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What if I live to 90, 95, or 100? Those 
are the types of planning ages that 
people might need to be thinking about. 

Sequence-of-returns risk needs to be 
top-of-mind. This is a hot topic in 
2022. Since the start of 2022, markets 
have been down quite a bit, both on the 
stock side and the bond side. If you’re 
retired and trying to fund a fixed level  
of spending from an investment portfo-
lio that’s declining, it can create trouble 
because you’re having to sell a higher 
percentage of what’s left. That creates  
a new, higher return threshold in order 
for your portfolio to just stay where it  
is and not decline further. It can eventu-
ally lead into a downward spiral where,  
if you don’t have a mechanism to cut 
spending, you can start to send your 
portfolio toward zero even if financial 
markets recover. The average return 
might look fine. But for a retiree, a 
downturn early in retirement can create 
irreversible harm. 

A fourth one for the list is this idea of 
having reserves for retirement and how 
liquidity changes its meaning to some 
extent. We usually think of liquidity as 
whether an account is liquid. Do I have a 
liquid brokerage account? I can sell my 
shares and have that money available to 
spend on anything. But retirement is very 
much an asset-liability matching prob-
lem where you have to fund liabilities 
with assets. Even though a brokerage 
account can be liquid in the technical 
sense, if it’s needed to fund a particular 
liability in retirement, it’s not necessarily 
liquid in the broader perspective of, 
“Well, I could spend that on something 
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Allain: Wade, the field of retirement-
income distribution planning is a rela-
tively new and very specialized area.  
I realize that I still personally have a lot 
to learn. For advisors who serve mostly 
pre-retiree and retired clients, do you 
have maybe three to five big takeaways 
that you can share?

Pfau: When we start to talk about 
retirement-income planning, it is 
important to make clear that retirement 
is different. People should keep in mind 
that, once you quit working, you lose 
some flexibility, some of that, “Well, if 
there’s inflation or if there’s a market 
downturn, I can somehow manage by 
working a little longer or saving a little 
more.” When that flexibility goes away, 
it leaves a retiree more vulnerable to 
markets and what happens in the 
broader financial world. 

Retirees need to think about longevity. 
When you’re not working, it becomes 
important that you get a proper estimate 
of how long you might live. If you’re 
concerned you might outlive your assets 
it forces you to be more conservative 
with how you think about longevity. 
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that, you’ll get something like a 
95-percent success rate.

But if you take a haircut off those 
returns, to account at least for the lower-
interest-rate environment, that can have 
a dramatic impact on what that 
4-percent rule looks like. It might not 
work 95 percent of the time. It might 
only work, depending on the assump-
tions, somewhere in the ballpark of 
70 percent of the time. And that could 
lead to a very different perspective about 
how much confidence a retiree wants to 
have in the financial plan.

So lower capital market assumptions 
suggest considering a lower sustainable 
withdrawal rate from the investment 
portfolio. Now, there are some other 
benefits. A lower withdrawal rate creates 
less sequence risk, because you’re less 
likely to get into that spiral of having to 
sell a bigger and bigger share of what’s 
left. With less sequence risk, you could 
invest a little more aggressively. You 
could be more long-term focused. So, 
it’s not all bad news. But indeed, capital 
market assumptions play a pivotal role 
in any sort of thought process around 
what is a sustainable spending rate in 
retirement.

Allain: Do you consider sequence- 
of-returns risk and sequence-of-
consumption risk to be one and the 
same or attached to each other?

there’s still going to be a big legacy for 
the next generation. It’s more about 
what happens. What if you do live a long 
time? What if the costs of funding your 
retirement were higher? What if you’re 
not able to leave as much legacy? Then 
having a more-efficient strategy that 
was more long-term focused could lay 
the foundation for benefiting your 
beneficiaries.

Allain: What is your thought about the 
impact of our current lower forward-
looking capital market expectations on 
retirees and longevity risk?

Pfau: That is a concern of mine. When 
interest rates are low, it’s a pretty good 
prediction that bond returns will be low. 
If interest rates don’t change, current 
yields when you purchase a bond will 
reflect the return you get from that bond. 
Now there’s more controversy on the 
stock-market side, but generally, when 
higher valuation levels exist, you might 
have a concern that the stock returns 
would be lower. So capital market 
assumptions are extremely important to 
the whole question of what is a safe with-
drawal rate.

Maybe people don’t realize that when 
you plug in historical average stock and 
bond returns—just in arithmetic terms, 
the S&P 500 at 12 percent, government 
bonds at 5.5 or 6 percent—and you test 
something like the 4-percent rule with 

else.” Because you can spend it on some-
thing else, but then you may not be able 
to fund whatever liability you had 
intended to fund with that asset. So retir-
ees need to think about liquidity in a 
different manner. They need to think 
about how they’re positioning different 
assets to fund their different expenses or 
liabilities in retirement.

Allain: The paradigm shift in thinking 
between the accumulation or the savings 
phase of retirement and the distribution 
or the spending phase of retirement is 
different, and it takes an awful lot for 
people to grasp—advisors and clients 
alike, I believe. 

In the eight guidelines [see sidebar] that 
serve as your retirement manifesto, you 
said that a retirement-income plan should 
be based on planning to live, not planning 
to die. Can you expand on that a little bit?

Pfau: When you start talking about 
retirement with someone, you might 
hear something along the lines of, “Oh, 
I’m never going to make it past 70.” The 
reality is that retirement will be relatively 
inexpensive if you don’t live very long, 
but that’s not really where the focus of 
retirement planning is. It’s more: “Well, 
what if you do happen to live a long 
time? Will you be able to sustain your 
lifestyle over a longer retirement?”

So much of retirement-income planning 
is about potentially making a short-term 
sacrifice for a longer-term benefit. 
Delaying Social Security, doing Roth 
conversions, thinking about annuities. 
All that is short-term cost for long-term 
benefit. But if you are not thinking about 
the possibility that you might live a long 
time—if you’re not even considering that 
as part of the calculation—you may end 
up having less efficiency for your retire-
ment, because you’re not willing to 
consider how you could better support 
yourself over the long term.

If someone doesn’t live very long, they 
haven’t spent much of their assets, and 

EIGHT CORE IDE AS FOR RETIREMENT PL ANNING*

1. Play the long game.
2. Don’t leave money on the table.
3. Use reasonable expectations for portfolio returns.
4. Avoid plans that assume high market returns.
5. Build an integrated strategy to manage various retirement risks.
6. Approach retirement-income tools with an agnostic view.
7. Start with the retirement balance sheet.
8. Distinguish between technical and true liquidity.
 
*  For more detail, see “Eight Core Ideas for Retirement Planning: Wade Pfau,” Retirement Income Journal  

(February 18, 2016), https://retirementincomejournal.com/article/
eight-core-ideas-for-retirement-planning-wade-pfau/?pdf=6997.
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don’t run out of money, I can keep 
spending with constant inflation-
adjusted spending. Any sort of flexibility 
helps, so a lot of advisors have created 
variable spending strategies, i.e., the 
guardrails, Jonathan Guyton, computer 
scientist William Klinger,4 and so forth.

I’ve recently been looking at this more. 
In the past, I did studies where I looked 
at 10 different variable spending strate-
gies and I tried to follow the specific 
guidance as much as possible about how 
to implement those strategies, which 
can get complicated. The guardrail is 
you have to look at the initial withdrawal 
rate. If your withdrawal rate increases by 
more than 20 percent, then you’re going 
to trigger a 10-percent cut to your 
spending. But you only do that in the 
first 15 years of retirement. That’s the 
capital preservation rule. 

The prosperity rule also looks at the 
initial withdrawal rate. If my current 
withdrawal rate goes down by more than 
20 percent because my portfolio is grow-
ing, then I will trigger a 10-percent 
increase in my spending. The with-
drawal rule is like that erase inflation 
method, which is if the portfolio return 
falls below a threshold, I’ll just skip my 
inflation adjustment for the following 
year as a way to help manage that sort of 
sequence risk.

Really, I think it can be made a lot 
simpler. There’s a method aligned with 
the guardrail rules, which is, I’m going 
to spend a constant inflation-adjusted 
amount, but I won’t ever let my spend-
ing go above a certain percentage of 
what’s left in my portfolio. You could 
link that to RMD rates if you want. 
Then, conversely, I’ll spend a constant 
inflation-adjusted amount, but I’ll never 
let that fall below a certain percentage of 
what’s left in my portfolio. That could be 
one way to do it, the constant amount 
but with percentage guardrails. That’s 
really what the guardrail method does. 
Bengen also talked about a floor and 
ceiling rule, which is you spend a 

Part of that is you invest aggressively. 
You’re hoping for upside from the market. 
You’re not just building a 30-year bond 
ladder. He said to use 50- to 75-percent 
stocks throughout retirement. So, invest 
aggressively but lower spending. 

The second important one is to be flexi-
ble with spending. That’s where this 
whole conversation around different vari-
able spending strategies comes in, things 
like the erase inflation method, the 
guardrails, using an RMD-type strategy 
of spending an increasing percentage of 
what’s left. Or even just a constant 
percentage strategy. Spend a fixed 
percentage of what’s left every year. 

As the late Dirk Cotton3 noted, the fixed 
percentage strategy actually has zero 
sequence risk. It’s just like investing a 
lump sum where your end balance will 
always be the same no matter the order 
of the returns. Any other variable spend-
ing strategy will have some sequence 
risk, but less than the 4-percent rule or 
constant inflation-adjusted spending, 
which creates the most sequence risk.

So, there’s this trade-off. Do I want to 
have less sequence risk, which will allow 
me to generally spend more on average 
but creates volatility for my spending? 
Or would I prefer to have a lower level of 
fixed spending as the way to battle the 
sequence risk? That’s why the spending 
level has to be so low. But as long as I 

Pfau: Could you please clarify about  
the sequence-of-consumption risk?

Allain: Sure. So, sequence-of-
consumption risk is that risk early  
in retirement that someone’s going  
to overspend at the same time that 
markets are down.

Pfau: They would be tied together just 
because the withdrawal rate you use is 
very closely tied to sequence risk. I’ve 
written papers about the four different 
ways to manage sequence risk, to high-
light how sensitive sequence risk is to 
small changes. If 4 percent was a number 
that led you to deplete your portfolio 
after 30 years, maybe 3.8 percent allowed 
you to maintain your initial principal  
30 years later. Small changes in the with-
drawal rate have a huge impact on the 
sustainability of a retirement plan. So  
if you are coupling up a higher, maybe 
temporary but higher, spending rate 
early in retirement at a time of a bad 
sequence of returns, that can further 
accelerate the downward spiral for the 
investment portfolio. Absolutely.

Powell: So, Wade, in a way, you’ve 
already touched on systematic with-
drawal, or safe withdrawal rates, the four 
common methods being Bill Bengen’s 
4-percent rule,1 the erase inflation 
method, the guardrail method as 
espoused by Jonathan Guyton,2 and the 
RMD [required minimum distribution] 
method. Any thoughts about these  
various methods? Which is better than 
the other and, in the case of the guard-
rail method, should the range of with-
drawals be lowered from what was 
initially 4 percent to 6 percent to some-
thing lower? 

Pfau: So, I would say Bill Bengen’s 
4-percent rule is one of the four ways 
to manage sequence risk, and his rule  
is to spend less. Now there can be a 
debate around what “spend less” means, 
but he said specifically to spend at the 
level that would’ve worked in the worst-
case 30-year period from historical data. 

Do I want to have less 
sequence risk, which will 
allow me to generally spend 
more on average but creates 
volatility for my spending? 
Or would I prefer to have a 
lower level of fixed spending 
as the way to battle the 
sequence risk?
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risks of doing that, I don’t want to say 
that’s not a viable approach to take for 
retirement. But it certainly wouldn’t be 
the approach I’d want to take. With 
the research we did about retirement 
styles, we think that safe withdrawal rate 
mindset will resonate best with about 
one-third of the population, but about 
two-thirds of the population would want 
to be looking for something different.

Powell: Monte Carlo analysis seems  
to have created a mindset of optimizing 
wealth instead of consumption at risk 
with no allowance for unexpected 
changes in future spending or changes 
in human behavior. Is it possible that 
Monte Carlo is a more useful tool for  
the advisor than for the client? What  
are the limitations of Monte Carlo  
analysis and do advisors rely too much 
on its output?

Pfau: Some of the criticisms Monte Carlo 
gets aren’t necessarily warranted because 
it really depends on what sort of assump-
tions go into it. If you’re taking care to 
create capital market assumptions that 
you think reflect a real-world market 
environment in the future, or back to that 
point I made earlier—some people just 
reject that entirely. But then, if you base 
your Monte Carlo simulations on histori-
cal data to satisfy some people, it can 
give unreasonable answers. Indeed, you 
brought up a very important point. I may 
not be up to date on every commercial 
software package out there, but I’m not 
really aware of a lot of commercial soft-
ware that can account for any sort of 
dynamic spending. 

Now you can have it pre-planned, “I’ll 
spend this amount, I’ll have my go-go 
years and then my slow-go years and so 
forth.” But I have to program the variable 
withdrawal rate strategies that we were 
talking about myself. I’m not aware of 
any commercial software that can tell 
you: “Okay, if the market is up, you’ll 
spend more. If the market is down, you’ll 
spend less.” If it exists, and maybe there 
is someone now that can do that with  

flexibility. But you do need to do some-
thing because you can’t just simply 
define it as the investment portfolio 
balance hits zero.

Powell: One of my favorite questions  
is about safe withdrawal rates. Some 
advisors think they can manage longev-
ity risk 100 percent of the time with a 
safe withdrawal rate. 

Pfau: Well, I would agree with that gener-
ally. I do think the safe withdrawal rate 
approach is a viable retirement strategy. 
This gets into an article that I published 
in the Retirement Management Journal 
[Murguía and Pfau 2021] about different 
retirement styles.

So, a certain set of personal preferences 
go into being comfortable with a safe 
withdrawal rate. You need to be confi-
dent in financial markets, that you will 
get stock market upside when you need 
it, early in retirement, to make the plan 
work and to maintain full optionality for 
your financial plan. You’re ultimately just 
comfortable either basing this on histori-
cal data or some sort of Monte Carlo 
simulation. I think for most total-returns 
people who think about the safe with-
drawal rate, they’re probably going to 
have a preference for basing it on histor-
ical data. They might want to throw out 
any sort of Monte Carlo simulation that 
“makes up” fake data to test the plan on. 
They just don’t have comfort with that.

If that’s your mindset, that you’re funda-
mentally comfortable basing your deci-
sions around what worked historically, 
as long as you understand the potential 

constant percentage of what’s left, but 
you never let that go above a dollar ceil-
ing or below a dollar floor. That could be 
another way to think about a variable 
spending strategy.

The Bengen floor and ceiling strategy 
would still be vulnerable to depleting the 
portfolio because there’s a hard dollar 
floor. A guardrail strategy, where you 
never spend above a certain percentage 
of what’s left, gets you back to where 
you’re never really going to run out of 
money. But your spending could get 
incredibly low. You have those two foun-
dations to think about [i.e., whether you 
want income as a fixed amount or a fixed 
percentage], then think about how you 
might want to structure a variable 
spending strategy, and that’s all you 
need. You could have another rule about, 
“Well, if the market return is below a 
certain threshold, I’m not going to take 
the inflation adjustment.” But I don’t 
even think you need something like that. 
You can make it simple just by picking 
whether you want a more constant 
amount or a more constant percentage 
and then putting some guardrails 
around that.

Powell: Any scenario where one has to 
reduce the withdrawal amount and put 
desired standard of living at risk seems 
to suggest, to me anyway, that it’s a 
failed retirement-income plan.

Pfau: As soon as you start to talk about 
an RMD strategy or a constant percent 
strategy, you can’t define failure as the 
portfolio getting to zero, and that’s 
usually how we define failure. With a 
variable spending strategy, spending 
can go down and you may never have a 
technical failure. But then you have to 
revisit how you want to define failure. 
You could define it as, “Well, if my 
spending ever had to fall below a thresh-
old, that’s what I’m going to measure as 
failure.” Or you could also define it as, 
“If my remaining wealth balance ever 
falls below a certain threshold, I’ll define 
that as failure.” You have a little bit of 

I think for most total-
returns people who think 
about the safe withdrawal 
rate, they’re probably going 
to have a preference for 
basing it on historical data.
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model, and people like to see those high 
numbers on that Monte Carlo analysis. 

It’s been said that accumulating  
wealth is more of a linear process and 
predictable. But in the nonlinear world 
of retirement income, returns and stan-
dard deviations are predictors of success 
and therefore really unreliable inputs for 
the Monte Carlo. There’s the approach 
that retirement-income planning is 
governed more by chaos theory versus 
linearity. Do you agree or disagree?

Pfau: That’s an interesting question. 
Recently there was a thread on the 
Bogleheads forum, which is a group of 
do-it-yourself investors who like to talk 
about these types of issues, and it went 
something like 620 posts long on this 
sort of discussion. Can we have any sort 
of model to predict sustainable spending 
in the future and so forth? I guess I 
would lean more toward the answer of 
no, although I wouldn’t go all the way.

Interest rates are a pretty good predictor 
of bond returns and so forth. So, I think 
we can still get some sort of guidance, if 
we want to have a conservative spending 
strategy, about how conservative that 
might need to be, and if a Monte Carlo 
simulation can help to inform that sort 
of decision.

That’s answering, to some extent, a little 
bit on the no side. But yes, I think 
Monte Carlo can be helpful. Some of  
the commenters—and it’s really a strug-
gle for me to understand their point 
entirely—would say the answer to that 
question is absolutely no. There’s no 
point in trying to model the future. The 
future’s unknown. That’s okay, but then 
they come back full circle and say, “And 
so the best we can do is base our deci-
sions on what happened historically.”

I’m not comfortable with that either, 
because that’s the justification for the 
4-percent rule, for example, because we 
have no idea what the future will bring. 
All we really know is what worked in the 
past, and there’s a recognition that there 

simulation. If the simulation’s going 
well, you’ll spend more. If the simula-
tion’s going poorly, you’ll spend less. 
That’s where the software is still lacking 
to a large extent today.

Powell: Derek Tharp published a paper 
on Kitces.com that talked about using 
probability of success ratios as low as 
50 percent as a guide, so long as you 
continue to adjust the plan year over 
year [Tharp 2021].

Pfau: I’ve written in that area, too, back 
with the Retirement Management 
Journal in the earlier days of the publi-
cation [Pfau 2012a,b; Blanchett et al. 
2014; Finke et al. 2012], as well as the 
idea of the optimal spending rate versus 
the safe spending rate. If you have 
plenty of reliable income from outside 
the portfolio so that your lifestyle’s not 
as vulnerable to a market downturn 
depleting your investments, and you’re 
flexible with your spending so that you 
can make those adjustments, then it 
absolutely makes sense that you could 
target a lower probability of success  
to allow for a higher lifestyle today. 
Because you’re going to make adjust-
ments along the way, because it’s not  
as catastrophic if you do deplete your 
investments.

In that 2012 article I did with Michael 
and Duncan [Finke et al. 2012], in one 
of the case studies we looked at, the 
strategy that we suggested was optimal 
had a 57-percent failure rate or a 
43-percent success rate. So, I think  
that makes a lot of sense.

Powell: Thank you for reminding me 
about that paper.

Allain: I remember years ago when 
François Gadenne7 talked about lumpy 
spending, and that’s really the way that 
our clients spend anyway. It’s not typi-
cally just we’re going to increase you  
by 3-percent inflation as you’re going 
forward. It’s a daughter gets married, the 
air conditioner needs to be replaced, and 
things like that. Sometimes it’s hard to 

a commercial software package, it’s still 
rare. And without that, there really is a 
limitation, just because having some  
flexibility with spending can have such  
a big impact on the sustainability of a 
retirement plan. So, in the future, if we 
could see more commercial software  
that could account for some of these 
sorts of modifications to the plan based 
on people’s ability to adjust, then that 
would definitely improve the Monte 
Carlo tools.

Powell: The Rand Corporation,5 David 
Blanchett,6 and others have done studies 
that said real spending declines in retire-
ment. And if Monte Carlo’s not accom-
modating a real decline in spending, it 
too is leading to results that may be 
inadequate or wrong,

Pfau: If you knew in advance that you’ll 
have that decline in spending—like 
David Blanchett has his retirement 
spending smile, where you can see the 
exact changes in spending for the aver-
age consumer—if you’re going to have 
that sort of spending pattern, you could 
plug that into the Monte Carlo for any 
commercial software. It might not be fun 
if you have to enter the spending adjust-
ments year-by-year, but nonetheless, 
you could program that into the existing 
software.

It’s an issue not when you have a 
predefined variable spending path, but 
when you have an unknown variable 
spending path, because your spending’s 
going to adjust in each Monte Carlo 

It’s an issue not when you 
have a predefined variable 
spending path, but when 
you have an unknown 
variable spending path, 
because your spending’s 
going to adjust in each 
Monte Carlo simulation.
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planning and wealth management firm. 
He serves as retirement columnist for the 
Journal of Financial Planning, and he is 
a Wall Street Journal Expert Panelist on 
retirement. He is an award-winning thought 
leader and researcher on sustainable 
withdrawal policies, retirement-income 
planning, and the application of behavioral 
finance principles in working with clients. 

 3.  After retiring as an executive of a Fortune 
500 technology company, Dirk Cotton 
(1952–2021) began his second career as  
the author of The Retirement Café blog, 
the founder of JDC Planning, LLC, and a 
researcher of all things retirement. Among 
many other achievements, Cotton won the  
2015 Retirement Management Journal 
Practitioner Thought Leadership Award for  
his paper, “Sequence of Return Risks: A New  
Way of Looking at Spending or Saving Scenarios 
with Path Dependence” (Retirement 
Management Journal 7, no. 2, 2018).

4. See guyton and klinger (2006).
5. The Rand Corporation is a research 

organization that develops solutions to 
public policy challenges to help make 
communities throughout the world safer 
and more secure, healthier, and more 
prosperous. https://www.rand.org/. 

6. David Blanchett, PhD, CFA®, CFP®, is 
managing director and head of retirement 
research for PgIM DC Solutions. In this 
role he develops research and innovative 
solutions to help improve retirement 
outcomes for investors.

 7.  François gadenne is executive director  
of the Curve, Triangle, & Rectangle 
Institute (CTRI). He is a serial, private,  
and social fintech entrepreneur with  
40 years of experience.
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say, a deferred annuity maybe five years 
before somebody retires and then maybe 
consider an immediate annuity at retire-
ment? Would this strategy be something 
that would work? Why or why not?

Pfau: I think laddering in annuity pur- 
chases over time makes perfect sense. 
That could mean purchasing deferred-
income annuities pre-retirement that 
will turn on income at the projected 
retirement date and then further 
purchasing additional immediate annu-
ities in retirement. It gives you that 
diversification around different interest-
rate environments. The sooner you buy 
them, the more mortality credits you’re 
going to get from the annuity and so 
forth. And then you also have more of 
that hit-by-the-bus risk of if you end  
up not making it to retirement. If that 
happens, you would’ve much preferred 
the situation of not putting all your eggs 
into the deferred income annuity basket.

So, you’re also helping to spread out 
some of the mortality risk as well as the 
ability to revisit these decisions. What if 
you decide to change your retirement 
date? You don’t necessarily need too 
much annuity income turning on at a 
time that you might decide to work 
another three years. So, I think that sort 
of measured and laddered approach can 
make a lot of sense for people for whom 
annuities are part of that conversation 
and they do want to build that protected 
lifetime income floor. 

Contact Wade Pfau at wadepfau@gmail.com.

Contact Moe Allain at mallain@rwbaird.com.

Contact Robert Powell at rpowell@i-w.org.
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could be a new worst-case scenario. But 
because 4 percent always worked in the 
past, that’s our best prediction of what is 
reasonable to use for the future, and that 
would be answering the question as no, 
Monte Carlo based on some sort of capi-
tal market assumptions is useless.

At the same time, when I hear the idea 
that Monte Carlo is useless, that just 
reminds me, “Okay, there’s no such 
thing as a safe withdrawal rate.” You 
can’t have a stable level of spending 
from a volatile portfolio with a high 
probability of success. If you want fixed 
spending, you should not have volatility 
for the portfolio. If you want volatility for 
the portfolio and upside potential, you 
should have variable spending. That’s 
ultimately the implication of agreeing 
with the statement that we can’t really 
do reasonable Monte Carlo simulations. 
But I think it is interesting to observe in 
practice how people just reach a differ-
ent conclusion around the value of 
historical data relative to any sort of 
capital market assumption for the future.

Allain: It sounds like flexibility is the 
name of the game for sure when it 
comes to retiree spending. It sounds  
like that’s so important.

Pfau: It’s such a powerful release valve 
for sequence-of-returns risk.

Allain: That’s something we are trying  
to create expectations about as we’re 
first working with folks, the expectation 
that you need to be flexible through this 
process. Some people don’t like hearing 
that, quite honestly, which is really kind 
of interesting. But when you explain, 
“Listen, the chances for success jump 
dramatically if you’re willing to be flexi-
ble and to respond to different things,” 
then they’ll normally take that as, “Okay, 
let’s go ahead and do that, because I do 
not want to run out of money.”

When thinking about an overall retire-
ment allocation, if you’re allocating to an 
income annuity within a client portfolio, 
should an advisor consider positioning, 
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