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Average ranking position (for 
all 6 dimensions)

Material
well-being Health and safety Educational well-being

Relationships with 
family and peers Behaviours and risks Subjective well-being

Netherlands 4.3 10 2 6 3 4 1
Sweden 5.0 1 1 5 15 1 7
Finland 7.2 3 3 4 17 5 11
Denmark 7.3 4 4 8 9 7 12

Norway 7.8 2 8 11 10 8 8
Switzerland 8.2 5 9 14 4 11 6
Spain 8.2 12 6 15 8 6 2
Ireland 10.0 19 19 7 7 3 5
Belgium 10.5 6 16 1 5 19 16
Italy 10.8 14 5 20 2 14 10
Germany 11.2 13 11 10 12 12 9
Canada 12.0 7 13 2 18 17 15
Greece 12.2 15 18 16 11 10 3
Poland 12.3 21 15 3 14 2 19

Czech Republic 12.5 11 10 9 19 9 17
France 12.8 9 7 18 12 13 18

Portugal 13.5 16 14 21 1 15 14
Austria 13.8 8 20 19 16 16 4

Hungary 14.5 20 17 13 6 18 13

United States 18.0 17 21 12 20 20  n/a
United Kingdom 18.2 18 12 17 21 21 20
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Kompetenzen 15-jähriger Schüler (PISA): 2003 (Bertram 2006, S.6)

                    Bildungsstand von 15-Jährigen, eine Zusammenfassung von Lese-,         
                    Mathematik- und Naturwissenschaftskompetenzen in OECD-Ländern  
                    und Deutschen Bundesländern, 2003
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Abbildung 22: PISA-Ergebnisse sozialer 
Hintergrund/ Mathematikleistungen 15-jähriger 

Schüler
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Zusammenfassung des Risikoverhaltens von 11, 13 und 15-Jährigen in OECD-Ländern
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Quelle: UNICEF 2007, S.29

Anmerkung: In diese Übersicht fanden die Ergebnisse zu Zigarretten-, Alkohol- und Cannabiskonsum sowie sexuellem 
Kontakt, das Verwenden von Kondomen und Jugendfertilität Eingang.
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Säuglingssterblichkeit (0-1 Jahr) in deutschen Bundesländern: Durchschnitt der Jahre 
2001-2005
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Quelle: Statistisches Bundesamt, Statistik der natürlichen Bevölkerungsbewegung
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Stadtgesellschaft und Stadtteilpolitik
von
Prof. Dr. Klaus Peter Strohmeier
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Mittlere Naturwissenschaftliche Kompetenz von Jugendlichen ohne Migrationshintergrund und Jugendlichen der drei 
Migrationsgruppen in den alten Bundesländern und soziale Gradienten der naturwissenschaftlichen Kompetenz in den neuen 
Bundesländern

Quelle: Prenzel, Manfred et al. (2008): PISA 2006 in Deutschland. Die Kompetenzen der Jugendlichen im dritten Ländervergleich: Zusammenfassung, S.16 u. 18
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Where immigrant students succeed - 
A comparative review of performance and engagement in PISA 2003
Programme for International Student Assessment
OECD Organisation for economic co-operation and development 2006
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Anteil der Kinder (11, 13 und 15 Jahre) in OECD-Ländern, die in alleinerziehenden 
Familienstrukturen leben: 2001
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Quelle: UNICEF 2007, S.23
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Anteil der Kinder, die in Haushalten leben, in denen kein Elternteil erwerbstätig ist in deutschen 
Bundesländern: 2002
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Quelle: Bertram 2006, S. 33
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Einkommenssituationen, niedrige und hohe Einkommen von Familien mit Kindern in Deutschland 2006

Ergebnisse des Mikrozensus 
Quelle: FamilienForschung Baden-Württemberg
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Ledige im Haushalt lebende Kinder in Familien mit niedrigen Einkommen* in Deutschland und seinen Ländern 2006
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25Appendix 1

dren at age 41 indicates “that program participants continued to commit half
as many violent crimes as non-participants, and that subsequently, the number
of them in prison, and the time they spent there, was substantially less than for
non-participants.”23

A benefit-cost analysis by Barnett (1993) found $108,002 in benefits and
$12,356 in costs per preschool participant (in 1992 dollars), a benefit-cost
ratio of 8.74-to-1. Of the total benefits, the public received $88,433 and $19,570
accrued to the program participants. The benefits to the public included $70,381
saved by potential victims of crimes never committed (based on typical settle-
ments for such crimes) and in reduced justice system costs; $8,846 in higher
taxes paid because of higher participants’ earnings; $7,155 saved in education
costs due primarily to lower grade retention and use of special education; and
$2,918 in lower welfare costs. These benefits were partly offset by $868 in
increased costs for the public funding of higher education. The benefits to the
program participants included $21,485 in higher earnings and fringe benefits
and $738 in childcare offset by a loss of $2,653 in welfare payments.

Another benefit-cost analysis of the Perry Preschool Project found sub-
stantial net benefits. Karoly et al. (1998) found $49,972 in benefits and $12,148
in program costs in 1996 dollars—a benefit-cost ratio of 4.1-to-1. Karoly et
al.’s estimates of benefits differ from those of Barnett mostly because they
exclude the benefits that derive from reductions in the intangible losses due to
crime: the pain and suffering that crime victims experience. Thus, Barnett cal-
culates $70,381 in benefits from less crime, while Karoly et al. estimate the

TABLE 1   Statistically significant benefits of the Perry Preschool Project

Preschoolers Non-preschoolers

Grade retention or special education, age 10 17% 38%
High school graduation, age 27 71% 54%
Arrested five or more times 7% 35%
Arrested for drug-related offenses 7% 25%
Arrested, age 27 57% 69%
Average number of arrests, age 27 2.3 4.6
Earn $2,000 or more per month, age 27 29% 7%
Employment rate 71% 59%
Average monthly earning, age 27 $1,219 $766
Homeownership 36% 13%
Own second car 30% 13%
Receive Welfare or social services 59% 80%
Receiving public assistance, age 27 15% 32%
Single mothers 57% 83%

Source: Barnett (1993), Schweinhart (1993), and Karoly (1998, 2001).
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8 Exceptional Returns
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costs are borne by government and taking into account only the benefits
that generate budget savings for government.10 These ratios vary from a
low of 2.5-to-1 for the Perry Preschool program to a high of 4.1-to-1 for
the Prenatal/Early Infancy program.11

Although earlier research has not translated these calculations for
benefit-cost ratios and rates of return into estimates of how  investments
in ECD programs affect future government finances, the economy, and
crime, Chapter 2 presents such an analysis by building upon the earlier
works of Barnett (1993), Schweinhart (1993), and Rolnick and
Grunewald (2003) that described the outcomes of the Perry Preschool
program. For the purposes of these analyses, we assume that a high-
quality, publicly funded ECD program is established to serve roughly
all three- and four-year-old children in the United States who are living
in poverty. More specifically, we assume that the program enrolls 20%
of all three and four year olds: those living in the lowest-income fami-
lies and who are most at risk for poor educational performance.12

!"#$%&'('''%)*+,',-'.,/01203*'4030-+*5'*,'6,5*5

Source: Barnett (1993), Karoly et al. (1998), Reynolds et al. (2002) and author’s analysis.
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A high-quality, nationwide commitment to early childhood development
would cost a significant amount of money up front, but it would have a
substantial payoff in the future.  The United States’ political system,
with its two- and four-year cycles, tends to under-invest in programs
with such long lags between when investment costs are incurred and the
benefits are enjoyed. The fact that lower levels of government cannot
capture all the benefits of ECD investment may also discourage them
from assuming all the costs of ECD programs. Yet, the economic case
for ECD investment is compelling.

We estimate that providing poor three- and four-year-old children—
20% of all children in this age range—with a high-quality program would
initially cost about $19 billion a year.  Such a program would ultimately
reduce costs for remedial and special education, criminal justice, and
welfare benefits, and it would increase income earned and taxes paid.
Within about 17 years, the net effect on the budget would turn positive
(for all levels of government combined).  Within 30 years, the offsetting
budget benefits would be more than double the costs of the ECD pro-
gram (and the cost of the additional youth going to college).

In addition, investing in our poor young children is likely to have an
enormous positive effect on the U.S. economy by raising GDP, improv-
ing the skills of the workforce, reducing poverty, and strengthening the
United States’ global competitiveness. Crime rates and the heavy costs
of criminality to society are likely to be substantially reduced, as well. If
we invest in young children, we could also enhance the solvency of
public retirement benefits systems such as Social Security.

We should be investing in ECD programs to improve the quality of
life of millions of our children, to reduce crime, to make the work force

Conclusion

21

24Donnerstag, 16. Juli 2009



25Donnerstag, 16. Juli 2009


