




ADDITIONAL VIEWS (continued)

Do you feel that the current Michigan public pre-K-12 education system offers taxpayers a good return on their investment?

THE PUBLIC’s VIEW on return on investment in education

Conversations
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Ratio of demographic groups who agreed or strongly agreed K-12 education provides good ROI
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Does Michigan need to spend more money to improve student success? Percentage answering “Yes.”
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Top 5 AREAS IN NEED OF MORE INVESTMENT Top 5 areas in need of financial reform

Adapt teaching to individual student needs    •	
(58 comments)
Early childhood and elementary grades         •	
(51 comments)
Higher pay to entice higher-quality teaching  •	
(55 comments)
Improve and increase use of computers/technology in •	
classrooms (48 comments)
Teacher support: ongoing training, increased staffing •	
(40 comments)

More accountability and efficiency in K-12 funding is •	
needed (326 comments)
Create and assure equality in funding across all •	
schools (115 comments)
More accountability needed from Lansing and public •	
officials (93 comments)
Spend less by consolidating administration and •	
services across districts (67 comments)
Spend less on prisons/legal system and reinvest in •	
education (42 comments)

MOST FREQUENT COMMENTS ON HOW TO SPEND DIFFERENTLY ON K-12

Top 5 COMMENTS REGARDING FAMILY INVOLVEMENT

Intensify family outreach: teach families the value of •	
learning and how to help students at home  
(317 comments)
Improve communication, through the internet and •	
other means, about what’s going on in school  
(235 comments)
Impose more accountability measures on families to •	
improve student success            
(134 comments)
Greater attention to, and more schedule flexibility in, •	
school events and parent/teacher conferences  
(112 comments)
Some families just refuse to be involved•	  (98 
comments)

MOST FREQUENT COMMENTS ON HOW TO IMPROVE COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN EDUCATION

Top 4 COMMENTS REGARDING BUSINESS INVOLVEMENT

Provide real-world experiences: internships, mock job •	
interviews, demonstrations of needed job skills  
(254 comments)
Hands-on assistance: mentors, tutors, and school •	
volunteers (135 comments)
Create more school-friendly workplaces so working •	
families can better participate in school functions  
(36 comments)
Show visible support: offer awards and highlight •	
successes (28 comments)

Top 5 COMMENTS REGARDING STUDENT LEARNING

Get creative: more teaching models, curriculum •	
choices, individualize learning and critical thinking 
(108 comments)
Focus more IN school on what students will do •	
AFTER school (91 comments)
Group students by abilities, not age •	 (20 comments)
Increase education on health and nutrition  •	
(20 comments)
Academics should take higher priority over sports •	
(11 comments)
Explain why: Make sure the need for particular •	
academic requirements makes sense to students  
(11 comments)

MOST FREQUENT COMMENTS ON HOW TO IMPROVE STUDENT LEARNING
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WHAT YOU CAN DO

Spread this citizens’ agenda

Help us inform your community about what is needed for 
ensuring success for Michigan’s pre-K-12 students. Bring 
copies to your local library, send the PDF version of this report 
to your friends and family, and post the report on your social 
media pages. Order more copies by contacting us at 734-769-
4625 or info@thecenterformichigan.net.

Join a Center for Michigan 
citizen policy task force

The recommendations of community conversation participants 
resulted in several policy imperatives that The Center for 
Michigan will advocate for in the near future. We need your 
help in this work! Visit http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/
C7RQ3B3 to let us know which education issue(s) you are most 
passionate about, and then volunteer to serve on the appropriate 
policy task force.

Write your legislators

Contact your legislators about the policy imperatives outlined in 
this citizens’ agenda. To find the name and contact information 
for the legislators representing your community, visit http://
www.house.mi.gov/mhrpublic/ for the House of Representatives 
and http://www.senate.michigan.gov/fysenator/fysenator.htm 
for the Senate. 

Follow the Center for Michigan 
on Facebook and Twitter

The Center will post updates regarding issues of educational 
improvement in our state. Find us on Facebook at https://www.
facebook.com/thecenterformichigan and follow us on Twitter, 
@CenterforMI. 

Volunteer locally with 
education-focused organizations

Community conversation participants already have begun 
this to-do list item. The Center for Michigan partnered with 
the Michigan Community Service Commission to present 
conversation participants information about MCSC’s volunteer 
match widget, a tool that lists opportunities for Michigan 
residents to volunteer with education-related organizations in 
their own communities. Conversation participants often took 
advantage of this tool; MCSC found a sustained increase in use 
of the volunteer widget over the ten months when conversations 
took place. 

Sign up to receive Bridge Magazine

The Center for Michigan produces a free, online magazine 
called Bridge. Bridge provides independent, thoughtful 
journalism about the issues that matter most to Michigan, 
including our pre-K-12 education system. Subscribe to Bridge 

at http://bridgemi.com/.  Additionally, join the Michigan Truth 
Squad and help the Center call foul on false and misleading 
political speech by politicians and special interest groups during 
election seasons. Coverage of Truth Squad calls can be found in 
Bridge. 

Give us your guidance on future 
public engagement efforts

We are currently seeking input about what issues are most 
pressing for the success of our state. If you have ideas about a 
topic you think the Center for Michigan should discuss in future 
Community Conversations, email us at 
engage@thecenterformichigan.net. 
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METHODOLOGY

Statewide Public Participation 

The public participation goals for our 2012 public engagement 
campaign were two-fold: to engage 5,000 Michigan residents in 
meaningful dialogue about the future of education in the state and 
to ensure that those we reached were representative of the state’s 
rich demographics.

We ultimately exceeded our participation goals by holding 
264 statewide community conversations from December 
2011 through early November 2012. More than 5,800 people 
participated. 

We also conducted two statewide phone polls in order to 
add statistical rigor and demographic balance to this public 
engagement campaign. Two phone polls conducted in February 
and September engaged another 1,900 participants. The 
community conversation and phone poll results should be viewed 
together to get the full picture of our community engagement 
results.

In the end, the full combined results of our community 
conversations and polls present a detailed and conclusive portrait 
of how Michigan residents view options for education reform in 
our state. 

Community Conversation Participant Recruitment

We recruited participants for our community conversations 
by forming diverse statewide partnerships with community 
organizations, chambers of commerce, school districts, business 
and professional associations, colleges and universities and 
community leaders from across the state. We began our 
recruitment by sending letters to more than 2,500 potential host 
organizations explaining the project and inviting them to take part 
in our statewide initiative. Once we located potential hosts, we 
worked with them to either build a new event with their members 
or colleagues, or tap into a pre-existing meeting by offering free 
programming content. 

What We Asked 

The community conversations and phone polls centered on 
discussion topics related to improving student learning: grading 
our schools, teacher and school leader quality, options for 
improved student learning, family, community and business 
involvement in student success, the public’s financial investment, 
and community success stories. Except for the last topic, 
which was asked only of conversation participants, community 
conversation and poll participants were asked to assign a grade to 
local public schools and public schools statewide and to vote on 
the relative importance of various student learning options and 
the value of the public’s financial investment in public schools. 
For all of these issues, community conversation participants 
were encouraged to offer comments to support why they voted 
the ways that they did. Given the limited timing and logistics of 
phone polling, poll participants were not asked to explain the 
reasons behind their votes.

We started out by asking participants in both the community 

conversations and phone polls to grade their local schools as well 
as the state education system as a whole. Next, participants were 
asked to assess the importance of a handful of educator issues in 
terms of increasing student outcomes. The issues discussed were 
educator accountability, support for educators, and preparation to 
become an educator. 

The third discussion surrounded a number of commonly 
mentioned ideas for improving student outcomes, including 
expanding early childhood programs, reducing class sizes, 
changing the school calendar, increasing school choice, and 
expanding online learning. Participants were asked to weigh 
in on how important these items were to improving student 
outcomes. Then we discussed external stakeholders in student 
learning: family, community and business groups. We asked 
the participants to simply express whether or not they thought 
schools should be doing more to engage these groups. 

The financial discussion was next; we asked questions about 
whether the current system gave taxpayers a good return on their 
investment and whether more money should be spent on schools.

We closed by encouraging community conversation participants 
to share positive stories about initiatives, individuals, and 
model programs that are encouraging student success in their 
communities.  

How We Gathered Numerical and Anecdotal Answers 
in Conversations and Polls

Participants in community conversations used electronic 
clickers to vote on 15 multiple-choice questions, with results 
displayed instantly to help provoke thoughtful discussion. We 
assigned trained facilitators and scribes for each community 
conversation in order to capture participants’ detailed comments. 
Participants were also asked to respond with their clickers to 
seven demographic questions. These thousands of individual 
comments were collected, databased and categorized into themes 
by the research staff at Public Sector Consultants Inc. The themes 
and groupings of those most common conversation remarks are 
tallied throughout this report.

Poll Methodology

Public Sector Consultants Inc. conducted two statewide polls, 
from February 17-26, 2012, and again from September 21-
30, 2012, with a total of 1,900 respondents, including 1,284 
landline, 352 cell phone and 264 online respondents. A 
targeted oversample of African-American and 18-34 year old 
respondents was employed by landline telephone and lower 
income respondents (annual household income less than $25,000 
per year) online to ensure that the sample of these population 
subgroups was proportionate to Michigan’s adult population. 
Data were weighted by race, gender, age and income to more 
accurately reflect estimates for Michigan’s population using the 
2010 Census and the 2010 American Community Survey.
The overall survey margin of error is +/- 2 percent at a 95-percent 
confidence level. The margin of error for subgroups examined 
in crosstabs (race, gender, age, income), self-identification 
(student, parent, educator, member of the workforce, employer, 
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retiree), is higher than the overall survey margin of error, and 
varies depending upon the subgroup. Results for most subgroups 
will fall between +/- 4 – 8 percent at a 95-percent confidence 
level, with notable exceptions for employers and educators. 
The margin of error for was 3 percent whites and 5 percent 
African Americans. Comparisons among smaller racial, ethnic 
and workplace self-descriptions should be viewed with some 
statistical caution.

Education Issue Guide

The Center for Michigan’s Education Issue Guide was handed out 
to all community conversation participants before the beginning 
of the conversation. The aim of the issue guide is to offer readers 
a manageable and objective picture of the state’s K-12 public 
education system. The guide includes: 

Statistics on K-12 public schools - reading and math •	
proficiency scores in selected grades, student-teacher ratios, 
spending per pupil, average teacher salaries, among many 
others;
Overviews - with pros and cons - of key student learning •	
improvement options;
Charts that explain the public investment in K-12 education in •	
Michigan.

The issue guide is sourced in detail with endnotes. In addition, 
the overviews of the student learning improvement options were 
reviewed by nine K-12 education experts who represented a wide 
range of interests and perspectives. While these experts provided 
improving suggestions, the Center for Michigan retains sole 
responsibility for the quality and accuracy of the information in 
the guide. 
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT BY THE NUMBERS

The Center for Michigan is committed to assuring all of our 
public engagement work reflects the rich diversity of Michigan’s 
people and regions. 

Our goals in this campaign were to gather detailed, nuanced and 
statistically relevant views of the Michigan public, to get the 
public’s best thinking on the critical need to improve student 
learning, and, ultimately, to present those public views to state 
and regional decision makers and inject this important public 
voice into policymaking.

To those ends, we have carefully tracked the demography of all 
participants in our community conversations and phone polls. As 
a result, we have been able to crosstab the public’s answers to a 
wide variety of education policy questions by respondents’ age, 
race, income levels and, to some extent, professional/community 
standing based on participants’ self-labeling as students, parents, 
educators, members of the workforce, employers and retirees. 

As the tables and maps below illustrate, our public engagement 
participants represent the Michigan public in many ways, most 
notably on race and region of residence. 

However, in our analysis of this public opinion data, we have 
been careful to draw conclusions and emphasize specific points of 
public will in instances where we saw the strongest, clearest and 
most consistent conclusions across both our in-person community 
conversations and our random phone polling.

We do so because both forms of public engagement we employed 
– in-person group discussions and phone polling – feature 
specific strengths and weaknesses. 

Because participants are randomly selected, phone polling allows 
for more precise statistical representations about the broader 
population of Michigan. The margin of error for the phone 
poll is +/- 2 percentage points at a 95-percent confidence level. 
This means that 95-percent of the time, the actual population of 
Michigan will be within 2 percentage points of the results of this 
poll. The margin of error for specific sub-groups is higher. 

But phone polls are considerably shorter and do not allow for the 
same kinds of thoughtful and deliberative interaction participants 
experience in our community conversations. 

Conversely, participants in community conversations are 
ultimately self-selected, even though we cast a very wide and 
diverse net in reaching out to some 2,500 business, community, 
student, parent and other groups to engage more than 5,800 
participants. Because community conversation participants are 
self-selected, their views are representative of a slice of the 
Michigan public which is more likely to be knowledgeable or 
passionate on education issues. For example, our community 
conversation participants skewed higher on personal income and 
included more educators than the general statewide population 
as a whole. Still, four out of five community conversation 
participants were not educators and, altogether, the conversations 
represented a broad cross-section of the views of the customers of 
public education:  students, parents, employers, members of the 
workforce, and retirees.

When combined, our polls and community conversation results 
show many consistent conclusions across many demographic 
groups. Readers of this report are, of course, free to draw 
their own conclusions. We have published in this report many 
examples of detailed data and anecdotal conclusions from both 
the community conversations and the polls.

Finally, we have included in this report many sample quotations 
from community conversation participants. Obviously, the printed 
quotes are but a small sample of the thousands of utterances we 
captured and categorized with trained professional scribes in 
every conversation. We have strived to publish quotes that were 
representative of the most-mentioned conversation topics and 
quotes that also were consistent with data collected in response to 
our detailed questions in both polls and the in-person meetings. 

In the end, we believe this report represents some of the most 
detailed and nuanced public views on public education ever 
published in our state.

WHERE WE WENT

The pin map below illustrates the 107 municipalities across 
Michigan where we held community conversations on the future 
of student learning from December 2011 through November 
2012. Altogether, 5,823 people participated in 264 community 
conversations.  We tracked community conversation participation 
by tallying the number of people who responded with a digital 
“clicking” device to at least one question on computerized 
screens used in the conversations. More than 5,100 participants 
consistently responded to almost all questions posed in these in-
person meetings, which we supplemented with our two random 
polls of an additional 1,900 statewide residents. 

32



WHO PARTICIPATED

Demographic characteristics of the community conversation 
participants and poll respondents represented in this report:

Participants by Region (Community Conversations only)	

Region Conversation
Participants

Total % of
Conversation
Participants

Total % of 
State Pop.
(2010 census)

(1) UP 186 3.6% 3.3%
(2) Northern 419 8.2% 7.1%
(3) Western 699 13.7% 13.3%
(4) Bay 520 10.2% 9.9%
(5) Southwest 497 9.7% 7.9%
(6) South Central 532 10.4% 9.0%
(7) Southeast 2036 39.8% 45.7%
(8) Thumb 223 4.4% 3.9%
Total 5112

12.1% of community conversation participants did not respond to the question

Participants by Age (Conversations and Poll)	 	

Age Conversation
Participants

Total % of
Conversation
Participants

Total % of
Poll
Participants

Total % of 
State Pop. 
over 16 yrs old

16-24 1307 25.6% 13.1% 16.2%
25-34 611 11.9% 16.8% 14.9%
35-44 849 16.6% 18.3% 16.3%
45-54 969 18.9% 20.8% 19.3%
55-64 858 16.8% 16.6% 16.0%
65+ 521 10.2% 14.4% 17.4%
Total 5115 1865

12% of community conversation participants did not respond to the question and 
1.8% of poll respondents did not respond to the question

Participants by Race (Conversations and Poll)		

Race Conversation
Participants

Total % of
Conversation
Participants

Total % of
Poll
Participants

Total % of 
State Pop.

African 
American

861 16.8% 11.5% 13.5%

American 
Indian

47 0.9% 0.5% 0.6%

Asian 95 1.9% 2.8% 2.4%
Caucasian/
White

3627 70.9% 78.5% 82.4%

Hispanic 205 4.0% 3.7% 3.6%
Multi/
Other

281 5.5% 0.9% 1.0%

Total 5116 1862
12.1% of community conversation participants did not respond to the question 
and 2% of poll respondents did not respond to the question

Participants by Income (Conversations)		

Income Conversation
Participants

Total % of
Conversation
Participants

Total % of 
State Pop.
(2009-11 ACS)

Less than $10,000 279 5.7% 7.9%
$10,001 - $20,000 270 5.5% 11.4%
$20,001 - $30,000 330 6.7% 11.4%
$30,001 - $40,000 343 7.0% 10.9%
$40,001 - $50,000 372 7.6% 9.8%
$50,001 - $60,000 361 7.4% 8.5%
$60-001 - $100,000 1360 27.8% 22.5%
$100,000+ 1591 32.4% 17.5%
Total 4906

15.7% of community conversation participants did not respond to the question

Participants by Income (Poll)		

Income Poll
Participants

Total % of
Poll
Participants

Total % of 
State Pop.
(2009-11 ACS)

Less than $24,999 448 27.4% 25.2%
$25,000-$49,999 503 30.7% 26.2%
$50,000-$74,999 304 18.6% 19.0%
$75,000-$99,999 167 10.2% 12.1%
More than 
$100,000

214 13.1% 17.5%

Total 1636
13.9% of poll respondents did not respond to the question
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ABOUT THE CENTER

The Center for Michigan is the state’s nonprofit, nonpartisan 
citizenship company. We provide distinctive public engagement 
programs so statewide residents can learn about and discuss 
important public issues and amplify their collective voices 
in the halls of power. We provide citizens, business and 
community leaders, and state and local policy makers with in-
depth journalism to inform well-reasoned and future-oriented 
policymaking. And we leverage the results of our public 
engagement and journalism programs into policy advocacy aimed 
at assuring Michigan has a prosperous future with a high quality 
of life. 

We organize our work into three verbs:

ENGAGE 
We are Michigan’s leading practitioner of nonpartisan 
public engagement. Our interactive, small-group community 
conversations, large town-hall conferences, polling and online 
citizenship tools allow the full Michigan public to better 
understand and deliberate state and regional policy issues and 
develop “common ground” agendas to impact future decision 
making by elected leaders. 

INFORM
Bridge Magazine, our online publication, has quickly developed 
into one of Michigan’s leading providers of in-depth public 
issues journalism. In an age of retrenchment for traditional 
newspapers and broadcasters, we invest the time and expert 
reporting necessary to cover Michigan’s economic, talent and 
education, public sector reform, social safety net and quality of 
life issues in-depth. With an emphasis on explanatory reporting 
and data analysis, we track Michigan’s regional economic 
growth, rank Michigan’s best schools, explore the present and 
future job market, benchmark Michigan’s economic, tax and 
education policies against those in place across the country, and 
strive to peer over the horizon at policy issues not yet on the 
agendas in the state capitol or at local city council and school 
board meetings. And our award-winning Michigan Truth Squad 
political advertising watchdog service is syndicated statewide by 
traditional news publications and broadcasters. 

ACHIEVE
We serve as a nonprofit, independent think-and-do tank to inspire 
and achieve common-ground policy reforms. The Children’s 
Leadership Council of business leaders we formed and staff has 
led to serious proposals to double the state’s investment in public 
preschool and early childhood programs. In 2010, our “Common 
Ground Citizens Agenda for Michigan’s Future” report framed 
the only gubernatorial debate. Both major party candidates for 
governor adopted significant portions of the economic growth, 
talent and education and accountable government platforms more 
than 10,000 Michigan residents assembled in more than 500 
community meetings over three years. And a Corrections Reform 
Coalition formed by the Center helped achieve $30 million in 
state budget savings while slowing the growth of spending in the 
state prison system.

The Center for Michigan was founded in 2006 by retired 
newspaper publisher Philip Power and is governed by a 12-
member board of directors. The Center is helped enormously 

by the counsel of a bipartisan and deeply experienced steering 
committee of nearly two dozen Michigan leaders. Likewise, a 
statewide board of advisers with hundreds of years of combined 
professional journalism experience provides key guidance to 
Bridge Magazine. 

Read more about the Center here: 
thecenterformichigan.net/about-the-center/

Read more about Bridge Magazine here: 
bridgemi.com/bridge-team/

The Center maintains a staff of eight professional journalists 
and public engagement and policy experts. Staff bios are here: 
thecenterformichigan.net/staff. In addition, we benefit greatly 
from the policy expertise and technical support of Public Sector 
Consultants Inc., a leading, Lansing-based policy, research 
and consulting firm with whom we have maintained a strategic 
partnership since 2007. 
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THANKS TO OUR INVESTORS

Little of our work – past, present or future – would be possible 
without generous corporate, philanthropic and individual support. 
The Center for Michigan is a registered 501(c)(3) nonprofit 
organization. Contributions are tax-deductible. Please consider 
investing in the future of our state with a contribution to the 
Center for Michigan. 

We are extremely grateful to the following foundations, 
corporations and individuals for supporting our Engage, Inform 
or Achieve missions for our 2011-2015 program period:

Major Foundation Investors
Birth to Five Policy Alliance
Frey Foundation
Herbert H. & Grace A. Dow Foundation
Hudson Webber Foundation
Kresge Foundation
MacGregor Foundation
Charles Stewart Mott Foundation
Power Foundation
W.K. Kellogg Foundation

Corporate Investors
Alticor, Inc.
AT&T Foundation
Cascade Engineering
Consumers Energy Foundation
DTE Energy Foundation
Masco Corporation Foundation
Meijer Corporation
PVS Chemicals
Stryker Corporation

Individual Investors
Bandstra Family Foundation
Brooks Family Community Fund
Cook Family Foundation
Philip Wm Fisher Support Foundation
Gilmour-Jirgens Fund
Philip and Dale Jones
Michael and Susan Jandernoa
Porter Family Foundation
Philip and Kathleen Power
Van Dusen Family Fund
William and Barbara Parfet
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CITIZENS EDUCATION AGENDA AT-A-GLANCE
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Michigan Citizens’ 4 Key Priorities 
to Improve Student Learning:

Expand Pre-K and Early Childhood Programs (1.	 see page 
8)
Improve Teacher Preparation: Raise the Bar to Enter the 2.	
Profession (see page 10)
Provide Stronger Support/Evaluation/Ongoing Training 3.	
for Educators (see page 12)
Hold Educators More Accountable (4.	 see page 14)

Seven Ways Any Citizen Can Work for Change:

Spread this citizens’ agenda1.	
Join a Center for Michigan policy task force2.	
Write your legislators3.	
Follow the Center for Michigan on Facebook and Twitter4.	
Volunteer locally with education-focused organizations5.	
Sign up to receive Bridge Magazine for free6.	
Give us your guidance on future public engagement 7.	
efforts 

       (See page 28 for details)

Michigan Learning Report Card

As thousands of statewide residents deliberated the future 
of student learning, they considered these many statistics on 
where the state stands: 

Total number of public K-12 students1 	 1,650,000
High School Graduation Rate2 		  76.5 %
National Ranking3 			   27th
Annual number who drop out 		  37,000
/ don’t graduate on time4  
		
4th Grade Student Performance5 
Math Proficiency				   35%
National Rank				    38th
Reading Proficiency			   30%
National Rank				    34th
	
8th Grade Student Performance6 
Math Proficiency				   31%
National Rank				    34th
Reading Proficiency			   31%
National Rank				    30th
	
Among 34 Leading Nations (15-yr-olds)7 	
Reading Literacy				   14th out of 34
Math Literacy				    26th out of 34 	
Science Literacy				    17th out of 34 	

Michigan High School Grads Academically 
Ready for College8 			   19%
National Rank				    37th

K-12 Students per Teacher9 		  18 to 1
National Ranking10			   43rd
							     

K-12 Spending per Pupil11 			  $10,483
National Ranking				   22nd

Average Teacher Salary12 			   $57,958
National Ranking				   12th

Adults with a High School Diploma13 	 88 %
National Ranking				   21st

Adults with a Bachelor’s Degree or more14 	 25%
National Ranking				   35th

Number of Students in Degree Programs	
Community College15 			   254,000
Private College16 				   133,000
Public University (undergrad & graduate)17 	 270,000

Graduation Rate18 
Associate’s Degree			   16 %
Bachelor’s Degree			   55 %

Average Annual Cost (Tuition/Fees/Room/Board)19 
Public Universities			   $17,852
National Ranking				   9th

Private Colleges				    $23,170
National Ranking				   38th

Community Colleges			   $2,312
National Ranking				   38th

Student Debt Burden20 
Annual Debt Per College Student		  $6,825
	
State Funds for Colleges & Universities21 	 $1.65 billion	
National Ranking22 			   37th

Employment Prospects: High School Dropouts
Projected Job Openings (2008-18)23	103,000
2010 Average Weekly Pay24 		  $444
2010 Unemployment Rate			  14.9 %

Employment Prospects: High School Graduates		
Projected Job Openings (2008-18)		  338,000
2010 Average Weekly Pay			  $626
2010 Unemployment Rate			  10.3 %

Employment Prospects: Degrees or Advanced Training
Projected Job Openings (2008-18)		  836,000
2010 Average Weekly Pay			  $767-$1,272
2010 Unemployment Rate			  4% - 7%

 Notes on Data: Some of these data points are now dated by one year, but 
were the latest available when we began this public engagement campaign 
at the end of 2011. Those data points are reprinted here, without updates, 
for the sake of consistency. Source material for all data can be found in the 
Center for Michigan’s Education Issue Guide, available online at: http://
www.thecenterformichigan.net/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/Education-Issue-
Guide-FINAL.pdf



37

WHERE EDUCATION MONEY GOES IN MICHIGAN

Total spending from state tax revenue (FY2011-12)
K-12 Education		  $11,034,921,300		  41%
Social Services/Medicaid	 $6,078,436,400		  23%
Prison/Justice/Pub Safety	 $2,600,531,400		  10%
Transportation		  $2,029,655,500		    8%
Other Gov Operations	 $2,020,329,400		    8%
Universities & Colleges	 $1,549,732,500		    6%
Revenue Sharing		 $1,000,804,600		    4%
Environment		  $511,162,100	  	    2%
Governor & Legislature	 $104,082,400  		  <1%
Total			   $29,929,655,600

Where the money goes
Michigan’s public K-12 school districts spent more than $19 
billion in federal, state and local tax revenue and from other 
sources in 2009-10, the last school year for which full data are 
available.

Instruction		  $9,895,953,130		  52%
Operation Maintenance	 $1,717,504,332		    9%
Student Services		  $1,352,691,212		    7%
Other Support		  $1,285,190,486		    7%
Facilities Acquisitions	 $1,167,084,904		    6%
School Administration	 $953,243,358		    5%
Instructional Staff	 $902,212,100		    5%
Transportation		  $813,194,442		    4%
Business Office		  $404,737,515		    2%
General Administration	 $361,074,668		    2%
Community Services	 $291,916,633		    1%
Total			   $19,144,802,781

School expenditures
Salaries			   $9,379,283,313		  49%
Purchased Services	 $2,618,300,893		  14%
Pension/Social Security	 $2,353,080,888		  12%
Insurance & Benefits	 $2,132,339,952		  11%
Capital Outlay		  $1,253,803,873		    7%
Supplies and Materials	 $1,204,900,731		    6%
Other			   $203,093,131		    1%
Total			   $19,144,802,781

Employee cost by work type
Public school employees in Michigan earned $9.4 billion in 
compensation and benefits in 2009-10. Here’s the breakdown 
by type of work performed:

Educational		  $6,058,518,661		  65%
Operation and Service	 $1,653,428,596		  18%
Administration		  $789,586,703		    8%
Professional - Other	 $302,843,117		    3%
Technical		  $228,783,736		    2%
Temporary Salaries	 $115,211,476		    1%
Special Salary Payments	 $84,647,099		    1%
Overtime		  $81,538,973		    1%
Professional - Business	 64,724,950		    1%	
Total			   $9,379,283,313

NOTES
1 2009-10 school year. National Center for Education Statistics, data for 
2009-10 school year: http://nces.ed.gov/programs/stateprofiles/sresult.asp?
mode=full&displaycat=1&s1=26
2 2008-09 school year. National Center for Education Statistics: http://nces.
ed.gov/pubs2011/graduates/tables.asp
3 2008-09 school year. National Center for Education Statistics: http://nces.
ed.gov/pubs2011/graduates/tables.asp
4 2008-09 school year. National Center for Education Statistics: http://nces.
ed.gov/pubs2011/graduates/tables.asp
5 U.S. Ranking from 2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/subjectareas.asp).  
6 U.S. Ranking from 2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/subjectareas.asp). 
7 National Center for Education Statistics PISA Data for 2009 (http://nces.
ed.gov/surveys/pisa/idepisa/)
8 2010 National and State ACT Scores (http://www.act.org/news/data/10/
benchmarks.html)
9 2009-10 school year. National Center for Education Statistics, Common 
Core of Data for 2009-10 school year: http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/
10 2009-10 school year.  National Center for Education Statistics, Common 
Core of Data for 2009-10 school year: http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/
11 U.S. Census Bureau Public School Finance Data (http://www.census.gov/
govs/school/)
12 NCES Digest of Education Statistics, 2009-2010 data (http://nces.ed.gov/
programs/digest/d10/tables/dt10_083.asp)
13 Percentage as of 2008. 2011 U.S. Census Bureau Statistical Abstract 
(http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/cats/education/educational_at-
tainment.html)
14 Percentage as of 2008. 2011 U.S. Census Bureau Statistical Abstract 
(http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/cats/education/educational_at-
tainment.html)
15 As of 2009, per January 2011 House Fiscal Agency Report (http://house.
michigan.gov/hfa/briefings/CC%2010-11.pdf)
16 U.S. IPEDS data, total fall 2010 enrollment for all private nonprofit and 
for-profit colleges in Michigan.
17 As of 2010. House Fiscal Agency budget briefing (http://house.michigan.
gov/hfa/briefings/HigherEd%2010-11.pdf)
18 IPEDS State Data Center, Michigan Profile (http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/sdc/
SP_Profile.aspx)
19 For 2009-10. Digest of Educational Statistics (http://nces.ed.gov/pro-
grams/digest/d10/tables/dt10_346.asp?referrer=list)
20 For public universities in Michigan only. Calculated as total annual debt 
accumulated on all campuses divided by total fiscal year equated students 
on all 15 campuses. Data acquired from House Fiscal Agency University 
Profile sheets for 2009-10 (http://house.michigan.gov/hfa/PDFs/heidi%20
summary%20data_%20feb11.pdf)
21 House Fiscal Agency budget summary for FY 2011-12 (http://house.
michigan.gov/hfa/Summaries/11h4325_conference%20summary.pdf)
22 For 2010. Ranking based on per capita support for higher ed of $184. 
From Illinois State University Grapevine Project. (http://grapevine.illinois-
state.edu/tables/index.htm)
23 All projected job openings for all education levels are from “Help 
Wanted: Projections of Jobs and Education Requirements Through 2018,” 
from the Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce,” 
Michigan Profile Sheets (http://www9.georgetown.edu/grad/gppi/hpi/cew/
pdfs/michigan.pdf)
24 Average weekly wages and unemployment rates from U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics “Education Pays” presentation: (http://www.bls.gov/emp/
ep_chart_001.htm)
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ever doubt that a small group of 
thoughtful, committed citizens 
can change the world. Indeed, it 
is the only thing that ever has.”“N

  Margaret Mead
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