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1. Problem statement

Currently the pre-school education sector in Georgia is underdeveloped to a large extent. It has faced a lot of problems since the collapse of the Soviet Union. The rate of pre-school enrolment decreased from 44.6% in 1989 to 28.3% in 2001 (see Appendix A for detailed information). This figure in rural areas is two times lower compared to urban areas. Despite some organizational changes and introduction of a more decentralized governing mechanism at the national level, problems still remain unsolved.  There is considerable confusion over the management and organization of pre-school education; the role of central government and the extent of its involvement are largely undefined; funding mechanisms for pre-school education have not yet been devised.

The government has recently decided to implement a National Strategy for Early Childhood Development (ECD). Accordingly, a model will be set up for pre-school education and early childhood care. It will deal with different types of pre-school education: pre-schools/nursery schools and pre-school classes, day care centers, special education services in centers/schools and home visiting programs. 

The aim of the National Strategy is to improve the quality of pre-school institutions. The principles of pre-school education organization and management will be clearly defined within the model as well as its funding mechanisms. The model will offer a clearer delineation of rights and responsibilities between local and central governments in the management and monitoring of pre-schools.  The model has to insure that the educational, health and nutrition needs have been met, that social and emotional support is provided where needed, and that families will be active participants in their children’s education. The National strategy for ECD is expected to develop different educational standards to ensure greater flexibility of the system. 
My research is concerned with the identification of factors that influence the parents’ willingness to change formalized childcare arrangements and thus  help in the policy formulation process. For instance, it can help to determine what is more significant for parents in urban and rural areas: the quality or availability of pre-school institutions (by availability I mean the distance to such an institution); what are the marginal effects of the educational costs, etc. Accordingly, appropriate types of pre-school childcare can be introduced in the different regions of the country.

The academic interest in a family decision to switch from informal pre-school childcare to formal one is concerned with at least two aspects of this problem. First, it is a sphere subject to information asymmetry and a potential market failure calling for government intervention. i.e. sometimes it is hard for parents to evaluate the quality of different childcare types, and some of them pay for care of such low quality that it may be harmful for their children (Helburn and Howes, 1996; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1998). So the government has to evaluate, create, and enforce pre-school educational standards. 

Second, there is a social justice aspect of the problem. It may be the case that agents, who start from unequal endowments (environment, ability, or opportunities), end up with an even more unequal allocation. An early childhood intervention can be more effective and efficient in terms of reducing social inequalty (Inman, 1986). “Equalizing early endowments through early childhood intervention programs may be a superior approach to the problem of unequal allocations, both because it avoids many of the moral hazard problems that arise when society attempts to compensate those with poor outcomes and because early intervention to equalize allocations may be a more cost-effective way of promoting equity than compensating for unequal outcomes” (Janet Currie, 2001).

2. Literature Review

The topic was examined by many researchers in recent years. Childcare choice models are based on the assumption of rationality.  The family members maximize their utility when they consume goods and services, given the budget constraint.  The utility that a family derives from a childcare arrangement is considered as a function of (a) the family's structure and resources, (b) the price of the arrangement and of close substitutes, (c) the quality of the arrangement and close substitutes, and (d) consumer preferences and tastes (Hofferth and Wissoker, 1990; Robins and Spiegelman, 1979; Yaeger, 1979).

To capture the effect of the above mentioned factors on childcare arrangements researchers use different measures.

a) For evaluating the family's structure and resources, most studies use the number of children in the family under 13 years, their ages, is a family single-parent or not, distance (in time or miles) from close relatives, parents’ education levels, their wages.( Blau and Robins, 1988; Camasso and Roche, 1991;  Leibowitz et al., 1988). 

b) The price of the arrangement and of close substitutes is measured directly by prices of different types of formal care (Blau and Robins, 1988; Hofferth and Wissoker, 1990).  Their impact is quite significant, in most studies the above mentioned prices are among the most important predictors of childcare choices such as quality, convenience, and availability ( Davis and Connelly, 2005). 

(c) The quality of the arrangement and close substitutes. There is ambiguity in the definition of quality in the literature. Some authors argue that parents often lack basic information about professional definitions of the quality of childcare, and it is inappropriate to rely on their views.  Work done by Atkinson (1987) implies that parents may indeed value some program aspects. But they mostly value reliability, flexible hours, location, and convenience when asked about reasons for selecting childcare type.  Most of these studies adopt a definition of child-care quality from developmental psychology (Hofferth, Wissoker, 1992; Kisker, Maynard, 1991; Leibowitz et al., 1988; Waite et al., 1991). They measure the quality of pre-school childcare using staff-to-child ratio, group size, and the educational level of providers.

Liset Van Dijk; Jacques J. Siegers in “The Division of Child Care among Mothers, Fathers, and Non-parental Care Providers in Dutch Two-Parent Families” measure the quality of non-parental care using mothers judgments which were  ranged from 0 to 10. They used the Hauseman test of endogeneity because their quality judgment variable reflected perceptions of the respondents. After showing that the error term of the variable was not correlated with the dependent variable, the quality judgment was included into the regression. 

(d) Consumer preferences and tastes. The most commonly used measures of the preferences and tastes are religion, country’s region, rural or urban settlement, and ethnicity. In addition, “trust” has been considered as well. For example Mayssun El-Attar (2007) in “Trust, child Care Technology Choice and Female Labor Force Participation” estimate the individual level of trust effect on childcare choices, using econometric methodology by Spady (2007) and tried to clarify large regional differences in pre-school enrolment rates across Europe. They explained the distribution of trust by age, education, political orientation, religion, region and belonging to a discriminated group.  Their findings suggest that trust is one of the main determinants of childcare choices among cost and availability. It effects the decisions of mothers whether to participate in the labor force or stay at home and take care of children.  The authors suggest that countries with low levels of trust (e.g. Eastern European Countries, according to the study) can make their social policies more effective by taking into consideration the effect of trust. The authors propose that pre-school institutions could increase their trustworthiness by increasing quality, raising levels of education, and reducing gender discrimination. 
Besides all above mentioned variables, the availability of childcare is often included in the analysis (Siegers 1996). It is measured by the density of childcare centers (e.g. the number of supplied childcare centers per 100 preschool children in the municipality where the household was located). The findings suggest a negative effect of childcare density on the time mothers spend on childcare. 

Previous studies have mainly considered childcare demand from two different points of view. First, researchers were interested in the relationship between childcare choices and the mothers’ employment decisions, e.g. how the price of childcare affect their labor force participation decisions.  Most studies find a negative relationship between childcare costs and mothers’ employment, but they differ in the sensitivity of employment to costs (Blau & Robins 1998; Blau & Hagy 1998; Cornelly 1992; Kornelly & Kimmel 2003 and others).  The second aspect of the analyses is concerned with factors that determine childcare choices (Hofferth & Wissoker 1992; Chaplin 1996;  Connelly & Kimmel 2003;). These studies revealed that prices of arrangements are one of the main determinants of childcare choice. But parent also take into consideration other factors while making a choice. Among them are: availability of pre-school institutions, their flexibility and convenience, quality and safety.

The studies analyzing factors influencing childcare choices mainly used samples of employed mothers (Hofferth & Wissoker 1992; Chaplin 1996; Connelly & Kimmel 2003). All these studies assumed that employment decision is exogenous.  The interesting study by Connelly & Kimmel (2003) investigated a choice model for full-time employed mothers vs. part-time employed ones. 

Davis and Connelly (2005) in their paper “The Influence of Local Price and Availability on Parents’ Choice of Child Care” investigated the issue by considering the mothers’ employment decision as endogenous. They analyzed data from a detailed Minnesota survey on childcare use and country level data about the availability of nursery centers. They argue that availability; pre-school market supply and labor market characteristics impact the parents’ decisions about childcare choices together with prices of arrangements. This is the reason of differences in childcare pattern across states. The authors analyzed both types of mothers, employed and unemployed, and determined factors that influence the choice of childcare type for both types. Such factors are:  age of the youngest child and age of a child. Unemployed mothers more often choose formal childcare (centers and pre-schools) and the likelihood of this choice increases as children approach the school age. Mothers are sensitive to prices of arrangements however. Employed mothers value convenience more and are more likely to choose care by a family childcare provider.

Davis and Connelly attempted to estimate the impact of availability on the parents’ choice, but they got statistically insignificant results. As they conclude this may be “a result of the fact that availability measured at the country level is not a close enough proxy for availability at the family level”, they didn’t have information about distances to the closest pre-school center (The survey which I used for this study contains data about distances to closest pre-school institutions, so I had a better measurement for availability). 

3. Data 

For the thesis I am going to use the data from UNICEF’s School Readiness Survey conducted by IPM (The Institute of Pooling and Marketing) in Georgia in 2007. The main objectives of the survey were to identify knowledge, attitudes and practices of families in terms of school readiness. Respondents were asked to list the activities that family members carry out in order to prepare their children for school, and their duration. Kindergarten attendance was also a major topic of discussion during the interviews as the goal was to understand the reasons for the families’ sending or not sending their children to school. 

The survey was held in Tbilisi and 5 regions of Georgia. The sample size was 700 and included families which had at least one child from 3 to 6 years old. The selection was made by a “random walk” procedure. Each region was divided into 3 strata:

· large towns (population more than 50 000 ); 

· medium-size towns (population less than 50 000 );

· rural settlements;

The regional quota had been determined for the strata in proportion to the number of population aged 3-6.  Table 1 provides the details of distribution of the sample across regions.

Along with the household survey, we obtained data on family choices among different types of preschool childcare (state, private, and non-formal), information about the family structure, education, religion, ethnicity, parents’ attitude toward children’s readiness for school, distance and transport used to carry a child to a kindergarten, reasons for choosing different types of childcare, its price, etc. There are also some data about childcare choices for older children who have gone to school last 5 years.
Table 1: Sample Breakdown by Area and Region[image: image1.wmf]ji
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The survey is quite informative but has limitations from the economics point of view. It has no information about the parents’ labour supply and income. These issues are almost always addressed while examining childcare choice models. However several studies (Duncan and Hill, 1975; Hofferth and Wissoker, 1990; Moore, 1982; Yaeger, 1979) found no relationship between income and choice of care. For evaluating a household’s income I have the following option: 

To use the data of the UNICEF’s School Readiness Survey only and evaluate a household’s welfare by combining some data found in the survey and creating a dummy variable to identify rich and poor families
. 
4. Empirical Model of Child Care Choice 

In the paper I used a multinominal logit model to analyze how different factors influence a family’s decision of childcare arrangements. I have identified the following alternative choices of the households:
 0 -Parental childcare;

1 - Public childcare;
2 - Family childcare;
The first and the second are considered as formal childcare arrangements, and the third as an informal one.  

Multinomial logit approach is used to analyze the choice made by an individual among a set of j alternatives, if we have nominal outcomes with case-specific data. If household makes selection s, then it is assumed that this choice provides the highest utility among the J options: 
[image: image14.wmf] s≠j.  The probability of observing choice s is:
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The vector  Wi   includes observed characteristics of the household

wi  vector in the paper consists of variables measuring a household’s structure and resources – the number of children under 18 years,  a dummy representing existence of a child under 1 year in the family, age of a preschool child, is a family single-parent or not, mother’s and father’s education levels, welfare status of a family, existence of grandmother at home, estimated income of father, estimated income of mother (I will talk about the details of estimation below); family preferences and tastes – the country’s region, rural or urban settlement, and ethnicity
. Also included are prices of alternative choices, availability of childcare and local public spending on childcare provision. All variables are described in detail below. 

The multinomial logit model has one important limitation. It assumes that odds are independent from other alternatives. This property is known as independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA). According to IIA, if we look at the ratio of probabilities for choices s and c, we will see that this ratio does not depend on other alternatives j≠s,c:
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This property means that adding or deleting alternatives doesn’t affect probability distributions among remaining ones.  In the literature an example of red bus –blue bus is often considered in this case (Long, J.S., & Freese J. Regresion Models for Categorical Dependent Variables Using Stata. 2006 ). Suppose we have to choose transportation between taxi and yellow bus and probabilities are  1:1. IIA assumption implies that the same ratio (1:1) will remain in case of choosing between taxi and yellow bus probabilities,  if the bus company introduces blue bus that identical to the yellow one.   It is evident that it would be more realistic to expect that with the introduction of the blue bus some people who previously took the yellow bus will switch to the blue one and most people using taxi will continue choosing it. 

The most commonly used test for determining the existence of IIA property is Hausman-McFadden (HM) test (1984). The test estimates the full model with all j alternatives, than a restricted model by eliminating one or more alternatives. If the test statistic is significant, the IIA assumption is rejected. I think that the Hausman test for my model is inappropriate because of sample size. As the results of Cheng and Long (2005) show, the Hausman test has poor size properties with samples less than 1000.  The authors agree with McFadden, who wrote that “the multinomial and conditional logit models should be used only in cases where the alternatives can plausibly be assumed to be distinct and weighted independently in the eyes of each decision maker.” Long and Freese in their book suggest to use multinomial logit model when it seems reasonable to assume that alternatives are dissimilar and are not substitutes for one another. “We continue to include these tests in mlogtest, but we do not encourage their use”- is written at the end of the discussion. 

Based on the suggestions made by different authors, I assume that IIA property holds in this paper. Indeed, the choices of childcare differ significantly in case of Georgia and it may be a reasonable assumption. When I made Wald test for combining alternatives (Ho: all coefficients except intercepts associated with a given pair of alternatives are 0 and alternatives can be combined) the hypothesis was rejected.  

Definitions of the Variables
The dependent variable in my analysis is childcare choice made by a household.  It takes three values: 0, 1 and 2.  It is coded 0 if the choice is family childcare – a child doesn’t attend any pre-school institution; 1 – public childcare, a child attends a public pre-school institution provided by local authorities;  2 – private childcare. By the private childcare I mean usage of any licensed or non licensed private kindergarten. 
The survey does not include a question about the person in charge of domestic childcare. Thus, cases when parents pay money to a person who provides childcare at home (babysitters) are included in the first alternative choice (y=0). 

The independent variables were chosen in a way to represent key concepts of the utility approach to childcare arrangements. Particularly variables can be categorized by the following groups: family structure and resources, consumer preferences and tastes, prices of care, observed quality and availability. Table 2-3 represents short descriptions and coding schemes for independent variables. 

The welfare level of the h/h is measured by the dummy variable “poor”. I included this variable into the model to estimate the effect of a family’s welfare on childcare choice. As I have already mentioned, the survey has no data about family income, but gives us some idea about it. There were questions about what type of fuel a household mainly uses for cooking; whether food is cooked on an open fire, on an open stove or in a closed stove; a fire stove has a chimney or not; whether a household has electricity, radio, refrigerator; if any member of the household owns a watch, a bicycle, a motorcycle or a scooter, a mobile-telephone, a car or a truck, etc.  During the interview an interviewer had to observe the following features of a house: the main material of the dwelling floor, how many rooms are used for sleeping and the main material of walls. Based on these two types of data I created the “poor” dummy. 

I introduced variable “publicspending” to capture public policy effects. The variable represents amounts of funds spend by local authorities per child’s public care during 2007. For calculation I used the data from the Ministry of Finance of Georgia about local budgets’ expenses on the pre-school sector in 2007 and the regional data from the Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia about the number of enrolled children in public pre-school sectors.  Nowadays all state nursery schools are regulated and subsidized by local governments. Their different attitudes towards the pre-school sector create differences in supply, quality and prices of kindergartens.  These may impact parents’ decisions. I expect the variable to be significant and have a positive impact on the probability of choosing public childcare and also a significant, but negative effect on the probabilities of choosing family and private childcare. 
Variable “fee” represents the costs of childcare choices. Family childcare has only an implicit price which is hard to measure given the data. It includes the costs of nutrition and opportunity cost of time for family members who are taking care of a child. I have no data about the latter. So I assume that the cost of family childcare consists of nutritional costs only. I presume it is 20 GEL for each family based on the data available at the Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia. The data concerns nutrition expenses per month for nursery schools in Georgia in 2007. I got 20 GEL by averaging them.  This very low amount is the minimum needed for keeping a child at home (but better than assuming that parental childcare costs are 0!).  As for the prices of private and state childcare choices, I had individual data from the survey and included them in the regression. A higher price of care in pre-school institutions is expected to reduce the probability of formal childcare chosen. 
Another case-specific variable is the availability (or distance) of kindergarten.  If a household has chosen public or private childcare the variable is measured as a distance to it.  If the choice is family care, then the variable is measured by the distance to the nearest nursery school. So, it represents actual distance to pre-school institution as well as alternative distance in case of a family care arrangement.  A reduction in this variable (which is actually distance) imlies an increase in the availability. I expect this variable to be significant in determining childcare choice. When mothers were asked for the most important reason for their child’s non-attendance at a pre-school institution, the primary reason turned out to be distance to pre-school (38%). This was followed by cost/fees, low quality of education, physical conditions of the building and poor quality of food. The average distance (mean) to the nearest preschool institution from home for households who have chosen family care is 4 km. Same value for public chilcare is 900 meters and for private childcare even smaller, only - 622 meters.  The sample availability breakdown by regions in case of preschool non attendance is given in the table 4

[image: image5.png]Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Distances to the Nearest Pre-School
Institutions in Case of Family Child Care

Region Frequency Distance

mean min  max
Thilisi 80 336 40 2000
Mexeta-Mtianeti 11 9127 200 12000
Qvemno-Qartli 81 4040 15 15000
Samexe -Tavaxeti 41 %350 24000
Samegrelo-Zemo Svaneti 34 1507 100 7000
Tmereti 66 3184 20 12000
TOTAL 313

Distances are measured in meters
There was one missing value for distance




I estimated the model for 618 observations only. Initially the UNICEF’s survey had 700 households, but data about education levels of some parents is missing (particularly, for those who don’t live in the households or are not alive). And because I expect the mothers’ education to be an important determinant of childcare type I decided to drop missing data and include this variable in the model. 

Most studies found that the likelihood of formal childcare arrangements increases with the age of a child (Yaeger (1979), Hoffert & Wissoker (1990), Cain & Hofferth (1988).  Some parents prefer school-like environment for children approaching school age. When the mothers of children who do attend kindergarten were asked about the most important reasons for attendance, they listed “academic development” (40%) and “personal development” (31%) as the primary reasons (see Figure 1). Thus, I expect that the probability of formalized childcare arrangement increases with children’s age. 

I also expect that the family structure affects the parents’ choice about childcare type. Having a baby less than one year probably reduces the use of formal care (the marginal cost of another child will be lower). Thus, I expect that having more children decreases the likelihood of choosing non parental care. 

Figure 1: The most important reason given by parents for sending their child to pre-school
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Empirical Results

Table 5 represents the results of my estimation. The base outcome for the multinomial logit estimation is family childcare. So estimated coefficients of public and private childcare shown in the table are comparisons with family care. As expected, public spending, fees and availability are found to be important determinants of childcare choices.
Public spending: Money spent by local authorities on the public pre-school sector tends to increase the quality of institutions. By quality I mean better educational environment, more
[image: image6.png]Table5  Multinomial Logit Model Results (estimated coefficierts, marginal effects, and z-siatistics)

typeof care: public childcare private childeare
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(0.24) 0.6)
childunderl 0.0220 0.00320 04915 0.00490
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Values in red are significant




educational books and toys, adequate equipment for child development, improved nutrition, etc. All these changes increase parents’ trust of public pre-schools, and, accordingly, children enrollment rates in the pre-school education. The results show that public spending increases the probability of choosing public care vs. family care and decreases the probability of choosing private care. The marginal effect implies that if local government spends an additional 100 GEL per child it increases the probability of public care arrangement by 3%. This figure looks rather low but if increased funding is supplemented by other measures to increase the density of pre-school centers and providing need-based discounts for families with regard to fees (e.g. 100% discounts for single-parent, socially vulnerable, or large families) the overall impact can be much more substantial. For example, a 100 GEL increase in public spending, a reduction in average availability by 1 km, and lowering the fee by 1 GEL increases probability of public care arrangement vs. family care by 13%. 

As I expected the price of childcare has a negative effect on the probability of choosing public care and it is significant. But our hypothesis was rejected in the case of private childcare. The price has positive and significant effect, but this positive effect is very small. The reason for the impact may be in the definition of family childcare.  The survey has no data about the persons in charge of home childcare, thus it includes care provided by babysitters. The babysitter arrangement is considered as the safest, convenient and high quality alternative among Georgian parents. This type of care is most expensive and randomly used, especially outside Tbilisi, e.g. in rural regions.  Private kindergartens in Geiorgia are not regulated by any authority, there are no licensing requirements for them and parents make their judgments about a center’s quality based on the fee it charges.  Thus, an increase in the private care price can be a signal of increased quality and convenience for parents using babysitters who may decide to switch to private childcare. From my point of view, the small positive marginal effect may be a reflection of this switching process, which mainly involves wealthy urban families. 

The estimated coefficients on availability measures are significant for all choices. An increase of distance to a pre-school center reduces the probability of formal childcare and increases the probability of family childcare. This result could be inferred from the tabulations of dependent variable and distances to the nearest kindergarten (in case of family care) by regions. The two regions where family childcare is used most often – Qvemo Qartli and Samcxe Javaxeti – are regions with the highest distance means (see table 6). This finding is similar to that reported by other studies. For instance, Hofferth (1996) included the distance to the nearest pre-school center as the availability measure and got the same result.  Gordon and Chase-Lansdale (2001) also found that increase in availability increases mothers’ employment and the use formal childcare. 

[image: image7.png]Tables. Child Care Arrangements for Settlement Type
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Education level of parents:  More educated mothers tend to choose public care, but their education is insignificant in case of choosing private care. In the latter case the effect of the fathers’ education is significant and negative. Thus an increase in a father’s education decreases the probability of private care vs. family care.  I believe this effect has to do with the use of babysitters. More education is associated with higher income, and thus with a better opportunity to hire babysitters. 

Parental attitude toward child education seems to be an important determinant of public childcare choice vs. family care. Time spent on a child’s education increases likelihood of choosing public care, but does not impact the choice of private care. It seems that parents who really understand the value of pre-school education and school readiness end up sending their child to a pre-school.
The likelihood of formal care increases with age. The coefficient estimate for child age in case of private care was insignificant for a 5% confidence interval but became significant with a 10% confidence interval, as expected.  Most pre-school institutions are not accepting very young children, and, on the other hand, parents prefer to prepare their children for school and introduce them to school-like environment as they approach school age. Almost all previous studies report a similar result (Lehrer(1983), Cain and Hofferth (1988) and others).

Family composition. The results show that the availability of a grandmother is not an important factor in determining childcare choices by Georgian parents.  This was an unexpected outcome, which could perhaps be explained by the different labor market context.  When the labor market is strong, the “grandmother” factor might be an important determinant of childcare choice: if a grandmother lives in the household, working mothers can opt for family care when their trust of or access to formal childcare is limited. In this case it could have a significant impact on the choice of childcare arrangement. But, if regional unemployment is high, the mother is not participating in the labor force anyway, and can take care of a child herself. Thus the “grandmother” factor does not affects a mother’s choice, or is insignificant. So, the general intuition can be violated in case of a non balanced labor market. 

No effect of household welfare was discovered. The “poor” variable poor is insignificant for all choices. The poor might not be good enough proxy for a household’s welfare. It was rather hard to determine the welfare status of households from information about material of floor, walls, and some other living conditions of the family, etc. The data received from H/H survey about the average monthly family incomes does not give any intuitive connection  between low average income regions and low enrolment rates across the county. The survey was conducted by the State Department for Statistics of Georgia in 2006. The figures are as follows: 
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Some studies with data about family incomes find no effect of it on childcare choices. (Duncan and Hill (1975), Hofferth and Wissoker (1990), Moore (1982). 

Summary and Conclusions
I have attempted to identify the main determinants of childcare choices in Georgia. I find that public spending, the costs of different care types and availability of pre-school centers have a significant impact on the parents’ decisions. The estimated marginal effects imply that a 100 GEL increase in public spending combined with a decrease in average availability by 1 km and a 1 GEL reduction in fees increases the probability of public care arrangement vs. family care by 13%. Based on this result, the government try to intervene in the field and achieve increased child enrolment rates in the pre-school education. The local authorities’ policies should be multi-pronged and flexible. Such policies must target the following objectives: increase the trust of public pre-school centers, increase their availability, and reduce the cost of pre-school education. Government can set standards for pre-school institutions (public and private) and provide appropriate licenses.  This will enable parents to better evaluate the quality of pre-schools, and increase their trust of them. In areas where the density of pre-school institutions is very low and availability is a problem, authorities can set up new centers or devise alternative ways to overcome the problem (for example, provide free or subsidized transportation to public pre-school center for children from villages located nearby). 

Georgian parents prefer to prepare their children for school and introduce them to a school-like environment as they approach school age. The likelihood of formal care increases with the children’s age.

Parental attitude toward child education was found to be an important determinant of public childcare choice vs. family care. Time spent on child education increases the likelihood of choosing public care, but doesn’t impact private care choice. It seems that parents who really understand the value of pre-school education and school readiness end up sending their children to a pre-school.

One advantage of the UNICEF data set is the detailed information about distances to the nearest pre-school institutions in case of family childcare. This gave me the possibility to evaluate the actual impact of availability on the parents’ decisions. For further research, it would be important to have detailed data about the following: 

1. Who is actually taking care of a child in case of family care? Is it a mother, grandmother, relative, nanny or a babysitter? This can help identify childcare choices more precisely and get better results;

2. Parents employment status and wages. Most importantly, one would need to consider the employment status and wage of mother. Factors affecting childcare choices differ for employed and non employed mothers. It would be interesting to test this in the Georgian reality. Such data could help include unemployment and labor market characteristics in the model. Data about employment type (full- or part-time) can help refine our understanding of the childcare type and labor market choices made by parents. 

Understanding the criteria used by parents while determining pre-school childcare arrangements is important for policymakers interested in increasing school readiness of children. 
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Appendix A

Obtaining a reliable figure on pre-school attendance in Georgia is not easy. Many studies have tried to pin down that number; however, discrepancies are very significant. Some of the reasons behind this are that different studies might be focusing on different age groups (3 to 6, 4 to 6, and so on). Another problem is the large differences between urban and rural areas. Finally, just because some children are registered in a pre-school institution does not mean that they are actually attending it; therefore, family-based studies and institution-based studies may reveal different results.

Table 1.  Net Enrolment Rate (NER) in Public KG in Georgia
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Source:  1989/90-2006/07 — TransMonEE 2012 database: 
http://www.unicef-irc.org/database/transmonee ;  2007/08-2009/10 — Ministry of Education and Science & National Curriculum and Assessment Center, Survey of Municipalities 2009. 

 Enrollment rates are much higher in urban areas (60%) compared to rural areas (30%). Regional differences are also significant.  We can see the differences based on the UNICEF school readiness survey. 

Figure 1: Pre-school attendance by region
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[image: image10.png]Table 2. Defintion of the Independent Variables in the Analyses.

Variable

Variable Description and Coding

AREA Represents type of a seflement, 1 if urban, 2 if rurual

b7 Represents region.codss are: 1- Tbilisi, 2 Mexeta-
7,3 - Quemo Qrtli, 4- Samexe-Tavaeti, 5 - Samegrelo-
Zemo Saneti. 6 - Imereti

TOTNChildren ‘Total number of chil en under 18in the hih

MOTHERedu Education level of mother.

FATHER=du Education level o father

Timespend3 Time spend on the child development during [ast three
days. Is measured by hours

grandmother Oif grandmother dossntlive in the i, 1 i grandmother

lives in the h/h,

childunderl

0if thereis no child under 1 year oldin the b/h; 1if thereis

poor

Tif poor, 0 otherwise

ETHNICITY
fee

Etnicity of the head of a /. 1- Georgian, o-ofherwise
Equals feein case of private and public childeare choice, 20
GEL in case of family care

publicspending

Represents amovnts of funds spend by local aufhorifies per
public care during 2007, Equals 367 GEL if region is
Samegrelo-Zemo Svanei; 395 GEL if Imereti, 409 GEL if
Quemo Qartli, 433 GEL if Samcze-Tavaxeti; 811GEL if
Mexeta-Miianety, 1143 GEL if Toilisi

availability

Ty=1,2 cquals a dstance to pre-school inshmfion, 1f =2

Ja distance to the nearest nursery schodl





[image: image11.png]Table 3. Mean Values and Standard Deviations of the Variables Used inthe
Analyses

Variables Mean (5D

TOTNehildren 2 1
TimeSpent 2 2
Fee 16 17
PublicSpending 654 345

Availability 234 73





� The interviewer had to observe living conditions in the household, i.e. the material used for the construction of the floor, walls and roof. The questionnaire also contains some data about the main sources of heating, number of rooms, existence of different furniture, etc.


� I have not included religion as there are many missing observations in the data.
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