
It is widely believed that starting public
school teacher salaries are too low, and student
loan burdens are too high. If true, we could be
facing a situation in which recent college gradu-
ates cannot afford to go into teaching because
they will be unable to repay their college debts.
Public policies are already being formulated on
the basis of that conclusion.

Unfortunately, the only major analysis of
teacher salaries and student debt published to
date is based largely on borrowers’ subjective feel-
ings about debt manageability. Likewise, more
traditional methods of determining how much
debt is too much offer little help because they are
based primarily on general risks of default pre-
dicted by debt-to-income ratios rather than the
ability of specific borrowers to handle their debts
and other expenses. 

To provide legislators with a more objective
basis for policymaking, this paper assesses first-

year teachers’ ability to pay back college loans giv-
en their actual salaries and expenses. This method
eliminates both the subjectivity of determining
debt burdens on the basis of debtors’ feelings, and
the imprecision of using correlations between
debt-to-income ratios and overall default rates.

The findings presented here reveal that first-
year teachers in even the least affordable of the
16 districts examined can easily afford to pay
back their debts. Indeed, with just some basic
economizing, a first-year teacher could not only
pay back average debt, but could handle debt lev-
els nearly three times the national average. This
does not mean that current teacher salaries or
student debt burdens are “right”—only markets
can determine that—but it does mean that there
is no need for policymakers to intervene in either
teacher pay or student aid to assure that college
graduates can afford to become public school
teachers. 
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Introduction

There is a widespread belief that public
school teachers are underpaid. Many people
also feel that college debt loads are becoming
unbearable. Put these assumptions together,
and they make a career in teaching seem like
fiscal suicide—a prescription for a life of sac-
rifice, penury, and ramen noodles.

Fear of this scenario becoming reality—as
well as new graduates finding it difficult to
enter other public service fields—has prompt-
ed significant policy rhetoric and political
action in recent years. The State Public Interest
Research Groups, an organization that in
higher education advocates for increased stu-
dent aid, called attention to the potential
problem in 2006 with its report Paying Back,
Not Giving Back: Student Debt’s Negative Impact on
Public Service Career Opportunities, which exam-
ines the impact of debt on prospective teach-
ers and social workers.1 In 2007, Congress
enacted the College Cost Reduction and
Access Act, which among other things forgives
Federal Direct Loans to people in “public ser-
vice jobs”—including public school teachers—
after 10 years of continual public service and
unmissed payments.2 In May 2008, Rep. Joe
Baca (D-CA) introduced the Teacher Edu-
cation Assistance Creating Hope for our
Future Act, which would forgive up to $25,000
in federal student loans to any teacher who
completes five years of service.3 The newly
reauthorized Higher Education Act directs the
U.S. Secretary of Education and the Office of
Management and Budget to study the impact
of student loan debt on graduates entering
public-service careers, and includes loan for-
giveness for some teachers and others em-
ployed in areas of “national need.”4 Finally,
President-elect Barack Obama has proposed
creating “Teacher Service Scholarships” for
educators working in “high-need” fields or
schools.

This paper tests assertions about unman-
ageable teacher debt by examining whether a
first-year teacher with only a bachelor’s degree
and no prior teaching experience would have

serious difficulty living on his salary while
making average college loan payments. 

Almost as important as what this paper
does, it should be noted, is what it does not
do: identify how much a first-year teacher
should get paid or how much debt a college
student should graduate with. These are
among the biggest and most contentious
debates in both K–12 and higher education,
but what constitutes a “fair” debt burden or
salary are inherently subjective questions
that empirical testing cannot answer.

This does not mean that the findings pre-
sented here are unrelated to fairness. In most
sectors of American life the market determines
fair wages and loan terms by balancing the
desires and preferences of employers and
lenders with the desires and abilities of
employees and borrowers. Through millions
of individual, voluntary agreements, lenders,
borrowers, employers and employees arrive at
borrowing and wage levels acceptable to all
parties. These are truly fair terms because they
are imposed on no one against their will.

In contrast to this, current student loan lev-
els and terms, as well as teachers’ salaries, are
generally determined by political forces, not
voluntary agreements, and revolve around
what one party can impose on the other
through government. This is why arriving at
the truth about teacher salaries and loan bur-
dens is so important: in the absence of mar-
kets, it is often the most compelling political
case that carries the day, and all parties spin
reality to their advantage. When it comes to
salaries and college debt, teachers and stu-
dents have an interest in convincing policy-
makers that they are struggling, and that only
more government assistance can help them. In
contrast, budget-conscious policymakers and
taxpayers have an incentive to portray stu-
dents and teachers as flush with cash in order
keep spending down. We have to get past this
spin. To make the political process work as
well as possible, we have to use real debt and
expense numbers to determine whether
teacher salaries are too low and student debt
burdens too high for first-year teachers to
make ends meet.
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Teacher Pay in Brief

In order to put the question of student
loan affordability in context and assess the
degree to which teachers can supplement
their public school income, it is necessary to
understand how they are paid. For the most
part, public school teachers’ salaries are fixed
on ladders set at the district level, usually, but
not always, through collective bargaining
between the school board and district’s
school-employee union. Steps on the salary
ladder are ordinarily based on a teacher’s
experience and education level; a teacher who
has taught for 10 years and has a master’s
degree will earn more than a teacher with two
years of experience and a bachelor’s degree.
There are exceptions to this—some states and
districts are looking to differential pay to
attract teachers in shortage areas like mathe-
matics, science, and special education, or to
pay teachers on the basis of “merit”—but the
norm is still the salary ladder.

Still more contentious than the structure
of teacher remuneration is the actual amount
that teachers get paid, especially relative to
other professions. Quantifying teacher pay
sounds like it should be straightforward, but a
lot depends on how the money and time are
divvied up. Perhaps as a result of this, the pub-
lic appears to have a deflated sense of teachers’
salaries. According to a recent survey, respon-
dents underestimated the average public
school teacher salary in their state by about 30
percent, or $14,370.5

Using the most basic measure of payment—
annual wages—teacher pay is above the nation-
al average. According to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics’ Occupational Employment Statistics
survey, in May 2007 the mean annual wage for
all nonfarming occupations was $40,690.
Elementary and secondary school teachers, in
contrast, had mean wages over $50,000.6

Of course, it is most informative to compare
teachers to people in lines of work with similar
requirements, and when looking strictly at
salaries, teachers do tend to earn less than oth-
er professionals. An analysis in Education Week’s

2008 Quality Counts compendium, which used
two years of data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
American Community Survey, revealed that on
average public school teachers earned 88 cents
for every dollar earned by workers in sixteen
“comparable” occupations, including accoun-
tants, computer programmers, and occupa-
tional therapists. The authors report that, using
their methodology, public school teachers
earned a median salary of $44,690 while mem-
bers of the other professions earned a median
salary of $50,784.7

Though overall salary data are useful, espe-
cially for understanding teachers’ basic pay,
many researchers argue that it is not a full por-
trayal of teachers’ monetary compensation, in
large part because it fails to account for actual
time worked. With school calendars featuring
many built-in breaks—including roughly two-
and-a-half months in the summer—and
school days averaging around only 6.5 hours
in length, it is reasonable to suspect that teach-
ers work fewer hours for their salaries than
other professionals.

Recent analyses of Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics data taken from the National Compen-
sation Survey confirm this suspicion. Looking
at 2001 data, economist Richard Vedder com-
pared teachers’ hourly earnings to those of
numerous other professionals and found that
teachers out-earned architects, mechanical
engineers, biological and life scientists, and
several other professionals. In 2000, the aver-
age hourly wage for a job defined as a “profes-
sional specialty” by the BLS was $27.49,
reports Vedder, while the average wage for ele-
mentary school teachers was $28.79, sec-
ondary school teachers $29.14, and special
education teachers $29.97.8 Using 2005 NCS
data, the Manhattan Institute’s Jay Greene
and Marcus Winters examined hourly teacher
pay and arrived at similar findings. They dis-
covered that the average public school teacher
made $34.06 per-hour in 2005, 11 percent
more than the average professional specialty
and technical worker.9

These analyses, while making more of an
apples-to-apples comparison than simply
comparing annual salaries, are still not wholly
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satisfactory, primarily because they may
undercount time worked by teachers and over-
count time worked by other professionals.
Sean P. Corcoran and Lawrence Mishel of the
Economic Policy Institute note, for instance,
that NCS data count paid time off such as
paid vacations and holidays as hours worked
for most professionals but not teachers, who
are typically paid for roughly a 180-day year
that does not include holidays and paid vaca-
tions. Greene and Winters did not adjust for
this according to Corcoran and Mishel, inflat-
ing nonteachers’ wages for hours actually
worked. A more accurate measure, they argue,
would calculate nonteachers’ hourly pay using
only days actually worked and excluding paid
vacation and holidays.10

Doing what Corcoran and Mishel suggest
still demonstrates much greater comparability
between teacher and other professional pay
than is indicated by annual salaries alone.
Using OES data from May 2007, a compari-
son of average teacher salaries—including pri-
vate school teachers, who get paid nearly 40
percent less than public school teachers11—
and a few other professions included in the
Quality Counts data bear this out. The lowest
average hourly earnings for non-special educa-
tion, nonvocational, elementary, middle, and
secondary school teachers accrue to elemen-
tary school teachers at $35.49, a figure derived
using 188 days (183 instructional and 5 in-ser-
vice), 7.5 hours per day, and a mean annual
wage reported by the OES of $50,040. In com-
parison, accountants and auditors, registered
nurses, insurance underwriters, and computer
programmers earn hourly wages of $32.91,
$32.54, $31.31, and $37.51, respectively, fig-
ures determined by dividing the mean annual
wage for each job as reported by the OES by
actual hours worked, or 240 days a year (52
weeks a year, five days a week, minus ten days
of paid vacation and ten paid holidays) for
eight hours a day.12 Only computer program-
mers made more per-hour than the lowest-
paid subset of teachers.

One last objection to hourly-earning com-
parisons is that teachers work many more
hours than are reflected in official time spent

at school. They grade papers, plan lessons, call
parents, often after school and on weekends.
“Six or seven hours is the ‘contracted’ work-
day, but unlike in other professions, the expec-
tation for teachers is that much required work
will take place at home, at night and on week-
ends,” explains a “Myths and Facts” page on
the website of the National Education
Association. “For teachers, the day isn’t over
when the dismissal bell rings.”13

It is true that teachers often work at home,
but a recent BLS study suggests that even dur-
ing months when they are teaching, educators
work less time than other professionals.
According to the study, in which participants
logged how much work they did each day and
where they did it, teachers worked on average
18 fewer minutes per day than other profes-
sionals. And that included only days when the
subjects worked—summer and other vacation
days were not included in the average.14

The longest period during which teachers
are not working for their salary, of course, is
during the summer, when they often pursue
additional employment. Critically, no potential
income from summer employment is included in
this analysis of first-year teacher compensation, but
many teachers do earn income by tutoring,
managing pools, working at summer camps,
house painting, freelance writing, and a vari-
ety of other jobs. According to the National
Education Association, 45 percent of public
school teachers worked during the summer of
2000.15 Moreover, according to the BLS,
roughly half of all teachers do not work past
4:00 p.m. on any given day, providing addi-
tional time that could be used for a second
job. And there is evidence that teachers do use
time this way: the BLS reports that while 12
percent of other professionals had second
jobs while working in their primary occupa-
tion, 17 percent of teachers had second jobs
during periods when they were teaching. 

Debates over teacher compensation will cer-
tainly continue, but two important things are
clear for our purposes. The first is that teachers
get paid roughly on par with other comparable
professionals on an hourly basis and have
much more time in a year to earn money
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beyond their salaries. This makes it politically
difficult to justify higher pay for teachers even
if their annual compensation is too low to
afford average student debt because, on an
hourly basis, they would have to be paid in
excess of comparable professionals. The sec-
ond reality, however, militates against this first
concern by making it clear that teachers have
plenty of time to significantly supplement
their income. This last point is especially
important to keep in mind when considering
the analysis presented later in this report,
which, because it does not include any poten-
tial income beyond a teacher’s basic salary,
almost certainly underestimates a first-year teacher’s
total annual income.  

Student Loans in Brief

There is no question that the “sticker price”
of higher education—the published cost of
tuition, fees, room and board—has gone up
markedly over the last couple of decades.
According to data from the College Board, the
average inflation-adjusted cost of tuition, fees,
and room and board at four-year private col-
leges grew 70 percent between 1987–88 and
2007–08, from $19,000 to $32,307. Over the
same period, the cost at a four-year public
institution rose 78 percent, from $7,631 to
$13,589.16

So, how have students been able to afford
these significant price increases? A good bit of
the answer is financial aid, much of which
comes through student loans. College Board
data show that between 1986–87 and 2006–07,
the average inflation-adjusted aid per full-time-
equivalent student (which includes undergradu-
ate and graduate students) rose 139 percent,
from $3,967 to $9,499. This was split almost
equally between grant aid (which students don’t
have to pay back) and federal loans (which they
do), though tax benefits started to creep into the
equation in 1998–99. Between 1986–87 and
2006–07, inflation-adjusted grant aid per full-
time-equivalent student rose 131 percent, from
$2,014 to $4,648, and federal loan aid rose 138
percent, from $1,826 to $4,337.17

In addition to these aid sources, students
have increasingly taken out private loans
which are not backed with taxpayer dollars
and often don’t carry the generous interest
rates and repayment terms that federal back-
ing makes possible. The College Board does-
n’t provide a per-pupil breakdown of private
borrowing, but reports that in the 2006-07
academic year $17.1 billion was borrowed
from private lenders.18 On the flip side, many
students don’t borrow any money to attend
college; about one-third of four-year college
students graduate debt-free.19

The concern among students, parents,
politicians, and student advocacy groups is that
loan amounts are becoming increasingly
unbearable. According to the Project on Stu-
dent Debt, between 1993 and 2004 the average
amount owed by seniors who graduated with
debt rose 58 percent after adjusting for infla-
tion, going from $12,152 to $19,200, an appre-
ciable rate of increase that many people fear will
only grow if tuition continues to skyrocket.20

This concern is especially acute for students
intending to go into what many consider low-
paying careers, and it’s what prompted the
State PIRGs to publish Paying Back, Not Giving
Back: Student Debt’s Negative Impact on Public
Service Career Opportunities, a report examining
the impact of debt on students planning to go
into teaching or social work.

Paying Back, Not Giving Back asserts that giv-
en “high debt levels, the congressional fixed
6.8 percent interest rate for federal loans, and
low starting salaries . . . 23 percent of public
four-year college students graduate with too
much debt to manageably repay their loans as
a starting teacher,” as do 38 percent of private-
school graduates.21 The solutions provided in
the report are a bit vague, but can essentially
be summarized as: (1) increase need-based
grant aid; (2) put caps on the amount of debt
that students have to pay back and the length
of time they can be saddled with debt; (3) reg-
ulate private loans more strictly, including
their interest rates and terms; and (4) provide
financial incentives (presumably federal) for
state governments and colleges to keep tuition
costs low.22
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While these measures may sound reason-
able, they are likely to do more harm than
good. Expanding aid either by increasing
grants, making it easier to discharge debts, or
both, will continue to drive the third-party-
payer problem that has been inflating tuition
prices. Essentially, the more money obtained
through taxpayers (the third parties in the
student–school transaction) that students
and their families can use to pay for college,
the less sensitive students are to price increas-
es, the more they demand, and the more
schools charge without imposing any addi-
tional “pain” on students. 

The College Board data cited earlier sug-
gest that this is happening: while real, enroll-
ment-weighted, tuition, fee, and room-and-
board costs for private and public four-year
schools have risen around 75 percent over the
last two decades, aid per student has grown
almost 140 percent. Applying average aid per
full-time equivalent student to public and
private four-year college costs and adjusting
to make aid amounts proportionate to the
difference between public and private school
costs (aid data are currently available only as
an average for all students, but aid generally
rises as costs rise), one can approximate the
degree to which aid makes students less sen-
sitive to increasing prices. 

While the real “sticker price” rose 70 per-
cent over the last two decades for private col-
leges, going from $19,000 to $32,307, the
after-aid costs rose only 42 percent, moving
from $12,335 to $17,489. At public schools, a
78 percent sticker price increase—$7,631 to
$13,589—felt more like a 48 percent boost
from $4,933 to $7,320.23 Of course, students
are sensitive to loans even when they are
heavily subsidized, so not all aid makes stu-
dents completely numb to real price increas-
es. On the other hand, lower-than-market
interest rates make them less sensitive than
market rates, and with federally subsidized
Stafford loans, the government pays the
interest while students are in school and for
six months after they graduate.

What would be the likely effects of requir-
ing private lenders to offer lower interest rates

and/or more generous repayment terms? Both
options are dangerous due to the phenome-
non already discussed: the cheaper the fund-
ing, the less the constraint on students’ ability
and willingness to pay, and the more schools
can charge. In this regard private loans per-
form more of a public service than federal
loans because they give a greater impetus to
keep prices down. There is also a serious ques-
tion of fairness when government puts its
thumb on the lending scale. True balance is
struck when borrower and lender find terms
that are mutually agreeable, not when govern-
ment privileges one party over the other. 

Finally, proposals to have Washington
offer schools incentives to keep tuition down
are not as simple as they sound. One possible
approach would involve revoking aid to stu-
dents at institutions that raise tuition faster
than a pre-approved rate, but this would
require expensive, in-depth monitoring, and
would prevent many schools from raising
tuition when necessary to expand or improve
their product. The other approach, which ap-
pears in a mild form in the most recent Higher
Education Act reauthorization, would penal-
ize states by withholding access to some feder-
al money if they did not hold funding to pub-
lic universities at or above average levels for
previous years. Such a move ties the hands of
state legislators who are attempting to balance
budgets, and it hurts state taxpayers who may
have other priorities than higher education.

Difficult tradeoffs confront any effort to
deal with increasing student loan burdens,
whether the tack is to increase access to aid or
coax schools to curb prices. With these poten-
tially painful tradeoffs in mind, it is important
to know for certain whether student debt is
truly so burdensome that it seriously threatens
graduates’ ability to go into fields like teaching.

Prevailing
“Unmanageable Burden”

Calculations
With teachers’ remuneration appearing

low relative to comparable professionals—that
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is, if one doesn’t account for the additional
time teachers have available for other employ-
ment—and with college graduates’ debt bur-
den growing, some people believe that many
new teachers will find their student debts
unmanageable. But does reality bear this out?
To answer the question, we need first to know
what is meant when debt is called “unman-
ageable.”

In general, guidelines for how much debt is
too much vary widely and depend a great deal
on individual financial circumstances and tol-
erances for risk. A general rule of thumb
according to many financial advisors is to nev-
er let one’s debt-to-income ratio exceed 36 per-
cent.24 Just for student loans, the general rule
is to not let debt exceed between around 8 and
15 percent of one’s income.25 The rationale is
that higher debt-to-income ratios significant-
ly increase the risk that borrowers will default
on their loans.

In determining how many teachers face
overly burdensome debt, the State PIRGs used
an index created by economists Sandy Baum
and Saul Schwartz intended to identify unman-
ageable debt as perceived by borrowers, not what
lenders identify as debt levels that dangerously
increase the chance of default. In the currently
available version of Baum and Schwartz’s
paper, they use 20 percent of income beyond
150 percent of the poverty line as their ceiling
for annual payments.26 So, for instance, Baum
and Schwartz note that 150 percent of the
poverty line for a single person was $14,700 at
the time they were writing. If a new teacher were
to make $20,000, using Baum and Schwartz’s
index her “manageable” annual debt payment
would be $1,060, or 20 percent of the difference
between her total income and 150-percent of
poverty. The State PIRGs, it should be noted,
report having used a version of Baum and
Schwartz’s index that used 20 percent of
income beyond half of the median pre-tax
income for a single American—not 150 percent
of the poverty line—rendering their results a bit
different from what would have been yielded
using the currently available version of Baum
and Schwartz’s paper.27 Half of median pre-tax
income was $18,771.  

In keeping with their goal of assessing debt
burden from the borrower’s perspective, Baum
and Schwartz’s determination of the debt max-
imum is informed by—but not systematically
based on—several considerations. Among
them are the improved earnings generated by
having a bachelor’s degree rather than just a
high school diploma; financial-need analyses
that place college costs in context with other
financial demands; and analyses showing that
borrowers’ perceptions of how burdensome
their loans are increase as their ratios of loan
payments to pre-tax income rise.28

The State PIRGs used Baum and Schwartz’s
index to calculate percentages of new graduates
of public and private four-year colleges  in each
state who would have had unmanageable debt
had they taken teaching jobs in the state. First,
they adjusted the $18,771 half-of-median pre-
tax income baseline up or down according to
state-by-state median income differences. Next,
they subtracted those adjusted baselines from
average starting teacher salaries in each state
and multiplied the remainders by 20 percent,
yielding “manageable” annual loan repayment
maximums. They then divided those annual
maximums by 12 to get monthly maximum
payments and calculated the debt level that
would generate such payments for a 10-year
loan with a 6.8 percent interest rate, the stan-
dard rate for subsidized Stafford loans. (The
standard subsidized Stafford interest rate has
since dropped and will continue to do so each
year before resetting to 6.8 percent for the
2012–13 school year.) Finally, the State PIRGs
calculated what percentage of new graduates
from public and private four-year institutions
in each state had debt levels that generated
monthly payments beyond the maximum, and
identified those as the percentage of new grad-
uates whose debt was too high to manage on a
first-year teacher’s salary. For public school
graduates, New Hampshire had the highest
debt problem, with 54 percent of recent grads
facing debt levels too large to handle on an aver-
age first-year teacher’s salary, while Georgia was
lowest at 12 percent. 

The State PIRGs’ analysis offers a bleak
picture for first-year teachers, but it suffers
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serious problems and policymakers should
not base decisions on it. 

First, Baum and Schwartz’s burden index—
on which the State PIRGs based their calcula-
tions—is highly subjective, based in part on bor-
rowers’ self-reported feelings. Baum and
Schwartz acknowledge this problem in their
paper, noting that “deriving one set of bench-
marks from the data reported here clearly
requires a subjective judgment.”29 Second, the
State PIRGs use the median debt level for all new
college graduates—not just prospective teach-
ers—to calculate how manageable debt would be
on a first-year teacher’s salary. But many stu-
dents no doubt consider costs and expected
earnings when choosing colleges, and pick less
expensive schools when their expected earnings
are lower. Education majors’ average debt level
supports this: according to a 2005 U.S. Depart-
ment of Education report, among students who
borrowed for college and received their bache-
lors degrees in the 1999–2000 school year (the
latest with available data), education majors bor-
rowed $1,300 less than the overall average.30

The final and most important problem
with the State PIRGs’ methodology—and the
underlying Baum and Schwartz analysis—is
that it dances around reality, estimating bur-
dens based on borrowers reported percep-
tions, not the actual expenses first-year teachers are
likely to face. It is important to know how teach-
ers feel about their debt burdens, especially if
they pass those feelings on to potential teach-
ers and discourage them from entering the
profession. But what teachers report may be
exaggerated, and whether or not they say they
feel burdened is at best of secondary concern
to whether or not they can actually pay their
debts while maintaining a reasonable quality
of life. Answering that primary question is the
goal of our analysis.

Assessing Loan
Manageability by Assessing

Teacher Costs
Given average student debt, actual salaries,

and expenses they are likely to face, can first-

year teachers afford to pay back their loans?
To answer that question, this paper examines
a geographic and demographic cross-section
of districts around the country. It uses the fol-
lowing 16 districts, about which more infor-
mation is available in Appendix A:

• Allendale County Schools, South Caro-
lina

• Baldwin Community Schools, Michi-
gan

• Battle Creek–Ida Grove Community
School District, Iowa

• Calipatria Unified School District, Cali-
fornia

• Clay County Public Schools, Kentucky
• Coahoma County School District, Mis-

sissippi
• Dallas Independent School District,

Texas
• Denver Public Schools, Colorado
• Duval County Public Schools, Florida
• Madison School District #321, Idaho
• Memphis City Schools, Tennessee
• New York City Public Schools, New

York
• Pembroke School District, New Hamp-

shire
• Phoenix Union High School District,

Arizona
• Santa Maria Independent School Dis-

trict, Texas
• Seattle Public Schools, Washington

Overall, the districts range in physical loca-
tion from the west to east coasts, are in areas
with median household incomes ranging
from $20,364 to $54,297 and include rural
and urban districts. It is not a randomly
selected sample, but rather one specifically
chosen to maximize the diversity of the set-
tings examined. For each of these districts,
this paper reports 2007–08 salary informa-
tion for a first-year teacher with a bachelor’s
degree and no previous experience, and esti-
mates the costs of both necessary expenses
such as debt repayment and rent, and discre-
tionary expenses such as a cable television
subscriptions and clothing purchases.
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When examining the findings of this
analysis, there are several important points to
keep in mind:

1. The teacher’s income used here is only
her base teaching salary. As mentioned
earlier, teachers have a great deal of time
away from teaching during which they
can, and often do, work other jobs that
provide supplemental income. In addi-
tion, teachers often assume extra duties
in their districts for which they get paid
beyond their base salary, such as coaching
teams, advising student groups, or help-
ing to write curricula. Since no addition-
al income is incorporated in this analysis,
it almost certainly underestimates, perhaps
significantly, the average first-year teacher’s
actual income.

2. No efforts were made to economize
on expenses. The costs used for numer-
ous goods and services are based on read-
ily available offers and prices, and no spe-
cial effort to find “deals” was made. In
addition, housing is calculated for a sin-
gle renter in an average-cost apartment,
whereas recent graduates, regardless of
profession, often have roommates in
below-average apartments. This means it
is very likely that a thrifty teacher could
get the items used here for significantly
less than the cost given.

3. No special deductions or affordability
programs were considered. Some perks
teachers get include housing assistance
from their districts and educator-specific
discounts from companies such as Barnes
and Noble, Apple Computers, Ann
Taylor, and others.31 In addition, teachers
and other taxpayers are often eligible for a
variety of credits and deductions on their
taxes. None of these or other potential
savings were used in this analysis to calcu-
late teachers’ likely expenses.

4. This is not a nationally representa-
tive sample. While a serious effort was
made to analyze a diverse set of dis-
tricts, the sample was small and not
randomly selected. Resources did not

permit collection of a large, nationally
representative sample, but it would be
valuable to collect such a sample to ver-
ify the conclusions of this study on a
truly national scale.

What were the specific conditions under
which the calculations in this paper were
made? More fine-grained details concerning
the districts used and expenses tallied can be
found in the appendices—and even more
explicit data than that are available upon
request—but it is important to understand a
few major details up front.

The salary information is based on a 12-
month breakdown—even if a teacher could
opt to get paid on, say, a 10-month schedule—
of annual salaries as reported by districts for a
first-year teacher with a bachelor’s degree and
no experience. The monthly loan payment is
based on a total loan of $20,011. It is derived
from the most recent estimate of average loan
burden for new college graduates as calculated
by the Project on Student Debt adjusted for
inflation, and the smaller average debt burden
borne by education majors.32 Finally, expenses
include

• average inflation-adjusted rents for the
district and surrounding areas;

• food consumption adhering to the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s “liberal”
food plan plus $32 monthly for eating
out, the total of which was then adjusted
for regional cost differences;

• medical and dental insurance costs
borne by teachers;

• union dues, where applicable;
• costs to fill a 2000 Toyota Corolla with

gasoline on a weekly basis;
• auto insurance costs for the Corolla;
• a car loan payment at a 7.43 percent

interest rate and 60-month term;
• clothing purchases and laundry costs;
• miscellaneous costs that could include

start-up furniture, housewares, and oth-
er new housing needs;

• telephone, internet, and television costs;
• federal and state (where applicable) taxes.
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Appendix B presents the primary results for
this income-expense analysis, and makes clear
that while there was certainly variation in
affordability, in none of the districts would a
first-year teacher with average student debt be
unable to live comfortably. Not only could a
first-year teacher afford all of his staples like
housing, food, and monthly student loan pay-
ments, he could afford to purchase numerous
miscellaneous items, some of which he would
likely already have, including dinnerware and
furniture. Indeed, with the exception of
Pembroke, New Hampshire, pro-rated over 12
months he could afford all those things with
over $100 remaining at the end of each month.
In Dallas, he would have $900 remaining at the
end of each month. 

In addition to overall affordability, the
average debt-to-income ratio for the sample
was 8 percent, with a high of 11 percent in Ida
Grove, Iowa, and a low of 6 percent in Dallas
and New York City. These results are well with-
in the safe range of the debt estimates com-
monly accepted as manageable.

Clearly, first-year teachers in these districts
could afford to live with security and relative
comfort while making the monthly payments
on average student debt. Another important
question to answer, however, is what the maxi-
mum amount of debt is that a first-year teacher
could afford. Knowing this would indicate
how much students could spend on college
and still manageably become public school
teachers.

If we cut a bit of the most accessible “fat”
from the consumption estimated in the pri-
mary analysis—those things that are nice to
have but are not necessary for survival—we can
get an idea. We calculate this not on a district-
by-district basis, but based on the case of
Pembroke, New Hampshire, the least afford-
able of the districts examined. 

Splitting rent with a roommate on a still
median-rent apartment in Merrimack County,
New Hampshire, would immediately save $344
a month.33 Dropping down from what the
USDA considers a “liberal” expenditure on
food to one that’s “moderate”—but still keep-
ing $32 a month for restaurants—would save

an additional $61. Finally, getting rid of the
teacher’s landline telephone service, which
would not be a big inconvenience as long as she
keeps her cellular phone, as is increasingly
common, saves $36 a month. Just making
those changes would give the teacher an addi-
tional $441 to spend servicing her debt each
month, which, added to the current monthly
debt payment of $230, could cover monthly
payments on a total debt of more than
$58,000, an amount that approaches triple the
national, inflation-adjusted debt average of
$21,450 based on Project on Student Debt esti-
mates. 

An itemized estimation of both basic, teach-
ing-salary-only income and likely expenses
reveals that a first-year public school teacher
could easily manage average student debt. The
debt-to-income ratios are typically considered
manageable by standard estimates, and teach-
ers can afford numerous necessities and
amenities almost always with $100 or more per
month left over. In addition, when the maxi-
mum debt one could handle after making a
few, fairly painless cuts is calculated, it is clear
that no public policies need to be implemented
either to raise teacher salaries or make college
cheaper in order for teachers to be able to
afford both their profession and student loans.
This does not mean that teacher pay or college
costs are currently “right” or “fair”—those are
things only free markets can determine—but it
does indicate that new college graduates who
become public school teachers can easily man-
age average college debt.  

Conclusion

Whether teachers are underpaid or over-
paid, and whether student debt burdens are
too great, are subjective questions that can-
not be answered through empirical analysis.
What can be determined empirically, howev-
er, is whether teachers with varying student-
debt levels can afford to service their debt
and pay for the necessities of life on a first-
year public-school teacher’s salary. Based on
detailed analysis of the costs first-year teach-
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ers are likely to face in demographically and
economically diverse school districts around
the country, the answer appears to be that
they can afford average college debt, and well
beyond average debt if they are willing to do
some moderate economizing. Performing
this same analysis on a larger, random sam-
ple of districts would be necessary to ensure
nationally representative results, but com-
pared to the subjective estimates typically
used to identify “unmanageable” debt, the
present analysis allows one to draw a more
reliable conclusion: for a new graduate with
no previous teaching experience, average stu-
dent debt can be safely managed on a public
school teacher’s salary in widely varying dis-
tricts around the country. 

Appendix A: 
District Profiles

Note that for all categories, the most recent
available U.S. Census figures were used. Popula-
tion figures come from U.S. Census Bureau,
“Population Finder.” Household income figures
and poverty rates were taken from U.S. Census
Bureau, “State and County Quick Facts.”
Income figures were adjusted to 2007 dollars
using the Gross Domestic Product Deflation
Calculator at http://cost.jsc.nasa.gov/inflate
GDP.html. This was done in order to make
income figures coincide with the year for which
teacher salaries and affordability were calculat-
ed. Also, for noncounty and nonurban districts
the median household income for the county,
rather than the district, was used because the
prices and other economic conditions teachers
would face would be more affected by the medi-
an income for the entire county. 

Allendale County Schools
Location: Allendale County, South Carolina
Area Served: Entire County
Classification: Rural
Population Served, 2007: 10,475
Median Household Income, 2004: $21,527 

Adjusted to 2007: $22,491 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 2004: 32.1

Baldwin Community Schools
Location: Baldwin Village, Michigan
Area Served: Baldwin Village and surrounding
communities

Classification: Rural
Population Served, 2007: 1,18234

Median Household Income, Lake County,
2004: $27,868

Adjusted to 2007: $29,116
Percent Below Poverty Line, Lake County,

2004: 19.7

Battle Creek–Ida Grove Community
School District
Location: Battle Creek and Ida Grove, Iowa
Area Served: Battle Creek and Ida Grove
Classification: Rural
Population Served, 2007: 2,740
Median Household Income, Ida County,
2004: $40,421

Adjusted to 2007: $42,232 
Percent Below Poverty Line, Ida County, 2004:
9.4

Calipatria Unified School District
Location: City of Calipatria, California
Area Served: City of Calipatria
Classification: Rural
Population Served, 2007: 7,638
Median Household Income, Imperial County,
2004: $33,674

Adjusted to 2007: $35,183 
Percent Below Poverty Line, Imperial County,

2004: 18.5

Clay County Public Schools
Location: Clay County, Kentucky
Area Served: Entire County
Classification: Rural
Population Served, 2007: 23,730
Median Household Income, 2004: $19,491
Adjusted to 2007: $20,364 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 2004: 34.3

Coahoma County School District
Location: Coahoma County, Mississippi
Area Served: Entire County
Classification: Rural
Population Served, 2007: 27,543

11



Median Household Income, 2004: $23,560
Adjusted to 2007: $24,615 

Percent Below Poverty Line, 2004: 30.6

Dallas Independent School District
Location: Dallas, Texas
Area Served: City of Dallas and surrounding

communities
Classification: Urban
Population Served, 2007: 1,240,49935

Median Household Income, 2004: $41,645
Adjusted to 2007: $43,511 

Percent Below Poverty Line, 2004: 16.2

Denver Public Schools
Location: Denver, Colorado
Area Served: City and County of Denver
Classification: Urban
Population Served, 2007: 588,349
Median Household Income, 2004: $41,767

Adjusted to 2007: $43,638 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 2004: 15.2

Duval County Public Schools
Location: Duval County, Florida
Area Served: Entire County
Classification: Urban
Population Served, 2007: 849,159
Median Household Income, 2004: $41,736

Adjusted to 2007: $43,606 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 2004: 11.7

Madison School District #321
Location: Madison County, Idaho
Area Served: Entire County
Classification: Rural
Population Served, 2007: 36,647
Median Household Income, 2004: $32,569

Adjusted to 2007: $34,028 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 2004: 15.6

Memphis City Schools
Location: Memphis, Tennessee
Area Served: City of Memphis
Classification: Urban
Population Served, 2007: 674,028
Median Household Income, 1999: $32,285

Adjusted to 2007: $36,902 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 1999: 20.6

New York City Public Schools
Location: New York, New York
Area Served: New York City
Classification: Urban
Population Served, 2007: 8,724,527
Median Household Income, 1999: $38,293

Adjusted to 2007: $43,769 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 1999: 21.2

Pembroke School District
Location: Pembroke, New Hampshire
Area Served: Pembroke, but the high school
also serves three other towns
Classification: Rural
Population Served (Pembroke only), 2007:
7,353

Median Household Income, Merrimack Coun-
ty, 2004: $51,969

Adjusted to 2007: $54,297 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 2004: 6.3

Phoenix Union High School District
Location: Phoenix, Arizona
Area Served: City of Phoenix
Classification: Urban
Population Served, 2007: 1,552,259
Median Household Income, 1999: $41,207

Adjusted to 2007: $47,100 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 1999: 15.8

Santa Maria Independent School District
Location: Santa Maria, Texas
Area Served: Santa Maria and Bluetown– 

Iglesia Antigua
Classification: Rural
Population Served, 2000: 1,538
Median Household Income, Cameron Coun-

ty, 2004: $26,719
Adjusted to 2007: $27,916 

Percent Below Poverty Line, 2004: 29.4

Seattle Public Schools
Location: Seattle, Washington
Area Served: City of Seattle
Classification: Urban
Population Served, 2007: 594,210
Median Household Income, 1999: $45,736

Adjusted to 2007: $52,276 
Percent Below Poverty Line, 1999: 11.8
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Sources
This section lists all data sources except for the specific bundles of goods used to estimate

clothing, start-up/misc., and telephone (landline)/internet/television costs. That information
is available upon request. 

Monthly Salary. The annual salary for a first-year teacher with a bachelor’s degree and no
prior experience as reported by the district either on its website or in response to a direct query,
divided by 12. The figures are for the 2007–08 school year. The following are the links for
salary ladders available on the Web. For districts without websites listed here, salary data were
obtained by calling district offices.

Allendale County Schools: The 2007–08 salary schedule is unavailable on the district’s
website and was obtained through the business and finances department. The 2008–09
salary schedule is available at www.acs.k12.sc.us/downloads/737F0EB386D349E082
F8EA54C5551A45/Certified%20Salary%20Schedule%2008-09.pdf.

Baldwin Community Schools: The 2007–08 salary schedule is unavailable on the district’s
website and was obtained through the central business office. The 2005–06 salary sched-
ule and criteria for increases can be found in Appendix A-1 of the Master Agreement
between the Baldwin Community Schools and Baldwin Education Association, available at
www.baldwin.k12.mi.us/filesection/275/BEA_MasterAgreement_2005-2008_Final.pdf.

Battle Creek–Ida Grove Community School District: The 2007–08 salary schedule is
unavailable on the district’s website and was obtained through the business manager.

Calipatria Unified School District: The 2007–08 salary schedule is unavailable on the dis-
trict’s website and was obtained through the business manager.

Clay County Public Schools: The 2007–08 salary schedule is unavailable on the district’s
website and was obtained through the finance officer.

Coahoma County School District: The 2007–08 salary schedule is unavailable on the dis-
trict’s website and was obtained from the payroll clerk.

Dallas Independent School District: The 2007–08 salary schedule is no longer available on
the district’s website, from which it was obtained. The 2008–09 schedule is available in the
district’s “Salary Handbook” at www.dallasisd.org/employment/nas/SalaryHandbook.pdf.

Denver Public Schools: The 2007–08 salary schedule was found in the “Addendum to the
DPS/DCTA Agreement: September 1, 2007” available at hr.dpsk12.org/pay/pdf/2007%
20Salary%20Schedule%20Changes.pdf.

Duval County Public Schools: The 2007–08 salary schedule is no longer available on the
district’s website, from which it was obtained. The 2008–09 schedule is available at
www.duvalschools.org/static/wearedcps/employeeinfo/teacher_salary_schedule.asp.

Madison School District #321: The 2007–08 salary schedule is no longer available on the
district’s website, from which it was obtained. The 2008–09 schedule is available at
d321.k12.id.us/main/. After reaching the main site click on the “District” tab and then
“Certified Salary Schedule.”



Memphis City Schools: The 2007–08 salary schedule is no longer available on the district’s web-
site, from which it was obtained. The 2008–09 schedule is available at www.mc sk12.net
/forms/10%20MONTH%20TEACHER%20SALARY%20SCHEDULE%20(24%20PAY).pdf.

New York City Public Schools: The 2007–08 salary schedule is no longer available on the
district’s website, from which it was obtained . The 2008–09 schedule is available at
schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/72DE1FF1-EDFC-40D7-9D61-831014B39D1E/0/
7TeacherSalarySchedule.pdf.

Pembroke School District: The 2007–08 salary schedule is unavailable on the district’s
website and was obtained from the human resources coordinator.

Phoenix Union High School District: The 2007–8 salary schedule is no longer available on
the district’s website, from which it was obtained . The 2008–09 schedule is available at
www.phxhs.k12.az.us/education/sctemp/a225b445549665bd3e9c3b8b5999e426/122046
4151/Teacher_salary_schedule_08-09.pdf.

Santa Maria Independent School District: The 2007–08 salary schedule is unavailable on
the district’s website and was obtained through the business office.

Seattle Public Schools: The 2007–08 salary schedule is no longer available on the district’s
website, from which it was obtained . The 2008–09 schedule was not posted at the time this
paper went to press but is scheduled to be available at http://www.seattleschools.org
/area/hr/sal.xml.

Loan Payment. The monthly loan payment is derived from the most recent estimate of the
average loan burden for new college graduates of four-year institutions as estimated by the
Project on Student Debt, Student Debt and the Class of 2006.36 That figure, $21,100, was then
adjusted for inflation to 2007, bringing it to $21,450, which was adjusted again to reflect the
smaller average debt burden borne by education majors. This was calculated using the
1999–2000 data in the U.S. Department of Education’s Debt Burden: A Comparison of 1992–93 and
1999–2000 Bachelor’s Degree Recipients a Year After Graduating, and yielded a debt level of $20,011.37

Finally, the monthly payment was derived using FinAid.org’s loan calculator by using a 6.8 per-
cent interest rate and 10-year term.

Rent. For noncounty and nonurban districts this report uses median gross rents for the
county in which the district is located, rather than the district alone, because the housing stock
from which teachers would choose would likely extend beyond district boundaries. Rents used
were reported by the U.S. Census Bureau for 2000 and adjusted to 2007 dollars. “Gross rent” is
defined by the Census Bureau as “the amount of the contract rent plus the estimated average
monthly cost of utilities (electricity, gas, and water and sewer) and fuels (oil, coal, kerosene,
wood, etc.) if these are paid for by the renter (or paid for the renter by someone else).”38

Food. The February 2008 monthly cost of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Liberal
Food Plan for a male 19–50 years of age was used. The liberal plan is “a national standard for
a nutritious diet” that can be purchased at an expenditure level “in the top quartile of food
spending.”39 In addition, $32 was added to the monthly cost of $318 for the purchase of pre-
pared foods, and the resulting $350 allotment was adjusted for regional differences in food
prices as reported by the USDA.40 Note that because only costs for males were used, this fig-
ure overstates actual costs, because the female costs for the Liberal Food Plan are 9 percent low-
er than the costs for males.
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Medical/Dental. The monthly cost borne by the teacher for medical and dental coverage as
reported by the district either on its website or in response to a direct query. Where multiple
plans are offered the least expensive one for the teacher was selected.

Allendale County Schools: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information was obtained
through the business and finances department. 

Baldwin Community Schools: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information was
obtained through the central business office. The 2005–06 MESSA PAK-A plan informa-
tion and criteria for monthly charge increases can be found on page 29 of the Master
Agreement between the Baldwin Community Schools and Baldwin Education Association,
available at www.baldwin.k12.mi.us/filesection/275/BEA_MasterAgreement_2005-
2008_Final.pdf.

Battle Creek–Ida Grove Community School District: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit
information was obtained through the business manager.

Calipatria Unified School District: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information was
obtained through the business manager. Medical and dental benefit costs to the teacher
were quoted as a single number, and were split in half for calculation purposes only. 

Clay County Public Schools: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information was
obtained through the finance officer.

Coahoma County School District: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information was
obtained through the payroll clerk.

Dallas Independent School District: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information is no
longer available on the district’s website, from which it was obtained. 2008–09 information
is available at www.disdatyourservice.org/SiteNavTemplateBaCost5.aspx. TRS ActiveCare
1 was used for medical and Dental HMO for dental.

Denver Public Schools: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information is no longer avail-
able on the district’s website, from which it was obtained. 2008–09 is available at
hr.dpsk12.org/benefits/insurance/rates.shtml. Note that teachers can get medical and
dental coverage at no cost to themselves using the DPS Flex Plan, which is itemized at
hr.dpsk12.org/benefits/insurance/district_contribution.shtml.

Duval County Public Schools: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information is no
longer available on the district’s website, from which it was obtained. Information for
2008–09 is available at www.duvalschools.org/static/wearedcps/employeeinfo/employee
benefits/downloads/08-09%20Medical%20Plan%20C%20Communication.pdf. Dental
costs were obtained from the benefits department.

Madison School District #321: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information was
obtained through the payroll and benefits department.

Memphis City Schools: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information is no longer avail-
able on the district’s website, from which it was obtained.. 2008–09 is available at secure.ben
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ergy.com/ASPX/EE/ReviewPlanCosts.aspx. Dental costs are covered under the medical pre-
mium, and monthly charges were converted to 24 pay periods to reflect 12-month costs.

New York City Public Schools: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information is unavail-
able. Medical information for 2008–09 is available at www.nyc.gov/html/olr/down
loads/pdf/healthb/emp_rates.pdf. Public school employees have the same insurance
options as all city employees, including several that require no payroll deduction. Dental
costs for United Federation of Teachers members are covered under the UFT/SIDS
Participating Dentist Program.

Pembroke School District: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information was obtained
through the human resources coordinator.

Phoenix Union High School District: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit information is
unavailable. Medical and dental information for 2008–09 is available on page 6 of the
“Phoenix Union High School District Benefits Enrollment Guide” at www.google.com/
search?hl=en&q=%22Phoenix+Union+High+School+District%22+%22Benefits+Enrollment+
Guide%22. The “Middle Option” medical and “Pre Paid Option- Total Dental Administrators”
plans were used.

Santa Maria Independent School District: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit informa-
tion was obtained through the business office.

Seattle Public Schools: 2007–08 medical and dental benefit costs are available through the
www.seattleschools.org/area/hr/groupbenefits.xml website. Both medical and dental cov-
erage cost an individual teacher nothing after including the district’s monthly benefit con-
tribution. The 2007–08 district monthly contribution rate is unavailable on the district’s
website, but the 2008–09 rate can be obtained via the website just cited.

Union Dues. The monthly dues borne by the teacher where it is necessary to be represent-
ed by a union. Agency fees, which are lesser charges nonunion members must pay to cover the
costs of collective bargaining in states where districts are required to negotiate with unions,
were not used. The figure includes local, state, and national affiliate dues where the teacher is
required to join all affiliates, as reported by districts in response to direct queries.

Allendale County Schools: no membership requirement. 

Baldwin Community Schools: Baldwin Community Schools did not report union dues, so
the highest of all the districts—New York City’s—was used in its place in order to estimate
the highest likely costs to the teacher. The reported figure of $83 is not the reported dues.

Battle Creek–Ida Grove Community School District: no membership requirement.

Calipatria Unified School District: 2007–08 union dues were obtained through the busi-
ness manager.

Clay County Public Schools: no membership requirement.

Coahoma County School District: no membership requirement.
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Dallas Independent School District: no membership requirement.

Denver Public Schools: dues were calculated according to Article 1, Section 8, of the Denver
Classroom Teachers Association Bylaws, available at www.denverclassroom.org/By_
Laws.html#ARTICLEI. For the 2007–08 school year, the step 8, BA salary was $39,820.

Duval County Public Schools: no membership requirement.

Madison School District #321: no membership requirement.

Memphis City Schools: no membership requirement.

New York City Public Schools: dues were calculated using “11/07–12/07” rates at www.uft.
org/member/money/tax/uft_dues/.

Pembroke School District: 2007–08 union dues were obtained through the human
resources coordinator.

Phoenix Union High School District: no membership requirement.

Santa Maria Independent School District: no membership requirement.

Seattle Public Schools: dues data were received from the Seattle Education Association by
e-mail.

Transportation. The monthly cost to fill a 13.2-gallon Toyota Corolla fuel tank once a week
with regular unleaded gasoline. The price used is from April 1, 2008, as reported for each state
by the American Automobile Association.41 Where public transportation is available the mon-
ey could be used for that instead of driving.  

Automobile Insurance. Estimated monthly cost for “recommended” insurance, paid in full,
for a 22-year-old male with no previous accidents driving a 2000 Toyota Corolla as estimated
for each state on Progressive.com. 

Car Loan Payment. Estimated monthly cost to pay off a 2000 Toyota Corolla CE in good
condition, valued at $5,335 by the Kelley Blue Book, with a $1,000 down payment and a 60-
month loan at 7.43 percent interest.

Clothing/Laundry. Estimated using packages of men’s and women’s wear that would pro-
vide a full business wardrobe for the teacher with a final cost pro-rated over twelve months.
The higher of the two packages—the men’s—came out to $831, or $69 per month, and was
then applied across the board. Added to this was a monthly approximation of laundry costs
for two wash loads and one hour of drying per week, plus $3.00 per month for detergent. The
final laundry cost was $31, which added to the pro-rated clothing costs totaled $100 per-
month. No costs for possible dry cleaning were included. Detailed lists of clothing in the pack-
ages and their prices are available upon request.

Telephone (Landline)/Internet/Television. In most cases these services were purchased in a
“bundle” and the prices were either split three ways or according to the prices for specific bun-
dle components as indicated by the provider. In two cases, complete bundles were not avail-
able and the services would have to be purchased separately. These were in Allendale, South
Carolina, in which cable and internet access could be purchased as a bundle but landline tele-
phone service had to be purchased separately, and Battle Creek–Ida Grove, Iowa, in which tele-



phone and satellite television access could be purchased as a bundle but internet access had
to be purchased separately. The specifics of each plan are available upon request.

Telephone (Cell). The Verizon Wireless “Nationwide Basic” plan was used.
Start-Up/Miscellaneous. Costs were estimated using a package of home furnishings,

kitchenware, and consumer electronics that a former student newly on his own might need,
though most recent graduates would be expected to already have some of the items included.
The total cost was $845, which pro-rated over 12 months equaled roughly $70 per month, a
figure that was increased to $80 to cover items possibly not accounted for in the sample pack-
age. Detailed lists of items in the package and their prices are available upon request.

State Taxes. All state taxes, where applicable, were estimated on 2007 state income tax
forms using the teacher’s full salary as federal taxable income and without taking any non-
standard credits or deductions. This was done for New York, but for New York City the local
income tax was also included.

Federal Taxes. All federal taxes were estimated using the Internal Revenue Service’s “2007
Federal Tax Rate Schedules.”42
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