
Arizona K-12 Education:  An Examination of the Facts 

 

Author’s Note: 

 

The “Arizona K-12 Rankings” and “Arizona Education Points” papers that were issued by the 

Senate Majority Staff are being used to sway the education debate in both chambers and to 

formulate education policy and budget decisions in our state government.  At least one of the 

papers is also being sent to constituents by our leading State Senators. 

The fact that two papers so loaded with misinformation can be issued from one of our highest 

state offices should be disturbing to all of us.  It is worth remembering that our government 

employees work for us, and that our taxes are paying for them to do what is best for the 

citizens of Arizona. 

Abraham Lincoln has been attributed as saying:  “I am a firm believer in the people.  If given 

the truth, they can be depended upon to meet any national crisis."  Arizona is facing a very 

serious fiscal crisis, and our state leadership is currently charged with making important 

decisions that will impact all of us for years to come. ‘Spin’ and deception should be left on the 

political playground – now is the time for basing decisions on facts and providing the citizens 

of Arizona with complete & accurate information. 

Regardless of your ideological position on public education, we hope that you will join us in 

demanding accountability from our elected state officials.   

Sincerely, 

Lisa Hawkins 

MaryLee Moulton   

February 11, 2009 

 
 

 

 
 
 



How to Use This Guide 
 

We have examined each of the recent claims that were made in the “Arizona K-12 Rankings” and “Arizona Education 
Points” documents.  The “Arizona K-12 Rankings” sheet originated in the Arizona Senate Majority Staff office and we 
understand that the “Arizona Education Points” was sent to Legislative members by Senate President Robert Burns.   
 
Both  original documents are included in this email as separate attachment. 
 
We initially became aware of the “Arizona Education Points” document after it was sent to several constituents in our 
area.  The “Arizona K-12 Rankings document “came to us directly from a Policy Advisor in the Senate Majority Office. 
 
 After finding a number of errors and discrepancies on both documents, we compiled a list of facts to clarify each claim.   
 
 

Our response is formatted in the following way: 
 

 
        

 

 ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ  !ǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎŀƭŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ   wŀƴƪҐ нпǘh   

Reported Source:  NEA & BEA 2006                         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
NEA:  The December 2008 NEA (National Education Association) survey ranks Arizona as 36

th
 for average salaries of public school teachers.

1
 

 
Average Salaries of Public School Teachers, 2007-2008 
($) 

 

1.  California $64,424 
United States AVERAGE $52,308 
36.  Arizona $45,772 
51.  South Dakota $36,674 *study includes 50 states + District of Columbia 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 National Education Association (Dec 2008), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 2009, Series C – Faculty, Page 19, 
Table C-11.  Available from: http://www.nea.org/assets/docs/02rankings08.pdf 

 
 

Our findings: 
*The NEA dŀǘŀ ŎƛǘŜŘ ƛǎ ƻǳǘŘŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻƭŘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ нллу b9! 

ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎΩΦ 

*The NEA 2008 study ranks Arizona as 36
th

 for the average salary of public school teachers. 

* The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) is a government entity under the auspices of the US Department of 

Commerce.  We are unaware of any specific state-by-state teacher salary statistics that have been released by 

this agency. 

A basic 

summary of  

our findings. 

Source information provided by 

author(s) of “Arizona K-12 

Rankings” 

Supporting evidence to clarify 

actual statistics or to quantify 

information provided. 

 

Source information and detailed citations are available at 

the bottom of each page.  We encourage the media and 

interested members of the public to access this information 

to learn more about Arizona’s public education system and 

how we compare to the rest of our nation. 

Title of each page = claim 

being made on the “Arizona 

K-12 Rankings” and/or 

“Arizona Education. Points” 

sheets being distributed by 

the Arizona Senate Majority 

leadership offices. 

 

http://www.nea.org/assets/docs/02rankings08.pdf


ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ tƻƛƴǘǎϦ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ tŜǊ tǳǇƛƭ CǳƴŘƛƴƎ όŦǊƻƳ ŀƭƭ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎύΥ Ϸфтлл  
ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ  Estimated Funding Per Pupil (from all sources): $9700 

 ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ  9ǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ CǳƴŘƛƴƎ ¢ƻǘŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƭƭ ǎources:  $10.3 Billion 
Reported Source:  JLBC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The $9,707 number is conceived by taking the total amount of revenue  received by Arizona district 
schools and then dividing it by the Average Daily Membership  (ADM) for 2007 -2008.  Although it 
sounds like a simple way to figure things out, it fails to account for the fact that a lot of the revenue 
that flows through a district office has nothing to do with educating kids in the classroom éand 
it isnõt even money that districts can include in their budgets.  
 
Some examples of whatõs included in the ò$9,700+ó revenue number: 
 

¶ Lunch money.   The districts have to account for the lunch money from students and the federal lunch 
program, but these dollars are spent for (you guessed it!):  lunches.  In the case of the school districts, 
this money channels through the administrative office and goes to a vendor (Sodexho, etc.) for 

providing the service.  This may not seem like a lot of money in the scheme of things, but in FY 2007 -

2008, food service money acco unted for $346 million dollars in the overall Dept of Education revenue 

total.   

 

¶ Adjacent Ways.   In Arizona, businesses and schools have to pay for certain construction costs 
whenever the roads or public ways alongside of their properties are worked on.  Last year, the Dept of 
Education spent over $95 million on things like sewer pipes and electrical lines that are off school 

property.  

 

¶ Community Schools/Adult Education .  The school districts need to account for this money as 
revenue, despite the fact that  the student fees go directly to fee -based programs outside of normal 

school hours.  Some examples of this include the money that is spent each year on things like after -
school dance classes, chess club, afternoon child care, sports activities and summer c amps.  Although 

the fees for these programs may be administered through the school district office, the majority of the 

revenue stays within these ôextraõ programs and can not  be applied to regular K -12 classroom 

spending.   

 

 
   

We derived this information  from the same source of the JLBC and special interest group statistics:  the 

2007 -2008 Arizona Department of Education Annual Report.  Data sheets for the state and individual school 

districts can be found here:  http://www.ade.state.az.us/AnnualReport/AnnualReport2008/Vol1.pdf )   
 

Our findings: 

*Special interest groups and certain legislators are diligently trying to promote the $9,700 per student 
figure as a measure of the dollars which are available to our students and classrooms. 
 This disingenuous manipulation of the numbers, however, is irresponsible and runs counter to very clear 
information provided by the Arizona Department of Education. 
 
The number most closely associated with direct classroom funding is the M&O (Maintenance and 
Operation) dollar amounts.  In FY2007, the funding per student was $6,263 and the inflation adjusted 
spending per student in Arizona was $5,345. (Source: JLBC, K-12 Maintenance & Operation (M&O) 
Funding, FY 2000 through FY 2009) 
 
JCLB statistics can be found on www.azleg.gov/jbc/mofunding.pdf and http://www.azleg.gov/jlbc/allfunding.pdf  

http://www.ade.state.az.us/AnnualReport/AnnualReport2008/Vol1.pdf
http://www.azleg.gov/jbc/mofunding.pdf


 
FACT:  ARIZONA SPENDS LESS PER PUPIL THAN ALMOST EVERY STATE IN THE NATION. 

 
Our per-pupil expenditure figure and how it ranks nationally is the subject of continuous debate in our state right now – 

although with the range and scope of available national surveys that consistently rank Arizona at the bottom of per-pupil 

funding, we’re unclear why this is still disputed. 

The national rankings found below serve as a tool to help measure our K-12 education investment as compared to other 

states around the U.S.  They also give us some idea of what it costs to fund K-12 education around our nation. 

Following are all the available reports that we could find that measured per-pupil educational expenditures after 

obtaining data from 50 US States and the District of Columbia.   While the methodology of each report may vary and 

each agency may count different items in their final tally (building funds, etc.), all of these surveys measure the ‘core’ 

expenses of education:  teacher salaries, M&O budgets (maintenance and operations), and “soft capital” expenses 

(items that are used directly by students in their classrooms).   

LǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ς despite their differing outcomes ς ŜŀŎƘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ΨƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ƭƛƪŜΩ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜǎΧŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ 

are national in scope with no evidence of bias towards the State of Arizona. 

NEA( National Education Association), Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 2009 
Current Expenditures for Public K-12 Schools Per Student in Fall Enrollment, 2006-07 (Revised)2 
 

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil 
K12 expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil 
expenditure figure 
in report 

Lowest per-pupil 
expenditure figure  
in report 

51st  $5,255 per student $9,565 per student $16,540 per student 
District of Columbia 

$5,255 per student 
Arizona 

 
US Census Bureau, Public Education Finances 2006 (Issued April 2008) 
Per Pupil Amounts for Current Spending of Public Elementary-Secondary School Systems by State: 2005-063 
 

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil 
 K-12 expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil 
expenditure figure in    
report 

Lowest per-pupil 
expenditure figure  
in report 

49th $6,472 per student $9,138 per student $14,884 per student 
New York 

$5,437 per student 
Utah 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2
 National Education Association (Dec 2008), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 

2009, Table H-9, page 54. 
3
 US Census Bureau (2008), Public Education Finances 2006, Governments Division, Annual Survey of Local Government Finances.  

Table 8, page 8. Retrieved [January 2008] from: http://www2.census.gov/govs/school/06f33pub.pdf 



 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Current Expenditure per pupil in average daily attendance in public 

elementary and secondary schools, by state or jurisdiction:  Selected years, 1959-60 through 2004-05 (Constant 2006-

07 dollars)4 

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil K-
12 expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil 
expenditure figure    
In report 

Lowest per-pupil 
expenditure figure in 
report 

48th $7,537 per student $9,910 per student $15,618 per student  
New Jersey 

$6,021 per student 
Utah (US mainland) 
Offshore:  $4,048 per 
student 
American Samoa 

 

 

Education Week, Quality Counts 2009:  Portrait of a Population.  Per-pupil expenditures (PPE), adjusted for regional 

cost differences (2006).5 

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil  
K-12 expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil   
expenditure figure     
In report 

Lowest per-pupil 
expenditure figure in 
report 

50th $7,112 per student $9,963 per student $15,139 per student 
Vermont 

$5,964 per student 
Utah 

 

 

 

ALEC American Legislative Exchange Council, Report Card on American Education, 15th Edition 2008 
Expenditures for Public Elementary & Secondary Schools and Per Pupil, 2006-20076 
 

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil 
expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil 
expenditure figure  in 
report 

Lowest per-pupil expenditure 
figure in report 

50th $6,248 per student $9,389 per student $14, 998 per student 
New Jersey 

$5,243 per student 
Utah 

 

 

 

 
 

                                                           
4
 National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Current Expenditure per pupil in average daily attendance in public elementary and 

secondary schools, by state or jurisdiction:  Selected years, 1959-60 through 2004-05 (Constant 2006-07 dollars)
, 
US Department of 

Education, Table 175. Retrieved [January 2008] from: http://nces.ed.gov/Programs/digest/d07/tables/dt07_a175.asp 
5
 EPE Research Center (2009), Quality Counts 2009, Education Week.  School Finance Chart.  Retrieved [January 2008] from:  

http://www.edweek.org/ew/toc/2009/01/08/index.html 
6
 LeFevre, Andrew (2008) Report Card on American Education, a State-by-State Analysis. American Legislative Exchange Council, pp. 

78-79.  Retrieved [February 9, 2009] from: http://www.alec.org/am/pdf/education/2008_report_card/ReportCard_EdInputs.pdf 



ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ /ƭŀƛƳΥ ά҈ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ŜȄpenditures over 20 years (in inflation-adjusted $$) 
Rank = 4th 

Reported Source:  ALEC 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

So, what does this statistic mean?  Our total public and secondary education expenditures measure the overall dollars 
spent on education in a given year, but it does not reflect the increase in spending as it relates to the actual number of 
students in the classroom. 
 
The Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education report generally shows a greater increase in the 
expenditures between 1986 and FY2006-07 in the states that also had the largest population gains: 

 

States with the largest percent 
change in total resident 
population, 1996-20067 

Percent Change in Total Resident 
Population, 
1996-20068 

Increase in Expenditures for Public 
Elementary and Secondary 
Education9 

1.  Nevada 56.4% 216.99% 
(ranked 1st in ALEC-cited survey) 

2.  Arizona 39.1% 113.28% 
(ranked 3rd in ALEC-cited survey) 

3.  Georgia 27.7% 131.94% 
(ranked 2nd in ALEC-cited survey) 

Although Arizona ranks as one of the fastest growing states and we have experienced a related increase in education 

expenditures, the 2008 ALEC report also breaks down our expenditure number on a per-student basis: 

State and US Ranking Based on 
Real Per Pupil Expenditures10 

Real Per-Pupil Expenditures 
2006-2007 

Real Per-Pupil Expenditures 
1986-198711 

1.  Nevada  (48th) $6,897 $5,824 
2.  Arizona (50th) $6,248 $6,309 
3.  Georgia (30th) $8,360 $5,503 

 
This means that while our expenditures have gone up due to our increased population, according to the study cited by 
ALEC we are still spending less money per student than almost every other state in the nation (only Utah ranks lower 
on their survey).  It is also worth noting that Arizona spends less per-pupil than we did in 1986-1987 when you adjust 
the dollar amounts for inflation. 

 

 
                                                           
7
 National Education Association/NEA(2008) Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 

2009, Table A-4, Page 6 
8
 Ibid 

9
 American Legislative Exchange Council/ALEC(2008), Report Card on Education, A State by State Analysis, Expenditures for Public 

Elementary and Secondary Education, pp 74-75.  Retrieved [February 8,2009]from: 
http://www.alec.org/am/pdf/education/2008_report_card/ReportCard_EdInputs.pdf 
10

 Ibid, Real Per Pupil Expenditures and Rank, pp 21-22. 
11

 Ibid, Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education, pp 74-75 

Our findings: 
*The ALEC report source is outdated. 
*According to the 2008 ALEC report, Arizona ranks 21st in Expenditures for 
Public Elementary and Secondary Education ($7,130,341) and 3rd in the 
percent change in expenditures between 1986-87 and 2006-07 (+113.28%) 
*ALEC also reports that the State of !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ wŜŀƭ tŜǊ-Pupil Expenditure in 
2006-2007 is less than what it was in 1986-1987. 



άArizona K-υφ 2ÁÎËÉÎÇÓȱ ÃÌÁÉÍȡ  &ÕÎÄÉÎÇ 0ÅÒ #ÌÁÓÓÒÏÏÍ ÏÆ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ   2ÁÎË Є φϊth 
Reported Source:  ALEC 2006 

 
 

 

  

 

 
 

We could not locate a report in the 2008 ALEC (American Legislative Exchange Council) Report Card on 
%ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÄ ȰÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÐÅÒ ÃÌÁÓÓÒÏÏÍ ÏÆ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȱȢ  4ÈÅÙ ÄÏȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ 
about pupil-teacher ratio in Arizona: 
 
Ȱ!ÌÁÓËÁ ɉτȢό ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔɊȟ !ÒÉÚÏÎÁ ɉχυȢϋ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔɊȟ /ÒÅÇÏÎ ɉχȢω ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔɊȟ ÁÎÄ 5ÔÁÈ ɉχȢύ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔɊ ×ÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ 
only states to experience a growth in the pupil -teacher ratio from 1986 -87 to 2006-0712Ȣȱ   
 
Pupil-teacher ratio relates closely to classroom size.  You normally see an increase in classroom size 
corresponding with an increase in pupil-teacher ratio statistics. 
 

ALEC 2008 Pupil-Teacher Ratio Rankings13 
Pupil-Teacher 
Ratio 
2006-2007 

Rhode Island 10.1 
(1st out of 51) 

Arizona 24.2   
(50th out of 51) 

United States  
15.3 

Utah 24.3 
(51st out of 51) 

Pupil-Teacher 
Ratio 
1986-1987 

Rhode Island 15.1 
 
 

Arizona 18.4 United States 17.4 Utah 23.4 

% Change 
Between  
86-87 and 06-07 

(-33.19) +31.72 (-11.85) +3.93 

 
ALEC also ranks Arizona at the bottom in the US for real per-pupil expenditures: 
 
ALEC 2008 Real Per-Pupil Expenditures14 
 

ARIZONA  
2006-2007 

ARIZONA  
1996-1997 

ARIZONA  
1986-1987 

ARIZONA  
1981-1982 

$6,248  Rank: 50th $5,705  Rank: 47th $6,309  Rank: 31st $5,955  Rank: 6th 
 
 
 

 

 

 

                                                           
12

 American Legislative Exchange Council (2008), Report Card on American Education, a State by State Analysis, Chapter One ‘Fast 
Facts’, page 65. Retrieved *Feb 7, 2008+ from: http://www.alec.org/am/pdf/education/2008_report_card/ReportCard_EdInputs.pdf 
13

 Ibid, pages 66-67 
14

 Ibid, pages 80-81 

Our findings: 
*We were unable to locate this specific report.   
*  We have provided ![9/Ωǎ нллу Arizona rankings for pupil-teacher 
ratio and real per-pupil expenditures below. 
 



 

ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎ /ƭŀƛƳέΥ  ¢ƻǘŀƭ wŜǾŜƴǳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ {ǘŀǘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ    wŀƴƪ Ґ мфth 
Reported Source:  NEA 2008 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Our suspicion is that the author chose to use the following statistic: 
Percentage of Revenue for Public K-12 Schools from State Governments, 2006-07 (Revised)15 
 
Highest = Hawaii 
89.8% of school budget 
derived from state 
government funding. 

ARIZONA = 51.8% 
(18

th
 in survey) 

US Average = 47.2% Lowest = Illinois 
27.5% of school budget 
derived from state 
government funding. 

 
This statistic by itself is not very informative.  Arizona is an equalized funding state, which means that we use funding 
formulas to insure that our local property taxes are distributed more evenly to schools throughout the state.  State 
revenue (such as the percentage our schools currently receive from sales tax revenue) and local revenue (property 
taxes, etc.) are combined to provide funding for our public schools. 
 
Percentage of Revenue for Public K-12 Schools from Local Governments, 2006-07 (Revised)16 
 
Highest = District of 
Columbia 87.3% 

ARIZONA = 40.2% 
(tied for 28

th
 in survey) 

US Average = 44% Lowest = Hawaii  
1.6%  

 
The remaining percentage of revenue to support public K-12 comes from the federal government. 
What is more relevant to our current budget discussions is not our state/local percentage of the total educational 
budget, but what we actually spend to educate our students: 
 
Current Expenditures for Public K-12 Schools Per Student in Fall Enrollment, 2006-07 (Revised)17 
Highest expenditure = 
District of Columbia 
$16,540/per student 

ARIZONA = $5,255 
(51

st
 in survey) 

US Average = $9,565 Lowest Expenditure = 
ARIZONA $5,255 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
15

 National Education Association (NEA), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 2009 
(2008) Series F, pages 37-43.  Table F-9, p.41 Full report available from:  www.nea.org/assets/docs/02rankings08.pdf. 
16

 Ibid, Table F-7, page 41. 
17

 Ibid, Table H-9, page 54 

Our findings: 

We are unclear where this information is derived from. We believe that 
the author may have been referring to 2008 NEA statistic that ranks 
Arizona as 18th ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άtŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ wŜǾŜƴǳŜ ŦƻǊ tǳōƭƛŎ Y-12 from State 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎέΦ  όǎŜŜ details below) 
 
¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ƎǳŜǎǎ ƻƴ ƻǳǊ ǇŀǊǘΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΦ  !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ άǊŀƴƪ мфthέ ƛƴ 
any of the thirteen indicators provided by the 2008 NEA Ψ{ŜǊƛŜǎ CΩ report 
on School Revenue. 
 



ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ  !ǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎŀƭŀǊȅ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘaff   Rank = 12th 
Reported Source(s):  NEA & BEA 2006 

 

 

 

 

 

The 2006 NEA study does rank AZ as 12th for average Instructional Staff salaries in public schools for 2005-200618.  However, 

ÔÈÉÓ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÉÓ ÏÕÔÄÁÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÒ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÒÁÎËÉÎÇ ɀ and average instructional staff pay ɀ has declined considerably since the 

2006 study was released. 

Furthermore, the first statistic referenced to the NEA by the author of the Arizona K-12 Rankings sheet was taken from the 

updated 2008 NEA report.  We question the motive and the methodology for using the outdated information when the author 

had the recent report at his disposal. 

Average Salaries of Instructional Staff in 
Public Schools, 2006-2007 (Revised)($) 

 

*studies include 50 states and  
the  District of Columbia 

1.  Connecticut  $63,769 
United States AVERAGE $52,508 
45.  Arizona $43,595 
51. South Dakota $36,743 

 

Average Salaries of Instructional Staff in 
Public Schools, 2007-2008($) 

 

1.  Connecticut $65,260 
United States AVERAGE $54,170 
44.  Arizona $45,216 
51.  South Dakota $38,176   

 

Percent Change in Average Instructional Staff 
Salaries, 1997-98 to 2007-08 (current $) 

 

1.  Wyoming 78.9 
United States AVERAGE 31.8 
50.  Massachusetts 15.4 
51.  Arizona   2.8 

 

Percent Change in Average Instructional Staff 
Salaries, 1997-98 to 2007-08 (Constant $) 

 

1.  Wyoming 33.7 
United States AVERAGE -1.5 
50.  Massachusetts -13.7 
51.  Arizona -23.119  

                                                           
18

 NEA Research, Estimates Database (2007) Series C – Faculty, table C-18, page 21. 
19

 National Education Association (NEA), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 2009 
(2008).  Pages 22-23, Tables C-16, C-18, C-20, C-21. Full report available from:  http://www.nea.org/assets/docs/02rankings08.pdf 
 

Our findings:  
* The NEA data cited is outdated and the old study was used despite the 
ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭΦ ϝ¢ƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎŀƭŀǊȅ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
staff in Arizona is ranked as 45th in the nation. *To our knowledge, BEA does 
not report information of this kind. 

http://www.nea.org/assets/docs/02rankings08.pdf


ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ tƻƛƴǘǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ  !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Ǌŀƴƪǎ мst in the average salary of instructional 
staff on a per capita income basis.  Reported Source(s):  NCES, NEA, ATRA 

 
 

 

  

 

The term “instructional staff” is used in NEA (National Education Association) statistics to qualify all public school 

positions that are “in the nature of teaching or in the improvement of the teaching-learning situation”20.   This group 

includes all teachers, consultants, school principals, librarians, psychologists and anyone who would be involved in 

student instruction.   

NEA:  The 2008 NEA ranking evaluated average instructional staff pay by six different measures, including the three 

listed below (number indicates state ranking): 

Average Salaries of Instructional Staff in Public Schools, 2007-2008 ($)21  

1.  Connecticut $65,260 
United States AVERAGE  $54,170 
44.  Arizona $45,216 
51.  South Dakota $38,176 *study includes 50 states + District of Columbia 

 

Percentage Change in Average Instructional Staff Salaries, 
1997-98 to 2007-08 (Current $) 

 

1.  Wyoming   78.9 
United States AVERAGE  31.8 
51.  Arizona   2.8 
50.  Massachusetts 15.4 

 

Percentage Change in Average Instructional Staff Salaries, 
1997-98 to 2007-08 (Constant $) 

 

1. Wyoming 33.7 
United States AVERAGE - 1.5 
51.  Arizona  -23.1 
50.  Massachusetts -13.7 

 
What the NEA doesn’t list is a statistic measuring the “average salary of instructional staff on a per capita income basis”.  
What does that terminology mean exactly – and what does it attempt to measure?   The Bureau of Economic Analysis 
(BEA) is a government entity under the auspices of the US Department of Commerce.   BEA income statistics are widely  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
 
 
 
 
 
20

 National Education Association (Dec 2008), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 
2009, page xv.  Retrieved [February 1, 2009] from: http://www.nea.org/assets/docs/02rankings08.pdf 
21

 Ibid, Series C – Faculty, Table C-18, page 21 

Our findings: 
*This is a dubious, red-herring statistic formulated to confuse the public. 
*The NEA ranks Arizona as 44th in average salaries for public school instructional 
staff, and our state has shown the greatest downward percentage trend in 
instructional staff salaries in the US since FY1997-1998. 



 
cited, and the agency publishes the Per-Capita Personal Income statistics that can be found in NEA school ranking 
reports.     
 
We believe that the author(s) of the  “Arizona Education Points” document is attempting to string together statistics to 
compare the average AZ instructional worker’s pay…as it compares to the average AZ state resident worker’s pay…and 
then again as the ratio between the two figures compares when measured against the ratios from other states. 
 
Sound confusing?  It is.   
 
ATRA (Arizona Tax Researchers Association), an independent policy organization, also uses the “average salary of 
instructional staff on a per capita income basis” when discussing teacher pay in Arizona; and in doing so they cite both 
the NEA and BEA statistics.22   
 
While we cannot speak for their methodology, we believe that the #1 and #2 rankings cited in the “Arizona Education 
Points” and subsequent “Arizona K-12 Rankings” paper released through AZ Senate leadership (and the #2 ranking cited 
by ATRA23) simply represents our state’s largest national statistical spread between average per-capita worker salary and 
average instructional staff pay in 2006: 
 

NEA Average Salaries of Instructional 
Staff in Public Schools, 2005-06($)24 

BEA Per Capita Personal Income by 
State, 2006 25 

Difference between the two figures: 

Arizona   $56,559 Arizona    $31,509 $25,050 

US Average    $50,924 US Average   $36,349 $14,575 

 
Is the measurement between a sector of the workforce that is required to hold a college degree vs. the total of the state 

workforce a good measure when discussing educational spending?  Whatever your opinion, please note that the author 

of the first AZ Senate Majority report issued (Arizona Education Points) chose to use “instructional staff” instead of 

“teachers” in their statistic– probably because the base teacher pay drags down average teacher salary further ($44,672 

in 2005-0626) when you don’t include the higher-paid group of principals, etc. 

Also note that the NEA reports that the average salary for instructional staff in Arizona fell from $56,559 in FY2005-06 

to $45,216 in FY2007-2008 ς a drop of $11,343 dollars. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
22

 Rounds, Jim (Nov 21, 2008) Presentation on behalf of Arizona Tax Research Association (ATRA), Economic Update:  2008 & 2009, 
ATRA 2008 Outlook Conference.  Slide 120.  Retrieved [February 1, 2009] from 
http://www.arizonatax.org/ATRA%20WEBSITE%202008/2008%20ATRA%20Outlook%20Presentation.pdf 
23

 Ibid, pg 120 Table: “Salaries Related to Per Capita Income”. 
24

 National Education Association (Dec 2007), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2007 and Estimates of School Statistics 
2008, page 21.  Retrieved [February 1, 2009] from: http://www.nea.org/assets/img/content/07rankings.pdf 
25

 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) Per Capita Income by State, FY 2003-2006, as cited by State Science and Technology 
Insitute (2007).  Retrieved [February 4, 2009] from: www.ssti.org/Digest/Tables/040907t.htm 
26

 National Education Association (Dec 2007), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2007 and Estimates of School Statistics 
2008, page 19, table C-11.  Retrieved [February 1, 2009] from: http://www.nea.org/assets/img/content/07rankings.pdf 



άArizona K-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ  !ǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎŀƭŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ   wŀƴƪҐ нпth 
Reported Source:  NEA & BEA 2006 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
NEA:  The December 2008 NEA (National Education Association) survey ranks Arizona as 36th for average salaries of 
public school teachers.27 
 

Average Salaries of Public School Teachers, 2007-2008 ($)  

2.  California $64,424 
United States AVERAGE $52,308 
36.  Arizona $45,772 
51.  South Dakota $36,674 *study includes 50 states + District of Columbia 

 

 

Average Salaries of Public School Teachers, 2006-2007 

(Revised)28 

 

1.  California $63,640 

United States AVERAGE $50,758 

31.  Arizona $44,700 

51.  South Dakota $35,378 

 

Average Salaries of Public School Teachers, 2005-2006 ($)  

1. California $59,825 

  

United States AVERAGE $49,026 From actual NEA study29 

24.  Arizona $44,672 

51. South Dakota $34,709 

 
ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ 

Average Salary of public school teachers relative to per capita income Rank =17th 

Reported Source:  NEA&BEA,2006 
Please see our examination of the claim “Average salary of all instructional staff relative to per capita income” above. 

 

                                                           
27

 National Education Association (Dec 2008), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 
2009, Series C – Faculty, Page 19, Table C-11.  Available from: http://www.nea.org/assets/docs/02rankings08.pdf 
28

 Ibid, Table C-9, Page 18 
29

 National Education Association (Dec 2007), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2006 and Estimates of School Statistics 
2007, Series C – Faculty, Page 19, Table C-11.  Available from: http://www.nea.org/assets/img/content/07rankings.pdf 

Our findings: 
ϝ¢ƘŜ b9! Řŀǘŀ ŎƛǘŜŘ ƛǎ ƻǳǘŘŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻƭŘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ 

ǘƘŜ нллу b9! ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎΩΦ 

*The NEA 2008 study ranks Arizona as 36th for the average salary of public school teachers. 

* The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) is a government entity under the auspices of the 

US Department of Commerce.  We are unaware of any specific state-by-state teacher salary 

statistics that have been released by this agency. 

http://www.nea.org/assets/docs/02rankings08.pdf
http://www.nea.org/assets/img/content/07rankings.pdf


Arizona K-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳǎΥ 

¶ ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Ǌŀƴƪǎ нмǎǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀlly for ACT composite scores 

¶ Arizona ranks 27th for SAT for Math & Critical Reading Scores  

¶ Of the 26 states where the SAT is more predominantly taken than the ACT,  
            Arizona ranks 3rd. 

¶ Arizona ranks 31st in Overall student Achievement 
Reported Source:  ALEC 2007 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following are the 2008 ACT and SAT scores: 

 

2008 Average ACT Scores by State 30  
State % of Graduates Tested Average Composite Score  Rank 

Colorado 100 (highest  
participation) 

20.5 43 

Michigan 100 (highest  
participation) 

19.6 48 

Mississippi *   99  18.9 50  
Massachusetts *   17 23.6   1 
National   43 21.1 --- 
Arizona   15 21.9 22 
Maine     9 (lowest participation) 22.7   7 
    
* included to show top and bottom ranked states  

We provide the most recent ACT and SAT (2008) numbers which are cited by ACT and the College Board.  While Arizona's 

ranking do not change substantially (from the outdated 2007 number from ALEC), the real story is the participation of 

Arizona Students taking the test (15% for the ACT and 26% for the SAT).   It is disturbing that so few Arizona students 

take these test (note Maine which has the lowest participation in the ACT has the highest participation in the SAT).   

                                                           
30

 ACT National and State Scores for 2008, ACT News, retrieved [2/9/09] from: http://www.act.org/news/data/08/states.html 
 
ALEC (2008) Arizona State Profile:  http://www.alec.org/am/pdf/education/2008_report_card/arizona08.pdf 

Our findings:   
After analyzing the numbers, we find it difficult to believe that anyone would select 
!ǊƛȊƻƴŀϥǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !/¢ ϧ {!¢ ŜȄŀƳǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ άŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ 
ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘέΦ     
 
!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƭƭŜƎe bound examination is dismally 
low.  The College Board (test administrator) also warns repeatedly against using 
composite ACT & SAT exam results as a comparison tool between schools or states 
ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ΨǎŜƭŦ-ǇǊƻǎŎǊƛōŜŘΩ ǘŜǎǘ ǘŀƪŜƴ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎt achievers in a 
population. 
 
Finally, ALEC (2008) ranks Arizona as 33rd ς not 31st ς overall for education (not 
άƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘέύΦ  LǘΩǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǿƻǊǘƘ ƴƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ 
highlights the fact that we have slid on their national rankings scale from 18th in 1998 
to our current status as 33rd this year.     

http://www.act.org/news/data/08/states.html


 

2008 Mean SAT Scores by State 31  

State Participation %  Combined Score  Rank 

Maine   87 (highest participation) 1797 50 
District of Columbia *   84 1390 51 
National   45 1511 --- 
Arizona   26 1538 30 
Iowa     3 (lowest participation) 1797   1 
Mississippi     3 (lowest participation) 1696 14 
North Dakota     3 (lowest participation) 1766   5 
South Dakota     3 (lowest participation) 1766   6 

* included to show the bottom ranked state (D.C. is not included in the ACT rankings, only the SAT 

 

As far as taking comfort in the relative middle ranking of Arizona scores among all states or the claim that Arizona ranks 

3rd (it's actually 6th in 200832) among the 26 states with a participation above 26%; the College Board points out that 

"...it is important to note that many College Board tests are taken only by particular groups of self-selected students.  

Therefore, aggregate results of their performance on these tests usually do not reflect the educational attainment of all 

students in a school, district or state."33  They go on to explain that: 

“[a]verage SAT scores are not appropriate for state comparisons because the percentage of  SAT 
takers varies widely among states.  In some states, a very small percentage of the college bound 
seniors take the SAT.  Typically these students have strong academic backgrounds and are 
applicants to the nation's most selective colleges and scholarship programs.  Therefore, it is 
expected that the SAT averages reported for these states will be higher than the national 
average.  In states where a greater proportion of students with a wide range of academic 
backgrounds take the SAT, and where most colleges in the state require the test for admission, 
the scores are closer to the national average.34” 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
31

 Source: College Board, Commonwealth Foundation for Public Policy Alternatives, Published August 8, 2008, retrieved [2/9/09] 

from: http://spreadsheets.google.com/pub?key=p5_qQ6maRJmvWRlRIFh6Kbg&output=html&gid=1&single=true  

32
 ibid 

33
 The College Board, News Release "Number and Diversity of SAT Takers at All Time High", For release Aug. 28, 2007, retrieved 

[2/8/09] from www.college board.com 
34

 Ibid 



ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ  !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Ǌŀƴƪǎ моth K-12 Student Enrollment 
Reported Source:  NEA 

 
 
 

 

The most recent NEA (National Education Association) study ranks our public school enrollment as 13th in the nation.  It 

is also widely acknowledged that Arizona has had one of the fastest growing K-12 student populations in the United 

States during this past decade35.  

Public School Enrollment, Fall 2007 *study includes 50 states + District of Columbia 

1.  California 6,273,486 students 
13.  Arizona 1,148,448 students 
51.  District of Columbia       57,067 students 
United States Total 48,949,723 students 

 

The Arizona Department of Education’s own ADM (Average Daily Membership) statistics also show a climb in student 

populations from FY1999-2000 to FY2007-200836: 

Fiscal Year 
 

Total Average Daily Membership 
(ADM) 

Percent change/Districts & 
Charters 

1999-00 840,130  
2000-01 850,019 1.18% 
2001-02 879,106 3.42% 
2002-03 906,362 3.10% 
2003-04 933,734 3.02% 
2004-05 970,985 3.99% 
2005-06 998,221 2.80% 
2006-07 1,024,401 2.62% 
2007-08 1,044,785 1.99% 

 

Why is population growth relevant to our current education budget debate?  The simple fact is that we spend more 

money on education as our state student population grows.  Educational expenditure is determined on a per-pupil basis, 

and over time the increase in student population leads to the need for more teachers, materials, classroom space, etc. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
35

 National Education Association (Dec 2008), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 
2009, Series B, Enrollment and Attendance, Table B-2, Page 11. 
36

 Horne, Tom (2009) Arizona Department of Education, Annual Report of the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction, Volume 1, 
Fiscal Year 2007-2008, Page 12. Retrieved [February 9, 2009] from 
http://www.ade.state.az.us/AnnualReport/AnnualReport2008/Vol1.pdf 

Our findings: 
Finally, a statistic we can agree with! 
The 2008 NEA study ranks Arizona as 13th in Public School Enrollment, Fall 2007 

http://www.ade.state.az.us/AnnualReport/AnnualReport2008/Vol1.pdf


ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ  /ƘŀǊǘŜǊ {ŎƘƻƻƭ [ŀǿǎ    wŀƴƪ Ґ пth 
Reported Source:  ALEC 2007 

 
 

 

 

 

Fortunately, the basic source information gave us a hint where to look to uncover this mystery statistic.   

According to the Center for Education Reform study cited by the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) public 

policy group, Arizona is ranked 4th in the US for “Strong Law”.  By their definition, a “strong law is one that fosters the 

development of numerous, genuinely independent charter schools”.  Arizona receives a score of 5.0 (5 being the 

strongest law, 1 being the weakest) under the category of “Exempt from Collective Bargaining Agreement/District Work 

Rules”37. 

While we are unclear how this statistic serves to inform the ongoing Arizona budget negotiations, we agree that Arizona 

is known for having one of the highest numbers of charter schools in the United States.   We have no reason to doubt 

the above statistic, however vague it may be. 
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 LeFevre, Andrew T. (2008) Report Card on American Education, A State by State Analysis, 15
th

 Edition. 
Page 156.  Retrieved [February 10, 2009] from 
http://www.alec.org/am/pdf/education/2008_report_card/ReportCard_Demographics.pdf 

Our findings:   
²ŜΩǊŜ ŎƻƴŦǳǎŜŘΦ 
Arizona ranks 4th for Charter School Laws?  The best laws?  The most confusing laws?  
The sheer number of Charter-related laws on the books? 



ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳΥ  ҈ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ му-24 years-old  
with a Bachelor Degree (sic)  Rank = 11th 

Reported Source:  NSF, 2005 
 
 

 

 

  

The NSF provided a series of Science and Engineering Indicators (SEI) based on US Census and American Community 

Survey data.  Although we were able to obtain the statistics below from their database, the only two studies citing 18-24 

year olds we could locate were:  Bachelor's Degrees Conferred per 1,000 Individuals 18–24 Years Old and Bachelor's 

Degrees in Natural Sciences and Engineering Conferred per 1,000 Individuals 18–24 Years Old38.  Since many people can 

and do obtain their degrees outside of the traditional college-age bracket, there is a large difference between the “% of 

individuals 18-24 years-old with a Bachelor’s Degree” and a survey which takes the number of Bachelor’s degrees 

awarded (conferred) and divides it by the population of 18-24 year-olds in a state.   

High school graduates or higher among individuals 25-44 years old, by state:  2000,2003, and 2005.39 

Percent of Arizona 
graduates/population 25-
44 years old  

US Average Highest percentage of 
high school graduates per 
population 

Lowest percentage of high 
school graduates per 
population 

Arizona    80.7% 
Ranked 47

th
 in US 

84.8% of population 
between 25-44 years old 
has a high school degree. 

North Dakota 99.4% California 77% 

 
.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ нр-44 years old, by state:  2000,2003, and  200540 
Percentage of AZ 
residents ages 25-44 
ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
degree or higher 

US Average Highest percentage of 
state residents 25-44 
ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
degree or higher 

Lowest percentage of 
state residents 25-44 
ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
degree or higher 

Arizona 24.1% 
Ranked 35

th
 in US 

29% of US population 
between 25-44 has 
obtained a Bachelor’s 
Degree or higher level of 
education. 

District of Columbia 
51% 

West Virginia 
19.1% 
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 National Science Board (2008), Science & Engineering Indicators, Chapter 8 summary:  State Indicators. 
http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/seind08/c8/c8Detail.cfm?cat=2 
39

 National Science Board (2008), Science and Engineering Indicators, High school graduates or higher among individuals 25-44 years 
old, by state:  2000,2003 and 2005, Table 8-14.  Retrieved [Feb 10, 2009] from: 
http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/seind08/c8/c8.cfm?opt=1&selected=yes&action=map&colname=814 
40

 Ibid, Bachlor’s Degree holders or higher among individuals 25-44 years old, by state: 2000,2003,2005, table 8-24.  Retrieved [Feb 
10, 2009] from: http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/seind08/c8/c8.cfm?opt=2&selected=yes&action=map&colname=824 

Our findings: 
We are unable to locate the specific study to back up this claim. Other 
information from ǘƘŜ b{CΩǎ Science & Engineering Indicators report also does 
not support the figure provided. 
 
 

http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/seind08/c8/c8.cfm?opt=2&selected=yes&action=map&colname=815
http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/seind08/c8/c8.cfm?opt=2&selected=yes&action=map&colname=816
http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/seind08/c8/c8.cfm?opt=2&selected=yes&action=map&colname=816


“!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ tƻƛƴǘǎέ ŀƴŘ ά!ǊƛȊƻƴŀ Y-мн wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎέ /ƭŀƛƳΥ 
Why it is INACURATE to say Arizona Ranks 49th in Education 

(no source information provided) 
 

So - How much do we spend per K-12 pupil in Arizona? 
Our per-pupil expenditure figure and how it ranks nationally is the subject of continuous debate in our state right now – 

although with the range and scope of available national surveys that consistently rank Arizona at the bottom of per-pupil 

funding, we’re unclear why this is still disputed. 

The national rankings found below serve as a tool to help measure our K-12 education investment as compared to other 

states around the U.S.  They also give us some idea of what it costs to fund K-12 education around our nation. 

Following are all the available reports that we could find that measured per-pupil educational expenditures after 

obtaining data from 50 US States and the District of Columbia.   While the methodology of each report may vary and 

each agency may count different items in their final tally (building funds, etc.), all of these surveys measure the ‘core’ 

expenses of education:  teacher salaries, M&O budgets (maintenance and operations), and “soft capital” expenses 

(items that are used directly by students in their classrooms).   

LǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ς despite their differing outcomes ς ŜŀŎƘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ΨƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ƭƛƪŜΩ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜǎΧŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ 

are national in scope with no evidence of bias towards the State of Arizona. 

NEA( National Education Association), Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 2009 
Current Expenditures for Public K-12 Schools Per Student in Fall Enrollment, 2006-07 (Revised)41 
 

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil 
K12 expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil 
expenditure figure 
in report 

Lowest per-pupil 
expenditure figure  
in report 

51st  $5,255 per student $9,565 per student $16,540 per student 
District of Columbia 

$5,255 per student 
Arizona 

 
 
US Census Bureau, Public Education Finances 2006 (Issued April 2008) 
Per Pupil Amounts for Current Spending of Public Elementary-Secondary School Systems by State: 2005-0642 
 

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil 
 K-12 expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil 
expenditure figure in    
report 

Lowest per-pupil 
expenditure figure  
in report 

49th $6,472 per student $9,138 per student $14,884 per student 
New York 

$5,437 per student 
Utah 
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 National Education Association (Dec 2008), Rankings & Estimates, Rankings of the States 2008 and Estimates of School Statistics 
2009, Table H-9, page 54. 
42

 US Census Bureau (2008), Public Education Finances 2006, Governments Division, Annual Survey of Local Government Finances.  
Table 8, page 8. Retrieved [January 2008] from: http://www2.census.gov/govs/school/06f33pub.pdf 



 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Current Expenditure per pupil in average daily attendance in public 
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!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil K-
12 expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil 
expenditure figure    
In report 

Lowest per-pupil 
expenditure figure in 
report 

48th $7,537 per student $9,910 per student $15,618 per student  
New Jersey 

$6,021 per student 
Utah (US mainland) 
Offshore:  $4,048 per 
student 
American Samoa 
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!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil  
K-12 expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil   
expenditure figure     
In report 

Lowest per-pupil 
expenditure figure in 
report 

50th $7,112 per student $9,963 per student $15,139 per student 
Vermont 

$5,964 per student 
Utah 

 

 

 

ALEC American Legislative Exchange Council, Report Card on American Education, 15th Edition 2008 
Expenditures for Public Elementary & Secondary Schools and Per Pupil, 2006-200745 
 

!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ranking and per-pupil 
expenditure 

US Average Highest per-pupil 
expenditure figure  in 
report 

Lowest per-pupil expenditure 
figure in report 

50th $6,248 per student $9,389 per student $14, 998 per student 
New Jersey 

$5,243 per student 
Utah 
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