AN OVERVIEW OF CHILD WELL-BEING IN OECD COUNTRIES
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Figure 1

Within and cross-country vanations in reported generational earnings el asticities for
fathers and sons
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sowrce: compiled from a literature survey by the author. See appendix.
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Kompetenzen 15-jahriger Schiiler (PISA): 2003 (Bertram 2006, S.6)

Bildungsstand von 15-Jéhrigen, eine Zusammenfassung von Lese-,
Mathematik- und Naturwissenschaftskompetenzen in OECD-Landern
und Deutschen Bundeslandern, 2003
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Abbildung 22: PISA-Ergebnisse sozialer

Hintergrund/ Mathematikleistungen |5-jahriger
Schuler

Abbildung 9.2: Mathematische Kompetenz und Varianzaufklarung (R?) durch den ESCS-Index
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Anmerkung: Dunkel hinterlegte Datenpunkte unterscheiden sich beziglich der Varianzaufklarung durch den
ESCS signifikant vom OECD-Durchschnitt.
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Zusammenfassung des Risikoverhaltens von 11, 13 und 15-Jahrigen in OECD-L&ndern
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Quelle: UNICEF 2007, S.29

Anmerkung: In diese Ubersicht fanden die Ergebnisse zu Zigarretten-, Alkohol- und Cannabiskonsum sowie sexuellem
Kontakt, das Verwenden von Kondomen und Jugendfertilitit Eingang.
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Sauglingssterblichkeit (0-1 Jahr) in deutschen Bundeslandern: Durchschnitt der Jahre

2001-2005
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Bevolkerungsentwicklung 1990-2000
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Evolution de la population 1990-2000
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Abbildung V.3: Gesamtfruchtbarkeitsrate der auslandischen Frauen in Berliner
Bezirken 2000/2001
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Quelle: Gustav Lebhart, Fertilitat und Migration in Berlin 1992-2002. Expertise zum 7. Familien-
bericht der deutschen Bundesregierung
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Tabelle 2:

Auslanderanteile junger Erwachsener 1992 und 2010 in Gro3stadten in NRW

Nichtdeutsche Bevdlkerung in Prozent

Stadte in NRW 1992 2010
Duisburg 17,4 45,9
Koln 19.3 42.9
Gelsenkirchen 14,8 42.0
Dusseldorf 17.8 41.6

Quelle: Birg, 2000

tadtgesellschaft und Stadtteilpolitik

on
Of. Dr. Klaus Peter Strohmeier

m fur interdisziplinare Ruhrgebietsforschung (ZEFIR)
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ADbbidung <. | F

Anteil der in Deutschland geborenen tiirkischen Kinder bei
der Einschuluntersuchung in Berlin 2001 nach KJGD-Be-
reichen, Bevilkerungsanteil und Beherrschung der deut-
schen Sprache
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Antell der mn Deutschland geborenen Kinder beil der Ein-
schuluntersuchung in Berlin 2001 nach Herkunftsgruppe ,
Einrichtungsbesuch und Beherrschung der deutschen
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Mittlere Naturwissenschaftliche Kompetenz von Jugendlichen ohne Migrationshintergrund und Jugendlichen der drei
Migrationsgruppen in den alten Bundeslandern und soziale Gradienten der naturwissenschaftlichen Kompetenz in den neuen

Bundeslandern
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Source: OECD PISA 2003 database, Table 3.3.

Figl'_lt'E’ 32.3b m Differences betsveen native and second-generaﬁon students
in mathematics Performance and Parental education
120 ] : : : :

it
b= 100
; Belgium ¢ ’QFerman}f
O
g & 80 '
fe _g Denr’nalgrlt
g é SWitzerland
g 5 60 —Auwstria W Netherlands

=) : |
% % N ® France
@ §0 40 orwa}r‘ |
5 - Sweldden @ Tl
E - ENNA S ® Luxemb ourg
L e | I Bissia e iR @ United States i |
E_‘..; 20 ;‘e % Native stjn]ents have}nigher levels
8 = ; ofpa:rental educdtion and
E 0 ¥ Australia mathlematics performance
E a: & Marao-China | i - i
= Canada lQHong Kongi—China ! E r—0.83§
= Sl | | |

-20
-1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Where immigrant students succeed -

Differences in parents’ level of education (in years of schooling)

A comparative review of performance and engagement in PISA 2003
Programme for International Student Assessment
OECD Organisation for economic co-operation and development 2006

between native and seoond-generation students

Donnerstag, 16. Juli 2009

13



Anteil der Kinder (11, 13 und 15 Jahre) in OECD-L&ndern, die in alleinerziehenden

Familienstrukturen leben: 2001

Quelle: UNICEF 2007, S.23
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Anteil der Kinder, die in Haushalten leben, in denen kein Elternteil erwerbstatig ist in deutschen
Bundeslandern: 2002
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Abbildung 10: Alkein erziehende Frauen mit Kindern ohre Altersbegrenzung in den alten und neuven
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THE IMPACT OF FAMILY STRUCTURE DURING CHILDHOOD ON LATER-LIFE ATTAINMENT
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(b) Attended gymnasium at age 14
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Figure 5
Family structure and education outcomes, by sample

WG: West German sample; GW: Guestworker sample; EG: East German sample
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Ergebnisse des Mikrozensus
Quelle: FamilienForschung Baden-Wiirttemberg
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Einkommenssituationen, niedrige und hohe Einkommen von Familien mit Kindern in Deutschland 2006
niedrige und hohe Einkommen 2006
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Ergebnisse des Mikrozensus 2006 nach
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Abbildung 2-4: Anteile armutsgeféhrdeter Kinder vor und nach
Sozialtransfers und monetéaren Familienleistungen, 200418
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Quelle: EU SILC 2005

18 ISG Task Force, Child poverty and child well-being in the EU, Part |: Evaluative review of child poverty and social
exclusion in the EU, Brussels 2008.
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Appendix 1 25

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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FIGURE B Ratio of goverment benefits to costs
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Perry Preschool Prenatal/Early Infancy = Chicago Child-Parent

Source: Barnett (1993), Karoly et al. (1998), Reynolds et al. (2002) and author’s analysis.

costs are borne by government and taking into account only the benefits
that generate budget savings for government.'’ 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.'!
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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 1nvest 1in young children, we could also enhance the solvency of
public retirement benefits systems such as Social Security.
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