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About This Scorecard 
 
The purpose of the Michigan Scorecard is to provide benchmark measurements of how well 
Michigan is transforming its economy, government, and social systems during this complex era 
of change, challenge, and global competition. 
 
The measures included in the scorecard mirror the issues, principles, and strategies for 
Michigan’s transformation developed by some 1,500 participants in the Michigan’s Defining 
Moment Public Engagement Campaign. This scorecard will be used by participants in the 
Michigan’s Defining Moment Community Conversations Round 2 (in early 2008). For those 
discussions, the scorecard provides a factual framework that participants can use to consider 
changes and reforms in the ways in which Michigan conducts the public’s business.  
 
The Scorecard has five sections:  
 

• Summary Scores (Page 2) 
• Workforce/Talent Measures (Pages 3-4) 
• Economy & Quality of Life Measures (Pages 5-8) 
• Efficient, Effective & Accountable Government Measures (Pages 9-10) 
• The Typical Michigan Household’s Contribution to the State Budget (Page 11-12) 

 
This scorecard will be steadily refined and adapted to other settings, so that many thousands of 
Michigan residents become familiar with the key issues for the state’s future. In addition, these 
benchmarks, candidate debates, and other public activities of the Michigan’s Defining Moment 
Campaign will challenge those who seek statewide office or positions in the Michigan 
Legislature.  It is hoped that those who aspire to public office will be challenged to explain how 
their proposed policies and strategies will improve Michigan’s standing on these important 
benchmarking measures.  
 
Several people were responsible for the creation of this scorecard.  
 
John Bebow and Peter Pratt outlined and managed the project. Mr. Bebow is executive director 
of the Center for Michigan and previously worked as a staff writer at the Chicago Tribune, 
Detroit Free Press, and Detroit News. Mr. Pratt is Senior Vice President at Public Sector 
Consultants, a Lansing-based public policy research and consulting firm. 
 
Charles Ballard served as editor for the scorecard. Mr. Ballard is a professor in the Department 
of Economics at Michigan State University, author of Michigan’s Economic Future, and co-editor 
and co-contributor of Michigan at the Millennium. 
 
Paul Smyth conducted research and wrote the scorecard report. Mr. Smyth is a partner in 
ANOVA Consultants, an East Lansing evaluation research firm. He has conducted primary and 
secondary research and has written policy and evaluation reports in a number of areas, including 
health care, education, economic development, and the environment. He has also taught at 
numerous Michigan universities and colleges, and served as a legislative and policy analyst at the 
Michigan Department of Commerce. 
 
Susan Demas conducted research. She is a staff writer at the Michigan Information & Research 
Service, a public-policy news service based in Lansing.  
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2008 MICHIGAN SCORECARD 
Summary Scores 

(Detailed explanation follows) 
 
 
WORKFORCE & TALENT MEASURES          OUR GRADE  
  
HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION     THUMBS UP 
COLLEGE COMPLETION     THUMBS DOWN 
INVESTMENT IN PUBLIC EDUCATION    THUMBS UP 
NATIONAL READING/MATH/SCIENCE TESTS   THUMBS DOWN 
“ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS” IN SCHOOLS  THUMBS DOWN 
COLLEGE AFFORDABILITY     THUMBS DOWN 
PUBLIC FUNDING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION   THUMBS DOWN 
 
ECONOMY & QUALITY OF LIFE MEASURES 
 
PERSONAL INCOME      THUMBS DOWN 
UNEMPLOYMENT RATE     THUMBS DOWN 
ECONOMIC TRANSFORMATION    THUMBS UP 
NEW BUSINESSES      THUMBS UP 
BUSINESS TAX BURDEN     SO-SO 
RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT     THUMBS UP 
KNOWLEDGE ECONOMY     THUMBS DOWN 
ENREPRENEURIAL ACTIVITY     SO-SO 
VENTURE CAPITAL      SO-SO 
POPULATION TRENDS      THUMBS DOWN 
POVERTY       THUMBS DOWN 
CRIME        THUMBS DOWN 
AIR POLLUTION      SO-SO 
RECREATION       THUMBS UP 
PHILANTHROPY      THUMBS UP 
HOME OWNERSHIP      THUMBS UP 
RETENTION OF YOUNG ADULTS    SO-SO 
TOURISM MARKETING      SO-SO 
NORTH COAST STEWARDSHIP     THUMBS DOWN 
 
 
ACCOUNTABLE GOVERNMENT MEASURES 
 
POLITICAL LEADERSHIP     THUMBS DOWN 
LEGISLATIVE EFFICIENCY     THUMBS DOWN 
VOTER PARTICIPATION     THUMBS UP 
GOVERNMENT SPENDING PER CAPITA   SO-SO 
EFFICIENCY IN GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT   THUMBS UP 
EFFICIENCY IN GOVERNMENT PAY & BENEFITS  THUMBS DOWN 
BURDEN OF INCARCERATION     THUMBS DOWN 
ROAD CONDITIONS      THUMBS DOWN 
PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR ARTS & CULTURE   THUMBS DOWN 
GOVERNMENT FRAGMENTATION    THUMBS DOWN 
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WORKFORCE AND TALENT MEASURES 
 
Strategy: Pre K-16 Education 
 

• HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION: In 2006, 89.7% of the Michigan population aged 
25+ had a high-school credential, giving Michigan a ranking of 16th in the nation.  The 
national average was 85.5%.1   

 
• COLLEGE COMPLETION: In 2006, 26.1% of Michigan’s population aged 25+ had a 

Bachelor’s degree or more, giving Michigan a ranking of 28th among the states. The 
national average for college attainment was 28.0%. Among the Great Lakes states, 
Michigan ranked behind Minnesota and Wisconsin in terms of high-school completion 
and behind Illinois and Minnesota in terms of college degree attainment.2  

 
• INVESTMENT IN PUBLIC EDUCATION: At $57,000, the average salary paid to 

Michigan teachers in 2005 was third highest among the states (or fourth highest if the 
District of Columbia is included). The average salary in states nationwide is $47,700. 
Michigan’s average teacher salary is somewhat higher than Illinois’, and substantially 
higher than the average salaries in Indiana, Ohio, Minnesota, and Wisconsin.3  In 2005, 
Michigan spent $10,301 per pupil on education, the 15th highest per-pupil expenditure 
among the 50 states. Michigan’s per-pupil expenditures were approximately 12 percent 
above the U.S. average of $9,207. Michigan’s expenditures were lower than Illinois’, 
Ohio’s, and Wisconsin’s, but higher than those of Indiana or Minnesota.4     

 
• NATIONAL READING/MATH/SCIENCE TESTS: Michigan’s performance on the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) tests is relatively weak and 
declining. Testing for 4th and 8th graders in 2005 and 2007 showed that Michigan students 
were at or slightly below the national averages in Reading and Mathematics, after having 
been above the national averages for the previous decade. The Science test, most recently 
given in 2005, is the sole bright spot as Michigan 4th and 8th graders scored higher than 
the national average in 2002 and again in 2005.5    

 
• “ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS” IN SCHOOLS: The number of Michigan 

districts and high schools making “Adequate Yearly Progress” (AYP) declined between 
2006 and 2007. The AYP designation is one of the cornerstones of the federal No Child 
Left Behind (NCLB) Act. The number of districts making adequate progress dropped 
slightly from 539 (98.5 percent) in 2006 to 532 (96.6 percent) in 2007. However, 
Michigan saw a significant drop in AYP at the high-school level in 2007, as only 660 
(57.4 percent) of the state’s high schools showed adequate progress, down from 806 high 
schools (66.9 percent) the previous year.6  
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Strategy: Lifelong Learning 
 

• COLLEGE AFFORDABILITY: In 2005, the percent of family income needed to pay 
to attend a public 4-year college or university in Michigan was 35.7 percent, eighth 
highest among the states, and over 16 percent higher than the national average of 30.7 
percent. In neighboring Ohio, the percent of family income needed to pay to attend a 
public 4-year college or university was 42.4 percent, highest in the nation. Otherwise the 
cost to families for a college degree was higher in Michigan than in any other Great 
Lakes state.7   

 
• PUBLIC FUNDING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION: In 2006, Michigan’s state and 

local support for public higher education was $5,799 per full-time equivalent student, a 
figure that was only 32nd nationally. Michigan’s level of support was about 8 percent 
below the U.S. average of $6,325. Illinois, Minnesota, and Wisconsin had higher levels 
of support; support levels were lower in Indiana and Ohio.8  
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ECONOMY & QUALITY OF LIFE MEASURES 
 
Strategy: Economic Development and Diversification 
 

• PERSONAL INCOME: In 2006, Michigan’s per-capita personal income was $33,784, 
26th highest among the states, and third in the Great Lakes region, behind Illinois and 
Wisconsin. Further, Michigan personal income grew 3.2 percent in 2006, as compared 
with 6.6 percent nationally and 4.8 percent in the Great Lakes region. For many years in 
the middle of the 20th century, Michigan was well above the national average in terms of 
per-capita income. By 2006, however, the ratio of Michigan per-capita personal income 
to the U.S. average reached 92.2 percent, the lowest ratio it has had since 1929, the first 
year data were collected.9  

 
• UNEMPLOYMENT RATE: In 2006 and 2007, Michigan had the highest 

unemployment rate in the U.S., followed by Alaska and Mississippi.  In November 2007, 
Michigan’s unemployment rate was 7.4 percent, down slightly from October but higher 
than at any point between 1997 and 2006. In November 2007, the Michigan 
unemployment rate was 57 percent higher than the national rate of 4.7 percent.10  

 
• ECONOMIC TRANSFORMATION: According to the 2007 State New Economy 

Index, Michigan ranked 19th among the 50 states in terms of the rate at which it was 
transforming from an old industrial-based economy to a new, knowledge-based economy. 
Among Midwestern states, Michigan ranked behind Minnesota and Illinois, but ahead of 
Indiana, Ohio, and Wisconsin. The Index, which is published by the Ewing Marion 
Kauffman Foundation and the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, ranks 
states on a number of “new economy factors,” including availability of information-
technology professionals, workforce education, manufacturing value added, and direct 
foreign investment.11  

 
• NEW BUSINESSES: With the formation statewide of 23,508 new businesses in 2006, 

Michigan ranked 11th nationally in this category, and ahead of nearby Midwestern states 
except Illinois, according to the U.S. Small Business Administration. Michigan’s 23.3 
new business formations per 10,000 of population compares favorably with the national 
rate of 21.7 new formations per 10,000 of population. By this same measure, Michigan 
ranks ahead of Ohio but behind Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota, and Wisconsin.  

 
• BUSINESS TAX BURDEN: The Michigan Senate Fiscal Agency, citing a study by 

Ernest and Young, found that in FY 2004-05 Michigan’s business tax burden ranked 36th 
among the states when expressed as a percentage of private Gross State Product. That is, 
by this measure 35 states had a higher business tax burden than did Michigan. 
Midwestern states like Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, and Minnesota all had a higher business 
tax burden than Michigan. In 2007, however, Michigan replaced its Single Business Tax 
with the Michigan Business Tax. Numerous business groups complained it is an 
uncompetitive net tax increase. The full effects of the rewrite, including the mpact on 
Michigan’s nationwide business tax competitiveness, are not yet known.12  

 
• RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT: Michigan ranked second in the country in total 

research and development expenditures in 2003, according to the National Science 
Foundation—behind California, but ahead of such states as Massachusetts, Texas, and 
New York. The same study found that Michigan ranked fourth behind New Mexico, 

 

 

 

 

 

SO-SO 
 



6 

 6

Massachusetts, and Maryland in terms of research and development intensity—defined as 
the ratio of state research and development spending to gross state product. Michigan 
ranked ninth nationally in university and college research and development expenditures, 
but did not make the top ten list for in-state expenditure of federal funds.13  

 
• KNOWLEDGE ECONOMY: In key “knowledge economy indicators,” including 

workforce education, management and professional jobs, high-skill/high-wage/high-
growth jobs, and information-technology jobs, Michigan lags the national average, 
according to the Metropolitan Michigan Knowledge Economy Indicators developed by 
Michigan State University.14 For example, throughout the U.S. 33.6 percent of all jobs 
are management or professional jobs; in Michigan the figure is 31.5 percent. Whereas 
13.1 percent of the jobs nationally are classified as high-skill/high-wage/ high-growth, 
only 11.4 percent of Michigan jobs are in these categories. The contrast between this 
thumbs-down rating in Knowledge Economy and the thumbs-up ratings for Research & 
Development and overall Economic Transformation illustrate the ongoing era of change 
in the state economy.  

 
Strategy: Entrepreneurialism 
 

• ENTREPRENEURIAL ACTIVITY: Entrepreneur.com ranked Michigan 26th 
nationally in terms of entrepreneurial activity—ahead of Minnesota, but behind the 
Midwestern states of Illinois, Ohio, Wisconsin, and Indiana. The rankings were based 
upon the age and growth rate of businesses. Grand Rapids-Muskegon-Holland and 
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint, with rankings of 26th and 29th respectively, were among the 
“hot” large cities for entrepreneurs.15  

 
• VENTURE CAPITAL: Michigan’s success in attracting venture-capital investment 

varied substantially in 2007. Citing the “MoneyTree Report” compiled by the National 
Venture Capital Association and PricewaterhouseCoopers, Crain’s Detroit Business 
noted that Michigan’s venture-capital rank rose to 20th nationally in the second quarter of 
2007 on the strength of $54.2 million in investment.16 During the third quarter, however, 
Michigan received only $4.4 million in investment and dropped to 35th in the rankings.17  
During the third quarter, Michigan had about 0.75 percent of national venture capital 
investment while the economy here is more than 3.0% of the national economy. 
However, it is also true over 70 percent of the venture-capital dollars available nationally 
in the 3rd quarter of 2007 went to just five states: California, Massachusetts, Texas, 
Washington, and New York.  

 
Strategy: Quality of Place 
 

• POPULATION TRENDS: Michigan was the eighth most populous state in 2007, 
with a population of 10,071,822. By 2030, the state population is projected to grow to 
10,694,172 (an increase of 622,350 people or 6.2 percent) as Michigan slips to a ranking 
of # 11 nationally. California and Texas are projected to remain the biggest population 
states, with Nevada and Arizona netting the biggest percentage gains.18  

 
• POVERTY: Michigan’s average poverty rate for the 3-year period from 2004 to 2006 

was 12.9 percent, eighth highest in the nation. The U.S. average over that period was 12.5 
percent. Between 2004 and 2005, Michigan experienced the eighth-highest increase in 
poverty.19  

 

 

 

SO-SO 
 

SO-SO 
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• CRIME: Violent crime in Michigan increased slightly from 2005 to 2006. In 2005, the 

state had 552.1 violent crimes per 100,000 of population; in 2006, that number increased 
to 562.4. Michigan’s violent-crime rate in 2006 was well above the U.S. rate of 473.5. 
The violent-crime rate here was slightly higher than in Illinois and dramatically higher 
than in Indiana, Ohio, Minnesota, or Wisconsin.20  

 
• AIR POLLUTION: Michigan’s two major metropolitan areas (Wayne and Kent 

counties) receive failing grades for particle pollution from the American Lung 
Association. But other areas, including Bay, Ingham, Muskegon, and Saginaw counties, 
as well as portions of the Upper Peninsula, receive grades of either ‘A’ or ‘B.’21  

 
• RECREATION: According to a 2005 study by Michigan State University, Michigan 

ranks #1 in the length of freshwater shoreline, #1 in the number of public golf courses, #2 
in the number of registered boats, and #5 in the amount of state land available for 
recreation.22   

 
• PHILANTHROPY: Michigan ranks 5th best nationally, with $25 billion in foundation 

assets as of 2005. Individually, 88.9 percent of Michigan residents in 2003 claimed 
charitable donations on their tax returns – the 17th-highest percentage in the nation.  

 
• HOME OWNERSHIP: In 2006, Michigan still had the 2nd-highest rate of home 

ownership in the country, about 12.5% above the national average. The homeownership 
rate in 2006 was 68.8 percent nationally, but 77.4 percent in Michigan.23  

 
• RETENTION OF YOUNG ADULTS: A 2007 poll of students at the University of 

Michigan, Michigan State University, and Wayne State University revealed that 44 
percent intended to leave the state after graduation, while 33 percent intended to stay in 
Michigan, and 23 percent were uncertain of their plans.24 Michigan lost thousands of 
young adults in the first half of the decade, according to a Detroit News analysis of U.S. 
Census Bureau data. The state ranked 49th in the nation in retaining young adults, losing 
22,000 between 2000 and 2005.25  However, in a January 2008 presentation to state 
economists, State of Michigan Demographer Ken Darga argued that the report was 
misleading because it measured only out-migration. In fact, about as many or more young 
people moved into the state as left during that period. According to Darga, from 2000 to 
2004, more people with college degrees moved into Michigan than moved elsewhere.26  

 
Strategy: Rebranding Michigan as the “North Coast” 
 

• TOURISM MARKETING: With an annual budget of $7.9 million in 2005, Michigan’s 
state tourism office ranked 31st nationally, according to a Michigan State University 
study. Illinois ranked 2nd by this measure, and Wisconsin and Minnesota ranked 15th and 
26th, respectively. Ohio ranked 34th. A one-time appropriation in 2007 raised the tourism 
budget to $13.2 million and a ranking of 14th. However, this is still far below the funding 
levels in 1990, when inflation-adjusted funding was about $20 million.27 Nevertheless, 
there are some indications that Michigan’s tourism marketing dollars are being spent 
effectively. In 2007, The Travel Industry Association of America honored Travel 
Michigan with a Mercury Award for the Best State Tourism Advertising Campaign (the 
“Pure Michigan” campaign).28 Also in 2007, Michigan’s tourism web site, michigan.org, 
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was the #1 state tourism website according to Hitwise United States, which tracks traffic 
to major websites.29    

 
• “NORTH COAST” STEWARDSHIP: Michigan has yet to pass The Great Lakes 

Water Compact, a basin-wide effort to ban major diversions and has reduced  support for 
conservation programs generally. In 2006, Michigan had 4,578 state natural-resources 
employees, or 4.5 such employees per 10,000 of population, as compared to a national 
average of 4.9. By this measure, Michigan ranks 35th nationally after controlling for 
population—below Minnesota, but above Indiana, Illinois, Ohio, and Wisconsin.30 
Between FY 2001 and FY 2006, the Department of Environmental Quality and the 
Department of Natural Resources have suffered a 62-percent decline in General Fund 
support, while General Fund spending itself dropped just 6 percent over the same 
period.31 Using a complex econometric benchmark, Michigan State University’s Land 
Policy Institute found that Michigan had the largest per capita under-spending on 
conservation among all of the 50 states. At least $52 million in annual state conservation 
spending would be required to move Michigan into the first tier of states.32  
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EFFECTIVE, EFFICIENT, & ACCOUNTABLE 
GOVERNMENT MEASURES 

 
Strategy: Accountability and Bipartisan Leadership  
 

• POLITICAL LEADERSHIP: In August 2007, the percentage of Michigan citizens who 
felt the state was on the wrong track was 78 percent, a more than three-fold increase from 
2003 when only 21 percent of Michigan citizens felt that way. Nationwide, 74 percent of 
citizens felt that the U.S was on the wrong track in 2007. And, a November 2007 poll by 
EPIC-MRA in Lansing gave record disapproval ratings to both the governor (64 percent 
negative rating) and the Legislature (83 percent negative rating). 33  

 
• LEGISLATIVE EFFICIENCY: According to the National Conference of State 

Legislatures, only 15 out of the 50 states currently have term limits. Michigan and Ohio 
are the two states in the upper Midwest that have term limits. The others are Maine, 
California, Colorado, Arkansas, Florida, South Dakota, Montana, Arizona, Missouri, 
Oklahoma, Louisiana, Nevada and Nebraska. In six others states—Idaho, Massachusetts, 
Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming—term limits were repealed by legislative or 
court action.34 With a base salary of $79,650 and a yearly expense allowance of $12,000, 
Michigan legislators are the second most generously compensated in the nation. Only 
California legislators (who receive just over $113,000 annually) are paid more, while 
legislators in New York ($79,500) and Pennsylvania ($73,613) are paid slightly less than 
in Michigan. The pay scale in other states in the upper Midwest includes: Indiana 
($11,600), Illinois ($57, 619), Minnesota ($31,140), Ohio ($58,933).35   

 
• VOTER PARTICIPATION: According to the Anderson Economic Group, Michigan 

was tied for 11th nationally in voter turnout percentage during the 2004 Presidential 
election. Some 64.2 percent of those eligible voted. Minnesota and Wisconsin led the 
nation with turnout rates of 74.2 percent and 72.4 percent, respectively. Michigan’s 
turnout rate was slightly lower than in Ohio, but well ahead of the rates in Indiana and 
Illinois.36  

 
Strategy: Clear Taxing & Spending Priorities 
 

• GOVERNMENT SPENDING PER CAPITA: Michigan’s state and local spending per 
capita ranked 14th in the nation in 2002, according to a 2004 study by The Public Policy 
Institute of New York State. At $6,997, Michigan’s per capita spending was almost 4 
percent below the national average of $7,280. Spending here was lower than in 
Minnesota or in Illinois but higher than in Indiana, Ohio, or Wisconsin.37  

 
• EFFICIENCY IN GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT: Michigan had 486,697 state 

and local government employees as of March, 2006, according to the Citizens Research 
Council of Michigan.  This was the 11th highest number nationally. However, when one 
controls for population, public employment in Michigan ranks only 45th nationally. In 
2006, Michigan had 482.1 employees per 10,000 residents, as compared to a national 
average of 538.9.  

 
• EFFICIENCY IN GOVERNMENT PAY & BENEFITS: Michigan’s classified 

workers are well compensated, especially in the area of fringe benefits. With an average 
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base salary of $49,715 for state classified employees, Michigan ranked sixth nationally, 
behind only California, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Colorado, and Minnesota.38 With 
average fringe benefit costs of $25,703 per full-time employee, Michigan ranked third 
nationally, behind only Alaska and Nebraska.39  

 
• BURDEN OF INCARCERATION: With a per-capita incarceration rate of 

approximately ½ of one percent (.0049) in 2005, Michigan was very slightly below the 
national average (.005). However, rates here were higher than in Indiana (.0039), Illinois 
(.0035), Ohio (.004), Minnesota (.0018), or Wisconsin (.004).40 Michigan’s incarceration 
rate is about 40 percent higher than the average rate of its Great Lakes neighbors. The 
number of Corrections employees has more than tripled since 1980, to the point that 
today over 30 percent of all state Civil Service employees are in the Department of 
Corrections.41 With an appropriation of over $1.8 billion in 2006, the Department of 
Corrections spent over 20 percent of the Michigan’s General Fund budget.42   

 
• ROAD CONDITIONS: According to the Federal Highway Administration, some 3,055 

Michigan bridges, or 28 percent of the total, are either structurally deficient or 
functionally obsolete. By contrast, the percentage nationally is 25.8 percent.43 Michigan 
compares unfavorably with neighboring states in this regard, with the percentage of 
structurally deficient or functionally obsolete bridges in neighboring states being as 
follows: Indiana (22 percent), Illinois (16.5 percent), Minnesota (12.1 percent), Ohio 
(24.8 percent), and Wisconsin (15.5 percent). In its 2005 Infrastructure Report Card, the 
American Society of Civil Engineers notes that 38 percent of Michigan’s major roads are 
in poor or mediocre condition.44   

 
• PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR ARTS & CULTURE: Michigan’s FY 2007 state funding for 

the arts was $10,170,900, ninth highest in the country after New York, Florida, New 
Jersey, Illinois, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Massachusetts, and Ohio. However, funding for 
the arts in Michigan dropped 2.7 percent between FY 2006 and FY 2007; only New 
Jersey and New Mexico exhibited higher percentage declines. States across the U.S. 
spend an average of $1.21 per citizen on arts funding. Michigan spends almost exactly 
$1.00. Among its Great Lakes neighbors, Michigan’s per-capita arts expenditures are 
substantially behind Illinois and Minnesota, but ahead of Ohio, and substantially ahead of 
Indiana and Wisconsin.45  

 
Strategy: Government Collaboration and Service Sharing 
 

• GOVERNMENT FRAGMENTATION: According to a 1999 report by the Citizens 
Research Council of Michigan, Michigan as of 1997 had 1,859 general purpose local 
units of government (counties, townships, cities, and villages)—the seventh highest 
number in the nation.46 With 335 local units of government and 6 local governments for 
every 100,000 of population, the Detroit area ranks among the most politically 
fragmented metropolitan areas in the country. Only Pittsburgh, Minneapolis-St. Paul, St. 
Louis, and Cleveland have more local governments per 100,000 of population than does 
Detroit. Metropolitan areas like Miami, Phoenix, Los Angeles, and San Diego are far less 
fragmented. The entire San Diego metropolitan area has just 19 local units of 
government, and only 0.7 local governments per 100,000 of population.47  
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HOW MICHIGAN STATE GOVERNMENT  
SPENDS THE PUBLIC’S MONEY  

 
Michigan’s total state government budget was $41.9 billion in fiscal year 2006-07. That includes 
taxes collected from businesses and individuals, and large amounts of “pass-through” money 
from the federal government. In the end, it’s the equivalent of $11,064 from each household in 
Michigan.48 49  
 
About 90 percent of the $11,064 from each household goes to six types of spending:  
 
 
  BUDGET AREA* SPENT PER HOUSEHOLD 
 

o  School Aid:    $3,459 
o  Community Health:  $2,948 
o  Human Services   $1,179 
o  Transportation       $909 
o  Corrections       $512 
o  Higher Education      $472  

 
* See definitions for sometimes confusing budget areas on next page. 
 
The remaining 10 percent of the budget goes to a wide range of other spending categories: 
 
    BUDGET AREA SPENT PER HOUSEHOLD 
 

o Agriculture:         $27 
o Attorney General:        $14 
o Capital Outlay:        $57 
o Civil Rights:           $4 
o Civil Service:          $8 
o Community Colleges:       $77 
o Education Department:        $24 
o Environmental Quality:     $109 
o Clean Michigan Initiative:        $4 
o Executive Branch:          $1 
o History, Arts, and Libraries:        $14 
o Judiciary:         $68 
o Labor & Economic Growth:     $319      
o Legislature:        $35 
o Management & Budget:                   $85 
o Military & Veterans Affairs:            $32 
o Natural Resources:                           $75 
o Department of State:                        $49 
o State Police:                                   $144 
o Debt Service:                                   $26 
o Department of Treasury:                  $99 
o Local Gov’t Revenue Sharing:       $293 
o Strategic Fund:                                 $21 
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STATE BUDGET DEFINITIONS  
 

COMMUNITY HEALTH -- Responsible for the development of state health policy and 
management of the State's publicly funded mental health, public health and medical 
services systems. This includes Medicaid medical care coverage for 1.4 million residents, 
mental health and substance abuse services, disease control & prevention, health 
promotion, child health services, vital records, health statistics, drug control policy, 
services to the aging, and crime victims services.  
 
CORRECTIONS -- Responsible for over 49,000 prisoners in prisons, prison camps, 
boot camps, and community placement centers and supervision of 70,000 probationers 
and parolees.  
 
HIGHER EDUCATION – State appropriations to 15 state universities and 28 
community colleges serving about 750,000 full- and part-time students State 
appropriations cover a portion of annual operating costs. Student tuition and financial aid 
cover the rest.  
 
HUMAN SERVICES -- Formerly the Family Independence Agency the department 
assists people in the state to meet financial, medical, and social needs. The DHS assists 
families and individuals to become self-sufficient, helps protect children and adults from 
abuse, neglect, and exploitation, and provides services for the prevention and treatment of 
delinquency. Major programs include adoption services, foster care, family preservation, 
day care, and cash assistance to 78,000 families.  
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTT REVENUE SHARING – State tax revenues that flow to 
local units of government to help pay for a wide variety of local services like police and 
firefighters. Legislators and the governor have cut almost two-thirds of local revenue 
sharing in recent years.  
 
                                                 
1 Dr. Charles L. Ballard, personal communication. Information derived from Census Bureau data: 
http://www.census.gov/population/socdemo/education/cps2006/tab13.xls.  
 http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/tables/08s0221.xls  
2 Dr. Charles L. Ballard, op cit.  
3http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/cats/education/elementary_and_secondary_education_staff_and_
finances.html. 
4 U.S. Census Bureau, www.census.gov/compendia/statab/tables/08s0249.xls  
5 The National Center for Education Statistics. “The Nation’s Report Card.”  
6 Michigan Department of Education 
http://michigan.gov/mde/0,1607,7-140-22709_22875-180977--,00.html 
7 National Center for Higher Education Management Systems 
http://www.higheredinfo.org/dbrowser/index.php?submeasure=75&year=2005&level=nation&mode=graph
&state=0 
8 National Center for Higher Education Management Systems 
http://www.higheredinfo.org/dbrowser/index.php?submeasure=67&year=2006&level=nation&mode=graph
&state=0 
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9 Michigan Department of Treasury, Office of Revenue and Tax Analysis and U.S. Department of 
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