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Lead with Five
The following report was developed by a group of 26 business, community and education leaders, convened under the
leadership of Dr. Allan Odden and Dr. Lawrence Picus. They gathered to address these tough questions:
What would it take to double the achievement of Arizona children? What research-based strategies would make
a signiﬁcant difference in improving public education in Arizona?
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THE

R E A L I T Y

Companies increasingly follow either cheap labor or top talent. But no
American region can compete anymore with cheap labor overseas.
For Arizona to prosper, we must provide companies with top talent.
And there are two ways to get talent.
The ﬁrst is to be a magnet — to create a high-amenity place that
draws educated people to live and work here.
The second is to be a pipeline — to produce an educated and
talented workforce that will stay at home and form the foundation
for future prosperity.
Arizona, with its K-12 population explosion, is ideally suited to focus on the
pipeline approach. Despite the state’s recent push for rigorous standards,
however, the pipeline isn’t producing. Based on National Assessment of
Education Progress (NAEP), the closest thing to a report card for the nation,
only a quarter of our elementary and middle-school students read at
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grade level – placing us 44th out of the 50 states. To compete for talent,
Arizona must dramatically improve its educational system – indeed,
we must double and triple current student performance. This will
require far more than incremental improvement. It will necessitate a whole
new vision for Arizona schools.

THE

V I S I O N

Making education a success in Arizona means more than just raising
expectations. It requires a new approach to operating the educational system –
and to allocating the funds available. Arizona’s new vision for education
must revolve around the schools themselves, making them smaller and more
manageable. The new vision must also focus attention and resources on the
classroom itself – investing in strategies that will improve educational
results. Simply put, Arizona’s education mantra for the next decade must be:
Right Focus. Enough Money.

LEAD WITH FIVE

THE

S T R AT E G Y

More speciﬁcally, Arizona must “Lead with Five”— focus most of its efforts on
ﬁve classroom-based strategies that have proven to be effective throughout
the country. These are:
• Providing full-day kindergarten for all students
• Preparing and recognizing teachers for high performance
• Creating smaller schools
• Reducing class size in K-3
• Providing one-on-one tutoring and extra help for struggling students

THE

M O N E Y

Simply adding these priorities on top of the existing educational system
will not work. To create true reform, two things must happen. First, all
existing instructional resources must be deployed toward the ﬁve
proven strategies that increase student performance. And second,
Arizona must face up to the issue of putting more money into schools.
This report calculates that implementing these strategies in Arizona
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would cost $1,883 per student — increasing per-pupil spending in the
state from $5,745 to $7,628 per pupil — which still puts Arizona below
the national average.

THE

E X P E RT I S E

Even with more money, is it possible to increase student performance
dramatically? The answer is yes – if the money is spent well. The
“Lead with Five” strategies aren’t pulled out of thin air. They are
based on compelling evidence about what works nationwide. And the cost
estimate isn’t guesswork either. It is calculated using a methodology
developed by national consultants Dr. Allan R. Odden and
Dr. Lawrence O. Picus — two educational policy experts who have
analyzed the strengths and weaknesses of the major school ﬁnance
models and completed similar studies for New Jersey, Kentucky and
Arkansas. A group of 26 business, community and education leaders
and two professional judgment panels worked with Dr. Odden and
Dr. Picus to complete an “adequate funding analysis” for Arizona.
LEAD WITH FIVE
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THE

R E A L I T Y
G O T TA L E N T ?
That’s the question Arizona will hear again
and again in the 21st Century.
It’s the ﬁrst question that business leaders looking to locate —
or stay – in Arizona will ask. Does Arizona have a workforce that’s
ready for the 21st Century? Will the most talented people who
grow up here stay here?
Why does this matter? The economy. The move toward a
knowledge-based economy brings with it a talent imperative like
never before. Industries that will drive American prosperity —
computers, biomedical, ﬁnance, education, healthcare,
consulting — do well because they have smart, educated people
on board. And that means they want to be where the talent is.
There are two ways for Arizona to get on the “got talent” list. The
ﬁrst is to be a magnet for talent — to create a high-amenity place
that draws educated people to live and work here. The second is to
be a pipeline for talent — to create a high-quality school system
capable of producing an educated and talented workforce that will
stay at home and form the foundation for future prosperity.

The move toward a knowledge-based
economy brings with it a talent imperative
like never before.
LEAD WITH FIVE
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It’s best, of course, to be both. Yet these days, there is a powerful
temptation to focus on the attraction strategy. In 2002, Richard
Florida’s book, The Rise of the Creative Class, popularized the
notion that high-end talent is mobile and is concentrating
in relatively few places. Ever since then, big-city politicians,
economic developers and educators have been working to have
their regions become the kinds of places that ambitious people
with graduate degrees in such ﬁelds as genome science,
bio-informatics and entrepreneurial management want to be.
Regions in the midwest and northeast are especially ﬁxated
on attracting talent, and for good reason. They do a good job
producing talent, but they have difﬁculty hanging on to it —
the 20-35 year-olds especially are moving to regions in the
west and south.
Arizona, on the other hand, has the opposite problem. As one
of the fastest-growing states, Arizona is gaining a huge number
of 20-35 year-olds. But most of them don’t have college
diplomas, and too many arrive as high-school dropouts. As
Map 1 shows, less than one-quarter of Arizona’s twenty- and
thirty-somethings have a college degree — ranking Arizona
38th out of the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
In a similar vein, Arizona is experiencing a K-12 explosion.
But this is not the advantage it could be — because many young
people emerge from the K-12 system ill-prepared for college
and the intellectually demanding knowledge economy. As Map 2
shows, Arizona students are performing below students in most
other states.

8
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MAP 1
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MAP 2

A R I Z O N A S C H O O L P E R F O R M A N C E I S B E L O W M O S T O T H E R S TAT E S *
FOURTH GRADE READING

FOURTH GRADE MATH

Has a higher average
scale score than
Arizona
Arizona and those
not significantly
different
EIGHTH GRADE READING

EIGHTH GRADE MATH

Has a lower average
scale score than
Arizona

Source: National Center for
Education Statistics, U.S.
Department of Education

*National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP)
2003 Reading and Math
Assessments, Public Schools
Only, Average Scale Scores
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W I S E U P, A R I Z O N A

Arizona’s recent experience makes it clear that rapid
population growth, by itself, does not guarantee that it will
rank high on a “got talent” list in the 21st Century. But could
Arizona change this? Certainly, Arizona has a big chance
to lead if it can get better results from its schools. As Map 3
shows, the state is sitting on huge amounts of children —
Latino children in particular. The problem is that students
are not coming through the pipeline the way they must to
give Arizona an edge.
Arizona can also pay attention to the migration patterns
of talented people and give high priority to the economic
opportunities, lifestyle requirements and environments they
desire. That’s one way to get talent short term. But the fact of
the matter is that Arizona needs to be thinking long term —
there is no short-term solution to the long-term condition
of more and more young people needing to be educated.
There’s no getting around the fact that the future of Arizona
depends on better schools. And that requires a new vision
for Arizona schools.
MAP 3

ARIZONA CAN EXPECT HUGE GROWTH IN K-12 STUDENTS

Projections 2001 - 2018

Percent Change in Number
of Public and Nonpublic
High School Graduates

Loss of -10% to -35%
Loss of -1% to -9%
Gain of 1% to 10%
Gain of 11% to 25%
Gain of 26% to 50%
Gain of 51% to 103%
Source: WICHI, 2004
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THE

VISIO N
A NEW VISION FOR
ARIZONA SCHOOLS
Imagine an elementary school of 500 students. The school
might be freestanding, or it might share a larger campus
with one or two other elementary schools as well. It might be
in an afﬂuent neighborhood or a poor one. But it operates as
a separate unit and is overseen by one principal who knows
everybody’s name.
The school day isn’t unusually long, and the school operates
on a normal year. But everybody is focused on the process of
classroom learning. The school includes 30 to 35 classrooms,
with K-3 having only 15 students each. The other grades have
an average of 25 students. Kindergartners stay at the school all
day long. The classrooms don’t have instructional aides. But the
teachers are coached on an ongoing basis by master teachers,
who spend most of their time in their classrooms reinforcing
the techniques that help students learn.
Students who need extra help – English Language Learners,
children in poverty, children with some learning disabilities –
get extra one-on-one tutoring help in reading every day. The
tutoring is not just a volunteer or aide helping them with their
work. It is done by a certiﬁed teacher who is working through
a structured curriculum.
This is not what most of Arizona’s schools look like today.
But it’s the kind of school that the best evidence suggests is
what Arizona needs — schools that focus virtually all resources
and effort on improving student performance through
classroom instruction.

LEAD WITH FIVE
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Right Focus. Enough Money.
Embedded in this new vision are two things Arizona has lacked
in the past. One is a deep focus on what works best:
■

Full-day kindergarten

■

Teachers prepared and recognized for high performance

■

Smaller school sizes, or “schools within schools”

■

■

Smaller class sizes in lower elementary grades,
primarily in K-3
Structured tutoring for struggling students

And the other is the money to pay for it.

Money Matters — But Not the Way We Think It Does.
We won’t bring about this new vision for education in Arizona
unless we address the question of money.
Debates about how to improve educational performance
often break down over the question of ﬁnancial resources.
Opponents of increased educational funding point to
studies that show spending per pupil does not correlate to
student achievement. Supporters of increased funding
claim that spending does matter. While the debate goes on,
funding stays the same and student performance does not
increase enough to satisfy anybody.
14
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We won’t bring about this new vision for
education in Arizona unless we address
the question of money…more money spent on
ineffective strategies will not improve
student performance.

A simple debate about whether or not to increase funding for
education will go nowhere. The debate must shift from simply
“how much money” to whether the money is being spent
effectively. The fact of the matter is that more money spent on
ineffective strategies will not improve student performance.
Arizona needs a clear strategy for spending all money more
effectively – both the money currently in the system and any
new money that might be allocated as well.
This can only be done by reviewing the evidence — credible
research from across the nation — to determine which
strategies help to improve student performance and which do
not. Then all the funding in the educational system must be
redeployed to focus on the strategies that work.
Beyond that, Arizona must determine whether all the
effective strategies can be funded by the resources currently
in the system, and if not, how much more money is required.
Then, new allocations of resources must be earmarked
speciﬁcally for those strategies that have proven track records
of improving student performance and used solely for
that purpose.

LEAD WITH FIVE
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S T R AT E G Y

LEAD WITH FIVE

T HE

STRATE G Y

LEAD WITH FIVE
Lead with Five is a bold, system-wide agenda that provides
clear strategies to dramatically improve Arizona’s schools
over the next decade. The ﬁve strategies are based on the best
research about what transformation steps achieve real results
as cost effectively as possible.
If we want better schools, we won’t get there by merely:
■

Lengthening the school year

■

Lengthening the school day

■

■

Investing in assistant principals and other personnel at
the level of the large school
Investing in instructional aides and other sub-teacher
level personnel

We will get there by leading with ﬁve big steps that focus
most of our educational efforts on students and classrooms:
■

Provide full-day kindergarten for all students

■

Prepare and recognize teachers for high performance

■

Create smaller schools, or “schools within schools”

■

■

Reduce class size in lower elementary grades, primarily
in K-3
Provide one-on-one tutoring and other extra help for
struggling students

LEAD WITH FIVE
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1. Provide Full-Day Kindergarten
for All Students
Children who attend full-day kindergarten do better in lower
elementary grades. This is especially true for children from
low-income families. Arizona already has some programs
encouraging full-day kindergarten, but these programs should
gradually be increased — targeting low-income students ﬁrst,
and then expanding to include all students.
Children participating in such programs do better in learning
the basic skills of reading, writing and mathematics in the
primary grades of elementary school than children who receive
only a half-day program or no kindergarten at all. Recent
studies of such effects found that children who attended
full-day kindergarten had a greater ability to demonstrate
reading knowledge and skill than their peers in half-day
programs, no matter what their family background.

DIGGING DEEPER
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1
The most direct way to provide full-day kindergarten in
Arizona — targeted at low-income students, but preferably
available to all students — would be to allow districts to count
each kindergartner as a 1.0 student in the funding formula.
Since the legislature has already decided to phase in this
program, we recommend giving highest poverty areas the top
funding priority.

2. Prepare and Recognize Teachers
for High Performance
Arizona needs a quality teacher in every classroom. The impact
of all the other strategies described in this report depends on the
quality and experience of the teachers implementing them.
Better teachers will deliver better results with these strategies,
and therefore the strategies themselves will become more
cost-effective.

2

The key to having good teachers has never been a big mystery.
There are three key components — all related to each other:
■

■

■

Ensure that the “pipeline” of trained teachers is full
Ensure that there is school-based coaching and
mentoring for teachers
Ensure that teachers are paid for high performance

Despite the state’s standards-based education reform agenda,
Arizona has for many years failed to train a sufﬁcient number
of teachers and has had to recruit from outside the state.
Furthermore, many Arizonans were trained as teachers but do
not currently work as teachers. The state should monitor this
situation closely to see whether recruiting from out-of-state and
from the reserve pool will fulﬁll demand. If not, the state might
need to expand teacher training.

LEAD WITH FIVE
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Beyond the pipeline, the key to good teachers is effective professional development.
Typical professional development is usually a mile wide and an inch deep. It involves
little or no follow-through coaching and has no impact on instruction or student
performance. Research shows that the best professional development efforts are
focused on strategies that help teachers enhance their instructional skills in ways
that have a direct payoff in improved student performance. Such a professional
development program has several components, but the most important one is a program
that includes regular coaching provided directly in each teacher’s classroom.
Professional development that has a direct payoff in student performance
meets six speciﬁc goals:
■

■

■

■

■

■

20
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It must be school-based, job-embedded and focused on the curriculum taught
rather than a one-day workshop.
Teachers must devote a considerable amount of time to this type of professional
development, usually at least 100 hours and preferably closer to 200 hours
per year.
Professional development activities should be organized around groups of
teachers from a school and over time include the entire faculty.
Professional development activities should focus on improving and deepening
teachers’ knowledge of content and their understanding of how students learn
that content. Teachers need to know well the content they teach, need to know
common student miscues or problems students typically have learning that
content, and effective instructional strategies linking the two.
Teachers should be engaged in active learning that permits meaningful
analysis of teaching and learning — scoring student work or developing and
“perfecting” a standards-based curriculum unit are examples. The research
shows that professional development is most effective when it includes
opportunities for teachers to work directly on incorporating the new techniques
into their instructional practice.
And ﬁnally, goals in professional development should be linked to goals in other
key parts of the education system such as student content and performance
standards, teacher evaluation, school and district goals, and the development of a
professional community. In other words, professional development should not be
viewed separately but, rather, should be considered as part of a comprehensive,
interrelated change process focused on improving student learning.

The impact of all the other strategies described
in this report depends on the quality and
experience of the teachers implementing them.

The evidence of what works also calls for school-based
instructional facilitators (sometimes called mentors, site
coaches, curriculum specialists or lead teachers). These
individuals would coordinate the instructional program
and provide the important ongoing coaching and mentoring
that the professional development literature shows is so
critically necessary for teachers to change and improve their
instructional practice. This means that they spend the bulk of
their time in classrooms, modeling lessons, giving feedback to
teachers, and helping improve the instructional program.

Several designs suggest that while one facilitator might be
sufﬁcient for the ﬁrst year implementation of a school-wide
program, in subsequent years an additional 0.5 to 1.0
facilitator would be needed. In addition, the technology designs
(discussed in box below) recommend a full-time facilitator,
who spends at least half-time as the site’s technology expert.
Thus, drawing from all programs, we conclude that about 2.5
instructional facilitators are needed for each school unit of 500
students. This strategy works for elementary as well as middle
and high schools. High schools could turn these resources
into several part-time department chairs, or use them as
school-wide instructional support resources.

TECHNOLOGY IN SCHOOLS
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Simply put, teachers who are more effective
in producing student learning gains in their
classrooms should be paid more.

Performance Pay
In addition, because teachers will need more time during
the regular school day for collaborative planning and
job-embedded professional development, this strategy will
require an increase in the overall number of teachers. In order
to provide each teacher one period a day for collaborative
planning and professional development focused on the school’s
curriculum, the number of teachers at each school would have
to be increased by 20 percent over the number required to
provide the class sizes recommended in this report. It is
suggested that these additional teachers teach art, music,
library skills, foreign language and physical education. In high
schools that teach on “block” schedules, a 33 percent increase
in specialist teachers would be required.
Best practices point to intensive summer training institutes
for teachers as the best way outside the classroom to improve
teachers’ understanding of the learning process. Thus, the
teaching year can be increased by six days (from 186 with four
training days to 192 days with ten training days) to permit
participation in these summer institutes.

22
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Regarding teacher salaries, Governor Hull’s Task Force on this
topic provided excellent guidance. As the task force concluded,
Arizona must raise teacher salaries in order to compete — but
across-the-board salary increases won’t do the job. Rather,
salaries at all levels — entry, mid-career and top levels — must
be tied to performance. Simply put, teachers who are more
effective in producing student learning gains in their
classrooms should be paid more. Such a salary schedule will
probably be ﬂatter than most current schedules and, of course,
will provide a longer teacher work year as recommended above.
This report recommends that the state adopt the Hull Task
Force recommendations that teacher salaries be increased
to nationally competitive levels in the following ways:
■

First, by creating salary benchmarks for beginning,
mid-career, and top salary levels, and by requiring all
districts to provide these benchmarked levels of pay.
Because Arizona school districts will be hiring substantial
numbers of new teachers due to enrollment growth,
pending retirements and smaller class sizes, it is
recommended that beginning teacher salaries be
raised ﬁrst. It is also important that the professional
development resources discussed above be focused at
ﬁrst on beginning teachers as well, so they can learn
the instructional skills required to be effective teachers.

DIGGING DEEPER

■

■

Second, by creating salary structures that link base pay increases to teacher
performance in the classroom. Proposition 301, which required local districts to
create their own performance-based salary structures, represents an admirable
start in this regard. But Proposition 301 did not produce strong enough
performance-based efforts, and therefore, additional work needs to be conducted
to develop salary structures that would more effectively capture the spirit of
the Proposition.
Third, by creating higher salary schedules to attract teachers to specialized
situations, most speciﬁcally rural areas; high-poverty urban areas; and subject
areas such as mathematics, science and technology, which have shortages.
Although research on this topic is thin, it is reasonable to expect that the incentives
would be in the range of ﬁve to ten percent above base salary.

LEAD WITH FIVE
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3. Create Smaller Schools
Schools have been getting bigger for generations because the
cost of school facilities has forced school districts to focus on
the economies of scale that larger schools provide. While there
were funds each year to add classrooms, there were not funds
to build new schools. But most research suggests that students
thrive best in smaller schools. According to Michael Klonsky,
director of the Small Schools Workshop, the researched
beneﬁts of small schools include:
■

■

■

■

3
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■

■

Small schools encourage teachers to innovate and “take
ownership” of the curriculum.
Small school size improves students’ outcomes on grades
and test scores.
Small school size greatly improves attendance rates and
lowers drop-out rates.
Female and non-white students, in particular, do better
in smaller schools.
Students with special needs, including so-called
“at-risk,” “exceptional,” “disadvantaged” and “gifted”
are better served by smaller school units.
In the small-school environment, security improves and
violence decreases, as do student alcohol and drug abuse.

The ideal school size appears to be about 500 students for
elementary schools and between 500 and 1,000 students for
secondary schools. With these school-size recommendations, a
K-5 elementary school of students would need 22 teachers for
grades K-3 and six or seven teachers for grades four and ﬁve.
Middle schools and high schools of 500 students would need
20 core content area teachers. These teachers would not
be the only teachers or professional staff in the schools. The
recommendations in this study call for a variety of additional
teachers at all school levels.

Creating smaller schools might seem
like an expensive proposition. But
if the idea is implemented correctly,
it can be just as cost-effective as
large-school alternatives.
First, it is possible to create smaller
school units without building smaller
school buildings. The efﬁciencies of
scale for school facilities are undeniable,
and school districts will often build
larger facilities for this reason. The
solution here is to marry these two ideas
by breaking up larger schools into
groups of smaller school units on the
same campus – thus creating
“schools within schools.” Such schools
combine the better learning environment
of a smaller school with the economies
of scale of large school facilities.
Arizona has several excellent examples
of “schools within schools.”

“schools within schools” could share administrative costs and
even join together to form sports teams rather than expecting
each individual school unit to carry all of those costs.
And third, in some cases philanthropic support is available
to assist in the transition to smaller schools. The Bill & Melinda
Gates Foundation, for example, has committed tens of millions of
dollars to helping school districts make the transition to smaller
schools. Last year, the Foundation provided the Communities
Foundation of Texas with $35 million to permit 75 schools in
low-income areas of Texas to make this transition.
The recommendation is not that all schools in Arizona be
converted to smaller schools. Rather, consistent with the
“choice” philosophy that operates in Arizona, the suggestion
is that parents and their children be given a wide range of
choices so they may attend large comprehensive high schools,
or “schools within schools,” or some small schools built with
state funds, or charter schools.

DIGGING DEEPER

Second, creating smaller school units
does not necessarily mean reproducing
the heavy administrative cost of a larger
school in every situation. The research
suggests that while every school needs
a principal, schools with 500 students
or fewer don’t need assistant principals.
Large campuses that house several

LEAD WITH FIVE
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4. Reduce Class Size
It is well established that smaller class sizes improve student
performance in mathematics and reading. But the research
makes clear that class size reduction in lower elementary
grades should be radical: 15 students in a classroom. Class
sizes of 18 or 20 students, or a class-size of 30 students with
an instructional aide or two teachers, do not achieve the
same results.
Furthermore, the vast majority of research shows that small
class sizes help low-income and minority students the most.
In purely ﬁnancial terms, therefore, the most cost-effective
strategy would be to cut class size to 15 students in the lower
elementary grades in these schools ﬁrst.
The best research is a large and scientiﬁcally valid experience
on small class sizes in the lower elementary grades in
Tennessee. The results showed that students in classes of no
more than 15 students achieved at signiﬁcantly higher levels
than those in regular class sizes, and these improvements were
even greater for low-income and minority students.
The same research showed that a regular class of 24-25
with a teacher and an instructional aide did not produce a
discernable positive impact on student achievement.
Subsequent research showed that the positive impacts of the
small classes in the Tennessee study persisted into middle
and high school years and even the years beyond high school.

26
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Evidence on the most effective class sizes
in grades 4-12 is harder to ﬁnd. Most of
the research on class size reduction has
been conducted at the elementary level.
Nationally, average class size in middle and
high school is about 25, and most school
reform models assume that this class
size is maintained. Some experts have
recommended a class size of 20, but none
have cited research or best practices to
support such a proposal. Thus, we use
evidence of best practice to recommend
that class sizes in grades 4-12 should be
no larger than an average of 25.
Following California’s experience, we
would urge the state to phase in these
smaller class sizes to ensure that quality
teachers were available to staff those
classes; California discovered that a
fast phase-in required many districts,
particularly the large urban districts, to
staff classes with unqualiﬁed teachers,
which detracted from the efﬁcacy of the
small class size.

4
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5. Provide One-on-One Tutoring and Other
Extra Help for Struggling Students

5
28
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Every school should have a powerful and effective strategy for
supporting students who need more time and help to achieve
proﬁciency levels. Such students generally include those from
lower income backgrounds, those struggling to learn English and
those with learning and other mild disabilities.
The most powerful and effective strategy is individual
one-on-one tutoring provided by certiﬁed teachers, especially
in the area of reading. Virtually all research in this area suggests
that such tutoring is extremely effective — that the beneﬁt to
struggling students is even greater than to other students — and
that the beneﬁts of early one-on-one reading tutoring continue
to grow for students over time, at least in the elementary grades.
The mere idea of tutoring help for students isn’t enough all by
itself, however. The research focuses on the effectiveness of
tutoring in reading speciﬁcally, and most programs call for a
20-minute period for tutoring each day.

SUPPORT FOR STUDENTS AND
THEIR FAMILIES

DIGGING DEEPER

The evidence suggests that three other factors are
especially important:
■

■

■

A comprehensive approach that includes many different
tutoring strategies.
A focus on the content of the reading programs. To be
effective, the tutoring program must be structured as,
essentially, a reading curriculum that the tutor and the
student work through together.
Use of certiﬁed teachers as tutors, rather than
para-professionals or peers. As one review of the
literature put it, a certiﬁed teacher’s “judgment,
ﬂexibility, and knowledge of how children learn”
is vital to the success of a tutoring program.

The standard of many comprehensive
school designs is a ratio of one fully
certiﬁed teacher-tutor for every
20 percent of students in poverty, with
a minimum of one for every school.
Thus, school units of 500 students
should have from one to ﬁve professional
teacher-tutor positions, depending on the
student population.
Schools should have complete discretion
over how they use all of these additional
funds for struggling students — including
funds for special populations discussed
below. They could, for example, use
different types of tutoring strategies, extra
help before and after school, Saturdays
or even summers. However, each school
should be held accountable to have
all these students (except the severely
disabled) meet the same learning
standards as all other students.
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W H AT I T W I L L TA K E T O G E T T H E R E
This report contains a set of recommendations to focus on —
and improve — student achievement in Arizona. If all the
programs and initiatives proposed in this report were
undertaken, it is reasonable to expect student performance
to double within ten years.
But, as we have stated throughout, getting there requires
re-thinking education ﬁnance. For starters, adequately

funding the Lead with Five elements in Arizona would cost
$1,883 per student — increasing per-pupil spending in the
state from $5,745 (includes amount for full-day kindergarten)
to $7,628 per pupil. The table below indicates the costs, in
both total and per-pupil terms, of the major elements of this
educational model. As the table reveals, reducing class size,
especially in the lower elementary grades, and ensuring
teacher quality are the major reasons for this increase in cost.

N O T E S O N T H E S E E S T I M AT E S :
1

Full-day Kindergarten: This report assumes Arizona will fully fund full-day kindergarten by 2009, as approved by the Arizona Legislature and Governor in 2004.
Professional Development: Calculation includes: school-based instructional coaches, $243 million or $261/pupil; external trainers and materials, $46 million or $50/pupil; and
six extra days for summer instruction, $106 million or $114/pupil.
• Student Numbers: Based on 2002-2003 numbers, which were approximately 928,128.
• Teacher Salaries: Includes Proposition 301 Funding. Costs include increasing overall teacher salaries to the national average in order to make Arizona competitive in the national
market for recruiting and retaining teachers. To be effective, salary increases must be provided through more rigorous performance pay structures.
2
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Because Arizona has about 928,000 public school students,
this means that the overall cost of public education would
increase about $1.75 billion per year, from about $5.3 billion
to about $7.1 billion.1 (Full-day kindergarten costs are
included in this estimate, but possible desegregation costs are
not included.) WHILE THIS REPRESENTS AN INCREASE
OF 34 PERCENT, ARIZONA WOULD STILL BE BELOW THE
NATIONAL AVERAGE IN PER-PUPIL SPENDING.
It is important to note all of these additional ﬁnancial
resources would be used to execute and support classroom
instruction. None of these additional resources would be used
for administration and related services. Currently, spending
on what we call core instructional services – including
instruction, student and instructional support, and school
administration – totals about $3.8 billion out of the state’s
$5.3 billion education budget.

E D U C AT I O N S P E N D I N G P E R S T U D E N T F O R P U B L I C K - 1 2 S C H O O L S : 2 0 0 2 - 2 0 0 3

2

12

34
40

27

7
16

31

13

37

42
8

11

45
29

51

4

18
36

26

23

35

22

15

20

5
9

19

33

21

2

14

43

3
6
1

30
39
46

44

50
$5,197

28

24

48
47

32

49

United States Average:
$7,875 per student

17

State Averages:

38
41

10
25
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$10,000 – Above
$8,000 – $9,999
$6,000 – $7,999
$4,000 – $5,999
Source: NEA Research,
Estimates Database (2004)

Phase in
The educational system may not have to absorb this increased
cost all at once. The proposed increase could be phased in over
several years. For example:

Each school needs access to an automated, linked database
that contains the following information:
■

■

■

■

■

■

The ﬁrst step is for schools to use the $3.8 billion currently
in the system to begin implementing, via restructuring
and reallocating, the recommended reforms.
The second priority should be full-day kindergarten
for schools, which is an expansion of the new state
commitment to fund full-day programs beginning in the
highest poverty schools.
Third, extra funds should ﬁnance all the professional
development resources, particularly the instructional
coaches in all schools. This priority follows from the
assumption that improved instruction is key to improved
student learning.
The K-3 class size reduction can be phased in over at least
ﬁve years, beginning with kindergarten and the highest
poverty schools.
Funds for teacher performance pay for all schools can
come when the professional development initiatives
are in place.

■

■

Detailed data on each student, including courses taken,
academic achievement and socioeconomic status
Detailed data on each teacher, including content areas
taught for which there is an achievement score, content
actually taught and measures of instructional practice
Relevant school-level data, including ﬁscal data

Such a database should permit menu-driven use at the
classroom, school and district level.
This type of data analysis would provide an ongoing
measurement of both individual students and overall student
achievement by socioeconomic status. It could also identify
the most effective teachers, thus creating both accountability
and a feedback mechanism that can be used in professional
development. It would also permit schools, districts and the
state to track speciﬁc programs to determine whether they are
still “value-added” in terms of student achievement or can be
ended because they have accomplished their goals.

The Feedback Loop: Using Data and Evidence
to Monitor Success
Using the strategies that have worked elsewhere — and
deploying resources differently to support those strategies —
will be an excellent start in improving student performance
and achieving the new vision for education in Arizona. But
educational improvement is not a static process. School
districts and individual schools will also have to develop the
capacity to track student and teacher performance as well
as some school-level trends.

1
2

Student numbers and costs are for 2002-2003. Details about the calculations are contained in Appendix A.
NEA does not adjust for regional cost differentials. However, other reports, including Quality Counts, show that the adjusted and unadjusted numbers for Arizona are about the same.
Furthermore, Arizona regional costs are about the national average, so it is possible to compare an unadjusted Arizona number to a national ﬁgure. Quality Counts 2005 cites U.S.
Department of Education NCES (National Center for Education Statistics) data from 2001-2002 that compares per-pupil expenditures of each state. This data shows Arizona ranked
50th in per-pupil expenditures.
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THE COLLECTIVE WISDOM
The Lead with Five strategies and cost estimates for a new
vision for Arizona schools are the result of a rigorous process —
a review of the best evidence available from throughout
the country about “what works,” and the deliberations of a
professional judgment panel about how to apply those best
practices in Arizona. The details of the methodology are
presented in Appendix A and the technical report, An
Evidence-Based Approach to School Finance Adequacy in Arizona.
But brieﬂy, the process involved four key steps:
1. The Rodel Foundation of Arizona retained national
consultants Dr. Allan R. Odden and Dr. Lawrence O.
Picus to help identify proven strategies to raise student
achievement and to calculate how much those strategies
will cost Arizona. Dr. Odden and Dr. Picus were selected
because they have analyzed the strengths and weaknesses
of the major school ﬁnance models and completed similar
studies for New Jersey, Kentucky and Arkansas. Dr. Odden
is a professor of Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis
at the University of Wisconsin-Madison and co-director of
the Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE),
which unites ﬁve of the nation’s top research institutions
in an effort to improve student learning through research
on education reform, policy and ﬁnance. The members
of CPRE are the University of Pennsylvania, Harvard
University, Stanford University, the University of Michigan
and the University of Wisconsin-Madison. Both Dr. Odden
and Dr. Picus are former presidents of the American
Education Finance Association.
2. Based on their experience, scholars Dr. Odden and
Dr. Picus recommended the “evidence-based” approach
as the most substantively sound methodology. The
“evidence-based” approach follows two key steps:

■

■

Identiﬁcation of a set of school-level ingredients
that are required to deliver a comprehensive and
high-quality instructional program within a school
and the evidence on their effectiveness. Evidence of
effectiveness comes from three sources—research
with randomized assignment to the treatment (the
so-called “gold standard” of evidence); research
with other types of controls or statistical procedures
that can help separate the impact of a treatment; and
best practices either as codiﬁed in a comprehensive
school design or from studies of impact at the local
district or school level.
Calculation of an adequate expenditure level
by pricing each ingredient and aggregating the
ingredients to total state-wide and per-pupil costs

3. Dr. Odden and Dr. Picus reviewed Arizona’s situation,
“plugged in” relevant data and determined prototypical
schools for Arizona and their costs. (See the tables in
Appendix B for recommendations on prototypical schools.)
4. A steering committee of Arizona business, education
and community leaders assisted the consultants with
information, report reviews and Arizona context.
Moreover, a group of 52 Arizona educators met for nearly
two days to review Dr. Odden’s and Dr. Picus’s conclusions
and recommendations. (See Appendix C.) The steering
committee and educator panels generally agreed with
the draft recommendations but did suggest some changes.
Thus, the recommendations in this report represent the
collective wisdom of national best practices, knowledgeable
consultants and a cadre of Arizona expertise.
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It is always easy to say that the government should spend more money on this or
that worthy cause — especially a cause as important as education. But it is not the
conclusion of this report that Arizona should spend more money on education
for its own sake. The whole idea of Lead with Five is to focus on implementing
strategies that are already proven to work.
This report concludes that in order to move forward,
Arizona must reform its educational system along the
following lines:
First, we must think strategically about the goal we seek
from education – speciﬁcally, to provide Arizona students
with better education in order to create a ready workforce for
the knowledge-based 21st Century economy.
Second, we must focus on strategies we know will work in
moving toward this goal. This report has outlined the most
cost-effective strategies that have been proven to increase
student performance.

Fourth, we must provide additional resources as needed
toward the strategies that work. Again, we will maximize
our return and minimize this additional cost if we do so
in the context of “strategies that work” while redeploying
existing resources.
As this report has repeatedly stated, it would be pointless to
spend more money without strategically redeploying some
current resources. But by focusing on Lead with Five, Arizona
can consider education funding an investment rather than an
expenditure. The state can focus on a “grow your own” strategy
aimed at competitiveness in the knowledge economy of the
21st Century – and do so in a way that is cost-efﬁcient and
focused on very speciﬁc goals.

Third, we must redeploy existing resources toward these
strategies. This will maximize the likelihood that they will
succeed and minimize the need for additional cost.

LEAD WITH FIVE

37

LEAD WITH FIVE

AP P E N D I X

LEAD WITH FIVE

39

Table 1:
Statewide Average Salaries and Fringe Beneﬁts (Used in Calculating Staff Costs)
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1

Funding is estimated using a ratio of one teacher-tutor position for every 100 students who qualify for free- and reduced-price lunch, with a minimum of one per school.
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Appendix B: Summary of Recommended Resources for Prototypical Arizona Elementary, Middle and High Schools
The following tables provide a summary of the recommendations described in this report and what those recommendations mean for elementary, middle and high schools.
It serves as the basis for the cost estimates described in the previous section.
Table 2:

School Element

Elementary Schools

Middle Schools

High Schools

School Characteristics
School conﬁguration

K-5

6-8

9-12

Prototypical school size

500

500

500

K-3: 15 / 4-5: 25

6-8: 25

9-12: 25

Yes

NA

NA

192 teacher work days,
an increase of 6 days

192 teacher work days,
an increase of 6 days

192 teacher work days,
an increase of 6 days

% Disabled

12 %

12 %

12 %

% Poverty (free & reduced lunch)

50 %

50 %

50 %

% English Language Learner (ELL)

25 %

25 %

25 %

% Minority

49 %

49 %

49 %

1

1

1

Instructional facilitators /mentors

2.5

2.5

2.5

Teachers

29

20

20

Specialist teachers

20% more: 6

20% more: 4

33% more: 6.7

Instructional aides

0

0

0

1/each 20% poverty or 1 for every
100 poverty students: 2.5

1/each 20% poverty or 1 for every
100 poverty students: 2.5

1/each 20% poverty or one 1 every
100 poverty students: 2.5

An additional 0.4 teachers for every
100 ELL students who are also from a
poverty family: 1.0

An additional 0.4 teachers for every
100 ELL students who are also from a
poverty family: 1.0

An additional 0.4 teachers for every
100 ELL students who are also from a
poverty family: 1.0

No common data for making
recommendations

No common data for making
recommendations

No common data for making
recommendations

Teachers for Group A
disabled students

Extra weight of 0.16
for all students

Extra weight of 0.16
for all students

Extra weight of 0.16
for all students

Teachers for Group B
disabled students

Retain current state weights for
Category B special-needs students

Retain current state weights for
Category B special-needs students

Retain current state weights for
Category B special-needs students

Teachers for gifted students

Appropriate services required;
resources included in Category A
pupil weights

Appropriate services required;
resources included in Category A
pupil weights

Appropriate services required;
resources included in Category A
pupil weights

1/each 20% poverty, or 1.0 for every
100 poverty students: 2.5 total

1.0 for every 100 poverty students
plus 1.0 guidance: 3.5 total

1.0 for every 100 poverty students
plus 2.0 guidance: 4.5 total

Librarians /media specialists

0
Included with specialist teachers

1.0

1.0

Technology resource teachers

Included in instructional
facilitators

Included in instructional
facilitators

Included in instructional
facilitators

10 days per teacher

10 days per teacher

10 days per teacher

Class size
Full-day kindergarten
Number of teacher work days

Personnel Resources
Principal

Teachers for struggling students
Teachers for ELL students

Alternative learning environment

Pupil support staff

Substitutes
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Continued
Appendix B: Summary of Recommended Resources for Prototypical Arizona Elementary, Middle and High Schools
Table 3:

School Element

Elementary Schools

Middle Schools

High Schools

Included above:
Instructional facilitators
Planning & prep time
10 summer days
Additional: $50/pupil for
other professional development
expenses – trainers, conferences,
travel, etc.

Included above:
Instructional facilitators
Planning & prep time
10 summer days
Additional: $50/pupil for
other professional development
expenses – trainers, conferences,
travel, etc.

Included above:
Instructional facilitators
Planning & prep time
10 summer days
Additional: $50/pupil for
other professional development
expenses – trainers, conferences,
travel, etc.

Technology

$250/pupil

$250/pupil

$250/pupil

Instructional materials, equipment,
student activities, including textbooks

$250/pupil

$250/pupil

$250/pupil

NA

$60/pupil

$120/pupil

$50/pupil

$50/pupil

$50/pupil

Per-Pupil Resources
Professional development

Extra duty funds
Funds for supervisory aides
(lunch, playground, buses)
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