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ity program. It has got to be high quality. A pilot has been funded 
by the Minnesota Early Learning Foundation, it consists of the top 
CEOs in our State, CEO from General Mills, Best Buy, EcoLab, the 
president of the University of Minnesota, a man by the name of 
Charlie Weaver who heads the Business Partnership which rep-
resents 110 of our top corporations. We raised $20 million pri-
vately. We actually have a pilot going in St. Paul, 650 families. 

The parents get to choose the high quality program. We have a 
rating system. They have got to go to a three- or four-star rated 
program and the parents choose. Again a third choose Head Start, 
but some choose Montessori, some choose faith-based, some choose 
the public schools. I am going to argue that is how you get quality. 
Get that competition, have the parents empowered and you can 
take that to scale very easily. 

This program, we are already getting—outside consultant al-
ready shows our kids are doing great, much better than kids that 
aren’t in the program. Shouldn’t surprise you. We think we can 
close the achievement gap by the third grade. We have a variety 
of other pilots going on in Minnesota and a variety of other States 
that are looking at this program. 

Thank you for this opportunity. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Rolnick follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ARTHUR J. ROLNICK 

Investments in human capital prior to kindergarten provide a high public return. 
Such investments—especially for at-risk children—can have a substantial impact on 
the success of children’s futures as students, workers, and citizens in democratic so-
ciety. The high returns to investments in early childhood education (ECE) accrue 
not only by boosting labor productivity, but also by reducing costs to society, such 
as remedial education and crime. Cost-benefit analyses of four long-term evaluations 
of ECE programs showed annual rates of return, adjusted for inflation, ranging be-
tween 7 percent and as high as 20 percent. 

These findings, promising though they are, pose a challenge: Small-scale ECE pro-
grams for at-risk children have been shown to work, but can their success be repro-
duced on a much larger scale? Based on a careful review of past and current pro-
grams, we believe that large-scale efforts can succeed if they are market-based and 
incorporate four key features: focus on at-risk children, start as early as prenatal, 
provide access to high-quality resources, and effectively engage the parents. 

Achieving these characteristics at scale requires the flexibility, innovation, and in-
centives that are inherent in markets. For some, this is a radical idea, but for many 
families the ECE market works just fine. Many middle- and upper-class families 
have long benefited from the power of ECE markets by choosing programs and ex-
pecting a high-quality experience for children. 

In January 2008, the Minnesota Early Learning Foundation began a pilot project 
based on this model, which has now served about 650 children and their families 
with parent mentoring and/or scholarships. The scholarships, which can only be 
used at high-quality programs, reached especially poor children: 71 percent of the 
families had household income below the poverty level. The number of high-quality 
programs in and near the pilot area increased more than 55 percent over a 2-year 
period. Parents consider the scholarship program to be user-friendly and are en-
gaged in their children’s education and development. Finally, children showed sig-
nificant increases in language and early math skills across the first year of enroll-
ment. 

As Congress considers how best to invest in ECE, lessons learned from the St. 
Paul pilot are applicable. More openings in high-quality programs have become 
available in part because the programs are paid at a higher rate than if they pro-
vided more typical child care. In addition, programs and families noted that the 
scholarship program required less paperwork, was easier to navigate, and made 
payments to ECE programs more timely than the child care subsidy system. In a 
scholarship system, the focus is on the child’s education, not on the employment sta-
tus of parents. Nevertheless, a number of parents noted that the scholarship pro-
gram made it possible for them to obtain work and education opportunities. 
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Findings from the St. Paul pilot suggest that the Federal Government would ben-
efit from providing incentives to States to implement scholarship programs. For ex-
ample, a portion of the State-level grant competition, Race to the Top—Early Learn-
ing Challenge, could be used to fund scholarship pilots. As also demonstrated in the 
St. Paul pilot, scholarship pilots could operate with private sector contributions and 
involvement. Lessons learned from such pilots could guide policy to achieve the larg-
est bang for the buck from ECE investments. 

In comments to business leaders in Omaha, NE, regarding income inequality in 
the United States, Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke said, 

‘‘Although education and the acquisition of skills is a lifelong process, starting 
early in life is crucial. Recent research—some sponsored by the Federal Reserve 
Bank of Minneapolis in collaboration with the University of Minnesota—has 
documented the high returns that early childhood programs can pay in terms 
of subsequent educational attainment and in lower rates of social problems, 
such as teenage pregnancy and welfare dependency.’’ 1 

The research cited by the chairman is contained in several papers we have writ-
ten over the past 8 years on the economic benefits of investments in early childhood 
education (ECE). We have argued that investments in human capital prior to kin-
dergarten provide a high public return. Such investments—especially for at-risk 
children—can have a substantial impact on the success of children’s futures as stu-
dents, workers, and citizens in democratic society. That is, the most efficient means 
to boost the productivity of the workforce 15 to 20 years down the road is to invest 
in today’s youngest children. According to James Heckman, Nobel laureate econo-
mist at the University of Chicago, ‘‘Enriching the early years will promote the pro-
ductivity of schools by giving teachers better-quality students. Improving the schools 
will in turn improve the quality of the workforce.’’ 2 

The high returns to investments in ECE accrue not only by boosting labor produc-
tivity, but also by reducing costs to society, such as remedial education and crime. 
The cost of crime in the United States is estimated at about $1.3 trillion per year, 
or almost $5,000 per person. Research shows that investments in high-quality ECE 
appear to reduce future crime and are more cost-effective than additional spending 
on police or incarceration.3 

The promise of ECE programs is based on fundamental facts about early human 
development. A child’s quality of life and the contributions that child makes to soci-
ety as an adult can be traced to his or her first years of life. From birth until about 
the age of 5, a child undergoes tremendous development. If this period of life in-
cludes support for growth in language, motor skills, adaptive abilities, and social- 
emotional functioning, the child is more likely to succeed in school and to later con-
tribute to society.4 Conversely, without support during these early years, a child is 
more likely to drop out of school, depend on welfare benefits, and commit crime— 
thereby imposing significant costs on society.5 ECE programs recognize this poten-
tial—and this risk—and seek to nurture healthy development from the earliest 
years. 

Aside from comparing returns on investment with other types of crime prevention 
and education spending, we contend that investing in ECE yields a much higher re-
turn than most government-funded economic development initiatives. 

For well over 20 years, government leaders at the State and local levels have in-
vested in economic development schemes with public dollars that are at best a zero- 
sum game. In the name of economic development and creating new jobs, virtually 
every State in the union has tried to lure companies with public subsidies. Previous 
studies have shown that the case for these so-called bidding wars is shortsighted 
and fundamentally flawed.6 From a national perspective, jobs are not created—they 
are only relocated. The public return is at most zero. And the economic gains that 
seem apparent at State and local levels are also suspect because they would likely 
have been realized without the subsidies. In other words, what often passes for eco-
nomic development and sound public investment is neither. 

We don’t pretend to have all the answers to economic development, but we’re 
quite certain that investing in ECE is more likely to create a vibrant economy than 
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using public funds to lure a sports team by building a new stadium or attracting 
an automaker by providing tax breaks. 

Several longitudinal evaluations all reach essentially the same conclusion: The re-
turn on ECE programs that focus on at-risk families far exceeds the return on other 
projects that are funded as economic development. Cost-benefit analyses of the 
Perry Preschool Program, the Abecedarian Project, the Chicago Child-Parent Cen-
ters, and the Elmira Prenatal/Early Infancy Project showed annual rates of return, 
adjusted for inflation, ranging between 7 percent and as high as 20 percent.7 The 
Perry Preschool Program and Chicago Child-Parent Centers provided preschool at 
ages 3 and 4, Abecedarian provided full-day care and education for children a few 
months old through age 4, and the Elmira Prenatal/Early Infancy Project provided 
home visits by a nurse to high-risk mothers during pregnancy until the child turned 
age 2. 

The benefits attributed to these ECE programs include reductions in special edu-
cation and crime, and increases in tax revenue. Reductions in the cost of crime 
played a large role in boosting overall rates of return, particularly for the Perry Pre-
school Program. Only the Abecedarian Project did not include cost reductions due 
to decreases in crime because differences in crime rates between the treatment and 
control groups were not statistically significant.8 

The study of the Perry Preschool Program showed a decrease in the percentage 
of adults at age 40 who were arrested five or more times from 55 percent for the 
control group to 36 percent for the treatment group, a drop of 35 percent.9 In the 
Chicago Child-Parent Center study, the percentage of juveniles arrested decreased 
from 25 percent for the comparison group to 17 percent for the treatment group, a 
reduction of 33 percent.10 The Elmira Prenatal/Early Infancy Project study showed 
the mean number of child arrests by age 15 dropped by 50 percent; meanwhile, the 
mean number of mother arrests decreased by 69 percent.11 

In each study, the drop in crime led to reduced costs for incarceration, police pro-
tection, and courts. Furthermore, the costs to the victims of crime decreased, includ-
ing loss of property and suffering. Added together across all four longitudinal stud-
ies, the savings to crime alone could justify increased investment in high-quality 
ECE. 

In addition to the longitudinal studies, a meta-analysis by Washington State In-
stitute for Public Policy creates an average composite of 53 ECE programs to com-
pare the return on investment with other intervention programs for youth. The re-
sults for ECE for 3- and 4-year-old children, the Nurse Family Partnership, and 
home visiting programs for at-risk mothers and children compared favorably with 
other intervention program types reviewed by the authors, including several parole 
supervision programs for juvenile offenders.12 

MARKET-ORIENTED APPROACH 

These findings, promising though they are, pose a challenge: Small-scale ECE pro-
grams for at-risk children have been shown to work, but can their success be repro-
duced on a much larger scale? There are reasons to be skeptical; some recent at-
tempts at scaling up ECE programs have been disappointing. However, it’s our view 
that those programs failed in large part because they were based on old models that 
were ill-suited to get results. It’s time to seriously reconsider how to effectively help 
at-risk children and their families. Based on a careful review of past and current 
programs, we believe that large-scale efforts can succeed if they are market-based 
and incorporate four key features: focus on at-risk children, start as early as pre-
natal, provide access to high-quality resources, and effectively engage the parents. 

Achieving these characteristics at scale requires the flexibility, innovation, and in-
centives that are inherent in markets. For some, this is a radical idea, but for many 
families the ECE market works just fine. Many middle- and upper-class families 
have long benefited from the power of ECE markets by choosing programs and ex-
pecting a high-quality experience for children. 

Our idea is to use the strength of the market by empowering at-risk parents with 
resources to access high-quality ECE. Qualified programs would compete for the 
scholarship children; parents would make the decision about where to enroll their 
children. In order to enroll children with scholarships, programs would have to 
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achieve a set level of quality, such as a particular rating on a State quality rating 
scale. The scholarships would cover child tuition to qualified programs plus the cost 
of parent mentoring to ensure parental involvement. Scholarships would be out-
come-based, meaning that they would include incentives for achieving measurable 
progress toward the life and learning skills needed to succeed in school. 

Parent mentoring would include parent education; information about available fi-
nancial, health, and human-services resources; and guidance on selecting an ECE 
program. Research shows that reaching children with multiple risk factors as early 
as possible is essential; even age 3 may be too late. So we suggest that while schol-
arships would pay tuition for a child to attend an ECE program beginning at age 
3, the parent-mentoring program could start as early as prenatal.13 

This market-based approach is in contrast to the more conventional approach of 
either increasing funding for existing programs or adding early childhood programs 
to the public school curriculum. 

A MINNESOTA PILOT 

In January 2008, a pilot project based on this model was begun in St. Paul with 
about $6 million raised by the Minnesota Early Learning Foundation (MELF). The 
foundation was established with the help of business leaders in 2005; its mission 
is to sponsor demonstration projects that explore how Minnesota can cost-effectively 
invest in ECE with an emphasis on market-oriented solutions.14 

The St. Paul Early Childhood Scholarship Program has served about 650 children 
and their families with parent mentoring and/or scholarships in two neighborhoods 
in St. Paul. In December 2010, the 3-year point of the pilot, the program evaluator 
noted that the scholarships were reaching especially poor children: 71 percent of the 
families had household income below the poverty level, which is about $22,000 for 
a family of four. Prior to the availability of scholarships, only about one-third of chil-
dren in the pilot program attended a licensed early childhood program. After the 
availability of the scholarships, children were attending a variety of high-quality 
ECE programs, including nonprofit and for-profit child care and preschools, Head 
Start, family-based child care, and public school-based preschool programs. About 
three-quarters attended full-day programs; the rest attended half-day programs.15 

The report also shows the number of high-quality programs in and near the pilot 
area increased more than 55 percent, from 22 programs to 34 over a 2-year period, 
as existing programs improved their quality and a couple of new programs opened 
in the area. In order to enroll children with scholarships, programs needed to 
achieve at least a 3-star rating on a 4-star rating scale called Parent Aware, Min-
nesota’s pilot quality rating and improvement system. 

Not only did the number of high-quality programs increase, but parents consid-
ered the scholarship program to be user-friendly and had strong positive opinions 
about the parent mentors and scholarships.16 Over 80 percent of parents inter-
viewed over the phone indicated they talk with their child’s teacher about behavior 
and accomplishments, classroom rules and expectations, and activities to practice at 
home. Parents also commented they noticed how the ECE program was preparing 
their children for kindergarten, such as learning English and developing stronger 
social skills. 

Child outcome data also provided promising initial signals. Children participating 
in the pilot showed significant increases in language and early math skills across 
the first year of enrollment. The evaluators noted that children’s developmental tra-
jectories were improved from what they would have been without participating in 
the scholarship program and attending a high-quality ECE program. Children also 
showed significant improvements in social skills between baseline and 1 year later, 
but there weren’t significant changes on average after 1 year for scores on behavior 
problems (i.e., anger-aggression) or attention and task persistence. 

LESSONS IN PROGRESS 

The Federal Government funds child care subsidies and Head Start, while 40 
States fund pre-kindergarten programs.17 As Congress considers how best to invest 
in ECE, lessons learned so far from the St. Paul pilot are applicable, particularly 
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in reaching low-income children, engaging parents, and providing incentives to in-
crease openings at high-quality programs. 

As discovered in the St. Paul pilot, recruiting low-income families can be chal-
lenging, particularly since these families tend to be highly mobile. On the ground, 
person-to-person recruitment and word of mouth were more effective than passive 
outreach efforts. However, once parents enrolled in the program, they noted it was 
relatively easy to use and were enthusiastic about the scholarships, particularly 
when compared with child care subsidized and administered by the government.18 
Combining parent mentors with the resources to choose a high-quality program for 
their child seems to have helped engage parents in the education of their children. 

On the program side, more openings in high-quality programs have become avail-
able in part because the programs are paid at a higher rate than if they provided 
more typical child care. In addition, programs and families noted that the scholar-
ship program required less paperwork, was easier to navigate, and made payments 
to ECE programs more timely than the child care subsidy system. In a scholarship 
system, the focus is on the child’s education, not on the employment status of par-
ents. Nevertheless, a number of parents noted that the scholarship program made 
it possible for them to obtain work and education opportunities. 

Findings from the St. Paul pilot suggest that the Federal Government would ben-
efit from providing incentives to States to implement scholarship programs. For ex-
ample, a portion of the State-level grant competition, Race to the Top—Early Learn-
ing Challenge, could be used to fund scholarship pilots. As also demonstrated in the 
St. Paul pilot, scholarship pilots could operate with private sector contributions and 
involvement. Lessons learned from such pilots could guide the policy to achieve the 
largest bang for the buck from ECE investments. 

Compared with the billions of dollars spent each year on high-risk, low-return eco-
nomic development schemes, this type of an investment in ECE programs is a far 
better and more secure economic development venture. We are confident that ECE 
investments driven by a market-based approach that focuses on at-risk children, 
starts as early as prenatal, provides access to high-quality resources, and empow-
ered parents will lower crime, create a stronger workforce, and yield a high public 
return. 
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Senator MIKULSKI. Excellent. Excellent. 
Miss Blum. 

EVA TANSKY BLUM, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT AND DIRECTOR 
OF COMMUNICATION AFFAIRS, PNC BANK, PITTSBURGH, PA 

Ms. BLUM. Thank you. Madam Chairwoman, Ranking Member 
Burr and the other members of the subcommittee, thank you for 
inviting me to participate in this panel discussion. As president of 
the PNC Foundation I have the honor to direct PNC Grow Up 
Great. We at PNC are passionate about our youngest citizens. We 
believe that an investment in the workforce of tomorrow makes 
economic sense today. 

The PNC Financial Group is one of the Nation’s largest diversi-
fied financial services organizations with assets of $259 billion. We 
operate primarily in 15 States and the District of Columbia. 

Approximately 8 years ago we introduced a program called PNC 
Grow Up Great that has become our signature philanthropic en-
deavor. It is a 10-year, $100 million bilingual program designed to 
help prepare children, from birth to age 5, for success in school and 
in life. 

Why this cause? First, our employees wanted us to concentrate 
on children and education. As we studied the emerging issues in 
education we became convinced that the availability of quality 
early childhood education, particularly for at-risk children, is crit-
ical to the future of our communities. These young children are our 
future workforce. Research shows, as you’ve heard, that many at- 
risk 5-year-olds enter kindergarten with a large vocabulary gap 
and that gap continues to grow, which affects their reading and 
math progress. We cannot continue to lose these children at such 
a young age. They are not only our future workforce, but they are 
also our future clients. 

Our program is comprehensive involving our entire company and 
great partners, including a blue ribbon advisory council, Sesame 
Workshop, The Fred Rogers Company and Head Start. 

PNC has just entered the 8th year of the Grow Up Great pro-
gram. We focus on four key areas: volunteerism, advocacy, aware-
ness and grants. In the interest of time I will only speak about two 
of these, but the others are detailed in our written submission. 

Volunteerism. Research shows that in children’s early years op-
portunities to interact with caring, responsible adults are so impor-
tant. Our employees are eligible for 40 hours of paid time off each 
year and more than 20,000 employees have volunteered and have 
logged more than 210,000 hour. Our employees are in the class-
rooms, providing hugs, wiping noses and tying shoes. They also 




