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Introduction

“Social mobility” is a relatively recent phrase that came out of 20th century sociology, but it
describes an idea as old as the United States: the right to pursue happiness endorsed in the
Declaration of Independence. Implicit in that right is the hope that you can improve your lot in
life by taking the initiative and working hard. While this is typically measured by comparing one’s
economic situation to that of others, successful social mobility often includes broader goals, such
as achieving one’s career goals or family ambitions. Unencumbered social mobility allows people
to use their own talents to achieve what they consider to be “the good life.”

This report analyzes the level of social mobility in Michigan. Itis based on a report published in 2023
by the Archbridge Institute called “Social Mobility in the SO States.” That report ranked states based
on a variety of factors that have an impact on social mobility, according to academic research.

Michigan earned a middling score, which should concern policymakers and residents. This report
highlights some of the bright spots for the Great Lake State, but also identifies reforms that
policymakers could make to boost social mobility. Perhaps most importantly, Michigan must
improve its economic playing field and eliminate barriers that stand in the way of Michiganders
who want to rise in the world.

How we measure social mobility

We rank states according to four pillars of social mobility, each of which includes subcategories
keyed to measurable public or private actions. We measure how norms of government or society
support or undermine each pillar. The pillars and their respective categories are:

Entrepreneurship and Growth Education and Skills Development
*  Regulation + Education quality and access
. Taxes

+ Parent engagement and family stability
+ Business dynamism

Institutions and Rule of Law Social Capital
+ Predatory state action + Community activities and neighbors
+ Judicial system quality + Charity

We rate each state’s performance in all of these areas to derive a 1-to-50 ranking among the states
and a 1-to-10 overall score. Michigan ranks 30th among the states, just below Hawaii and above
Pennsylvania, with an overall score of 4.81.

Mackinac Center for Public Policy
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Some of the category results — such as Michigan’s relatively good performance on regulation and
bad performance on charitable giving — may surprise followers of the state’s economy. But the
overall ranking indicates that Michigan needs a change of direction. The home state of Herbert
Dow, Berry Gordy and Henry Ford cannot afford to treat social mobility as an afterthought.

Barriers to social mobility

There are both artificial and natural barriers to social mobility. Artificial barriers are external
factors that impede a person’s ability to improve his or her well-being. An individual cannot
overcome these barriers alone. Artificial barriers include government laws or regulations that
restrict one’s ability to earn a living, such as those requiring people and businesses to meet certain
qualifications before they can legally engage in economic activity.

Natural barriers are hurdles people face to social mobility that are not created directly by
government policy and are unlikely to be fixed with top-down policies. Families, communities and
private institutions are better positioned to address these.

Artificial barriers impact both adults and children. Occupational licensing laws, which require
people to complete needless training, pass tests and pay fees before they can legally work, are
artificial barriers many adults face. But government policies that limit a child’s access to quality
educational experiences form a type of artificial barrier, too. Policies that hinder a student’s ability
to master foundational skills will have ripple effects into adulthood. These are just a few examples.
Artificial barriers created by government policy are too many to count and impact nearly everyone.

People face natural barriers as well. These are often personal in nature and unique to the individual.
For example, children raised in an unstable family environment face a sort of natural barrier.
Research shows that people who are born into stable households have a better chance of success
than those who are not. Adults face natural barriers, such as soft skills competency, geographical
limitations to opportunities and inadequate social networks. Each of those can sufficiently restrict
one’s chance at social mobility but cannot be fixed with top-down policymaking.

The four pillars of social mobility

In the Archbridge Institute’s report, “Social Mobility in the S0 States,” we identified four pillars of
social mobility based on a review of the academic literature. Each of these pillars is made up of
several components, which could be thought of as potential artificial and natural barriers to social
mobility. We ranked the states based on how well their policies support these pillars, both by
limiting artificial barriers and by discouraging the growth of natural barriers (to the extent public
policy can do so). The rankings of all the states can be found in “Appendix A: Full state rankings
of social mobility.”

Mackinac Center for Public Policy
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Entrepreneurship and economic growth

One way to achieve social mobility is to improve your job or career, and the more state policy
encourages entrepreneurship and economic growth, the better chance people have to improve
their lives materially.

Entrepreneurship is crucial to people achieving their dreams. But entrepreneurship does not just
benefit the entrepreneur or owner of the new business. Successful businesses bring new products
and services to market, making consumers better off by providing less expensive and higher
quality goods or meeting some other need. Similarly, entrepreneurs often provide better
employment opportunities than would be available otherwise. When employees agree to take
those jobs, they send the market a signal that they prefer these opportunities to other options.
Finally, entrepreneurial activity is one of the key drivers of economic growth. Studies suggest that
it can help explain one-third to one-half of the differences in economic growth at the international
level.! Even within countries, entrepreneurship can be a large driver of economic development.?

Economic growth is also a crucial factor in social mobility. Economist Tyler Cowen argues
societies need a “stubborn attachment” to economic growth, because it provides a means to
increase standards of living, a prerequisite to social mobility. 3

Based on the academic research, we identified these key drivers of economic growth and
entrepreneurship in this pillar: regulation, taxes and business dynamism. Overly restrictive
regulations stifle businesses and individuals, and as public choice scholars have pointed out, they
are often used to restrict competition and improve the incumbent firm’s status in the economy.
To capture this, we include measures of occupational licensing, state-level regulation stringency
and minimum wage laws. Finally, as housing is one of the major budget lines in a household, we
include a state-wide measure of housing/land-use restrictions. A government that greatly restricts
the supply of housing provides fewer opportunities for people to move and makes it more
expensive to live in a certain area, leaving less flexibility for other areas.

In introduction to economics courses, it is pointed out that taxes lower supply, making the goods
more expensive and less available for consumers. However, it also creates a “deadweight loss”
which are the goods that would have been provided without that tax. As such, we use the Tax
Foundation’s rankings of State Business Tax Climate, which includes taxation rates for corporate
and personal income, property, sales and unemployment insurance.*

While the previous two categories deal with the policies in place that restrict activity and economic
growth, the business dynamism category looks at the overall environment of the state’s
entrepreneurial economy. From the Economic Innovation Group’s Index of State Dynamism, we
include measures of core startup rates, share of workers at young firms, growth in total firms,
patents per capita, housing permits per capita, reallocation activity, labor force participation rates
and migration levels. Each of these factors play a part in explaining the movement in these states
toward a more vibrant economy that can drive growth and entrepreneurship in the state.
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Institutions and the rule of law

The category of institutions and the rule of law captures the impact that predatory state action
and the legal system can have on one’s ability to achieve social mobility. This pillar is especially
relevant to those at the bottom of the income ladder, as they often have fewer resources and
political connections to use the legal system to their advantage and are disproportionately victims
of predatory state action, including corruption. A large body of research has focused on the
importance of institutions and legal systems in determining social mobility. Addressing these
issues can help pave the way to a more equitable opportunity at mobility.

Predatory state action, or ways states harm residents, is measured by the amount of revenue
collected by local governments from making residents pay fines or fees. This could be said to
estimate the “excess” revenue that governments receive aside from taxes. It also includes survey
data of journalists’ perception of corruption in the state and how well the state ranks based on its
civil asset forfeiture policies.

For judicial system quality, the index includes measures of access to justice, which score states
based on their resident’s abilities to receive equal justice under the law. The state’s liability system
was another component, which is scored based on surveys of lawyers and senior level executives.
They were asked to grade the state based on its treatment of tort and contract litigation and class
action suits, perceived trial judge impartiality and competence, and quality of the appeals system.

Education and skills development

Educational attainment and human capital development can be key predictors of future well-
being. As our index takes a holistic approach to human development and mobility, this pillar aims
to capture measures of lifetime learning from multiple points in life. This pillar is split into two key
areas: education quality and access and parental engagement and family stability. The former
includes grade school and secondary education performance while the latter captures the learning
and soft skills obtained at home.

Education quality and access is assessed with average test scores for 4th and 8th graders in each
state on the National Assessment of Educational Progress, often called “the nation’s report card.”
To measure access in schooling, we use part of the Heritage Foundation’s Education Freedom
Report Card.® We use six categories from it: education savings account laws, percentage of K-12
students who are eligible for a private school choice program, charter school law rankings, charter
school quality measurements, homeschooling laws and regulations on teachers. These measures
capture education quality and access generally at the primary education level.

We use three measures to estimate educational quality and access at the secondary level. Two
come from the Foundation for Research on Equal Opportunity: median return on investment on
four-year degrees from universities in the state and percentage of students with a positive return
on investments from universities in the state. The final component is community college
graduation rates.”
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Parental engagement is crucial for children’s future success. Engaged parents help children
further their education and develop soft skills that are perhaps equally important for full
development and realization. To measure this variable, we use survey data from the National
Survey of Children’s Health.® We include statistics about the percentage of parents who read to
their young children most days of the week, parental attendance in children’s activities and
proportion of household meals shared together on most days of the week.

Just as important as engagement is family stability, as children from more stable homelives tend
to perform better later in life. To capture this, we measure the percentage of births in the last year
to unmarried women and the share of households with single parents in each state. This
information comes from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey.’

Social capital

The term social capital is often used to describe how individuals engage in communities and help
each other. In academic research, scholars define social capital in a variety of ways depending on
what they are studying. To address this challenge and make use of this variable, we incorporated
the most commonly used measures of social capital in the studies that analyze the issue from a
statewide perspective. Social capital seeks to measure the network of relationships that enables
individuals to engage with one another in pursuit of certain goals. This is captured by two
variables: community activities and charity.

Community activities are the relationships people have with others in their local neighborhood.
We included measures of how many people attended a community event such as a public meeting.
We also take account of the number of membership organizations per capita in a state, as well as
the percentage of people who did favors for a neighbor."

Finally, we measure “economic connectedness,” a term coined by Harvard economist Raj Chetty
and his team at Opportunity Insights. An important element of this connectedness is one’s so-called
bridging social capital, or the ability to connect and interact with people whose economic status is
higher than one’s own. People with more bridging connections are more likely to be socially mobile."
We use Chetty’s measure of economic connectedness in each state, which is the share of high or
above-median-income friends among people with low or below-median incomes. "'

Charity can play an important role in helping those in the community and can act as a complement
or substitute for government aid programs. In this subcategory, we measure the percentage of
people who reported giving a donation of at least $25 in the last year, the number of nonprofits and
religious congregations in the state, and the percentage of people who volunteered in the last year.
We also include a measure of charity regulations, which gauges how states govern charities. We
assume that the easier it is to start a charity, the more incentive residents will have to organize in
order to solve local issues and address natural barriers to social mobility.'?

Bridging social capital contrasts with the less helpful type of social capital called bonding social capital. This typically measures the
connections people have with peers in the same economic stratum as themselves.
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Social mobility in Michigan
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Michigan ranks 30th in the United States on our social mobility index, with a score of 4.81 out of
10. Some neighboring states like Ohio (32nd, 4.69) and Illinois (40th, 4.17) received similar
scores, but other nearby states achieved noticeably better scores, such as Indiana (21st, 5.23) and
Wisconsin (14th, 5.74). Michigan achieved an average ranking for each pillar, placing 25th in
entrepreneurship and economic growth, 23rd in institutions and rule of law, 29th in education
and skills development, and 33rd in social capital. These findings suggest that Michigan is a solidly
middle-of-the-road state in terms of social mobility. In the next two subsections, we delve into
more details about Michigan’s scores.
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Strengths

In terms of entrepreneurship and economic growth, while there are certainly areas for
improvement (as explained below), there are some areas where the state is doing quite well. For
starters, Michigan received a score of 8.95 on regulation stringency based on RegData from the
Mercatus Center, the ninth-highest score in the country.!3 This dataset estimates the number of
restrictions in a state’s regulatory code. Michigan’s ranking suggests that the state does not burden
businesses as heavily as other states with onerous regulatory policies that stifle entrepreneurship
and economic growth.

Michigan also scores quite high on land-use regulations, as measured by the Wharton
Residential Land Use Regulation Index, with a score of 7.83, which is also ninth in the country.™
The state’s taxes rank in the middle, but Michigan does have lower than average tax rates on

unemployment insurance.

Michigan scores pretty well on the second pillar of social mobility — institutions and rule of law
— with particularly positive scores for predatory state actions. The state is toward the top in terms
of not relying heavily on fines and fees, which come out to be just $17 per person on average and
are lower than in Illinois and Ohio."

Michigan also has a relatively low corruption concern. Unsurprisingly, the state bests Illinois, but
Michigan also came out ahead of Ohio and Wisconsin. In the local region, Indiana earned the best
score for lack of corruption, tied with a handful of states around the country.'

When it comes to education and skills development, Michigan receives an above-average score for
return on investment at universities. The median ROI for attending a Michigan university is more
than $150,000, and only 25% of students have a negative ROI from attending a Michigan university.
This is notably higher than both Illinois and Indiana, but marginally lower than Wisconsin.

The second area of this pillar — parent engagement and family stability — is another place where
Michigan shines. The state scores well above average for all three variables related to parental
engagement, ranking higher than four neighboring states. Michigan also scored relatively well on
certain indicators of social capital. In particular, the state received a 5.02 score in the percentage
of neighbors doing favors for each other, which puts them higher than three of four neighboring
states and above average overall nationally. Michigan’s scores on charity regulations are also
relatively high, putting the state right around the same score as its neighbors.

Mackinac Center for Public Policy
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Improvements

Despite some positives for Michigan’s level of social mobility, there is plenty of room to improve.
For instance, the state ranks quite low on corporate tax policies, earning just a 3.92 score. While
Michigan’s rates are lower than those in most bordering states (except Indiana), they are higher
than most other states in the country. The state’s property tax rates, meanwhile, are relatively high
compared to those of neighboring states. Indiana and Ohio, for example, receive some of the best
scores in this area, and Wisconsin closely follows. However, property tax rates in all these states
are better than in Illinois, which ranks among the worst states on tax rates.

Michigan scores consistently low on most measures of business dynamism, suggesting that there
is much to be desired in the state’s entrepreneurial environment. The share of workers at firms
that are five years or younger was just 9%, leaving Michigan with a 3.33 score on the index. While
thisis higher than each of Michigan’s neighboring states, it is much lower than the national average
(tied with two states for 29th overall).

On a parallel bad note, growth in total firms in Michigan in 2021 was -1.3%, which is the worst
among states in the region. The state ranked in the bottom six in the number of housing permits
per 1,000 people, which is surprising given its relatively high score on land-use regulation. This
suggests that while it may be relatively easy to build more housing, there may not be strong
demand for new houses. Migration data support this possible explanation. Michigan had net
migration of -0.22% in 2021, suggesting that more people left Michigan than moved into the state.
Michigan ranked 41st nationally by this measure and lagged Indiana and Ohio.

While Michigan has some high scores based on institutions and rule of law factors, it sits toward the
bottom for laws on civil asset forfeiture, receiving a grade of D- from the Institute for Justice.'” This
is tied with 29 other states, including Ohio and Illinois. Indiana received a D, and Wisconsin scored
an A-, the second best in the country. Fixing the laws in this state, especially given the number of
states that score poorly as well, would go along way toward making the state competitive in this area.

Michigan’s K-12 education sector could use some help. It earned just a 4.5 score for student
achievement, which is lower than each of its comparable Midwest states and in the bottom 20
overall. School choice and access is also quite low, just 3.83 out of 10. Community college
graduation rates are among the lowest in the country, with just 22.5% of students graduating
within six years. Michigan scores second to last on this measure, ahead of only Massachusetts.

Michigan has room for improvement in social capital as well. The percentage of people who
attended a community event was just 11%, below all neighboring states except Ohio and in the
bottom 20 overall. Charity is also pretty low in Michigan. On three of the four variables
(charitable donations, nonprofit organizations and religious congregations, and volunteerism),
Michigan was below average. Just 52% of residents reported giving a donation of $25 or more
in the last year, compared to 58% in Illinois and Indiana, 62% in Ohio and 60% in Wisconsin.
Likewise, the number of nonprofits and religious congregations per 1,000 population was lower
than all four neighboring states.

Mackinac Center for Public Policy
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The same is true for volunteering. Just 29% reported volunteering at some point in the past year.
The state fell below Indiana (33%), Ohio (31%) and Wisconsin (35%) and tied with Illinois
(29%). The state’s national rank was 32nd overall.

Policy recommendations and conclusion

Social mobility is a key component of human flourishing. States that make it easier for people to
improve their status tend to have lower levels of corruption, better educational quality and access,
functioning legal systems, less restrictive economic regulations, and higher levels of community
engagement and charitable activity. While this social mobility index pegs Michigan as having
mostly middling scores on these measures compared to other states, it still identifies several places
where Michigan might improve its policies to boost social mobility.

Two areas stick out in particular: education and business dynamism. Children in Michigan lack
access to quality educational opportunities compared to their peers in other states, according to
the social mobility index. And while public universities tend to produce decent results, on average,
community colleges in Michigan have one of the lowest graduation rates in the country. Gov.
Gretchen Whitmer and the current state legislature seek to subsidize even more people to attend
community college, but these programs will achieve little with such low graduation rates.
Michigan needs to focus on improving educational quality. Policies that expand choice and create
incentives for schools to improve should be prioritized.

Michigan also struggles with economic dynamism, with fewer new businesses operating in the state
compared to its peers. Policymakers should make it easier for entrepreneurs by removing needless
hurdles to starting a new business. This would require a significant departure from current state
policies. The governor and legislature seem intent on simply subsidizing a select group of politically
favored companies. Broad-based reforms that reduce the cost of starting, investing in and expanding
new businesses would have a much better chance of improving the state.

This social mobility index is a valuable tool for policymakers to identify state policies that could
be improved to boost Michiganders’ well-being. Michigan finds itself in the middle of the pack
nationally and has plenty of room for improvement. Policymakers cannot remove every barrier
people might face when working to improve their lives, but state policies still can have
significant effect. Higher levels of social mobility are correlated with lower levels of economic
inequality and poverty, suggesting that efforts to this end will have positive ripple effects on
other measures of well-being.

Mackinac Center for Public Policy
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Appendix A: Full state rankings of social mobility

STATE RANKINGS

SCORES TATE RANK SCORES TATE RANK SCORES TATE RANK
6.24 | Utah 5.47 | Connecticut 4.50 | Arizona
6.17 Minnesota 5.42 | Washington 4.47 | New Mexico
6.13 Montana 5.40 | Kansas 4.25 | New Jersey
6.13 Delaware 5.23 Indiana 4.21 California
6.12 Vermont 5.16 Missouri 418 Nevada
6.10 Wyoming 5.16 North Carolina 417 Illinois
6.04 | North Dakota 5.16 Maryland 4.6 South Carolina
5.97 South Dakota 5.14 Massachusetts 415 West Virginia
5.97 | Nebraska 4.96 | Virginia 4m Kentucky
5.95 | Alaska 4.87 | Oklahoma 4.09 | New York
5.91 New Hampshire 4.86 | Rhode Island 4.05 | Texas
585 | Iowa 4.83 | Hawaii 3.98 | Georgia
5.84 | Colorado 4.81 | Michigan 356 | Alabama
5.74 | Wisconsin 4.78 | Pennsylvania 3.51 Arkansas
570 | Maine 4.69 | Ohio 330 | Mississippi
5.67 | Idaho 4.69 | Tennessee 3.09 | Louisiana
5.61 Oregon 4.50 | Florida

*Numbers are rounded to the nearest hundredth.

Mackinac Center for Public Policy



Social Mobility in Michigan: Where do we go from here? 11

Endnotes

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Paul D Reynolds, Michael Hay, and S Michael Camp, “Global Entrepreneurship Monitor: 1999 Executive Report”
(Kauffman Center for Entrepreneurial Leadership at the Ewing Marion Kaufmann Foundation, January 2000),
https://perma.cc/ GSG3-P4DN; André van Stel, Martin Carree, and Roy Thurik, “The Effect of Entrepreneurial
Activity on National Economic Growth,” Small Business Economics 24, no. 3 (April 1,2005): 311-21,
https://perma.cc/CJ8R-HLSG.

Jason Henderson, “Building the Rural Economy With High-Growth Entrepreneurs” (Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas
City, 2002), https://perma.cc/XY8Y-QS3M.

Tyler Cowen, Stubborn Attachments: A Vision for a Society of Free and Responsible Individuals, (Stripe Press, 2018).

Jared Walczak and Janelle Cammenga, “2021 State Business Tax Climate Index” (Tax Foundation, October 21, 2020),
https://perma.cc/ELOR-RMRM.

“The Nation’s Report Card” (National Assessment of Educational Progress, July 24, 2024),
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

“Education Freedom Report Card: State Rankings for Parents” (The Heritage Foundation, 2024),
https:/ /www.heritage.org/educationreportcard.

Preston Cooper, “Ranking the S0 State Public University Systems on Prices & Outcomes” (Foundation for Research on
Equal Opportunity, December 12, 2022),
https://freopp.org/whitepapers/ranking-the-50-state-public-university-systems-on-prices-outcomes.

“National Survey of Children’s Health” (The Child & Adolescent Health Measurement Initiative, 2024),
https:/ /www.childhealthdata.org.

“American Community Survey” (United States Census Bureau, September S, 2024),
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs.

These data sources include: “Current Population Survey” (United States Census Bureau, October 20,2023 ),
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/cps.html; “The Geography of Social Capital in America” (Social Capital
Project of the Joint Economic Committee, April 2018), https://perma.cc/7F6Z-KQG6S.

Raj Chetty et al,, “Social Capital and Economic Mobility” (Opportunity Insights at Harvard University, August 2022),
https://perma.cc/72G9-6MKC.

These data sources include: “Current Population Survey” (United States Census Bureau, October 20,2023 ),

https:/ /www.census.gov/programs-surveys/cps.html; “The Geography of Social Capital in America” (Social Capital
Project of the Joint Economic Committee, April 2018), https://perma.cc/7F6Z-KQ6S; Wayne Winegarden, “The 50-
State Index of Charity Regulations” (Philanthropy Roundtable, January 2023), https://perma.cc/ PF4H-HSME.

“State RegData: Definitive Edition Dashboard” (QuantGov, Mercatus Center at George Mason University, 2022),
https:/ /www.quantgov.org/state-regdata-definitive-edition.

Joseph Gyourko, “Wharton Residential Land Use Regulation Index” (Wharton Real Estate Department, University of
Pennsylvania, 2020), https://real-faculty.wharton.upenn.edu/gyourko/land-use-survey.

Vittorio Nastasi, “Local Governments Collected $9 Billion in Fines and Fees in 2020” (Reason Foundation, January 31,
2023), https://perma.cc/X6P4-MZH7.

Oguzhan Dincer and Michael Johnston, “Measuring Illegal and Legal Corruption in American States: Some Results
from 2018 Corruption in America Survey” (Institute for Corruption Studies, April 30, 2017), https://perma.cc/6PVK-
KATC.

Lisa Knepper et al,, “Policing for Profit: The Abuse of Civil Asset Forfeiture” (Institute for Justice, December 2020),
https://perma.cc/Q4CU-XV4E.

Mackinac Center for Public Policy



“
MACKINAC $#CENT

F O R P UBULTIC P O

BOARD
OF DIRECTORS

Rodney M. Lockwood Jr.
Board Chairman
Chairman
Lockwood Companies

Jim Barrett
Board Vice Chairman
Retired President and CEO
Michigan Chamber of Commerce

Hon. Clifford W. Taylor
Retired Chief Justice
Michigan Supreme Court

Joseph G. Lehman
President
Mackinac Center for Public Policy

Daniel J. Graf
Chief Investment Officer
Amerisure Mutual Holdings, Inc.

Richard G. Haworth

Chairman Emeritus
Haworth, Inc.

J.C. Huizenga
President
Westwater Group

Edward C. Levy Jr.
Executive Chairman for
Edw. C. Levy Co.

Joseph P. Maguire
President and CEO
Wolverine Development Corp.

Richard D. McLellan
Attorney
McLellan Law Offices

Jennifer Panning
President
Artisan Tile, Inc.

ER

BOARD OF SCHOLARS

Dr. Donald Alexander
Western Michigan University (ret.)

Dr. Brad Birzer
Hillsdale College

Dr. Peter Boettke
George Mason University

Dr. Ted Bolema

Innovators Network Foundation

Dr. Alex Cartwright
Ferris State University

Dr. Michael Clark
Hillsdale College

Matthew Coffey
Central Michigan University

Dr. Dan Crane
University of Michigan Law School

Shikha Dalmia

Mercatus Center

Dr. Chris Douglas
University of Michigan-Flint

Dr. Jefferson Edgens
University of Wyoming

Dr. Ross Emmett

Arizona State University

Dr. Sarah Estelle
Hope College

Dr. Hugo Eyzaguirre
Northern Michigan University

Dr. Tawni Ferrarini
Lindenwood University

Dr. Burton Folsom
Hillsdale College (ret.)

John Grether
Kettering University

Dr. David Hebert
Aquinas College

Dr. Michael Hicks
Ball State University

Dr. Ormand Hook
Mecosta-Osceola ISD

Prof. Harry Hutchison
Regents University

Dr. David Janda
Institute for Preventative Sports Medicine

Annette Kirk
Russell Kirk Center

David Littmann
Mackinac Center for Public Policy

Dr. Dale Matcheck
Northwood University

Charles Meiser
Lake Superior State University (ret.)

Dr. Glenn Moots
Northwood University

Dr. George Nastas III
Marketing Consultants

Dr. Todd Nesbit
Ball State University

Dr. John Pafford
Northwood University (ret.)

Dr. Mark Perry
University of Michigan-Flint (ret.)
Lawrence W. Reed

Foundation for Economic Education

Gregory Rehmke
Economic Thinking

Dr. Steve Safranek

Wiss, Janney, Elstner Associates, Inc.

Dr. Howard Schwartz
Oakland University

James Sheehan
SunTrust Robinson Humphrey

Rev. Robert Sirico
Acton Institute

Dr. Bradley Smith
Capital University Law School

Dr. Daniel Smith
Middle Tennessee State University

Dr. Chris Surprenant
University of New Orleans

Dr. Jason Taylor
Central Michigan University

Dr. John Taylor
Wayne State University

Dr. Richard K. Vedder
Ohio University

Prof. Harry Veryser Jr.
University of Detroit Mercy

Dr. Gary Wolfram
Hillsdale College



Justin T. Callais, Ph.D., is chief economist at the Archbridge Institute
and co-editor of Profectus, an online magazine dedicated to human
progress and flourishing. He leads the Institute’s “Social Mobility in the
50 States” project and conducts original research on economic mobility,
economic freedom, economic development, and institutional analysis.
He earned his Ph.D. in agricultural and applied economics from Texas
Tech University and his B.B.A. in economics from Loyola University
New Orleans. His articles have been published in journals such as

the European Economic Review, Journal of Comparative Economics,
Southern Economic Journal, Journal of Economic Behavior and
Organization, and Public Choice.

o / N\
MACKINAC $#CENTER ARCHBRIDGE

F O R P UBLTIC P OLTICY INSTITUTE

The Mackinac Center for Public Policy is dedicated to improving the understanding

of economic and political principles among citizens, public officials, policymakers and
opinion leaders. The Center has emerged as one of the largest and most prolific of the
more than 50 state-based free-market “think tanks” in America. Additional information
about the Mackinac Center and its publications can be found at www.mackinac.org.

The Archbridge Institute is dedicated to lifting barriers to human flourishing. Through
rigorous academic research, sound public policy solutions, and fostering a holistic
vision of human flourishing, the Archbridge Institute works to empower individuals
to achieve better, richer, and fuller lives by identifying and removing barriers that
constrain their potential and encouraging the aspirations and actions that cultivate
their capabilities. Learn more at www.archbrigeinstitute.org

Additional copies of this report are available for order from the Mackinac Center.

For more information, call 989-631-0900, or see our website, www.mackinac.org.

© 2024 Mackinac Center for Public Policy, Midland, Michigan

ISBN: 978-1-942502-84-5 | s2024-07 | Mackinac.org/s2024-07

140 West Main Street P.O. Box 568 Midland, Michigan 48640
989-631-0900 Fax 989-631-0964 Mackinac.org mcpp@mackinac.org



	Entrepreneurship and economic growth 3
	Institutions and the rule of law 4
	Education and skills development 4
	Social capital 5
	Strengths 7
	Improvements 8
	Introduction
	How we measure social mobility
	Barriers to social mobility
	The four pillars of social mobility
	Entrepreneurship and economic growth
	Institutions and the rule of law
	Education and skills development
	Social capital

	Social mobility in Michigan
	Strengths
	Improvements

	Policy recommendations and conclusion
	Appendix A: Full state rankings of social mobility
	new_guts.pdf
	Entrepreneurship and economic growth 3
	Institutions and the rule of law 4
	Education and skills development 4
	Social capital 5
	Strengths 7
	Improvements 8
	Introduction
	How we measure social mobility
	Barriers to social mobility
	The four pillars of social mobility
	Entrepreneurship and economic growth
	Institutions and the rule of law
	Education and skills development
	Social capital

	Social mobility in Michigan
	Strengths
	Improvements

	Policy recommendations and conclusion
	Appendix A: Full state rankings of social mobility

	one page.pdf
	Introduction
	How we measure social mobility

	new_guts.pdf
	Entrepreneurship and economic growth 3
	Institutions and the rule of law 4
	Education and skills development 4
	Social capital 5
	Strengths 7
	Improvements 8
	Introduction
	How we measure social mobility
	Barriers to social mobility
	The four pillars of social mobility
	Entrepreneurship and economic growth
	Institutions and the rule of law
	Education and skills development
	Social capital

	Social mobility in Michigan
	Strengths
	Improvements

	Policy recommendations and conclusion
	Appendix A: Full state rankings of social mobility




