and is not a true response rate of all eligible persons
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since we do not know the actual numbeeligible respondents, or even the number who
actually received the initial request or reminders. It is likelpes emails were no longer
valid. A screening question asked if the respondent was curteatiing atheK-12

level, the online survey instrurant was unable to count the number who exited the
survey at the screen. In order to assess the representativeness of this sample, we
compare characteristics of our respondents to national data in Section IV.

Pre-serviceStudent Sample

Our aim was tanterview students who were currently preparing to teach atth2 K

level. Respondents were students currently enrolled in a teacher education program at
eachof theeight institutions Wwich agreed to participate in the study. Four of the
institutionsprovided lists of enail addresses of currently enrolled teacher education
students and we contacted those students directlymiailevith the request to

participate in the study. Rather than provide studenai lists to us directly,
administrators tafour of the institutions chose to send our requests for survey
participation to students themselves. Thus, we provided the initial and fgti@over
letters to our contacts at those institutions and they forwarded them to students for us.
Thesurveyandletter requesting teacher education student participation in the study can
be found in Appendi¥. Four follow-up requests were also sent to this group of survey
respondents.

The preservice sudentfindings are based on 627 usable responses, wrasHh. 7

percent of all emails sent. In contrast to th&@ZXemail addresses, student addresses

were all most likely current. However, in addition to the usual reasons fenespanse

to an email request (including emails identified as spam), some stua@ntsot have

met the initial screening criterion of being a currently enrolled teacher education student
and exited after the initial screening question. Additional characteristics of the pre
service teacher education student sample are provided inrSect

University Teacher Education Faculty

Email addresses were obtained for teacher education faculty in the identified Schools of
Education through a search of-lome faculty directories. As was the procedure for the

two earlier surveys, facultyeve emailed a letter requesting completion of a-bhefed

survey (AppendidG) andfour follow-up requests were used to boost survey respoAses

total of 103 usable responses were received which represented a 17.7% response rate for
all emails sent.

SurveysMNariables

The three surveys (Appendiceéss) were written to ask fatomparablenformation
acrosghe surveys about e s p 0 n d e n prepéaratibneaadcsubjeativg opinions about
capacity to teach personal finance topics. The sumetggneddaton:

A

1. Respondent soé6 t r apemsonal §nareer ihaneial litecaayt i on i
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2. Respondentsd teaching or training to teac

3. Respondentsé own experience in dealing wi
classroom

. Respondest6 own personal financi al concerns

4
5. Re s p o npereawvedsaldility/competence in teaching PF topics
6. Re s p o napiaions abduthe importance of teaching personal finance topics
in their discipline
7. Respondent 6s opini ons a hardisciplinenteteache adi nes s
personal finance topics
8. Willingness of respondents participate in @irther education on teaching
personal finance

The K-12 teacher and teacharstrainingwere asked almost identical questions on prior
education and teachinggariences, on financial concerns, and interest in further
education. The faculty survey focused on their experience with and views on the
importance of teaching financial literacy topics. Because the faculty survey was intended
to discover what was beirtgught in the teachedacation programs, rather thiaculty
memberéown financial concerns, there were fewer questions on their own training and
personal concerns and more questions on the personal financial literacy training offered
in their programs.

Protection of Human Subjects

Prior to data collectionnstitutional review board (IRB) approval for the conduct of
research involving human subjects was secured in accordance with policies established
by the University of WisconstiMadison. These palies cover data collection, analysis

and reportingn research involving human subjeetsd call forthe researchers to address
such issues asformed consent and maintenance of confidentiality for individual
respondents. Further information about thelglines and procedures regarding the
human research protection program at the University of Wiscdnadison is available
through the Graduate School website at:
http://info.gradsch.wisc.edu/research/hrpp/submissioninstructions.html

Data Analysis

Both descriptive and inferential statistics wereduso analyze #hdata gathered through
the online surveys. Inferential analyses included use ofdghbare, analysis of
variance, and multivariate logistic regression techniques as dictated by tleaiahe
guestions posed and variable scales.
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IV. RESULTS: K-12 TEACHERS

The findings of the KL2 teacher sample are based upon the responses of 504 teachers or
15.1% of those who were sentrails requesting participation. A comparison of the
gearaphic and demographic characteristics of the teacher respondents with national data
on teachers suggests that the sample is reasonably representati{/2 wfachers

nationally.

Sample Characteristics

Geographic Distribution Table IV.1 presents thdistribution of k12 teacher

respondents and of all teachers nationally across the four regions and the eight states.
Compared to their share of teachers nationally, the Midwest and Southeast regions are
overrepresented in our sample, as are the fotesstathose regions. The Western and
Northeast regions are underrepresented in our sample, but in each region one state is
overrepresented (e.g., Colorado in the Western region) and one is underrepresented (e.g.,
California). This difference is not ungected since by intent and design in each state we
sampled schools from only one city of a specific size. Thus cities (and therefore their
teachers) of each size group are equally represented across the states in our sample, even
if they are not in fact.Thus, respondents from states with more large cities (e.g.,

California, Pennsylvania) would be underrepresented and states with a single large city
(e.g., Colorado) overrepresented. This was by design to assure sufficient sample size in
small school disicts. Table IV.2 shows that we were able to achievé ttie

distribution of our sample by city size (and by implication by school district size and
characteristics) shows we have, if not a distributionally representative sample, a sample

thatreflectsh e di versity in teachersodo experience.
Table IV.1i K-12 Teacher Distribution Across Regions and States
NEFE Sample National Data
Number % Distribution % Distribution
Regqion/state Respondents by region/state by region/state
Western Region 119 27.0 37.9
California 29 6.0 32.3
Colorado 90 18.5 5.6
Southeast Region 158 35.9 22.1
Georgia 71 14.6 11.6
Virginia 87 17.9 10.5
Northeast Region 97 22.0 27.2
New Jersey 82 16.8 12.9
Pennsylvania 15 3.1 14.2
Midwest Region 99 22.5 12.8
lowa 36 7.4 4.3
Wisconsin 63 12.9 8.5

Source of U.S. datdNCES (n.d.)Table 2 NEFE Sample: calculations by authors.
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Table IV.2 presents the distribution of respondents across cities by size, showing our
sample is distributedcross districts in different size cities. City size is, of course,
important in terms of access to financial education resources available for both personal
and professional use and so we wanted our sample to reflect the effect.

Table IV.27 Distributionof K-1 2 Teachersdé Sc
City Size % of Teachers
Under 50,000 18.0
50,0001 199,000 39.3
200,000 499,000 25.9
50,000 or more 16.7

Because the sampling frame consisted of schools with publicly identifiable teacladr e
addresses, one concern was whether those schools represented dahaglaserage

income level than districts without such an advancedbesed presence. Such

economic disparity, if present, could be an important reflection of scaodlor teacher
relatedpersonal finance expertise and experience. To explore this question, we compared
child poverty rates in the states with the rates for school districts from which the sample
was obtained® Nationally, 16.4 percent of children age4 Blive in families wih

incomes below the federally defined poverty level (U.S. Census, 260Aa)shown in

Table 1V.3, in 2007 the majority of the school districts had poverty rates above their
statebdbs average with 11 of the 2bbveshehool
national average and 13 below (U.S. Census, 2007c). Some schools in our sample were in
districts with onequarter or more of their children living in poor families. This suggests
that our sample is not drawn from relatively better off schaadtidts.

% Because we collected no data on students in the sampled schools nor asked teachers about their students,
we cannot directly compare poverty rates for students in the sampled schools.
#n 2007 the official poverty threshold was $21,027 formedson famy (U.S. Census, 2007b).
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Table IV.3- Child Poverty Rates in the Sample States and Size of School Distri
State State Child Sampled School District Child Poverty Rates
Poverty Rate By City Size
(Ages 517)
Small Medium Large

New Jersey 10.4 26.1 7.6 25.7
lowa 11.7 8.3 16.6 14.6
Virginia 11.9 12.3 24.1 8.5
Wisconsin 12.9 11.9 9.1 14.7
Colorado 14.0 9.7 8.5 14.4
Pennsylvania 14.6 20.1 20.2 31.7
California 16.2 33.9 5.7 11.6
Georgia 18.1 27.8 20.5 34.4

Demographic CharacteristicsThe K-12 teaber respondents closely mirrored the

characteristics of KL2 teachers nationally in terms of gender, race/ethnicity, marital

status, and educational level. Nearly thi@marths (71.3%) of the respondents were

female, and a majority were white (83.9%), amalried (71.2%) (see Table IV.4).

Respondents were slightly younger and less experienced than teachers nationally, perhaps
reflecting familiarity with and/or openness to participating idioa surveys. The

sample had a median age of 43 compared tged6s of age for teachers nationally and

had a median of 10 years of teaching experience compared to the national average of 14
years. Virtually al/l held a bachel ords degr e
masterbés degree (Table 1 V.5).
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Table IV.4

K-12 Respondentsd Gender |, R
NEFE Sample National Data

Male 28.7% 25.0%
Female 71.3% 75.0%
Race/Ethnicity

White 83.9% 83.1%

Black 9.3% 7.9%

Hispanic 3.6% 6.2%

Other (Am Ind.; 3.0% 2.7%

Asian, Pac Is)

Marital Status

Married 71.2% 73.1%
Never Married 14.6% 15.2%
Div/Wid/Sep 13.3% 11.7%

Source: Gender & Race: NCES (2007d) Table I1; Marital Status: NCES (2007c) Table
66 . NEFE: calculations by author.

Table IV.5

K-12 Respondents by High Degree Completed
Percent NEFE Sample National Data
Completing
Bachelors 45.8 43.1
Masters or Special 51.8 56.0
Degree
Doctorate 1.7 0.8
Other (incl < BA) 0.8 0.2

Source: See Table IV.4.

Respondents, who were spled to assure study participants from elementary, middle
and high schools, also represent a wide range of disciplinary teaching assignments (see
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Table V.61 Primary Grade Level Taught by-K2 Teacher

Respondents

Grade Level % of Respondents
Pre Ki 2™ 9.9
3rdi 5" 12.4
6thi 8th 31.0
Othi 12" 53.9

Table IV.7
K-12 Respondent so6 Hpline ma
Teaching Assignment Percent
Elementary Education 14.4
Special Education 13.4
Art & Music 5.7
English / Language Arts 13.6
ESL 15
Foreign Language 5.2
Health Education 3.5
Mathematics 13.8
Natural Science 9.6
Social Siences 9.4
Voc / Tech Education 9.4

Tables IV.6 and IV.7). How disciplines were categorized into these categories is
described in Table PA at the end of this section.
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Teaching Personal Finance: Teacherso6 Prepar a

Descriptive StatisticaNe asked teachers about courses they had taken for credit and
workshops they had attended that had personal finance coQeestions asked about
courses thgprovidedbasic information on whaeachers mighte asked to teadhand
courses that included how to teach. Only slightly more than one third (n = 186; 37%) of
the teacher respondents reported that they had everaakemwllege coursework with
financial educatiomelated content. As shown in Table IV.8, the course most frequently
reported having been taken was maaromicroeconomics followed by consumer
economics, personal/consumer finance, and finance and investntewer than 3

percent had taken a college course that had content related to the teaching of personal
finance. In a society where increased personal responsibility is being required for
financial decisions and where schools are being asked to teesdnpl finance, this low
percentage is disturbing both in terms of competency in personal financial management
and in terms of teaching competency.

Table IV.8- CollegeLevel Financial Education Coursework Reported by Respondg
Course Title N Percen?
Macro/Microeconomics 135 27.8
Consumer Economics 51 10.1
Personal/Consumer Finan 44 8.8
Finance and Investments 33 6.6
Consumer Education 29 5.8
Family Economics 25 5.0
Consumers and the Marke] 21 4.2
Risk and Insurance 18 3.6
Family Resarce Mgt. 14 2.8
Methods of Tching Per.Fin 13 2.6
Other (e.g., accounting) 6 1.2

#Multiple responses may be given.

We also asked teachers about workshops they had taken, since teachers prepared prior to
the current push for personal financial edigcain schools or those in areas in which

personal finance is not a traditional area of study, may have sought training after degree
completion. However, even fewer teachers said they had attendededitnvorkshops

related to personal finance topickhaugh it is not possible to say whether this is due to

lack of interest, lack of access or both. As shown in Table 1V.9, only 18.9 percent of
respondents reported having taken a-a@dit workshop on financial education subject
matter in the past thrgears and only 11.6 percent reported having taken -areafit

workshop on teaching financial education during the same time period. While school
districts are the more important providers of {woedit workshops on teaching financial
education, teacheese more likely to have attended workshops provided by financial
planners and financial institutions. We suspect this content was not oriented in ways

most appropriatefordl 2 st udent sdé financi al education.
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Table IV.9- Teacher Attendance at N@&redit Personal FinaneRelated Workshops
Workshop on Personal Finance SubjeeMatter Total = 18.9%
provided by a:
Financial Planner 8.5%
Financial Institution 4.6%
Professional Organizatiol 4.2%
School District 3.5%
Religious Orgarzation 3.0%
Other (e.g., nonprofit) 1.4%
Workshop on Teaching Financial Education provided Total = 11.6%
by a:
School District 7.1%
Professional Organizatiol 3.4%
College/University 2.0%
State Education Agency 2.0%

Although vey few of the k12 teachers reported having taken formal courses or
workshops on financial literacy topics, they do seek out financial information through
more informal avenues and for the purpose of addressing their own financtakewmeg!

When asked thether they had ever engaged in several different financial planning
practices, for example, about half (50.4%) of the teachers said they had consulted a
professional financial planner, a third (33.8%) said they had consulted a benefits
specialist at theiplace of employment, and nearly eioeirth (23.3%) indicated they had
attended a workplace presentation on a financial topic. It appears that as a group,
teachers do recognize the importance of having financial information, but see it as a topic
more forpersonal than professional use and something to be attended to as needed
episodically (e.g., at a teachable moment such as at the time of a new employment benefit
offering or application for a mortgage), rather than studied more formally and as a
broadersubject.

When asked whether they had ever taught financial literacy topics, less than a third of the
respondents (29.7%) reported that they had done so. Of these respondents, the largest
percentage (25.5%) reported having integrated financial literpaystoto a regularly

offered credit course they taught in another subject area rather than offering it as a
separate, staralone course. Only 5.2% reported teaching a separate elective personal
finance course, only 1.3% a separate required personatér@urse, and only 1.3% a
non-credit personal finance course.

Multivariate analysis Severamultivariate logistic regression analyses were used to
determine how, if at all, teachersd backgrou
have taken otaught a formal course or workshop with personal finance content. We

included demographic characteristics of teachers as well as disciplinary teaching areas
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and state standards. The expectatvas that state mandates would raise the probability

of teachers in those states having taken and teaching such a course. Likewise teachers in
particular disciplines may be more or less likely to include personal finance content or
examples in their lessons. Table 1V.10 compares the characteristics thathmreiigt

taken and having taught such a course. Predictors with a statistical significance pevel of

O .05 are**highlighted.

Gender and subjeahatter background are the only statistically significant predictors of
the probability of having taken a faredit course with personal finance contefiémale
teachers were about half as likely as male taadfiee reference group) to have taken a
formal course related to personal finance. And, compared to elementary education
teachers (the reference subjewtter group), all other groups of teachers except social
studies teachers of vocational subjectsensmually likely to have taken a personal
finance course. Social studies teachers were over three and a half times more likely and
those teaching vocational subjects (including family and consumer educearh)five
times as likely to have taken a penal financeelated coursé' This is consistent with
the traditional expectatioribatfamily andconsumeeducation and social studies
teachersvould teach this content area. None of the other variables entered into the
equation were significant, indiing whether the state had policies relategersonal
finance education.

30 0dds ratios of 1.0 indicate the same likelihood as the reference group; odds < 1.0 a lower likelihood
compared to reference group; and odds > 1.0 a higher likelihood compared to the reference group.

1 The largest suigroup of tachers in the vocational education category was family and consumer
education teachers (37% of this sgtoup) followed by business education teachers (23% of this sub

group).
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Table IV.10i Likelihood of K-12 Teachers Having Taken and Taught a Course
Personal Finance Content
Have Taken a Course Have Tauglat Course
Robust Robust
Odds Std Odds | Std.
Variable Ratio | Err. P>|z| Ratio | Err. P>|z|
Years Exp 0.98 0.01 0.18 1.01 0.01 0.25
Gender 0.55 0.13 0.02 1.46 0.43 0.19
Race 0.63 020 0.14 1.41 0.55 0.38
Marital Status ~ 1.23 029 0.39 1.11 0.31 0.70
State Stndrs
Testing 1.27 0.33 0.35 0.97 0.30 0.92
Content only 1.15 0.33 0.62 0.76 0.25 0.40
Had course 3.43 0.93 0.00
Only wkshp 1.56 0.64 0.27
Povertyrate 1.01 0.01 0.31 0.99 0.02 0.57
Discipline
Speciakd 1.45 056 0.34 2.25 1.03 0.07
Art/Music 0.54 0.32 0.30 0.82 0.62 0.79
EnglishLA 0.95 0.37 0.90 0.44 0.25 0.14
Foreigr_an 0.89 0.51 0.84 0.88 0.58 0.84
Math 0.81 0.32 0.59 4.08 1.84 0.00
Naturabci 1.15 0.49 0.75 0.31 0.22 0.10
SocialStud 3.41 1.52 0.01 3.59 1.68 0.00
Vocd/Tech 4.83 2.18  0.00 6.45 2.97 0.00
Other 1.00 0.48  0.99 0.41 0.29 0.21

Having taken a course for credit is an important predictor of whether a teacher ever had
taught a course with personal finance content (Table 1V.10, column 4). Those having
takena course were more than three times likely to teach a course, even when controlling
for teaching in the areas (social studies and vocational subjects) where having taken a
course was more likely. Compared to the reference group of elementary education
teachers, those with backgrounds in vocational education and social studies were more
likely to teach a course, as they had been more likely to take a course with personal
finance content. Teaches$ mathand special education were also significantly more

likely to report having taught financial education even though they were no more likely to
have taken a course. Interestingly while females were significantly less likely to have
taken a course, they were no less likely than male teachers to teach|deranoa

topics. Neither of the state requirement variables were significant.

The finding that training and teaching is concentrated in a few disciplines is perhaps not
surprising. Historicallyyocationaleducatiomppr ogr ams ( now aadresro r ef er r ¢
and t echni csachasénhily and tonsammebeducation and business education
programs have taken a leadership role in developing and implementing personal finance
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curricula at the secondary school level because their teacher certifjgaigyrams

incorporate relevant coursework (Lofgren & Suzuki, 1979). Social studies and math
teachers have also participated in these efforts because they are also often seen as
teachers who either a) have relevant subjeatter backgrounds and/or b) teaciurses

in which personal finance content could be integrated easily. However, while social
studies teachers are more likely to have taken a personal finance course, math teachers
arenot.

Teacher s 6onPapsonaliFinance Education

Constructivist ear ni ng theory suggests t bBdahowitt eacher s
should be taught, and to whom, as well as their beliefs about things such as the capability

of different groups of learners and how expertise degdl@pe important determinants

of teacher effectiveness. In order to reflect on such beliefs, teachers in the present study

were asked a number of opinion questions about financial education, including in which

grades and subject areas they thought financial educstarid be taught.

Educational RequirementsDespite the minority of teachers who themselves had had
formal course work in personal finance topics (or perhaps because of it) teachers do
widely believe financial education should be required for high school students aind tha
teachers in their own disciplines should be better prepared than they are. We asked
teachers whether they agreed or not with several statements about requiring financial
education in high school or lower grades as well agtpertanceof teachers bem
prepared to teach financial literacy topicgheir own disciplines

As shown in Table IV.11, all but 11 percent of teachers strongly or moderately agreed
that students should either be required to take a financial education course or pass a
financial literacy test for high school graduation.

TablelV.1liTeacher sdé6 Opinions Regarding
Strongly Moderately  Strondy
Disagree Agree Agree
Percent agreeing or not:
Students should be reiged to take a
FL course opass a literacy test
for high school graduation 11.0 42.8 46.2
It istoo complicated for elementary
school children 48.6 42.9 8.5
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Importance of Personal Finance Topics in Beiplines Although financial education
standardsypically apply tostudents in both elementary and secondary grades (at least
those outlining recommended content to be taught) many teagmrently question its
relevancy foithe lower grades. Almosialf of the teachers agredth the statement that
financial educatioms too complex a topifor elementary school childrenVhen asked
specifically AAt what grade | evel should fin
agreed that it should be taugittgrades 942 and about twehirds (63.5%) selected

middle school. Only a minority saw it as appropriate at the elementary school level: 36.9
percent said it should be taught at gradésadid only 15.8 percent at the Rkgrade

level. Clearly, teachersee financial literacy as a high school topic, and to a lesser degree
perhaps appropriate for middle school students.

Even if teachers think financial literacy is an important topic of education for students,
we wanted to know if they thought it impanteor teachers to be trained in their own
disciplines. That is, we wanted to know whether the concentration of training in and
teaching by teachers in the vocational and social studies dissiiaseconsistent with

where teachers themselves considéretiould be taught. Table IV.Ehows that

indeed few of the teacher respondents see financial literasgragthinghat should be a
major part of their own subject matter area (only 10.1%). One in five (20.5%) do not
believe it should be incorporatato their subject area at al¥ et about thredourths of
teachers do believe it /dmewhat50.7%) orvery (24.9%)importantfor teachers in their
area to be prepared to teach financial educagidimpughmuch smaller percentages

(about 44%) believéhat teachers are correspondingly somewhat or very well prepared to
do so. The results suggest that on average, a majority of teachers are at least moderately
supportive of incorporating financial education into their subject areas, but recognize the
lack of preparation thegndbr their disciplinary peensaveto do so.

Table IV.12i Perceived Relevance of Financial Education in Own Subjatter

Area
Not at All Limited Degree/ Major Part
Somewhat Very
Should FL be incorporated in 20.5% 69.6% 10.1%

your subject matter area?
How important is it for teachers
in your area to be prepared 24.4 50.7 24.9
to teach FL?
How prepared are teachers in
your area to teach FL? 56.2 40.0 3.8

As might be expected, opinions abouttaag financial education vary greatly across

disciplines. Table IV.13 shows the percentages of respondents who gave the most

negative responses to the three questions in Table V.12 about teaching financial
education in their plne ©sdplinestane ordesed ip @asceddsmgnt s 6 di
order by percentages in column 1. Responses correspond, by discipline, to those in
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column 1 of Table 1V.1& the

percentages of
to those three questions. If teachermutht their disciplinary peers were well prepared to

t eachers

wh o

teach financial literacy to the degree important for the discipline, one would expect the
percentages across each row to correspond.

Table IV.13
Perceived Relevan@nd Preparation to Teach Finandidéracy: by
Own SubjectMatter Area

Not Not Not

Respondent 60s |[incorporate| important | prepared
\Voc/tech 5.4 5.4 13.5
Special education 5.8 3.9 43.1
Social studies 7.7 7.7 43.6
[Mathematics 8.5 1.7 45.8
[EsL 16.7 16.7 83.3
|Eng|ish and liteaiture 23.2 35.7 76.8
|Elementary education 28.1 29.8 61.4
|Foreign Language 31.8 50.0 72.7
|Hea|th Education 40.0 53.3 64.3
Natural Sciences 41.0 56.4 74.4
Arts and music 47.6 42.9 81.0

ga

The areas where teachers were most likely to be trauoedtionéd education and social
studie$ and to teachtljese two plus majHinancial literacy are those in which teachers
are least likely to respond that financial literacy is not imporgmtcial education
teachers also fall into this group of educators |iesly to respond that financial literacy
is not important.Teachers in vocational/technical education are least likely to agree
(5.4%) and those in arts and music are most likely to agree (47.6% or nearly half) that
financial education should not be imporated into the discipline they teach (cuh1).

As

wo ul

d

be

expected,

teacher so

perceptions

financial education parallel those about incorporation into the subject area; if a teacher
t drtannt®& teaicht the imaterial, tihpn preparation to teach is also seen as

doesnodt
not important (calmn 2).

A

However, a far higher percentage of teackeestheir disciplinary peeas unprepared to

teach financial education asport financial literacys not important to incorporate into

their discipline Indeed teachers in all disciplines believe preparation lags behind the
importance of training to teach financial education topics. Thus, while virtually all math
teachers believe it is important for teacherthieir discipline to be prepared to teach

financial education, 46 percent think mathematics teachers are not adequately prepared to
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do so. This is consistent with the results in TabldOthat show math teachers to be no
more likely (than elementaryisgol teachers) to be trained to teach but more likely to
teach personal finance topics. However, social studies and special education teachers
report this same disparity. Only vocational education teachers perceive thearpeers
prepared to teach thesmpics. It is interesting that all disciplines, even those in which
financial literacy topics are less likely to be taught, refgmdnegative views of the
importance of preparation than of the level of preparation to teach in their discipline.

Teache s0 Perceived Compet endcgganhaseisedch Fi nanci
t e a c perceptonds of theimwn preparedness to teach personal finance education,

teachers were asked how competent they felt to teach specific topics included in

educational standds such as those identified by the Jump$tart Coalition (2007) and in

the National Endowment for Financial Educatibigh School Financial Planning

Program(2007). As shown in Table IV.14, relatively few teachers reported feeling very

competent in any ohe areas identified. The topic areas for which teachers reported

feeling most competent to teach were income and careers and planning and money
management, but fewer than 20 percent select
areas. Teachers repattieeling least competent in the more specific areas of risk

management and insurance, saving and investing, and financial responsibility and

decisionma ki ng. Over half of the teachers felt
management and insuranceaedanr | y hal f felt o6not very comp:¢
saving and investing.

TablelV.14- Teacherso6 Perceived Co
Literacy Topics

Topic Area Not Very |Adequatelyy Very
% % %

Income and Careers 26.6 54.1 19.3

Planning and Money 31.7 50.2 18.1

Management

Credit and Debt 33.3 49.9 16.9

Financial Responsibility and | 40.8 46.5 12.7

Decision Making

Saving and Investing 46.4 41.8 11.9

Risk Management and 52.7 39.1 8.2

Insurance

Multivariate logistic regression analyses yielded some interesting findings about
teachersé background characteristics that <co
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teach personal finance topics. Table 1V.15 shows piediof who stated they ditbt

feel competent to teach in each of six the areas. Theddg present the odds (compared
to the excluded category) of the teacher saying they did not feel competent to teach the
particular topic.

The results are genenaltonsistent with the evidence presented in Table IV.10 about
teachersdé preparation to teach financi al I it
financer el at ed subject area was a major predict
teach persondinance. Having had a course reduces the probability of saying one was

not competent to teach in that area by about one half across all disciplines, with the

possible exception of risk management and insurén@is finding is consistent with a
constuctivist view of | earning which suggests
canaffectone6s ability to acquire new knowl edge (

Females, who were significantly less likely than male teachers to have taken a course
with personal finace content but not less likely to teach a course (Table 1V.10), were one
andonehalf to two times more likely to report lack of competence to teach topic areas
beyond income and caregfimancial responsibilityand credit and debtAlso consistent

with early findingsabout thosenost likely to take a course with personal finance content
is the greater likelihood of teachers in vocational education fields feeling competent to
teach in each of the six personal finance topics compared to teachersxd tled

group of elementary education. The results for social studies and math teachers are
interesting given that teachers in these disciplines, as was the case for vocational
education teachers, are more likely to teach a course with personal finaterg.co

Along with teachers in many other disciplines, social studies and math teachers are less
likely to report lack of competency to teach, what we would label the less financial
technical areas, listed in the tomkaf Table IV.15, but no less likelp express lack of
competency in the areas in the lower bank of Table I¥? 18ath teachers do express

more confidence in teachirsgvings andnvestment, which may reflect the relevance of
some savings and investment concepts (e.g., compounding) termadittal competency.

In states where educational testing or courses are mandated, teachers expressed no
difference in teaching competency. This is consistent with earlier results in Table V.10
that these state mandates had no influence on whethketsdad taken a course or had
taught a course in personal finance.

32\We evaluate significant coefficients at the <.05 level. Small sampleesineas the power of statistical
tests and so we do not ignore the possibility that results that just miss statistical significance levels may be
due to Type Il errors (the inability to detect results when they are true).

It is interesting to note thapecial education teachers reported feeling significantly more competent than
the comparison group to teach in three of the six personal finance topics including financial responsibility,
income and careers, and planning and money management. Theggcarar®often emphasized in
secondary school programs for vulnerable special populations, especially those focused on the transition
from high school to young adulthood (Levine & Wagner, 2005).
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TablelV.15i Teacher so Perceived Lack of CompByAreaaf
Competency(1= not very competent; O=else)

Financial Responsibility Income and Careers Planning and Money
Management
) Odds Std. Odds | Std. Odds | Std.
Variable Ratio Err. P>|z| | Ratio | Err. P>|z| | Ratio | Err. P>|z|
Years Exp 1.01 001 040 1.01 0.01 030 1.03 001 0.03
Gender 1.06 027 0.83 0097 0.27 090 168 046 0.05
Race 1.61 053 015 1.30 0.46 046 069 026 031
Marital Status 0.77 019 030 0.86 0.23 055 096 025 0.89
State Stndrs
Testing 0.71 020 023 113 0.33 067 087 024 061
Content only 0.61 018 011 0.66 0.22 021 057 018 0.08
Had course 0.47 011 0.00 0.56 0.15 004 052 014 0.01
Only wkshp 0.86 029 0.66 050 0.20 0.09 046 018 0.05
Povertyrate 0.97 0.01 0.06 0.99 0.02 048 099 0.02 0.35
Discipline
Speciakd 0.41 017 0.04 0.8 0.09 0.00 030 014 0.01
Art/Music 0.43 0.24 013 0.46 0.25 016 049 027 0.20
EnglishiLA 0.52 021 010 031 0.13 0.00 075 0.30 047
Foreigr_an 0.36 019 0.05 0.35 0.20 0.07 061 034 037
Math 0.43 017 0.04 031 0.13 000 029 013 0.00
Naturabci 0.49 021 010 035 0.16 0.03 039 018 0.04
SocialStud 0.36 017 0.03 021 0.11 000 091 042 084
Vod/Tech 0.25 012 0.00 0.12 0.07 0.00 0.8 0.10 0.00
Other 1.39 071 052 054 0.26 019 0.88 042 0.79
Risk Management and
Credit and Debt Insurance Savings and Investment
Odds Std. Odds | Std. Odds Std.
Ratio Err. P>|z| Ratio Err. P>|z| Ratio Err. P>|z|
Years Exp 1.01 001 026 1.00 001 090 1.00 0.01  0.87
Gender 1.58 040 0.07 163 040 004 193 0.47  0.01
Race 0.69 024 028 106 035 085 1.01 032 097
Marital Status 0.99 0.25 0.97 1.08 0.25 0.74 0.83 0.20 0.42
State Stndrs
Testing 0.76 022 033 105 028 085 0.73 0.20 0.25
Content only 0.60 019 010 0.60 0.17 0.07 0.67 0.19 0.17
Had course 0.54 013 001 069 016 011 0.46 0.11 0.00
Only wkshp 0.84 031 065 078 026 046 067 0.23 0.23
Povertyrate 0.98 002 0417 098 001 013 0.99 0.01 0.65
Discipline
Speciakd 0.51 023 013 0.64 027 0.30 0.62 0.26 0.24
Art/Music 1.25 067 068 084 046 075 0.74 0.41 0.58
EnglisWLA 0.38 0.16 0.02 056 022 015 0.46 0.18 0.05
ForeigrLan 0.34 020 007 060 031 033 048 0.25 0.16
Math 0.59 023 018 051 020 0.09 034 0.13 0.01
Naturabci 0.54 025 019 052 024 0.15 0.68 0.32 0.41
SocialStud 0.41 020 006 070 0.32 0.44 0.50 0.23 0.13
VodTech 0.27 014 001 030 014 0.01 042 0.19 0.05
Other 1.31 062 057 094 045 0.89 0.50 0.25 0.16
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Curriculum Development and Additional Training

The analysis of our survey data indicates that both training and teachocgsed on

teachers in social studies and vocational disciplines, including business education and
family and consumer education, although across virtually all disciplines teachers report
that teachers in their own discipline should be better prepareddo fieancial literacy

topics than they are. Our analysis also documents that teachers feel less competent to
teach the areas of personal finance that are typically the target of financial education
program$ credit and debt, risk management, and savingsra/estment. Female

teachers are more likely to express lack of competence in these areas, perhaps because
they were far less likely to have had a college course with any personal finance content.
Interestingly, math teachers were far less likely teettaken such a course, but are more
likely to have taught a course with personal finance content, although that content may be
because they are able to introduce savings and investment as an application of
mathematical principles.

Given this expressatiscrepancy between preferred and actual competency in personal
finance pedagogy, we next explore teacherso
that have been developed specifically for personal finance and their willingness to

participate in furthetraining. Part of the survey asked teachers how well qualified they

felt in four pedagogical domains related to personal finance education. These included
familiarity with material that has defined educational aims for personal finance and their
perceived ability to design curriculum, employ instructional strategiad address

learner needs.

Knowledge of personal finance curriculum standardss shown in Table 1V.16, a vast

majority of teachers reported being not well qualified to use either thelarh

standards for personal finance education or their state standards for fiedociion

(71% and 64%, respectively). Additionally, another 17 percent and 15 percent

(respectively) reported not being familiar with these educational tools fotisisiadp

curriculum goals. It is interesting to note that the number of teachers reporting they felt

6not well qualifiedd to use personal finance
number reporting they felt u$persanalfinancey compet €
topics or subject matter areas (Table 1V.14). As noted in the literature review for this

study, research on teaching has revealed that effective teachers are able to draw on

several different kinds of knowledge related to the subjetttéy teach and educatan
pedagogyArends, Winitzky & Tannenbaum, 2001; Shulman, 1987). The fact that a

di sparity apparently exists between teachers
finance subject matter and competence to employ persoaatéreducational aims

serves as a reminder of the importance of considering different kinds of teacher

knowledge in designing programs to nurture teacher development.
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TableIlV.16i Teacher s6 Perceived OQual.ifi
Persmal Finance Education Programs
Type of Standard Not Well Adequately | Very Well | Not
Quialified Quialified Qualified | Familiar
With
Jump$tart Standards 71.0% 8.4% 3.4% 16.9%
State Standards 63.8% 15.8% 5.7% 14.7%

Perceved ability to design cuicula. Besideswidely feeling unqualified to use these two

types ofpersonal finance educational standards, teachers also reported feeling limited in

their ability to design disciplinargpecific curriculum and resources, employ

instructional strategiesd assess specific learner needs. As shown in Table IV.17, over

hal f of teachers reported feeling 6édnot well
concepts into their discipline, use-lme learning resources, modify financial education

methods andantent for diverse learners, or develop examples to explain financial

concepts. Similar numbers reported feeling
studentsé social/cultural background rel ates
impactofinsmct i on on studentso financial behavior

Preferences Regarding Pedagogical Practicége asked teachers who had ever taught

financial literacy topics (29.7% of respondents) a few questions Himupreferences
regardingteaching methodthat might le employed to implement financial education.

Teachers, whether or not they had tawgbbursewere generallppen to team teaching

(only 16% said they were notCollaboration with parents and the local financial

services community werasoviewed podively. Over one third (38%) strongly agreed

with the statement that they would encourage parental involvement (only 10% would

not), and 31 percent agreed strongly with th
most effective if the teacher collabomte wi t h | ocal financial servi
only moderately agreed with that statement, only 9 percent disagreed. Thigtstows

overall, teachers are opamcollaboration and classroom assistameastrategies for

providing financial education
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TablelV.17iTTeachersd Perceived Qualific
Personal Finance Curriculum and Students
Not Well Adequately Very Well
Pedagogical Domain Quialified Qualified Qualified
Design Curriculum and Resources
Integrate FL concepts in
your discipline(s) 54.6% 36.8% 8.7%
Use online FL learning resources 55.9 34.0 10.1
Employ Instructional Strategies
Modify FL methods and content
for diverse learners 58.0 33.3 8.7
Develop examples to explain
FL concepts 60.0 32.2 7.8
Assesd earner Needs
Studentsé FL underd493 anadddg 11.4
How social/cultural badgourd
relates to FL understanding 54.3 35.8 9.8

Degree to which instruction affects

studentsé finant69al 3Ihavi or6L

Teacher sdo Wil |l i ngnSewice on Teaching Financ@aliEguaatiaan 1 n
Given thebroad assessment by teachbegtheir colleagueare more limited to abilityo
teach personal finance topics than desirabletlaaicthey themselvdack competengin
personal finance subject matter and pedagegyassessed the willingness of teachers

participate in additional training. Teachers responded in a mératere assess as

consistent with their expressed beliefs about the importance of incorporating the subject
matter into their own discipline (Table 1V.12). Less than-fongth of teabers said they

would be very likely to participate (Table IV.18) and another half of the teachers reported
being indifferent (perhaps). For those likely to consider it, the preferred formats are those
which have traditionally served teachers for purpagecreditation and pay

advancemeid credit courses and face to face.
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TablelV.18i Teachersd Willingness to arvicei
N Percent
Would patrticipate in FL irservice education:
Very Likely 94 22.2%
Not Very Likely 219 26.2
Perhaps 111 51.6
Preferred format
Credit Courses 249 49.5
Faceto-face 185 36.8
Distance Education (e.g. online) 117 23.3
Concentrated (e.g. weekend) 115 22.9
Noncredit Courses 102 20.3
Self-paced 93 18.5
Extended (e.g. semester) 43 8.6

As shown in Table IV.19 teachers who have had a college course for credit related to
personal finance are nearly twice as likely to express willingness to participate in further
educaibn related to teaching financial education while those with a B.S. or less are half
as likely as those with a degree beyond the B.S. géhdervariable is not statistically
significant but is consistent with previous results showing they are lesstbikefywe had

a course, more likely to teach a course, and more likely to express lack of competency to
teach.

TableIV.19-Pr edi ct ors of Teacher s éenideRelatectq
FinancialEducation
Odds

Variable Ratio | Std. Err. P>[z|
Yrs Exp 0.99 0.02 0.42
Gender 1.54 0.45 0.14
Race 0.67 0.21 0.21
Marital Status 0.80 0.21 0.40
State Standard

Testing 1.07 0.32 0.81

Standard only  1.26 0.40 0.47
Previous Course 1.78 0.46 0.02
Teach < HS 0.65 0.17 0.09
Beyond BA 0.56 0.16 0.04
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Table 1V.20
Predictors of Teacher s éeniceRelatechtqFinansial
Education (with Subject Matter Background)
(1= very likely, O=else)

[ Variable | oddsRatio | std.Err. | P>jz| |
Years Exp 0.99 0.01 0.45
Gende 1.39 0.42 0.29
Race 151 0.54 0.25
Marital Status 0.84 0.23 0.54
State Sandards

Testing 111 0.37 0.74
Content only 1.14 0.40 0.70
Had course 1.50 0.41 0.14
Only wkshp 1.02 0.47 0.97
Povertyrate 1.01 0.02 0.54
Discipline
Speciakd 1.42 0.65 0.45
Art/Music 0.43 0.36 0.32
EnglishLA 0.72 0.35 0.50
Foreigr_an 1.01 0.61 0.99
Math 0.88 0.44 0.80
Naturalci 0.64 0.39 0.46
SocialStud 0.96 0.53 0.94
Vod/Tech 3.90 1.86 0.00
Other 0.99 0.58 0.99

Adding disciplinay areas in Table IV.19 suggests that teachers in only one particular
area aresignificantly moranterestedn in-service educatiothan othergTable IV-20).
Teaching in one of the vocational education areas increases the likglmabldy nearly

four times)of a teacher saying they would be very likely to participate-senvice

related to financial education. These teachers were the ones most likely to have had a
college course, and so that independent effect becomes insignificant.

This concentrion in additional education in one adeavhere previous training and

current teaching is most likélyis consistent with answers to questions about what
additional education or resources they would need if they were interested in developing
coursework in th area of financial education. Close to half of the respondents (46.3%)
overallsaid they would not be interested in develodingncial education curriculum or
courses Butof those who said they would be interestedenelopng such coursework
abouthalf reported they would need more information on obtaining curriculum and
materials (48.0%) and nearly as man2.9%) said they would need more guidance on
standards.
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K-12 Teachersoé PersonahdCbrncetnanci al Experi ences

As discussed in théérature review presented earlier, there is a substantial body of
scholarshighat suggests expertise develops over time and in multiple contexts. Thus,

t eac her s andcapatite to teach personal finance education (e.g., what they
believe is inportant to teach and ideas about methodologies for doing so) could well be a
function of personal financial experiences as well as professional development
opportunities.

Financial experiencesWhen we asked the teachers about the kinds of personatiftha
experiences they had had, we found, not surprisingly perhaps, that as a group, teachers
are quite engaged in the personal finance system. The percentage of teachers reporting
various kinds of experiences is given in Tables IV.21 and IV.22. A fagjerity of the
teachers had purchased real estate property for personal use, contributed to a retirement
account or plan, and applied for a loan other than a mortgage. Slightly over half had
purchased stocks and bonds outside of a retirement accouhé\aidped a financial
recordkeeping system.

TablelV.21-Teacher s6 Personal Fi nan

Percent who have ever:

Purchased real estate property for personal use 83.4%
Contributed to a voluntary employsponsored retirement account 73.4
Applied for a bank or credit union loan other than a mortgage 72.9
Contributed to another retirement plan such as an IRA 71.0
Often/always planned and set goals for your financial future 70.0
Purchased stocks, bonds, mutual funds apam fetirement accounts 54.5
Developed a financial recordkeeping system 54.2
Created a legal financial will and/or an estate plan 34.8

When we asked the teachers whether they practiced a number of financial behaviors that
are typically recommeratl to ensure financial security, we found, not surprisingly given
their education and employment status, that the teachers were more likely to be engaged
in many of these practices than is the average fonaiSeholds (see Table 1V.22).

Using comparativelata from a 2001 survey of consumers commissioned by the Federal
Reserve Board (Hilgert, Hogarth, & Beverly, 2003), we found that teachers in the present
sample were more likely than all US households to say they pay all bills on time, review
their creditreport, save or invest money out of each paycheck, maintain a fund for
unexpected expenses, read about money management and prepare their own personal
income tax. The teachers did fall short of the national average in some other areas of
money managemerguch as reconciling their checkbook every month, paying credit card
balances in full each month, using a written spending plan, and calculating net worth.
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However, this may be because we asked about individual financial behavior and not
whether their hosehold engaged in these activities.

TablelV22-Teachersé Financi al Practi ce

Percent who have done the following in the past year:

NEFE Survey US Households

More Likelythan U.S. households

Usually paid all bills on time 92.6 88
Reviewed credit report 74.3 58
Saved or invested money odteach paycheck 74.0 49
Maintained a fund for unexpected expenses 70.6 63
Read about monayanagement 53.8 20
Prepared own personal income tax 49.1 40

Less Likelythan U.S. households

Reconciled checkbook every month 57.2 75
Paid credit card balances in full each month  54.1 61
Used a written spending plan 38.0 46
Calculated net worth 37.8 40

Although teachers do seem to be engaged in many financial practices which would be
widely viewed as positive, we note that these experiences are alltbkedyadukt

oriented in both content and methodology. This means that not only are the experiences
likely to have presented personal finance as complex but also to have emphasized
personal financeelated values and goals typically found among thoseatildast

middle class socioeconomic backgrounds. Only slightly more thathoxg37%) of the
teachers in this study reported ever having takeersonal financeelatedcollege course

and only about 12 percent reported having taken a noncredit wprkshteaching

personal finance. Thus, it is quite possible thdi2ieachers may shape their ideas of
what personal finance education is and should be through their own personal financial
experiences rather than through professional development foau$eavao teach with
methods and materials appropriate for the diverse bodyld gtudents. We have no

way of knowing the impact on student learning from the findings of this study. However,
we believe the question bears further examination.

Teaches 6 Per sonal F i. Weaaskedi temdherGahethergheywere

concerneabout a set of issues that are known to often be among financial concerns

These are identified in Table IV.22. The top five concerns expressed by the teachers

relate to: whdter they will have enough money for retirement, finding ways to

suppl ement their Iincome as a teacher, payi ng
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knowing whether they are using the best strategies for investing their money, and
knowing whether they attaking advantage of tax laws that may benefit them. The
concern about retirement savings mirrors findings of the 2008 Employee Benefit
Research Institute (EBRI) Retirement Confidence Survey, which found that only 18
percent of respondents were confiddreyt would have enough money in retirement, 43
percent only somewhat confident and 37 percent not confident or not at all confident they
would have enough money in retirement. The findings of the present study also closely
mirror those of the EBRI RetiremeConfidence Survey in the area of investments.

When asked whether they agreed with the statement that they and their spouse were
knowledgeable about investments and investment strategies, 32 percent of Retirement
Confidence Survey respondents disagreResults suggest that K2 teachers share at

least these two financial concerns with other US workers.

TablelV22i Teacher sé6 Per sonal Fi nan

N Percent
Knowing whether | will have enough money for retirement 246 489
Determining ways to supplement my income as a teacher 205 40.8
Paying for my childrendés coll ekp@&/39di v
Whether | am using the best strategies for investing my money 191 38.0

Whether | am taking advantage of all the tax laved benefit me 179 35.6
Not having sufficient income to meet my needs 170 33.8
Whether | am making the best use of emplesmrnsored savings or

investment plans 139 27.6
My level of credit card debt 134 26.6

Understanding insuree options and costs during retirement
(e.g. private insurance, employgyonsored insurance, Medicare) 130 25.9

Developing an estate plan (e.g. wills, trusts, gifts) 129 257
Knowing which sources of financial information to trust 125 24.9
Understanding the role of social security in my likely retirement incob®  24.9
Covering the cost of my continuing education requirements 123 245
Paying of my college/university loans 115 229
Being able to develop and follow a realistic spending pla 106 21.1
Having funds to buy a home and meet my mortgage payments 106 21.1
Understanding and selecting letegm care insurance 96 19.1

Understanding and selecting personal/family health insurance coveréag8e 15.5
Understanding and selecting tmest appropriate life insurance option(s)

for me and my family 69 13.7
Finding the best property and automobile insurance products to meet

my needs 60 119
Whether | am getting the best rate when buying on credit 58 115
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One interesting insight iIs that although the
was the area that teachers felt most competent to teach, income (notsudfvongnt

income to meet neednddetermininghow to supplen@ o n enz@ne) ranked among

the top financial concerns for teachéree examples of topics included in the survey

under Oincome and careersd6 were O6ldentify so
factors affectingtakbh o me pay. 6 On ehatithe gxanmplessign eeachets ot e t

think of the topic in overly simplistic waysather than calling to mind some of the

challenges of financial educatignch asts value leadenness the fact that financial well

being is not wholly under the control of timelividual.

Since we asked only about felt concerns and not actual financial status, it is not possible

to draw conclusions about how well teacher sao
behavior and/oobjectiveindicators of financial welbeing.Althoughfew teachers

expressed lack of understanding of basic financial issues and few expressed concerns

about current spending issues (e.g., credit rates, auto insyrnarcapteworthy that

income sufficiency is a top concern for a rather large prapofonethird or more) of

the overall teacher population

Turning to a multivariate analysis of predictors of the key concerns, we find few strong
predictors of teachersdéd financi al concerns b
different life-cycle stées. This suggests thatR teachers are fairly homogeneous
regarding the financi al i ssues that Oowei gho
married teachers were more than twice as likely to express concern about paying for their

c hi | dr eeeduatian thbinl werg monarried teachers, a variable that most likely

picks up who have children, since we did not ask about children. Race was also a

significant predictor of this concern wittonwhite teachersine percent morkkely to

express theancern than whites.
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Table V.23 -
Likelihood of Responding AYesoOo about [

Paying f or |Supplementing Knowing Whether
College Education Oneds | nc|Usingthe Best
Teacher Strategies fo
Investing Money
Odds | Std. Odds | Std. Odds | Std.
Ratio | Err. P>|z| Ratio | Err. P>|z| | Ratio | Err. P>|z|

Years Exp 0.98 0.01 0.06 0.97 0.01 0.00 1.02 0.01 0.04

Gender 0.84 0.20 0.47 0.80 0.18 0.31 1.13 0.27 0.59
Race 2.09 0.63 0.01 1.12 0.34 0.70 0.92 0.26 0.78
Marital
Status 2.30 0.54 0.00 0.87 0.19 0.54 1.11 0.25 0.64
Standards

Testing 1.27 0.32 0.34 0.64 0.16 0.08 0.92 0.23 0.73

Contentonly  1.07 0.29 0.81 0.78 0.21 0.35 1.05 0.29 0.85
Had course 0.84 0.19 0.43 0.94 0.21 0.79 1.18 0.26 0.45
Only wkshp 0.78 0.26 0.46 1.24 040 051 1.20 0.40 0.58
Povertyrate 0.99 0.01 0.51 0.99 0.01 0.32 0.99 0.01 0.64
Discipline

Speciakd 0.69 0.26 0.33 2.29 0.90 0.04 1.40 0.54 0.38

Art/Music 0.78 0.42 0.65 1.22 0.59 0.68 2.36 1.20 0.09

EnglishLA 0.66 0.25 0.26 0.91 0.35 0.80 1.65 0.61 0.18

ForeigrLan 0.44 0.21 0.09 0.76 0.38 0.59 0.87 0.48 0.81

Math 0.82 0.31 0.60 1.10 041 0.79 2.07 0.79 0.05

Naturalci 0.58 0.25 0.20 0.86 0.37 0.73 1.79 0.77 0.18

SocialStud 0.84 0.36 0.69 0.76 0.33 0.53 1.40 0.62 0.44

VodTech 0.91 0.38 0.82 1.30 0.55 0.53 1.40 0.61 0.44

Other 0.76 0.34 0.53 0.62 0.30 0.32 2.70 1.21 0.03

Two variables were identified as significant predictors of being concerned about
supplementingm e lcome as a teacher (Table IV)23hese included years of

teaching experience and being a special education teacher. Expression of concern about
supplementing income decreased about three percent per year of teaching experience;
perhaps not surpiigy given that as teachers gain teaching experience, they are more
likely to have moved beyond earlier financial pressures such as paying college loans,
establishing firstime home ownership and managing higher infant and preschool child
care expenses. n@ surprising finding was that special education teachers were found to
be significantly more likely than the comparison group of elementary education teachers
to express concern about supplementing their income. It is possible that the special
educatiorcategory captured a greater number of individuals working in lower paid

At eacherod categories such as teacher aide,
the data collected.
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Two variables were found t o beenawutghethdri cant p
they were using the best strategies for investing their money (Tal2&)IVThese were

years of teaching experience and teaching 1in
included individuals in positions such as English as a Second &gagOTC, health

education, library science, or other. The likelihood of teachers expressing concerns

about making wise investment choices increased about two percent with each additional

year of teaching experience. This suggests that the topic liketynes more salient to

teachers as they near retirement age, although concern about sufficiency of retirement

income did not vary significantly according to any of the variables examined. It is less

clear why teachi ng i n aasociatedwitihcencain aboetac hi ng c a
investments. One possibility is that the positions serve as a proxy for either more

advanced levels of education (and greater awareness of investment possibilities and

pitfalls) and/or positions with less employment stabil&igd cognizance of need for

additional attention to wealth building).

Interestingly, concern about having sufficient income for retirement did not differ

significantly with any of the variables examined. What this means is that the concern

crosses albubgroups rather than that it is not a major issue for teachers. Concern about
Owhether | wil!/ have enough money for retire
expressed by teachers; nearly half of all those who responded (Table IV.22).

Becaus¢ here were so few significant predictors
it is probably fair to say that such concerns are more often randomly distributed across
subgroups of teachers than not. This lack of variation may be because teauati¢os te

hold relatively secure jobs with health insurance and pension coverage. They are

concerned, but that is uniform across teacher categories.

Summary of Teacher Sample Results

Only slightly more than a third of teachers have ever had a collegeedauinancial

subject matter and even fewer have had some kind of pedagogical preparation related to
financial education. Preparation for and the teaching of personal finance is concentrated

in the vocationakéducation and social studiesaching areathat have traditionally

required courses in economics or consumer finance as part of the tedhotetion

curriculum 1t is also most frequently taugihtmath which may benefit from the

opportunity the subject provides to contextualize instructihile a larger percentage

of teachers agree with the statement that high school students should be required to take

or be tested opersonal financéor high school graduationhey are less likely to agree

that it should be an important part of their owscgplinary teaching Those who are

likely to be mosinterestedn participating in further education ateose who have

already had courses with this content and who teach in vocational Arghsalthough

few (about 20 %) teachetsksebydtheypwotulidipat
education on personal finance, thfearths overall indicate they would atleasp e r hap s 6
be willing to participate in continuing education on the subject.
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It is not clear from our study whetheeth t e interebtin furthereducations because
teachers are already overwhelmed with teaching obligations, do not believe that their
teaching assignments will be strengthened by personal finance components, or they just
are not aware of available curriculum. Althdygersonal finance standards and

curriculum exist for even elementary grades (e.g., the Jamstandards are written for

4" 8" and 1% grade), few in our sampfelt capable of effectively usinthese

standards. Nor state standandsean influerceon personal financeoursetaking or

teaching behavior or perceived teaching competency

Teachers reported feeling least competent to teach in the areas of risk management and
insurance, saving and investirigancial responsibility and decision mag and credit

and debtthe areas of study that are considered necessary to change the credit and savings
behavior that has motivatsthte mandates on financial literacy education. Teachers are

not unaware of the importance of understanding in thess asetheir own personal

financial practicesire, onaveragemore positive than those 0fS householdsand they

do consult and attend seminars given by financial specialists.

A clue to possible ways of integrating financial education into ti& Kuriculum is

given by teachers of mathematics who are no more likely (than elementary grade
teachers) to have taken for credit a course with personal finance content but are more
likely to have taught a courdleat addresses the subject matiEneir higherexpressed
competency téeach lessons in savings and investment suggests that they use those
examples to illustrate mathematical concepts. This would be an example of how teachers
in our sample integrated personal finance concepts into existing cassess done by
virtually all teachers who taught such courses. Interest in attending addzticaltion
sessions may be low becawde perception that the continuing educatiayuld not
necessarily be targeted to thggecificdiscipline andbr focuson the integration of

lessons into existing courses.
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Table IV-A- Variable Definitions

Variable Definition

Teacher Characteristics

Years Exp: Years of Teaching Experience

Gender: =1 if Female O if Male

Race: = 1 if White; 2 if Nonwhite

Marital Status: =1 if Married or partnezd O if Else

PovertyRate: Poverty rate of school district in which teacher teaches

State Standards

Content Only =1, if State hasantent standard®r K-12 studentsbutno
testing(lA, NJ, PA, WI)
Testing =1, if Statehas standard and testifay K-12 students
(VA, GA)

(Excluded category: no standar@A(and CO)

Teacher s education
Had course =1 if took a courséor creditwith personal finance content
Onlyworkshop: = 1 iftook anly a workshop with personal finance content

Teaching Discipline (variable = 1 if teaches in specific discipline)

specialed.

artandmusic.

englishlanguagearts.

foreignlanguages.

math.

naturalscience

socialstudies

vocational

other (ESL, health educatiofiprary science, ROTC, and the generic other category
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V. RESULTS: PRE-SERVICE TEACHER EDUC ATION STUDENTS

Sample Characteristics

The findings regardingpre er vi ce teacher education student
background and capacity to teachgmeral finance education are based on responses

received from 627 individuals. This represents a usable response rate of 17.1 percent of

all preservice teacher education students enrolled at eight public universities selected for
participation in the stud As shown in Table V.1, responses were received from all

states contacted (participating universities were identified in Table Ill.1), however, it is

apparent that teacher education student respondents from Wisconsin aepmsznted.

Although fourfollow-up reminders were sent to students in all states to boost responses,

it may bethat the higher response rate received from Wisconsin can be attributed to
studentsé comfort with the i deahotnheabts ttantee pr o
and/a institution.

Table V.1-
Distribution of Teacher Education Student Respondents
by Region and State

Western Region N=91 14.5%

California 66 10.5

Colorado 25 4.0
Southeast Region N=84 13.4%

Georgia 63 10.1

Virginia 21 3.3
Northeast Region N=134 21.4%

New Jersey 91 14.5

Pennsylvania 43 6.9
[Midwest Region N=318 50.7%

lowa 20 14.4

Wisconsin 228 36.4

Our sampl e c¢usently €nrolletl in ateachergregaration programn t h e
phrasing of acreener question for eligible respondents. Thus they are seeking

credential to teach or work in some capacity tiXeducation. This training comes, in
some cases, many years later than for the teachers in our sample and, therefore, is more
likely to be influenced by recent changes in th@ZXcurriculum. Of course in this study

we are most interested how the recent push for financial educaticthi2miay have
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influenced the training, attitudes and competencies of students who will soon bedjualifie

as K-12 teachers. We would expect letigne teachers to have less formal training than
current education students in areas on which states have more recently set standards. For
this reason in this section we compare responses of tteepiiee teachezducation

students with those of the-K2 teacher sample to assess whether formal training,

attitudes and competencies have changed in response to changes in financial literacy
standards.

Table V.2
Descriptive characteristics dkacher Education &dens:
Compared to KL2 Teachers
Teacher Ed Student K-12 Teachers
% Female 85.1% 75.040
|Median Age 23 46
[Race/Ethnicity
White 85.7% 83.1%
Black 1.6 7.9
Hispanic 6.3 6.2
Other (Am In, Asian, 6.4 2.7
Pacific Is)
IMarital Status
Married/Cohabiting 17.%% 73.1%
Never Married 81.4 15.2
Div/Widowed/Other 1.3 11.7
[Highest Degree
Bachel or 65 70.3% 43.1%
Master 6 s/ S 16.8 56.0
Doctorate 0.0 0.8
Other 15 0.2
Certification Only 11.4
® Highest degree curregtbeing pursued by teacher education students.
[Highest degree completed byl Teachers.

Demographic CharacteristicsComparedtothek 2 t eacher sé6 sampl e,
education student respondents were similar in terms of racial background. lHoweve

there were slightly more females than in the teacher sample and, as would be expected in
a largely undergraduate population, only a small percentage was married (Table V.2).

The teacher education students were, not surprisingly, much younger theactier t

sample and most of them were pursuing a first undergraduate degree. The majority of the
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teacher education student respondents had completed nearly all of theirsstject
coursework towards this degree, including theirgitelent teaching praca (Table

V.3). About twethirds had completed required coursework in teaching methods and
curriculum development but most had yet to complete student teaching.

Table V.3- Teacher Education
Requirements Completed

[Requirements Completed Percent
Nearly all subject matter 89.8
coursework

|[Prestudent teachingractica 76.6
[Methods & curriculum 69.9
coursework

Student teaching 19.5

Teacher education student respondents represented a variety of teaching specialties
(Table V.4) with 42 percentrgparing to be elementary teachers and the remainder in
specific disciplines at the-K2 level. Nationally, about 53 percent of teachers work at

the elementary level (NCES, 2007) so the distribution in the present sample is consistent
with this attributeof the US teacher populatiéh.Given the disciplinary differences in

the teaching of financial literacy that we found fed K teachers, we were pleased that
sufficient numbers of students defined a disciplinary focus to allow us to examine
differences irtraining and expectations across disciplines.

34h0f our K-12 teacher sample, 21.3 percent taught at te&5" grade level and another 31 percefit 6
8" grade.
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TableV4-Teacher Education Stu

Teaching Assignment N Percent
Elementary Education 258 42.0%
Special Education 36 5.9%
Art & Music 22 3.6%
English / language Arts 42 6.9%
ESL 2 0.0%
Foreign Language 39 6.4%
Health Education 3 0.0%
Mathematics 43 7.1%
Natural Science 54 8.9%
Social Sciences 65 10.7%
Voc / Tech Education 25 4.1%
Other 20 3.3%

Teaching Personal Finance: TeachePreparation and Experience

Own Preparation in Personal Financale asked student respondents about courses

with personal finance content they had taken both in college and high school, since state
financial literacy standards may have increased the pildhes that they had had such a
course prior to college entry. We also asked these students, as wé&2lig#chers,

about their own financial planning experience. In this chapter we describe some of that
experience as part of their teacher prepamatince this may indicate particular interest

in the teaching of financial issuds.

Only about 20 percent of the teacher education students had taken a course dealing with

financial education in high school and less than one third had taken any financia

educationrelated course for credit as part of their college coursework (TableThé®).

percentage having had a high school course is slightly higher than the 17 percent figure

reported for all high school students by the Jump$tart Coalition (200@) percentage

doing college course work is comparable to the percentagel@ft&achers who had had

such course work, suggesting no change in en
finance content. Indeed, it appears that there may be less empheacher training

programs on courses with this specific fetlconsumer economics or consumer

% We report financial experience separate from teachers training f@rt&achers since one would expect
employed individuals, covered by benefit plans, to consult human resource speciatistsdofirancial
planning workshops and to consider these apart from their educational obligations. We asked those
experiences about the K2 teachers currently, not during their training years.
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educatimd athough the differences in distribution of these two samples across states and
the small numbers who have actually taken these courses means thiatabses
presented with some caution.

As with K-12 teachers, the college course most frequently cited by teacher education
students as one that had financial literacy content was economics. The next most
frequently cited course title among both growas consumer economics or consumer
education. Only a handful of teacher education students reported having taken a course
dealing with methods of teaching personal finance.

TableV5-Teacher Education Stud
Background

(percem reporting)
[Had Course or Financial Planning | Teacher Ed K-12
Experience Students Teachers
[Had a financial education course in
high school 19.9 ?
Took a college course faredit ®
e Any financial education course 30.8 37.0
e Economics (macro/micro) 26.0 26.8
e Consumer eaved 12.6 20.1
e Personal/Family Econ/Mgt 5.6 16.5
e Personal finance topic specific 2.6 11.3
e Methods of Teaching Personal 0.3 2.6
Finance
[Education through own financial
plannind
e Consulted a professional finang 11.8 50.4
planner
e Consultech benefits specialist a 5.6 33.8
place of employment
e Attended a workplace 9.4 23.3
presentation on financial literac

 Multiple responses allowed

Not surprisingly, teacher education students were much less likely ti2rtdéacherso

have consulted a financial planner, a benefits specialist at work, or attended a workplace
presentation on financial literacy. It is interesting, however, that nearly 12 percent of

teacher education students did report having consulted a profedsianalal planner,

suggesting there is some important variation in finaet&ed experience and interest

within the teacher education student popul at
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financial practices, which are surprisingly comparabl@amy ways to that of the older
K-12 teacher sample.

Own Teaching Experiencelt is no surprise that few students have had teaching
experience specifically related to personal finance education, although the percentage is
very low indeed. Only 7.6 pengesaid they had developed lessons or curriculum related

to financial literacy and only 5.4 percent reported having taught financial literacy lessons
during their practicum or student teaching experiences. Fewer still said they had planned
a communitybased financial literacy program (2%) or taught financial literacy to a
communitybased group (1.4%). The percentage of teacher education students that said
they had taught financial education is far lower than the percentage of practicing teachers
reportingthis experience (29.7%). Since only about 20 percent of the student sample had
completed student teaching, it is possible that the number of students actually getting
financial education teaching experience prior to graduation is somewhat larger #ean the
reported figures. However, given that many states have no specific certification
requirements for KL2 personal finance teachers, it is also quite likely that substantial
numbers of financial education teachers are acquiring both the responsibility and

preparation to teach in this area 6éon the fI

Teacher Educati on Studentsd®éd Opinions on

As were practicing teachers, pgervice students were asked their opinions on a number
of topics related to financial education.

Educaional Requirements As shown in Table V.6, the students were divided in their
opinion about whether financial education was too complicated for elementary school
children with slightly more than half agreeing it was. When asked at what grade level
financial education should be offered, fervice teachers mirror practicing teachers in
their view that financial education is a subject that is appropriate for older students.
While virtually all the student respondents (88%) think financial education is
appropriately taught in gradesX®, only 12 percent think it is appropriate for preschool
through grade 2 and only about ethé@d think it is appropriate for other elementary
grades (). Itis difficult to discern whether it is that younger childrensaen as too
young to comprehend financial concepts and/or that the subject matter itself is seen as
inappropriatdor those at younger ages. But given that very fewspreice or irservice
teachers have taken financial education methods courses ahwpsk and that much of

t e ac h e r 4odused inancia education has taken place primarily through their own
financial planning (which would be complex and adattused), it is likely that students
have not been exposed to the concept of persorsaldial literacy as a developmental
process or to developmentally appropriate curricula and teaching/learning resources.
Since about half the student sample is preparing to teach at the elementary level, the high
percentag¢hatsees personal finance asot a subjecfor young childredis a potential
challenge to the introduction of personal finance curriculum at the lower grade levels.

Althoughnot viewingfinancial education as universally appropriate across grades
respondents amupportive of finacial literacy requirements. Over 85 percent offitres
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service studentagreed with the statement that students should be required to take a
financial literacy course or pass a financial literacy test for high school graduation. In
general, the opinionsf the teacher education students and practicing teachers are quite
similar (Table V.6). However, the students do appear to be slightly less convinced that
financial education should be required for high school graduation than®z2e K

teachers?®

TabkeV.6- Teacher Education Studentsbdb

Teacher Education Students [K-12

Teacher

Survey statement Strongly |Moderately|Strongly  [Strongly
IDisagree |Agree Agree Agree

It istoo complicated for elementary
school childre 44.1% 49.3% 5.9% 8.5%
Students should be required to take |
FL course or pass a test for HS 14.0% 46.7% 39.3% 46.2%
graduation

When asked about the extent to which they thought financial education should be
incorporated into their teachingsdipline, the preservice students responded similarly to

the practicing teachers with very few saying they thought it should be a major part of

what they were going to teach (Table V.7). Somewhat more students than practicing
teachers also said they thght it was not at all important to incorporate in their subject
matter area. Thepeer vi ce teachersdé opinions about
in their area to be prepared to teach financial education followed this same pattern with
slightly moreof theK-12 teachers thastudents saying it was both very and not at all
important for them to be prepared to teach the subject. It may be that teachers are a bit
more O6opinionatedd about the relevance of
are teacher education students. Nevertheless, a large majority of both groups did indicate
that they felt financial education should be incorporated into their subject matter area at
least to a limited degree. This suggests that both groups of teaclyenshae open to

learning more about how to teach financial literacy across the curriculum as opposed to
viewing it as something that should be offered solely as a-stiané course.

3 We caution that this difference may be affected by theibeaeighting of Wisconsin students in the
student sample. Wisconsin does not have testing requirements. It does have voluntary standards which
may make standards and voluntary teaching of the material more familiar to sampled students.
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Table V.77 Perceived Relevance of Financial Education in Own StiMatter
Area TeachelEducation Students and¥2 Teachers
Not at All Limited Degree/ Major Part
Somewhat Very
Should FL be incorporated in
your subject matter area?
Students 13.9% 77.3% 8.9%
K-12 Teachers 20.5 69.6 10.1
How important is it for teachers
in your area to be prepared
to teach FL?
Students 19.7% 63.0% 174%
K-12 Teachers 24.4 50.7 24.9

Perceived Competency to Teach Personal Finance Topisen asked about their

perceived competency to teach financial topics, we observe the same pattern of

differences acrss these areas for students as fdrdteachers (Table V.8). Both teacher

education students and K teachers felt least competent to teach about risk management

and insurance and about savings and investment. These are arguably the more technical
ofthetopicareas. Twbohi rds of the students indicated t
to teach about risk management and insurance
the areas of credit and debt and saving and investment. Both groups expressed quite

similar levels of competency to teach in the areas of financial responsibility and decision

making and planning and money management, which is somewhat surprising given the

studentsé6é relative | ack of experience in the

Table V.81 Teacher Edudai on St udentsd Percei

Financial TopicsCompared with K12 Teachers
Teacher Education Students [K-12

[Financial Topics Not Very |Adequately] very  [Teachers
Planning and Money 28.3% 53.6% 18.1% 31.6%
Management
Income and Careers 36.2 514 13.0 26.6
Financial Responsibility and 36.8 51.3 12.0 40.8
Decision Making
Saving and Investment 50.1 43.3 6.6 46.4
Credit and Debt 50.2 36.3 13.6 33.3
|Risk Management Insurance 67.4 29.2 3.4 52.7
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Multivariate logistic regression analysasggest some interesting relationships between

felt competency and characteristics of teacher education students. We identified students
by two broad age groumsd marital statu® distinguish the effects of being older than

the traditional college stient and perhaps more experienced with personal finance

issues. We includealvariable indicating whether the student had taken a high school
coursen financial educatioms well as one that indicated having hdohancerelated

course in college. Hyphesizing that state financial literacy standards tdr2K

educatiormay have influenced the training of students currenttgacher education
programs, we included a variable that indidatdnether the state had standarelated to

K-12 financial liteacy.

TableV9presest ogit regressions of whether respond
compet ent 0 dixdinahcialditerdcy topic aréahk identified earlier. Two
characteristics of teacher education students pemtecularly importanpredictors of

their perceived competency to teach financial topics: whether they had taken a financial
literacy course in high school and whether they were marB8éaidents who had taken a

high school course were less likélbetween 40 and 60 percentlikelyd to report

feeling not very competent to teach about all buttopé area, that exception being risk
management and insurance. Students who were married were less likely to report feeling
not very competent to teach in all areas but income amegisa Gender was a significant
predictor of perceived competency in only one topic area,fentlales being more likely

than maleso report feeling not very competent to teach about credit and debt.

Disciplinary area in which the student was prepatb teach was not statistically
significant in any consistent way. Those preparing in early childhood education were
more likely to report feeling not competénbmpared to the reference group of
elementary teachers) teach about financial respondilyi. In contrast to the KL2
teachersé results (see Table I'V.15), student
studies the traditional areas for personal finance education, were not less likely to
express lack of competence to teach in these avascannot tell if this is because
teachers in these disciplines gain competence through teaching rather than through
teacher training or becauséother differences between the groups such as changed
teacher education requirements or opportuniti@bether the state in which the college
was located had 2 financial educatiostandards had no predictive effect.
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TableV9i Teacher Edu cRetceivedlLack of Campatency i Teach Personal Financg
Topics:By Area of Competency1= not very ompetent; O=elsé)

Financial Responsibility Income and Careers Planning and Money
Management

Odds Std. Odds | Std. Odds | Std.
Variable Ratio Err. P>|z| | Ratio Err. P>|z| | Ratio [ Err. P>|z|
Age 25+ 1.15 0.32 0.61 0.95 0.27 085 148 0.43 0.18
Had HS Couse 0.41 0.10 0.00 0.57 0.13 0.02 059 0.15 0.04
Had CollegeCourse 1.06 0.22 0.76 0.72 0.15 0.11 095 0.21 0.82
Gender 1.04 0.28 0.89 1.36 037 025 081 0.23 0.46
Race 0.83 0.22 0.48 1.09 0.30 075 1.02 0.29 0.94
Marital Status 0.56 0.16 0.04 0.64 0.18 0.11 0.48 0.14 o0.01
StateStandards 1.38 0.33 0.18 1.33 0.32 023 129 033 031
Discipline
Earlychild~d 2.09 0.75 0.04 1.59 056 0.19 190 0.71 0.09
SpeciakEd 0.99 0.41 0.98 1.05 041 090 0.90 0.38 0.80
ArtandMusic 1.55 0.78 0.38 141 0.69 049 095 053 0.93
Englangarts 1.68 0.58 0.13 1.38 049 036 171 0.61 0.13
ForeigrLang 2.01 0.74 0.06 1.54 058 025 171 0.66 0.17
Math 0.96 0.36 0.92 0.75 028 045 042 0.20 0.07
Science 1.56 0.53 0.19 1.81 0.63 009 193 0.65 0.05
SodalStudies 2.20 0.71 0.01 1.29 041 042 119 040 0.60
Vocational 0.37 0.24 0.12 0.42 0.28 020 1.02 0.58 0.97
Other 1.41 0.66 0.46 1.27 059 060 064 036 044

Risk Management and
Credit and Debt Insurance Savings and Invetment
Odds Std. Odds Std. Odds Std.

Variable Ratio Err. P>|z| | Ratio Err. P>|z| | Ratio Err. P>|z|
Age 25+ 086 023 057 060 0.17 0.07 145 0.39 0.16
Had HS Course 052 012 0.00 0.77 0.18 0.26 0.64 0.14 0.05
Had CollegeCourse 113 023 055 084 019 044 0.77 0.15 0.19
Gender 167 042 004 118 0.30 0.53 145 0.37 0.15
Race 099 0.27 097 064 0.19 0.14 0.93 0.24 0.79
Marital Status 0.39 0210 0.00 053 0.24 0.02 0.60 0.16 0.05
State Standards 1.14 027 056 152 036 0.08 1.44 0.33 0.11
Discipline
Earlychild~d 165 061 017 200 0.92 0.13 1.03 0.36 0.94
SpeciakEd 0.66 027 031 062 0.26 0.26 0.68 0.26 0.32
ArtandMusic 154 080 041 052 0.26 0.19 0.84 042 0.72
Englangarts 1.18 040 062 106 040 0.88 1.26 043 0.50
ForeignLang 1.08 043 084 167 075 0.26 1.39 0.52 0.38
Math 064 023 021 074 029 0.43 0.63 0.23 0.20
Science 090 030 075 081 028 054 1.30 043 0.44
SocialStudies 075 023 036 087 029 0.68 0.95 0.29 0.86
Vocational 054 028 024 058 029 0.27 0.70 0.36 0.48
Other 054 025 018 045 0.20 0.08 0.48 0.22 0.10

37Variable defiitions and values are displayed in Table V.A.
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Curriculum Development and Additional Training

Knowledge of personal finance curriculum standard®reservice students were also

asked to assess their qualification in pedagdglomains related to the teaching of

personal finance. Over 90 percent of these future teachers said they were either not well
qualifiedto useor were not familiar with the Jump$tart curriculum standards for personal

finance education (Table V.10).bAut 85 percent of the prgervice students also said

they were either not well prepared or not familiar with their state standards for financial

education. These figures are similar to those fd2deachers, of whom 71 percent said

they were not well calified to use the Jump$tart standards and about 64 percent said

they werenét qualified tobuse their state st

TableV.10i Preser vi ce Teachersob6 Perceived
Education Standards in Designing Coutum
Type of Standard Not Well Adequately Very Well Not Familiar
Qualified Quialified Qualified With
Jump$tart Standard: 66.6% 7.9% .9% 24.6%
State Standards 61.5% 15.2% 1.2% 22.1%

Perceived ability to design curriculd eacher educatn students did report feeling

somewhat better qualified in the other financial educatteted pedagogical domains

about which they were asked, although about half still reported feeling not well qualified

in most areas. Table V.11 shows that ovef tiadtudents reported feeling not well

gualified to integrate financial literacy concepts into their discipline(s) and employ

instructional strategies such as developing examples to explain financial literacy concepts

and modify financial education metreoédnd content for diverse learners. Over half also
reported feeling not well gualified to asses
assess the degree to which instruction i mpac
of pedagogical expgse addressed in the study, the teacher education students felt most

gualified to use ottine learning resources and determine how social/cultural background

relates to financial literacy understanding. Interestingly, these were the two pedagogical

areaswith the largest differences in the percentage ofspreice and irservice teachers

responding they felt not well qualified (see Table IV.17). In both cases, fewer pre

service than irservice teachers said they felt not well qualified. The differbeteeen

practicing and prservice teachers (respectively) who reported feeling not well qualified

to use odine financial literacy learning resources was 55.9 percent compared to 45.7

percent and the difference for reportedly feeling not well qualibetketermine how
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social/cultural background relates to financial understanding was 54.3 percent compared
to 42.7 percent.

TableV.1li Preser vi ce Teacher so

Percei

Pedagogical Domainsow percentages=100)

Pedagogical Domain Not Well | Adequately|Very Well
Design Curriculum and Resources
Integrate FL concepts in your
discipline(s) 53.7 41.8 4.5
Use online FL learning resources 45.7 46.7 7.6
Employ Instructional Strategies
Modify FL methods and contentrfo
diverse learners 56.6 37.1 6.4
Develop examples to explain FL
Concepts 58.0 36.2 5.9
Address Learner Needs
Assess studentsg 539 40.6 55
Determine how social/cultural back
ground relates to FL understandi 42.7 49.1 8.3
Assess degree to which instruction
affects student 51.4 42.5 6.1

Recognizing the increasing diversity of the US student population (NCES, 2007b), the
relation between culturally responsigaching and academic achievement (e.g., Ladson
lings, 1997, 2001),
(see Palfrey & Gasser, 2008 for one of the most recent discussions), teacher education

Bi

programs are now giving more attiem to these aspects of pedagogy, both in general
foundation and disciplinargpecific courses, than they did in past years. There is

and t Foasedresquicas

expansi

widespread agreement that much more needs to be done to address all of the issues and
possibilities in these areas, howev The fact that such large proportions ofgeevice
and inservice teachers report feeling not well qualified to apply such pedagogies to the
teaching of financial literacy bears this out.

Questions asked about curriculum development do provide gaidance on how

supportive these students would be of collaboration with groups that might be able to

assist in program development and conduct. Table V.12 indibatiestudents are more
open to collaborating with the local financial services industngolving parents in

financial literacy classes, and team teaching financial literacy offerings thanlée K
teachers. We do not know whether this is because students accurately perceive their
greater lack of competency to teach in these areas, ihthaygreater experience in their
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own training with collaborative work and see it more favorably, or if they have less
experience and therefore are less able to critically assess the value of this collaboration.

TableV.12i Teacher E d u c @piniors abous TeacHimg iCollabdration

Teacher Education Students K-12
Teacher
Survey statement Strongly [Moderately| Strongly | Strongly

Disagree | Agree Agree Agree

[FL concepts and courses are most
effective if the teacher collaborates 8.2% 62.0% 29.9% 30.5%
with local financial services

| 6d encourage pa
|FL classes if/when | taught them 8.0% 45.3% 46.7% 35.9%

| 6d be open to t 8.3% 35.0% 56.7% 37.7%

Note: FL: Financial Literacy

Willingness to Patricipate in In-Service on Teaching Personal Finaec One further

guestion did, in fact, yield information indicating that both groups of teachers would be

open to further education about teaching financial education. As shown in Table V.13,
threefourthsof practicing teachers and tvthirds of teacher education students said they

woul d be at | east O6somewhat | ikelyd to atten
required in their program) on teaching financial education. Twice as mdyt&achers
aspreservice students said they would be o6very
timing of such education was not addressed specifically in the question, it is possible the

students were thinking of the likelihood of this education within the contexewf th

present, rather than future, teacher professional development.

Table V.13i Openness to Attending Further Education al
TeachingPersonaFinan@: TeachefEducation Students an
K-12 Teachers

Not Likely Somewhat Very
Likely Likely
[Education
Students 31.7% 56.4% 11.9%
[K-12 Teachers 26.2% 51.7% 22.2%
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When we examined the predictors of attendance, an interesting contrast with the findings
about crosslisciplinary levels of teaching competence appears. Table V.14 shows that
students wth backgrounds in social studies were nearly three times as likely as the
reference group agfllementary school teachdrso s ay t hey were o6very |
such further education on teaching personal finance and those with backgrounds in
vocational ducation were nearly six times as likely to say so. This is consistent with
these disciplines being traditionally responsible for teaching personal finance related
topics. Theseespondentsyho, as students feel no greater competence to teach personal
finance, are perhaps aware that they need more training in this area. Note that,
controlling for these characteristics, students in states witB t€acher standards are no
more likely to be willing to participate in{service than students in statesheitt those
standards. We note, again, however the small number of states in our sample which
reduces the variance in this measure.

Table V.14- Predictors oSt u d ®Vitlihgee8s to Participate in igervice
Related to Financidducation
(1= very Ikely, O=else)
Odds
Variable Ratio Std. Err. | P>|z]
Age 25+ 2.04 0.75 0.05
Had HS Course 1.03 0.37 0.94
Had CollegeCourse | 0.85 0.29 0.63
Gender 1.75 0.76 0.20
Race 0.53 0.20 0.09
Marital Status 1.19 0.43 0.64
State Standards 1.31 0.50 0.47
Discipline
Earlychild~d 1.24 0.69 0.70
Speciakd 0.83 0.54 0.77
ArtandMusic 1.38 1.12 0.69
Englangarts 1.27 0.70 0.66
Foreigr_ang 1.02 0.62 0.97
Math 0.63 0.48 0.55
Science 0.87 0.50 0.80
SocialStudies 2.77 1.20 0.02
Vocational 5.84 3.41 0.00
Other 0.42 0.45 0.41

In addition, the likelihood of participating in further education about teaching financial
literacy was twice as great for the teacher education students over 25 than those under
age 25. Given that somewhat largesgortions of K12 teachers support financial
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education at all grade levels and that twice as maf keachers as pservice students
indicate they would be 6very I|likelyd to atte
speculate that appreciation bktneed for financial literacy, and specialized preparation

to teach it, may become more apparent to teacher education students as they become

older (with more personal financial independence) and gain more actual teaching

experience.

Education Student® Per s on al Financi al Experiences an:

Student®Financial ExperiencesThe variation that was seen in the personal finance
experiences (courses and financial planning) of teacher education students can also be
seen in their responses to other gioes about their personal finanoelated

background. Table V.15 reports on specific ways in which individuals interact with the
financial system and shows that nearly half of the teacher education students said they
often or always set goals for themdncial future and that nearly 40 percent have
developed a financial recordkeeping system. Nearlyfomeh have purchased stocks
and/or bonds outside of a retiremantount. Not surprisingly, all of the financial

Table V.15 Teacher Education Stadnt s & Per s on g
Experiences: Compared toK2 Teachers

IPercent who have ever: Education K-12
Students | Teachers

Often/always planned and set goals for your| 48.5% 70.0%
|financia| future

[Developed a financial recordkeeping system| 39.5% 54.2%

Applied for a bank or credit union loan other| 26.9% 72.9%
than a mortgage

IPurchased stocks, bonds outside retirement 23.8% 54 5%
accounts

Contributed to another retirement plan (e.g.,| 14.2% 71.0%
IRA)

Contributed to a voluntary employsporsored 13.4% 73.4%
retirement account

|[Purchased real estate property for personal {  9.0% 83.4%
Taken out a mortgage 8.1% 82.7%
[Refinanced a mortgage or home loan 4.8% 65.4%
Created a will or estate plan 4.1% 34.8%
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experienceseported by teacher edation students are at rates far below those fa2K
teachers. The biggest gaps in percentages reporting various experiences are in behaviors
that would not be expected unless or until one is gainfully employed for a reasonable
length of time; for exampl purchased real estate property, taken out a mortgage, and
contributed to a voluntary employsponsored retirement account.

Part of the survey asked teacher education students to indicate whether they had engaged
in a number of financial practicesdwn to be associated with financial security (Hilgert

& Hogarth, & Beverly, 2003) during the past year, all practices that are reasonable to
adhere to at their younger ages. Compared-1@ keachers and US households (Hilgert,
Hogarth, & Beverly, 2003)larger percentages of teacher education students reported
paying all bills on time and paying credit card balances in full each month (Table V.16).
This may be because the majority of teacher education students are single, with few
financial responsibilies, with some still receiving financial support from parents/family.
The studentsod financi al behavior mirrors tha
behavior and reading about money management. They are much less likely than either
teachers or UBouseholds to review their credit report, maintain a fund for unexpected
expenses (again, they are probably relying on parents or financially constrained by
educational expenses), reconcile their checkbook, use a written spending plan, and
calculate net warth.

Table V.16i Percent Reporting Recommended Financial Practices: Te
Education Students,-K2 Teachers and US Households

[Financial Practices [Education |K-12 us
Students [Teachers [Households

|Usua||y paid all bills on time 93.9% 92.6% 88%

|Reviewed credit report 36.6 74.3 58

Maintained a fund for unexpected [48.5 70.6 63

expenses

|Read about money management [23.0 53.8 20

|Prepared own personal income tax|32.0 49.1 40

|Reconci|ed checkbook every month38.3 57.2 75

Usually paid credit card balees in |70.4 54.1 61

full each month

|[Used a written spending plan 29.1 38.0 46

Calculated net worth 12.7 37.8 40
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Student sb

concerns, those reported by the largest percenfagjadents related to income

adequacy; determining ways to supplement their income as a teacher, having sufficient

Per s on aWhefaskedabaut their owCpersana finansial

income to meet needs including income needed to buy a home, pay off college loans, and
cover the cost of continuing education requiremengbiV.17)*® Concern about

paying off college loans is certainly warranted for all college students, but perhaps even
more for at least some teacher education students. As discussed in the literature review,
recent research (e.g., Block, 2006) has irtditahat rising college costs make it likely

that up to ondourth of public university graduates will not be able to repay their college
sal ary.

| dr en6s c ankell mayeratety digh@amadng tleenist of concerns
expressed by the teacher education students (and similar to percentagkestebkhers
expressing the concern) although only about 7 percent of the students reported having
children themselves. This mag because they are so close to understanding the cost of

chi

oans on a beginning teacherso

college themselves.

TableV.l7iTeacher Education Studentso Pe
(percent reporting)
Concerns Education- K-12
Students | Teachers
Determining ways to supplement my inconseagteacher 59.3% 40.8%
Not having sufficient income to meet my needs 56.8 33.8
Having funds to buy a home or meet my mortgage 54.4 21.1
payments
Paying off my college/university loans 53.6 22.9
Covering the cost of my continuing education requiremg 46.6 24.5
Whether | am using the best strategies for investing my, 46.4 38.0
money
Knowing whether | will have enough money for retireme 44.1 48.9
Understanding and selecting personal/family health 43.1 15.5
insurance coverage
Being able to develomal follow a realistic spending plan 42.6 21.1
Paying for my childrenos 37.3 39.4
Knowing which sources of financial information to trust 35.7 24.9
Whether | am taking advantage of all the tax laws that 1 34.8 35.6
benefit me
Finding the best property and automobile insurance 33.0 11.9
products to meet my needs
Understanding the role of social security in my likely 30.6 24.9
retirement income
Understanding and selecting leteym care insurance 29.4 19.1
Understanding ahselecting the most appropriate life 25.4 13.7
insurance option(s) for me and my family
®¥The r esponde Which ofthese are magikseudcesfof worry or corgedn a n d

many as were applicable.

coul d
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Understanding insurance options and costs during 24.9 25.8
retirement

Developing an estate plan 20.6 25.7
My level of credit card debt 19.6 26.6
Whether | am makig the best use of employsponsored 19.0 27.6
savings or investment plans

Whether | am getting the best rate when buying on creq 16.8 11.5

Substantial numbers of the students reported being concerned about developing and
following a realistic spendg plan. In college, many students have their spending plans
determined by others (e.g., parents and/ or
much experience in managing money independently. This lack of experience, in addition

to limited presenincome and uncertainty about future income as a teacher may be

important contributors to the high rates of concern expressed about income adequacy.

Several other findings related to teacher education student financial concerns warrant
comment. One ik relatively low numbers of college students that expressed concern
about the level of their credit card debt and whether they were getting the best rate when
buying on credit. Although the present study did not ask student respondents about their
actualdebt levels, recent research indicates that the typical college student graduates with
over $3000 in credit card debt in addition to outstanding student loans (Draut & Silva,
2004). Research has further indicated that teacher education students inageneral

from lower socioeconomic backgrounds than other college students, making them
potentially more likely to assume credit card debt to meet expenses (Zumwalt & Craig,
2005). Of course a respondent may have not been concerned about a large credit card
debt. At the same time, a majority of the sample of students reported usually paying their
bills on time and making full credit card paymenkstherteacher education students in

the present study are carrying much less credit card debt than is thédgperse

student, are much more knowledgeable about credit than the average college student, or
are 6blissfullyéd unaware of the variations
credit industry. The high percentage in this sample who said theyffgdgir credit

card balance each month also suggests that Education st{adehtsse who help them

with their finances)nay be more careful money managers than most.

Also noteworthy is the difference in percentages ofsan@ice and KL2 teachers

expressing various financial concerns. Teacher education students are much more likely
than practicing teachers to be concerned about income adequacy, developing a realistic
spending plan, and selecting appropriate health, life, property and automalisn oes

Such issues are typically handled by others for a majority of undergraduate students so
the concerns expressed probably reflect awareness of the transition to financial
independence that is imminent for many of them. The percentage sdémpreeand K-

12 teachers who expressed concern about retirerakaté¢d issues (e.g., knowing

whether | will have enough money for retirement and understanding insurance options
and costs during retirement) was surprisingly similar; this finding suggests stadents
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future oriented and would welcome assistance in addressing personal financial issues
using longterm as well as short term planning horizons.

TableV.177Teacher Education Students?®o
(percent reporting)
Concerns Education K-12
Students | Teachers
Determining ways to supplement my income as a teach¢ 59.3% 40.8%
Not having sufficient income to meet my needs 56.8 33.8
Having funds to buy a home or meet my mortgage 54.4 21.1
payments
Paying off my college/university loan 53.6 22.9
Covering the cost of my continuing education requiremel  46.6 24.5
Whether | am using the best strategies for investing my 46.4 38.0
money
Knowing whether | will have enough money for retireme 44.1 48.9
Understanding and selecting peralifamily health 43.1 15.5
insurance coverage
Being able to develop and follow a realistic spending plg  42.6 21.1
Paying for my childrenos 37.3 39.4
Knowing which sources of financial information to trust 35.7 24.9
Whetherl am taking advantage of all the tax laws that m 34.8 35.6
benefit me
Finding the best property and automobile insurance 33.0 11.9
products to meet my needs
Understanding the role of social security in my likely 30.6 24.9
retirement income
Understanihg and selecting lortgerm care insurance 29.4 19.1
Understanding and selecting the most appropriate life 25.4 13.7
insurance option(s) for me and my family
Understanding insurance options and costs during 24.9 25.8
retirement
Developing an estate plan 20.6 25.7
My level of credit card debt 19.6 26.6
Whether | am making the best use of emplesgonsored 19.0 27.6
savings or investment plans
Whether | am getting the best rate when buying on cred 16.8 11.5

We ran logistic regressions to identifgmificant predictors of teacher education
studentsd concerns related to personal fina
identified as strong predictors of students
than different within the population. iBhs consistent in a population with a shared and

immediate concern about the financing and completion of college education. Marital

status, which would also include the effect of being older and married (our age variable

did not differentiate studentsder than 25 by age) was a significant predictor of three of

n
0
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the top concerns: determining ways to supplement income as a teacher, having sufficient
income to meet needs, and covering the cost of continuing education requirements. In
each case, studet#ho were single were about half as likely to express this as a concern
compared to married students (see Table V.18). Race was also a significant predictor of
three top concerns. These included covering the cost of continuing education
requirements, kneing whether the respondent was taking advantage of all the tax laws
that may be of benefit, and knowing whether the respondent was using the best strategies
for investing money. In all cases, white students were about half as likely as nonwhites

to indicate these as concerns. Disciplinary distinctions are not consistent across concerns
and may be due to the selection of students who chose to respond to the survey.

Summary of Education Students Results

The students in our sample were almostallworkiny a bachel or 6s degr ee
completion of their required course work. Thus, answers about having taken a course
with personal finance content reflect the requirements of their educational program.
Although there are differences in the distributienoas states of the-K2 and student

samples which may affect the comparative results, current students are no more likely to
have taken a course with personal finance content in college than have cetéent K
teachers who have completed their degreesesuany years earlier. There is no

evidence in these data that teacher education programs are training students with greater
personal finance knowledge. Most interesting is that students in the disciplines that have
traditionally taken courses with persbifinance content, because they are expected to
teach those courses, feel no more confident about teaching that material than do students
training to teach in the other disciplines.

There is some evidence that students, though only 19 percent in qale sathm have

had a high school personal finance course feel more confident about teaching this
content. Note that we have no measures of actual capacity to teach and so these students
may just be more familiar with tr@ntentof personal finance coursaad are more

confident they can teach the same material. They may also be selective of students who
have always had a particular interest in personal finance issues and would have had
greater felt competence even without a high school course. It isgtitgy that these

students on average are less supportive of HS testing tharltbeédachers, though they

are open to additional workshops and collaborating with other groups in developing and
teaching courses. The opinions of the-gpeevice students ahis topic may mirror those

of the teacher education faculty which we discuss in the next section.

The openness to additional course work may r
financial habits as well as their interest in gaining additional tegdtmowledge and

skills. Though they express concerns about certain aspects of their future economic

security, they are more likely to pay bills on time, including their credit card, than either

the K-12 sample or US households do on average. Those igtanigaching careers

may be more security minded individuals attracted by a career and benefits that will

allow them to maintain a secure, if not luxurious, standard of living.
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Table V. 18
Likelihood of Responding Y e ¢l6inancaldConcerns: Feacherg
Education Students

Covering the Cost of Determining Ways to
Having Sufficient Income to | Continuing Education | Supplement my Income aj

Meet My Needs Req. a Teacher
Odds Odds | Std. Odas Std.
Ratio Std. Err. | P>|z| Ratio | Err. P>|z| | Ratio Err. P>|z|
Age 25+ 1.13 0.29 0.62 1.19 0.30 0.50 0.92 0.25 0.77
Had Course
In HS 1.04 0.23 0.87 1.08 0.23 0.72 0.95 0.21 0.80
In College 1.29 0.25 0.20 0.86 0.17 0.45 1.01 0.20 0.95
Gender 1.23 0.30 0.41 1.22 0.30 0.42 1.45 0.37 0.15
Race 0.73 0.19 0.24  0.40 0.11 0.00 0.73 0.20 0.24
Marital Status 0.51 0.12 0.01 0.62 0.15 0.05 0.52 0.13 0.01
State k12
standard 0.98 0.22 0.92 1.36 0.31 0.17 0.88 0.21 0.59
Discipline
ErlyChildhd 1.13 0.38 0.73 1.13 0.39 0.73 0.57 0.19 0.09
SpeciaEd 1.15 0.44 0.72 1.36 0.53 0.43 0.73 0.29 0.43
Art&Music 0.49 0.23 0.13 064 031 0.35 0.88 0.40 0.78
EnglishLang 1.18 0.41 0.63 1.48 0.52 0.26 2.73 1.15 0.02
ForeigrLang 2.30 0.91 0.04 2.73 1.02 0.01 2.06 0.86 0.08
Math 0.73 0.26 0.38 0.72 0.26 0.36 1.06 0.37 0.87
Sciences 1.39 0.44 0.30 0.93 0.31 0.83 0.82 0.27 0.56
SocialStudies 0.77 0.24 039 0.91 0.27 0.75 0.67 0.21  0.20
Vocational 1.15 0.54 0.76 1.65 0.79 0.30 0.36 0.18 0.04
Other 1.70 0.79 0.26 1.50 0.66 0.36 2.07 1.01 0.14
Whether | am Taking Using the Best Paying for n
Advantage of Tax Laws Strategies for Investing| College Education
my Money
Odds Odds | Std. Odds | Std.
Ratio | Std. Err. | P>|z| Ratio | Err. P>|z| | Ratio Err. P>|4
Age 25+ 1.05 0.28 0.85 0.64 0.16 0.08 1.63 0.42 0.06
Had Course
In HS 1.49 0.33 0.08 111 0.24 0.63 1.08 024 0.72
In College 1.35 0.27 0.13 1.29 0.25 0.19 1.14 0.23 0.53
Gender 1.25 0.33 0.39 1.87 0.49 0.02 1.79 0.48 0.03
Race 0.47 0.13 0.01 0.49 0.13 0.01 1.44 0.37 0.16
Marital Status 1.21 0.31 0.46  0.86 0.22 0.56 1.53 0.38 0.09
State k12
standard 1.00 0.23 0.99 1.02 0.23 0.92 1.07 0.25 0.76
Discipline
ErlyChildhd 0.85 0.32 0.66 094 0.33 0.87 1.58 0.54 0.18
SpeciaEd 1.42 0.55 0.37 0.75 0.29 045 1.00 0.38  0.99
Art&Music 2.42 1.17 0.07 2.12 1.01 0.11 1.50 0.76  0.42
EnglishLang 1.95 0.67 0.05 0.95 0.33 0.89 1.43 0.50 0.30
ForeigrLang 2.12 0.77 0.04 1.08 0.38 0.82 1.29 0.46  0.48
Math 1.27 0.47 0.51 1.18 041 0.63 1.06 0.38 0.87
Sciences 1.83 0.61 0.07 1.21 0.38 0.54 0.77 0.27 0.45
SocialStudies 0.70 0.24 030 074 023 034 0.66 0.22 0.22
Vocational 1.01 0.51 0.99 111 0.52 0.83 1.49 0.69 0.38
Other 2.44 1.08 0.04 124 053 0.61 0.74 0.35 053
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Table \LA- Variable Definitions

Variable Definition

Teacher Education Student Characteristics

Age: 25+ = 1;else=0

HS Course: High School Personal Finance Coursework elde=0
College Course: College Personadtinance Coursework = 1; ets@
Gender: Male = 1; Female =2

Race: White = 1; Nonwhite =0

Married: Married or partnered = 1; els@

Teaching Discipline (variable = 1 if teaches in specific discipline)
SpecialEd

ArtandMusic

Englishlanguagearts

ForeignLanguage.

Math

NaturalScience

SocialStudies

Vocational

Other(ESL, health education, library science, ROTC, and the generic other

category)
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VI. RESULTS: TEACHER EDUCATION FACULTY

The findings of the teacher education faculty are based on about 100 responses to the
survey. The analysis is limited by both this small sample size and because of the
specialization of faculty members. In contrast to their studentgh those in training

and who are working in the fiedl teaching foci are highly correlated with other
characteristics. Our analysis is largely descriptive because that high correlation violates
statistical assumptions required for multivariate analyses about the independence of
varation of explanatory variables.

Sample Characteristics

Geographic Distribution Table VI.1 shows the distribution of faculty sample across the
four regions and the eight states as well as that distribution for the other three samples of
study respodents. The faculty percentages, with a base of 103, are almost identical to
the number in each state indicating the sisaithple size problem in doing any regional

or statespecific analysis.The faculty sample looksuchlike the distribution of

teaches, however Thus we feel able to discuss the overall faculty sample

characteristics, compare them to the teacher saraptedraw reasonable conclusions

about faculty perceptions about disciplinary training in financial literacy concepts.

Table VI.1- Distribution of Faculty Respondents by Region and State
NEFE Sample

Regqion/state Faculty Teachers Students
Total N=103 N=504 N=627
Western Region 19.4 27.0 14.5

California 155 6.0 10.5

Colorado 3.9 18.5 4.0
Southeast Region 36.9 35.9 13.3

Georgia 11.6 14.6 10.0

Virginia 26.2 17.9 3.3
Northeast Region 16.5 22.0 214

New Jersey 5.8 16.8 14.5

Pennsylvania 11.7 3.1 6.8
Midwest Region 26.2 22.5 50.7

lowa 13.6 7.4 14.3

Wisconsin 12.6 12.9 36.4

Demographic Claracteristics Because we are interested in how faculty both reflect and
shape the characteristics of those who teadl2 Istudents, we compare characteristics of
the School of Education faculty members with those of the teacher sample (Table
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V1.2).%° Compared to the teachers (and the teacher education students they teach, see
Section V) the faculty in Schools of Education have a higher proportion of males,
although the majority of our faculty respondents (57%) were females. They are only
slightly more likely to be married and white and, of course, were far more likely to hold a
PhD. The mean age of the faculty was 50 with a range of 31 to 70 and they are quite
evenly distributed across rank (Table VI.3). Note that while not all are in the teacke
ranks, they all answered positively to the screener question whether they were
responsible for the preparation of IR teachers.

Table VI.2- Faculty and Teach&® e s p o0 n RDemagtaphi@
Characteristics
Teacher Sample Faculty Sample

Male 28.7% 43.2%6
Female 713 56.9
Race/Ethnicity

White 83.9% 91.1%
Marital Status

Married 71.2% 83.2%

Never Married 14.6 5.2

Div/Wid/Sep 13.3 119
Highest Degree

PhD (or equiv) 1.7% 87.2%

Masters 51.8 12.8

We asked faculty both their general education focus and the primary subject matter focus
of their appointment. Because the latter corresponds most closely to the teaching
disciplines we asked of the students and teachers, we list those below, aglbetat
because of small numbers of faculty and according to the disciplinary distinction that
differentiated whether KL2 teachers had taken a course or were teaching a course that
included personal finanamntent Table VI4). How disciplines were cagerized into

these categories is described in TableAVdt the end of this section. The primary

discipline did not easily distinguish, as it did for teachers, those whose primary focus was

39 Because Wisconsin is more heavily represented in the students samplesitiaeriof these two we do
not compare overall characteristics with them.
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on elementary student teaching, since some disciplinary fielglsc(griculum and
instruction) are not grade specifft.

Table VI.3-

Faculty Sample by Academic Rank
Faculty Rank % of Respondents
Professor 25.2
Associate Professor 21.4
Assistant Professor 32.0
Other (lecturer, administrative, 21.4
faculty asso@ate)

Table VI.4-
Faculty by Primary Teaching Discipline
Teaching Assignment Percent
Arts & Language 23.3
Healthand PhysicaEd 6.8
Mathematics 13.6
Natural Science 12.6
Social Sciences 12.6
\Voc / Tech Education 24.3
Other 6.8

Teaching Personal FinancefFaculty Experience

Descriptive StatisticsWe askedaculty members whether they had ever taught financial
literacy to students at the-K2 level and whether they had done so at the

0 Twenty faculty indicated their primary focus was on early or elementary education.
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college/university level' The firstquestonwss t o capture the faculty
experience in teaching this material to the students theypweparing otherto teach,
and the second if they were teaching this material to futet2 teachers. Ashown in
TableVI1.5, a minority of faculty havéaught such content to eitherK students or at

the coll ege/university Itheeeyelrsasa We al so asked
college/university faculty member, have you participated in any [set of activities, listed]
related to financial literacyor¢h t eachi ng of financial | iterac

included serving on committees, teaching workshops, conducting research, or revising
courses on financial literacy topics. Only 14 percent of the faculty responded they had
done any of these activities.

Table VI.5- Faculty Experience in Teaching Financial Educationt@uth
Type of Integration K-12 College Level
Ever Taught 27.4% 16.5%
In a separate course 2.9 6.9
Integrated into a course 26.5 10.7

#Multiple responses may be given.

Table V1.6 - Faculty Teaching Courses with Financial Literacy Conte
(by discipline)

Math and Science 0.0%

Social Studies 44 .4
Professional/technical 36.0

Language and arts 0.0

Other 7.7

Total 17.7

In Table V1.6 we shw the percent of facultmembersn each discipline whbavetaught

a course with financial literacy content. The small sample does not allow for the more
detailed disaggregation of disciplines that we were able to provide for the teacher and
student saples. Nevertheless, it appears that in teaeacatiorat the

universitykcollege level as well, the teaching of financial literacy is concentrated in those
disciplines where it has been traditionally tadgir social studies and the
professiondtechnial fields. These are the fields in whicbhurseworkn financial

literacy concepts is provided. That faculty members in the math and science disciplines

“IWe do not know if they had taught thelR lessons when they were themselves2¢eachersmif they
did so as invited guest to a ¥ class.
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do not include financial literacy content in their teaching is consistent with the low
probabilitiesof math teachers having had such a course, even though math teachers have
a higher than average probability of later including financial literacy content in their own
teaching (see Table 1Y0).

Teachersé Opinions on Personal Finance Educa

Facultymembemwere asked opinion questions about financial educatroitar to those
we asked the r espond ecludisgintwhichigrhdes ahdesabedter s 6 s u
areas they thought financial education was appropriate.

Educational Requirementdnterestingly, faculty members are much less supportive of

high schoofinancial course otesting requirements for graduation than are the teachers

in K-12 Schools (Table VI.7). Only 29 percent strongly agree with the statement that
AStudent s etequiued W takeia finAneial litdvacy course or pass a financial

|l iteracy test prior tcanpagedtm déyparcentofthel® r om hi gh
teachers. Yet they are more likelydisagreewith the statement that elementary school

students wold find financial literacy topics too complicated.

When asked specifically AWhere in the school
bel ongs?d6 with multiple responses all owed, 8
grades 912 and 80 percent seledtmiddle school grades. In contrast tdXteachers,

faculty members were more supportive of early education in financial literacy, with 60

percent checking at gradesand 3(ercenthe PK2 option. This contrasts with the

37 percent of K12 teaches who checked grades53and the 15.8 percent checking-RK

TableVI7-Facul t y Opmionk Regading Financial Education
Requirement
Strongly Moderately  Strongly
Disagree Agree Agree
Percent agreeing or not:
Support for HFinancial literacy'
Teachers 11.0 42.8 46.2
Faculty Member 20.6 50.0 29.4
Too complicated for elenmgary’
Teachers 48.6 42.9 8.5
Faculty Member 83.3 14.7 2.0
*The statement presented was: fiStudents shoul d
financi al l'iteracy test prior to graduation fr
‘"The st at eme ntlthipkfivancahiteracgt comcapss amddrses are most effective if the teach
coll aborates with members of the | ocal financi
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This suggests a more favorable view among faculty of the capacity of younger students to
grasp personal finance concepts and a more negamweof requiredcoursework or

testingto ensurdghat learning Al t hough we acuasmplesalee cert ai n
representative of Uachers or teaeih education faculty, thaifferences are intriguing

in light of how the two groups might work togetherstate and district efforts to expand
financial literacyinstructionin schools. Ifstates are increasingly mandating curriculum
content or testing in personal finanteacher educatiocurriculashould begin to reflect

those additional requirementBurther inquiry could help shed light on these differences,

for example, whetherdeication facultyare more hesitant about the relevance of financial
education content, devotion of staaldne courses to it, and/or just a testing requirement.
Much teacher ediationand populatiterature has in recent years, focused on the
problem of &édhigh stakesd testing requirement
Act (e.g., Kohn, 2007).

Importance of Persoal Finance Topics in DisciplineAs we did in our qu&ioning of

K-12 teachers, we wanted to know if faculty members thought it importanti@r K
teachers to be trainéa their own disciplineso teach personal finance concepts. For this
sample walsowanted to know whether the concentratiopparanin and teaching

by teachers in the vocational and social studies discfpas consistent with the
backgroundf educatiorfaculty members and their percepticasout what was

important in those disciplines. If faculty membperceived preparatiorf teachers in

their disciplineto be consistent witperceivedmportance opreparationpercentages
should be similar across these categories.

Consistent with our findings about X2 teachers, Table VI.8 shows that few of the

faculty respondents séi@ancial literacy as a subject that should be a major part of their
own subject matter area (only 7% of the faculty compared to 10.1% for teachers). With
virtually the same probability, one in five (24% of faculty versus 20.5% of th2 K
teachers) do ridoelieve it should be incorporated into their subject area at all. And they
have even more negative views of the lack of preparation. While 76 percent of the
faculty believe its somewhabr veryimportantfor teachers in their area to be prepared

to teach financial education, only 32 percent (versus 44 percent of the teachers) believe
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that teachers are correspondingly somewhat or very well prepared to do so. While the
views of K-12 teachers and faculty correspond on average, faculty are more likely to
perceive teachemsnot prepared to teach financial literacy topics.

TableVI8-Facul t y MeemdddleleancefFinancial Education
in Own SubjeciMatter Area
Not at All Limited Degree/ Major Part/
Somewhat Very
Should FL be inorporated in 28.0% 65.0% 7.0%
your subject matter area?
How important is it for teachers
in your area to be prepared 23.8 56.4 19.8
to teach FL?
How prepared are teachers in
your area to teach FE? 68.0 290 3.0

®Faculy were asked about teacher education studpréparation.

As might be expected, opinions abthe importance of preparation fieaching
financial education vary across disciplines. Tabl®$hows the percentagesfatulty
respondents who gave thwst negative responses to theee questions in Table VI.8

about teaching financi al education in their
correspond, by discipline, to those in column 1 of Tabl8d/the percentages édiculty
membersvhogae t he fAnot at all 0 r e sfgudtynnsembetso t hos e

thoughtK-12 teachers in their own disciplinegre well prepared to teach financial
educatiorto the degree important for the discipline, one would expect the percentages
across eactow to correspond.

TableVI9-Facul t v PdeawvbddRelsvénce and Preparatio
Teach Financial Literacy: by Own Subjedatter Area
Not Not Not
Respondent 6s |[incorporate| important | prepared

Math and Science 375 43.8 81.2
Social Studies 11.1 11.1 77.8
Professional/technical 4.35 0.0 26.1
Language and arts 20.0 25.0 73.3
Other 38.5 30.8 92.3




Total

21.0

20.8

64.5

The areas where teachers were most likehyatee taken courses with financial literacy
conent (Table V.38 social studies and the profession/technical discipgihere those

in whichfaculty respondentare least likely t@aythat financial literacy is not important.
perceptions
education studentseing prepared to teach financial education parallel those about
incorporation into the subject areathe faculty membed o e s n 6t t hi
teach the material, then preparation to teach is also seen as not impoita)t (

As would be expectedaculty memberd

tedclert he 1 mpo

nk it i

However, a far higher percentagefa¢ulty memberseeteachers in their own education
disciplinesas unprepared to teach financial educatiorepert financial literacys not

important to incorporatelndeedfaculty members all disciplinary groupselieveon

average thgpreparation lagseriouslybehind the importande the disciplineof training

to teach financial education topi€nly faculty in the professional disciplines see the
majority of education studen#s at least somewhatepared to teach financial literacy
concepts. Education students in these topic areas are typically required to take courses in

economics or keep abreast of current financial developments.

Faculty Member® Per cei ved
of faculty members

Financial Planning Progran2 0 0 7 ) .

Compet encyTogamal3easac h Fi
own preparedness to teac
collegelniversity level, the survey asked how competent respondents felt to teach
specific topics included in educational standards such as those idebgifiee Jump$tart
Coalition (2007) and in the National Endowment for Financial Educétigh School

0

Tabl e

Vi

10

compar es

those of teachers in the field about their own felt competencteadh specific topics.

The sense of competency in teaching each topic area is virtually the same for the two
groups, with faculty feelingerhapsomewhat more competent to teach their students
about income and careeasd financial responsibility and deon making Although
faculty numbes are small, so percentages can shift with just a couple cases, the same
more limitedfelt competency is seen for both groups in teachimgutrisk management

and insurancandsaving and investing.
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TableVI.D- Faculty Member sé Percei vg{
Literacy Topics
Not Very Adequately Very
% % %
Topic Area TeacherFaculty [TeacherFaculty [TeacheqFaculty
Income and
Careers 26.6 37.0 54.1 37.0 19.3 26.0
Planningand
Money 31.7 30.3 50.2 | 50.5 | 18.1 19.2
Management

Credit and Debt | 33.3 32.7 499 | 46.5 16.9 20.8

Financial
Responsibility an| 40.8 33.7 46.5 | 46.5 12.7 19.8
Decision Making
Saving and

Investing 46.4 44.6 41.8 | 40.6 11.9 14.8

[Risk Managemen
and Insurance 52.7 43.6 39.1 41.6 8.2 14.8

Knowledge of personal finance curriculum standard#s shown in Table VI.11, the

majority of faculty members reported being not well qualified to use either the Jump$tart
standards for persohfnance education or their state standards for financial education

(68% and 60%, respectively). Additionally, about-guerter of faculty reported not

being familiar with these educational tools for establishing curriculum goals. Itis
interestingtmot e t hat the number of faculty member
gual i fiedd to use personal finance educati on
reporting they felt O6not very competentod to
subject m#er areas (Table VI.10). This implies that those responsible for monitoring

compliance with state educational standards in this area are missing a major user of

standardd those faculty training KL2 teachers who are intended targets for

implementing thee standards. Indeed a simple-stpiare test indicas¢hatfaculty in

stateswith K-12 financial literacystandard® areno more likely (¥ =.0008; p = .97)to

teacha course related to personal finance educatimgesting that theselucation

“2 Al in the present study but Georgia and New Jersey (NCEE, 2007)
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standads have not yet affected theeparatiorof teacher education studentsn

addition, while Jump$tart standards are only intended to guide curriculum development,
these results suggest that they are not even being explored for potential use in teacher
training curriculum.

TableVIl-Facul t v PdreaveddQudifitation to Use Standards
for Designing Personal Finance Education Programs
(percent of faculty checking scale option)

Type of Not Well Adequately Very Well Not Familiar
Standard Qualified Qualified Qualified With

Faculty | Teachers| Faculty | Teachers Faculty | Teachers Faculty | Teachers

68.3 71.0 4.0 8.4 3.0 3.4 24.8 16.9
Jumpé$tart
Standards

60.4 63.8 10.9 15.8 1.0 57 27.7 14.7
State
Standards

Perceived ability to design curriculunBesides feeling unqualified to use these two

types ofpersonal finance educational standafdsylty members were equally as likely

as K-12teachergo reportfeeling limited in their ability to design disciplinaspecific

curriculum and resources, elap instructional strategies and assess specific learner

needs. As shown in Table VRlover half offacultyr e por t ed f eel i ng Onot
to integrate financial education concepts into their discipline, ué@@tearning

resources, modify fingcial education methods and content for diverse learners, or

devel op examples to explain financial <conc
well qualifiedb6é to determine how students?d
understandingadr o assess the i mpact of instruction
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TableVI.12-Facul t vy

MeembehesibBs anhBe

Qualification in Other Pedagogical Domains

Percentage not feeling well qualified

Pedagogical Domain

Design Curriculum and Resources

Integrate FL concepts in
your discipline(s)

Use online FL learning resources 55.9 53.0

Employ Instructional Strategies
Modify FL methods and content
for diverse learners
Develop examples to explain
FL concepts

Assesd earner Needs
Studentsd FL under493 an &0.0ng
How social/cultwal baclground

relates to FL understanding
Degree to which instruction affects
student so

fi nan66.9al O h avi

Teachers  Faculty
Member

54.6% 54.0%

58.0 62.0

60.0 60.6

54.3 62.2

Summary of Faculty Sample Results

Our sample of faculty was too small to conduct multivaigaialyses of probability of
teaching financial literacy courses. Math, science and the languages perfectly predicted
(not) teaching and so were dropped from all regressions, leaving only social science

(including

fot her 0O

d i safessphal/tectenied) aredao Fabukty c o mp ar

members preparing teachers to teach in the professewalicadisciplines were more

likely to teach a course with personal finance content. No demographic or teaching
experience and rank variables were statistiGtwificant predictors of having taught

such a course. Nevertheless, while our sample is small and we can present descriptive
statistics only, our data lead to some valuable insights about the traininfjofe@chers

to fulfill mandates and guidelines teaching financial literacy topics.
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In Schools of Education it appears that curriculum that deals with financial literacy topics
and methods of teaching personal finance topics remains concentrated in courses in the
professional/technical educationrgaulum. It is in these disciplines thatX teachers,

when in collegetook courses with personal finance content, in part because it is faculty
in these disciplines who feel the content is important in that discipline. While faculty
members view theapacity of younger students to be taught financial literacy concepts,

in fact few faculty in our survey actually teach courses that have such content, including
material on how to teach them. Faculty members are not familiar with their own state
standard or materials they could access to teach key financial concegt2.td&chers

look very much like teacher educators in their felt competency to design curriculum,
teach key concepts, access resources, and
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VII. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

This study surveyed a national sample ef Kteachers, preervice students and teacher
education faculty members to discern teacher
to teach financial lgracy educationEight stated two in each census regidnwvere

selected; samples of teachers were froti2kschools identified by city size with

education faculty and teacher education student samples drawn from a higher education
institution in those stase Because the surveytilized publicly availablee-mail addresses

for the K-12 teachers and education faculty survewadbecauséhe researchers did not
have direct access &l e-mail databasesised to contact studenisis not possible to

concluck that the respondentspresent trulyandom sampkeof these groupsHowever
analysis of the characteristics of the respondents lead us to conclude that the study
participants dajuitereasonably mirror characteristics of the target populations irsterm

of demographic characteristj@nd that theyeflect arealisticdiversity of financial
educationrelated experiencamong the groups

Conclusions from the Study

Teachersé Background and Views on Financi al

One strikingconclusionof this studyis thata majority of teachers (both those practicing
and intraining) recognize the need for personal finance educitiAl2 schools All

but a small minoritf{11% of teachers and 14% of studeRig)es or strongly agregthat

it would be desable for students to take a financial literacy course or pass a test for high
school graduationAt present, however, few teachers are teaching financial topics
(29.7%do sq in any way and very few (7.6%) teacher education students are gaining
experiencen developing financial education lessons or curriculum.

Disturbingly,from both personal and professional perspectiesent and future

teacherss a wholare acquiring very tile formal educationn personal financevhether
through credibasedcourses (only 37% of teachers and 30.8 % of students had taken a
related college course; only 20% of students had a course in high schooljaredibn
offerings (only 18.9% of teachers had taken a personal finance workshop and only 11.6%
a workshop ondaching personal financeThis is important, becausaving had formal
education related to personal finance (especially college coursework for practicing
teachers and high school coursework for teacher education studerdggngieant

predictor of & a ¢ hosvm peréeived competence to teach personal fintoymes

A noteworthy finding is that teachers ionse subject matter disciplines are gaining more
preparation in personal finantean others Teachers with backgrounds in vocational
educatim and social studiesre more likely than those in other disciplinetave taken
personafinance related coursework for crediid these teachers (plus those in math) are
the onesnost likely tofeel competent to teach and to actuékyteaching finanal

topics.
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Althoughmostteachers have limited formal education related to personal finance, they
do appear to have somewhat more personal finance experience and contact with the
financial services industry thamdividualsin US households overallThus, teachers

may be more knowledgeable about personal finance than the general popUlhé&sa.
experiences are likely to be complex and focused primarily on adult, rremdsverand
may account for the fact thegachers see financial education asething appropriate
primarily for higher grades. &atively few teachers séi@ancial educatiomsa subject
thatshould be taught in the preschool and elementary gradled. more than half of

both groups agree or strongly agree that financial eduaattoo complicated for
elementary school children.

Teachersé Financi al Concerns

Despite the fact that teachers may have more financial experience than the general US
populationtheydo have a number a@hportant personal financial concernShief

amang thesdor practicing teacher@xpressed by nearly hals knowingwhether they

will have sufficient income during retirement. The other top teacher concerns are all also

related to either ascertaining or achieving income adequacy (e.g., ways tnseqply
incomeandwhether | anmusing the best investment strategies). The financial concerns

expressed bthe largest numbers tdacher education studertsnnote a widespread

insecurity about income adequacy (etgp, concerns weréetermining waysa

supplement my incomandnot having sufficient income to meet my needdpwever,

other top concerns expressed by the students (using best investment strategies, having
enough money for retirement) indicaude t hey a
welcome assistance in addressing financial matters usingritergn as well as short

term planning framework$-or the most part, financial concerns are more similar than

different among teachers and teacher education students, although some backgrou
characteristics such as marital status, gender, and race are important predictors of some
specific concerns, such as paying for childr
strategies.

The concerns expressed by teachers and teacher education studsintélar to those

that characterize the general US population. And both groups of teachers report adhering
to financial practices associated with financial veding. These findings imply that

teachers may share the financial concerns facing thergsuitiey teach and their

families, but are also able to manage finances and seek advice in ways financial
education programs hope to teach. This may make education studentd 2neld€¢hers
receptive to programs aimed at increasing their own financidlbeeng as well as to

training on how to translate their own knowledge and practices into teacHi@g K

students.

Teachersoé6 Capacity to Teach Financi al Educat

Based on findings from this studg e c her s 6 6capacity to teacho
limited interms of e a ¢ h e r s prepprednessan butle suibject matter and pedagogy.
Both groups of teachers expressed the greatest hesitancy about the more technical areas
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