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(Figure 1> Summary of Research Methodology
Forecasting Future Population and Household Distribution
of Young Children (2021-2036)
Based on Lee & Lee(2024), Using Statistics Korea's population projections and Household structures transition probabilities
from 2015-2021, with an assumption of changing dual-income household proportions — Deriving 6 scenarios
Development of Care Type Decision Model Stage Model for Facility Care Time and Cost
(Multi-probit Model) (Heckman Selection Model)
+ Distinguishing between infants and young children + Distinguishing between infants and young children
+ Deriving selection probabilities for four care types: + Estimating Facility care time, cost, and hourly rate
(1) Parental Care Only (2) Facility-Based Care
(3) Facility + Private Care (4) Private Care (including relatives)
m Forecasting Future Utilization by Care Type m Forecasting Facility Care Time and Cost
(2021-2036) (2021-2036)
+ Distinguishing between infants and young children + Distinguishing between infants and young children
+ Using future population estimates, household distribution, + Using future population, household distribution,
and probabilities for the four care types and facility care - time, cost, hourly rate estimates
- Forecast the future utilization by care type for young children - Forecast changes in care time, cost, and hourly rate
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. #3249 o
o A =] =
1. GR01 YU OIS SEAHIA B
SA FRATEFA (2020 ~20700) of] wh2H, 20209 @A) 64 o]3F Gfrolm
= 265 e R, HA Q7] 5.1% 5 AABIAL Utk D Golre AaFAld 9l
1) oFEERAN 2 HRUe HEANS |FoR AP TRIE BEAY J1F WA
€ 20239 1€ 19~20249 128 SAAMAE AW 71202 237he7bA] £33 o] F
HEAR AL 20219 19 195€ 20229 129 31974 ALYAE Jnlgh SAA] 3
dAPFA A AR wgAPo] YA Pol, E A7) AThg ok



78 FEEETE A 7238 A3

om, 2030d5H R s thAl Z:i—c‘s}o% 20504 0E 182%9H oz
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20200 dA 0Ml ~64171x] 2] ZHAE WS OAM 11%, 2417} 13.1%, 4A17}
16.2%, 6AM17F 16.3% % <gote] HlFo] Y& Fxolm 2030dFE = 047}
16.2%, 2M17} 15.0%, 4417} 13.5%, 6A17F 12.6% = T ol Z7tab
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(Figure 2) The Number of Young Children (1970-2050)
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Source: Statistics Korea, Population Projections, http://kosis. kr

2023 @A, ot tid oFesaARlae ST, EEEAY, okeE
FADAR] (GolgdAl B AR EEAHI2) 5ol vk ofdlolg ot A4S ©f
G Rom FErd, ofdolfe] obgd HER A9, fA doke frotdy]
e Ads Atk gEivEe] dfok obeEEAElAe 2011d &S5
0% B8 AYAde Ao, 20129 3978 0~24 733 75
Al ek AR, 20139 3ERElE T0~54 Gobe g A-8slth 2021d
A, obEEEAEz: 53 obeE < 2408Hg0IM, olF FFF 56. 17 (-
Aol 23.4%), oldelq (MguA) 118.5%7 (49.4%), frobehH] 58, 3%
(24.3%), oFg=uA9A] (Al 23 & 7.2%% (3%) HEelth.
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(Figure 3) Status of Young Child Care Service (2015-2021)
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Note: As of 2020, the number of children under 6 years old is approximately 2. 65 million, while
the total number of service users is about 2. 56 million. The statistical collection agencies
and criteria differ, and the services can be used outside of the operating hours of daycare
centers/kindergartens, which may lead to some overlap.

Source: Ministry of Health and Welfare, Bokjiro (bokjiro. go.kr), Ministry of Education,

Ministry of Gender Equality and Family websites, etc.
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4 AF, AY 5|, oFs 5HCEE dH, 4 o9, 24 7] Fol 9= v
ek B, obsEEAH| 2 AR A, BE, SGARE wAE 1999 okE
T 5 A2 MH| 2 AR 8Rle S5dddd Fa3F o R AXEIL Ut (De
Boca et al., 2005; Banfi et al., 2009 %5). 7} % FEo] A} HHsiM s, T2
o] Yol7} HoldFR, wSTEH A5TEo] 575 34 SEAH| 2 tig
As7F FoAlE AoE vYetgth ST SwAH| 2 780 #8iA=, Del
Boca et al. (2005) elX& n&FFo] =& FEO| 75 34 E5c] A3st 2 o
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Skoh(FeA 9, 2014; 4, 2018). o, 2 a9l e dBEA EhA
e A-7Eol e, TR ARl Foldes FE 5 A
ToHFEA 9, 20145 34, 2018) WIHE ojmue] Yo7t s Ay &
gEo] oW 53], oMUzt 404 ©]/d}] A-Felle 2 o8l A-Eu A3
Folzlth= A7F At (EH - $A4E, 20125 WeF %
A, 2011). HE S FdsiM e, =9 dgee] ddeks de 7
& 0] oW FR E5o] S8k A &5 o] fo] AAdte dTE Q)
oHE2A 9, 20145 B, 2018). 7H &5 FEo] Bopdes R EF AR
o] Zadtal 7| o] &Eo| =okAH (A%, 2004; A - EABE, 20127 F2A
gl, 2014; o1 9, 2018), HIEA % IH F& S A e F5o] STHRIT
(&5 2, 2011). a1, wFHS olet Be ML eE FEEn
] (F24 9, 2014) A Z2FEI} = AFele Ald Ea AgEe] Hadte A
o= Husm (e, 2018).

T3 B AFENA ory o] 28 oo uebA obE EEAH|As E8o] &
S 98] Yok (Van Dijk and Siegers, 1995; Kreyenfeld and Hank, 2000; Uunk
et al., 2005; European Commission, 2008). lWUe] B3+, o= A4y A
A2} AZHA] AF To] B8 WHe] Aelsl FA o (simultancously) 2% % AL (Del
Boca and Vuri, 2007) & Ateloll= W8 o] EA18H7] wiol| ol thgh A ell=
ofel%o] Ath(Baker et al., 2008). =Wl AFENE A= of5e] o7} ]
A A7 nFA e Hs) AR SFET Aoy ZiQl el dse] 7ol &
TR, 2004, &2, 2010, A - TAF, 2012, o€, 2017; o|FY <,
2018), BHHole] A AHERE & 7hsAdel 7Ae Aor YEgT (A,
2018).
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H]Zo] ket S7b (2) 2018-2021 Aol FA+OECD sholn] g (HdA) +
To = F7F (3) 2018-21 Heldd FA+OECD SHHo| H|F (RLA+AIZHA) S
o= Z7 (4) AZ 6/ ZFa W3l 9B (2015-2021 78 HolgE W
& Ag)+@dolnF Aet Z71 (5) 2015-21 W3 Z-8+OECD Wdoln] 3 (%
dAll) oz F7F (6) 2015-21d WgkE A-E+0ECD o3 (ALA+A1 7t
A) FELR ke Aolth (1) 3 (4) o sh¥ol7k Hlg2 2015-2021d =%
Hdo] Gfroptt F WHoVH ARRE EEHon, T ¥t o] g
T fAlE o] ghtsh Sohetthe 7Pgelth v, fejuete] ot 7hte] sh
o] H|ZF& 20211 7] WH0~24] okg7t & srlelHse] 2021 17%, T3~5
Al oFs7H & bl BlEE 30. 2%l ©l& thE OECD =7} 33 Bl
_% uﬂ /\hﬂ-o] »Lo _zqvi f%:?‘_ =iR=3] 017],?_ ]% 5}7}—H o H]-oﬂ 0}7] _,45]] ul—H—l
o] H]Z<] OECD =7} B# FFo8 SVt 7S AvEe (2), 3), 6,
(6) of] ¥rgatAth. OECD 2019 7AYol ;2™ vhijz} 0~24191 ¢,
E7F St ALAQD shHo] H]Fe] OECD % ito] 37.5%°]a, YA}k A=
/e ghdo] shro] wlE 7] g8k 52.5%7F |k a2z, 2z} 3~54
¢l Afe, FRIF BT AR shEo] HlFo] 47.6%0°]a, HALAA} Al =
o o] Zhgte] ¥)E7kA] E3e 65, 0%°]th 2021 ~203613 7]17F <t
20194 OECD Hit 502 Waldithe 22 tha 73 7Fgoly OECD B3k
o] 2010-1997F 7. 2%pt T716kFR L B713F 10~17. 5% pt7HA] =0l =71 %
o], 7)o xE wHo] v|F W3} Lxo W2 F9 WaledS AT EY] S8
ol & Wrgsileh webA, (1) W Alvelert 7P ehdtab] FRm e 7 9
sido] H|Fo] Wglslm, (6) ¥ Alvte]l ot FmExhd b Bl shdo] nlZo]
syt 71 Ach
2018-21'd2] Gfro} 7FFF2RE FFE e Auel e 12 vge] #eh 2
o], ot 7% 2021 FH+u|EAhA7e] v 203619 M 81.7% <
81.4% 2 frAlsh gho] W] 3o] Wale AA9] 14, 69014 19. 8% = F7Feit)h &
ofe] g0l = Fr4n|Expg 7] v S 2021d 2 20361 0] fAlsd, B71%E
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couples with children by age of youngest child, 2019
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(Table 1) Changes in Household Structure of Young Children(2021-2036) - Scenario 1

Proportion by Household Type

Population| :
Couple + Unmarried .
Change . . Three-generation
Year Children Single
(ndexed | Total S S Dol = Other
-Paren
to 2021) Subtotal| . ua .mge Subtotal| e .mge
-income| -income -income | -income
{Age 0-2)

2021| 100.0 |100% |81.7% | 14.6% | 67.2% | 5.7% | 5.3% | 2.4% 2.9% |7.3%

2024 | 82.3 |100% |83.5% | 17.5% | 66.0% | 5.4% | 4.6% | 2.1% 2.4% 6.6%

2027 83.4 |100% |82.7% | 18.7% | 64.0% | 5.4% | 4.8% | 2.3% 2.4% |1.1%

2030 96.1 |100% |81.5% | 19.2% | 62.3% | 5.2% | 5.3% | 2.6% 2.7% |8.0%

2033 | 105.1 |100% |81.1% | 19.4% | 61.7% | 5.0% | 5.4% | 2.7% 2.8% |8.4%

2036 | 109.0 |100% |81.4% | 19.8% | 61.6% | 5.0% | 5.4% | 2.6% 2.7% |8.2%

{Age 3-6)

2021| 100.0 |100% | 77.9% | 22.2% | 55.7% | 7.6% | 6.1% | 2.7% 3.4% |8.4%

2024 75.9 |100% | 78.4% | 24.8% | 53.6% | 7.6% | 5.9% | 2.8% 3.1% |8.2%

2027 62.0 |100% | 78.4% | 26.1% | 52.3% | 7.6% | 5.9% | 2.9% 3.0% |8.2%

2030 60.2 |100% | 78.2% | 26.8% | 51.5% | 7.5% | 5.9% | 2.9% 3.0% |8.3%

2033 68.9 [100% |78.1% | 27.0% | 51.0% | 7.5% | 6.0% | 3.0% 3.1% |8.4%

2036 | 76.0 100% | 78.1% | 27.2% | 50.9% | 7.5% | 6.0% | 3.0% 3.1% |8.4%

Source: Lee & Lee(2024), p.20. Re-citation.

67FA1 Alvte] 2 Aol whE F-u| ExRA 7 - sl 7] W] WEkE A
B WA Jole] spppze AuE e uhel, FR4w|Expdzbe] HlFe]
2021 AA9] 81. 7% A 2036\ 81.4% ~93. 8% 7} HM, FH+m] &g 7}t
Wol7pte] HFL 2021 A4 14.6% oA 2036\ 19.8% ~46.0% = A
sheity frofe] 7R, FEnlEAd ] vl 2021 A 7o 77.9%
oA Alue] Qo what 20361 78.1% ~87. 0% = Z713It}, F-yn] Expd -y o]
Z4re] H)5e 2021 AAQ] 22.2% FolA 2036\ 27. 2% ~52. 8% M4 2k
A 4 9lrh
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(Figure 4) Changes in the Proportion of Dual-Income Households with Young Children

and Unmarried Children (2021-2036) - By Scenario
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== Scenariol s SCeNario2 wle= Scenario3 Scenario4 =@ Scenarios == Scenariob

(Household with Young Children: Age 0-2))

52.8%

270

29.7% 30.3%
2.2% _ 27.0% 27.2%
24.8%
2021 2024 2027 2030 2033 2036
=@=Scenariol  e=@e=Scenario2  ==@==Scenariod »Scenariod  es@e=ScenarioS —e=@==Scenariob

{(Household with Young Children: Age 3-6 )

Scenario 1: Maintain the 2018-2021 transition matrix + gradual increase in the
proportion of dual-income households

Scenario 2: Maintain the 2018-2021 transition matrix + increase to the OECD level of
dual-income households (full-time)

Scenario 3: Maintain the 2018-2021 transition matrix + increase to the OECD level of
dual-income households (full-time + part-time)

Scenario 4: Apply the 2015-2021 change rate + gradual increase in the proportion of
dual-income households

Scenario 5: Apply the 2015-2021 change rate + increase to the OECD level of
dual-income households (full-time)

Scenario 6: Apply the 2015-2021 change rate + increase to the OECD level of
dual-income households (full-time + part-time)

Source: Lee & Lee(2024), p.95. (Figure 3) Re-citation.
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7HE (3) 3AIT) 7HE (4) e R FESka, FEu|ERR 7R 34T 7
(o} ¥R 7|5 & WHolfF 2 AEItE olse] B8/ TES ZAA

=
(1) F559 2 Z52 A9 Q) fotele 374 E8Ad/E & &

Abgdell tigk AL GES F8ato] MAYS (W, EX1] 5 & F7Rln BF

w#Eh (1) FEEET 2 AEEE <l
NSS4 AddEe] Vi EERE T () FEERY ke A%
20.2%, (2) NASEL 53.9% (o]do]d 36.7%, 41 17.2%) o1, (3) A4

3 NAFES I DEate A9 19.3%, (@) MAFSHS 6.7%°|th

(Table 2) Composition of Care Types

Total Child Care Allowance Childcare Fee Support Preschool' Tuition
(unit: people) Recipients Recipients Recipients

(1,013, 26.8%) (1,753, 46.4%) (1,009, 26.7%)

(1) Parent Care Only (2-1) Daycare Center (2-2) Kindergarten
762(20. 2%) 1,385(36.7%) 651(17.2%)

(?ng/; (4) Personal Care Services| (3-1) Daycare Center (3-2) Kindergarten

(Relatives, Non-relatives) |+ Personal Care Services| + Personal Care Services

251(6.7%) 368(9.7%) 358(9.5%)

Source: Ministry of Welfare, 2018 National Child Care Survey.

Phe] EBHY TR E o} D /T 59 Annu, obFel Aol
Bobd£E ANER, AMERRAESS MFo] S0 we) /bt vy
Mol by 79 BRER sh Ao 1F Aol o 20%prelw], Pl
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(Table 3) Basic Statistics from the Child Care Survey (2018) - By 4 Care Types

Category

Sub-total

Number of Children Using Each Care Method

(Unit: People)

(1) Parent | (2) Facility | (3) Facility +| (4) Personal
Care Only Care Personal Care|Care Services
ol 3,775 762 2,036 726 251
100%) | (20.2%) (53.9%) (19.3%) (6.7%)
By Child Age
Age 0 434 342 18 3 71
(11.5%) | (78.8%) (4.2%) (0.7%) (16.4%)
Age 1 553 280 172 35 66
’ (14.6%) (50.6%) (31.1%) (6.3%) (11.9%)
Age 2 535 82 340 86 27
’ (14.2%) | (15.3%) (63.6%) (16.1%) (5.1%)
e 3 614 35 454 106 19
H8e 16.3%) |  (5.7%) (74.0%) (17.3%) (3.1%)
Age 4 615 15 434 137 29
© (16.3%) (2.4%) (70.6%) (22.3%) (4.7%)
\ge 5 574 8 360 188 18
e (15.2%) (1.4%) (62.7%) (32.8%) (3.1%)
Age 6 450 - 258 171 21
> (11.9%) - (57.3%) (38.0%) (4.7%)
By Household Type
, 3,170 665 1,800 526 179
(1) Couple + Children| (o) yory | (91, 095) (56. 8%) (16.6%) (5. 6%)
. . 1,508 148 825 406 129
with Dual-income: | ag g0,y | (g go,) (54.7%) (27.0%) (8.6%)
e 1,662 517 975 120 50
with Single-income |\ \ 5oy | (31 195) (58.6%) (7.2%) (3.0%)
(2) Single-Parent . 86 I 18 . 21 2
(2.3%) (17.4%) (55.8%) (24.4%) (2.3%)
(3) Three Generation 435 s 174 131 56
(1L.5%) | (17.0%) (40.0%) (30.1%) (12.9%)
. . 250 15 85 108 42
with Dual-income | - ey | (5 0g) (34.0%) (43.2%) (16. 8%)
with Single-income 18 % 8 2 i
(4.9%) (31.9%) (48.2%) (12.4%) (7.6%)
84 8 14 48 14
(4) Other 2.2%) | (9.5%) (16.7%) (57.2%) (16.7%)

Note: The percentages in parentheses for columns (1) to (4) represent the proportion of each
category within the Age and Household Type sub-total. The percentages in parentheses
for the Sub-total column represent the proportion of each age & household type group

within the total

number of children.

households is based on the parents of the child.

The dual-income status of three-generation
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(unobserved heterogeneity) = WERA® it 0, #4F1, FEAF 09 i 2534
TFEEE 7Pyl
(Table 4) Estimation Results of the Model for Determinants of
Child Care Type: Age 0-2
Facility Care Facility+Private Service | Private Service
. (base: Parent Care | (base: Parent Care | (base: Parent Care
Variables Only) Only) Only)
Coeft. ‘ S. €. Coeff. ‘ S. €. Coeft. ‘ s.e
Child Characteristics
Male -0.11 0.14 0.09 0.21 -0.20 0.17
Age 1.62%** 0.10 175 0.17 0.37*** | 0.12
Birth Order 0.12 0.11 0.05 0.19 0.04 0.12
Birth Quarter 0.17*** 0.06 0. 34*** 0.09 0.02 0.07
Household/Parent Characteristics
Mother’s Age -0.05*** | 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.02
Mother’s Education Level 0.01 0.03 -0.08 0. 06 0.03 0.04
gﬁﬁlﬂ; of Other Young | g | 0,05 | 0.3 | 0.07 | 027 | 0.0
Household Income 0.88*** 0.29 0.78** 0.35 0.14 0.36
Dual-Income Status 1.39%** 0.16 3,23 0.28 1.52"** | 0.18
Household Type (Based on: Couple + Unmarried Children)
Single-Parent 0.02 0.39 0. 66 0.85 0.48 0.59
Three-Generation -0. 45* 0.25 1.05%** 0.32 0.83*** | 0.23
Other -2.52"* | 0.77 1.10 0.68 0.94* 0.51

Region (Based on: Metropolitan Areas)

Small and Medium-Sized

o 0. 26 0.17 -0.08 0.24 0.00 0.19
Cities
Town and Rural Areas 0. 26 0.16 -0.70** 0.29 -0.01 0. 20
Characteristics of Child Care and Education Facilities
Accessibility 0.01 0.14 -0.10 0.21 -0.07 0.17
Presence of Accredited 0.54** | 0.21 0.33 0.35 0.05 | 0.2
Institutions
Constant -2.30"** | 0.75 -6, 77*** 1.21 -3.55%*% 1 1,10

Note: *** indicates statistical significance at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and * at the 1%
level.
Number of observations = 1,233 / Log pseudolikelihood = -661543.47 / Prob > chi2 =
0. 0000.
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(Table b) Estimation Results of the Model for Determinants of
Child Care Type: Age 3-6

Facility Care Facility+Private Service| Private Service
Tl (base: Parent Care | (base: Parent Care | (base: Parent Care
Only) Only) Only)
Coeft. ‘ S. €. Coeff. ‘ S.e. Coeft. ‘ s.e
Child Characteristics
Male -0. 05 0.18 0.03 0.19 -0.17 0.22
Age 0.53*** 0.11 0. 94%** 0.12 0. 84*** 0.13
Birth Order -0.43*** | 0.16 -0.67*** 0.17 | -0.73*** | 0.19
Birth Quarter 0.05 0.08 0.17** 0.08 0.12 0.10
Household/Parent Characteristics
Mother’s Age -0. 04 0.03 -0.03 0.03 -0.01 0.03
Mother’s Education Level | -0.05 0. 05 -0.05 0.05 0.05 0. 06
gﬁﬂ?; of Other Young | o 11| 0,07 | 0.29* | o007 | 0.3 | 0.08
Household Income -0.21 0.20 -0.42%* 0.21 -0. 44* 0.23
Dual-Income Status 0.79*** 0.26 157 0.27 L12*** | 0.30
Household Type (Based on: Couple + Unmarried Children)
Single-Parent -0. 24 0.48 0.07 0.50 |-10.67***| 0.53
Three-Generation -0.19 0.36 0.77** 0.37 0.61 0.41
Other -1.59*** | 0.53 0.16 0.53 -0.39 0. 60

&%

Region (Based on: Metropolitan Areas

Small and Medium-Sized

Cities 0.04 0.20 -0.54** 0.22 -0.08 0.25
Town and Rural Areas 0. 38 0. 25 -0.43* 0. 26 -0. 44 0.32
Characteristics of Child Care and Education Facilities
Accessibility 0.12 0.17 -0.01 0.18 0.13 0.20
i;?;ifgnsf Aceredited | gpeen | 0,24 0.47* 0.26 | 0.29 | 0.30
Constant 1.7 1.33 -1.43 1.38 -4, 22** 1.67
Note: *** indicates statistical significance at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and * at the 1%
level.
Number of observations = 2,047 / Log pseudolikelihood = -1102169.5 / Prob > chi2 =
0. 0000.
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(Table 6) Probability of Choosing Child Care Types (4 Types)
(When Other Conditions are Averaged)
Household | (1) Parent Care " (3) Facility+ (4) Private
Category Type Only (2) Facility Care Private Care

Typel 0. 5040 0. 1717 0. 0285 0. 2958

Type? 0. 9076 0. 0448 0. 0000 0. 0476

Age 0 Type3 0. 6856 0. 0619 0. 0155 0. 2369
’ Typed 0. 3437 0. 0572 0. 1044 0. 4948
Typeb 0. 8140 0.0179 0. 0016 0. 1666

Typeb 0.7221 0.0012 0.0115 0. 2652

Typel 0. 1936 0. 4698 0.1513 0. 1853

Type?2 0. 6462 0. 3088 0.0013 0. 0437

Age 1 Type3 0. 3685 0. 3910 0. 1492 0. 0913
Typed 0. 0829 0. 1925 0. 4037 0. 3209

Typeb 0. 6498 0. 1982 0.0112 0. 1408

Typeb 0. 3115 0. 0087 0. 3450 0. 3348

Typel 0. 0203 0. 6643 0. 2749 0. 0405

Type?2 0. 2332 0. 7385 0. 0097 0. 0186

\ge 2 Type3 0. 0815 0. 7493 0. 1441 0. 0251
Het Typed 0.0118 0. 3130 0.5913 0. 0839
Typeb 0. 2183 0. 5988 0. 0960 0. 0869

Typeb 0. 1595 0. 0429 0. 6256 0.1720

Typel 0.0172 0.7123 0. 2258 0. 0448

Type?2 0.1131 0. 8153 0. 0544 0.0171

Age 3 Type3 0. 0557 0. 7638 0. 1805 0. 0000
Typed 0.0130 0. 5287 0. 3922 0. 0661

Typeb 0.0791 0. 6907 0.1769 0. 0534

Typeb 0.1271 0. 3774 0. 4483 0. 0472

Typel 0. 0055 0.6412 0. 2994 0. 0539

Type? 0. 0466 0. 8263 0. 1008 0. 0262

Age 4 Type3 0. 0507 0. 6950 0. 2543 0. OQOO
’ Typed 0. 0034 0. 4543 0.4785 0. 0639
Typeb 0. 0345 0. 6576 0. 2599 0. 0480

Typeb 0.1167 0. 2557 0.5726 0. 0551

Typel 0.0012 0. 5286 0. 3983 0.0718

Type?2 0.0174 0. 7696 0.1711 0. 0418

Age 5 Type3 0.0179 0. 6816 0. 3005 0. OQOO
Typed 0. 0007 0. 3741 0. 5558 0. 0695

Typeb 0. 0076 0.5615 0.3791 0. 0518

Typeb 0. 0224 0. 2011 0. 7300 0. 0465

Typel 0. 0003 0. 4286 0. 4909 0. 0802

Type?2 0. 0076 0. 7079 0. 2229 0. 0615

Age 6 Type3 0. 0032 0. 5452 0.4516 0. 0000
e Typed 0. 0001 0. 2749 0. 6476 0.0774
Typeb 0. 0032 0. 5380 0. 4086 0. 0503

Typeb 0. 0012 0.1252 0. 8032 0. 0703

Note: Household Type 1 is a dual-income couple with unmarried children. Type 2 is a
single-income couple with unmarried children. Type 3 is a single-parent household with
unmarried children. Type 4 is a dual-income three-generation household. Type 5 is a
single-income three-generation household. Type 6 includes other households.
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(Table 7> Analysis of Factors Influencing Daycare Center Usage
Time and Costs: Age 0-2

Category Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Whether to Use | Whether to Use | Whether to Use
Stage 1 Daycare Center Daycare Center Daycare Center
Coeff. s. e. Coeff. S. €. Coeff. s. e.
Age 104 | 0.06 | 1.21%** | 0.07 | 1.08"** | 0.06
Mother’s Age -0.03*** | 0.01 | -0.03** | 0.01 | -0.03*** | 0.01
Dual-Income Status L.05*** | 0.09 | 0.65%** | 0.09 | 0.85"** | 0.08
Presence of Accredited Institutions | 0.32*** | 0.11 | 0.28%** | 0.08 | 0.26™** | 0.09
Constant -0.70™* | 0.33 | -1.06™** | 0.35 | -0.88"** | 0.32
Usage Time Childcare Costs Cost per Hour
Stage 2 (log) (log) (log)
Coeff. s. e. Coeff. S. €. Coeff. s. e.
Age -0.15%** | 0.02 | -0.21%** | 0.01 | -0.05** | 0.02
Male -0.01 0.01 0. 00 0.00 0.01 0.01
Mother’s Age 0.00 0. 00 -0. 00 0.00 0 0. 00
Mother”s Education Level -0.01** | 0.00 -0.00 0.00 | 0.01** | 0.00
No. of Other Young Children 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02
Household Income -0.04%** | 0.02 0. 00 0.00 | 0.05*** | 0.01
Household Type (based on:
Dual-income Couple+Children)
Single-income Couple+Children -0.01 0.02 | -0.02*** | 0.01 0.01 0.02
Single-Parent 0.08 0.03 -0. 02 0.01 -0. 04 0.03
Three-generation w/ Dual-income -0.02 0.03 0. 00 0.01 0.02 0.02
Three-generation w/ Single-income| 0. 02 0.03 | -0.02** | 0.01 -0.03 0.03
Other -0.09 0.09 -0. 00 0.01 0. 06 0. 05
Metropolitan Area -0.02 0.01 0. 00 0.00 0.02 0.01
No. of Education Programs 0.00 0.00 | 0.03*** | 0.00 | 0.03*** | 0.00
Constant 2.79*** | 0.14 | 6.67"** | 0.02 | 1.09*** | 0.12
/mills
lambda -0.21%** | 0.02 | 0.06™** | 0.00 | ***0.22 | 0.03
Number of obs 1,281 1, 266 1,266
(selected = 583) (selected = 581) (selected = 581)
chi2 (13) =92.56, |chi2(13) =1386.02| chi2(13) =94.94
Model Fit Statistics: Wald Prob > chi2= Prob > chi2 = Prob > chi2=
0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000
chi2(1) =68.83 | chi2(1) =64.68 | chi2(1) =69.00
Wald test of indep. eqns. (rho=0) : Prob > chi2= Prob > chi2= Prob > chi2=
0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000

*

Note:
level.

** indicates statistical significance at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and * at the 1%
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(Table 8) Analysis of Factors Influencing Daycare Center Usage
Time and Costs: Age 3-6

Category Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Whether to Use | Whether to Use | Whether to Use
Stage 1 Facility Care Facility Care Facility Care
Coeff. s. e. Coeff. S. €. Coeff. S. e.
Age 0.02 0.05 | 0.16%** | 0.05 0.12* 0.07
Mother’s Age -0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.01
Mother”s Education Level -0.13%** | 0.05 | -0.14*** | 0.05 | -0.18%** | 0.05
Dual-Income Status 0.25%** | 0.09 0.16* 0.09 0.11 0.10
Presence of Accredited Facilities - - 0.18* 0.11 0.24* 0.14
Enoughness of Facilities 0.14* 0.08 - - - -
Constant L97°** | 0.43 | 1.63*** | 0.49 | 2.20"** | 0.64
Usage Time Childcare Costs Cost per Hour
Stage 2 (log) (log) (log)
Coeff. S. €. Coeff. S. €. Coeff. S. €.
Age -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
Male -0.00 0.01 0. 00 0.03 -0. 00 0.02
Mother’s Age 0.00 0.00 -0. 00 0.00 -0. 00 0.00
Mother’s Education Level -0.00*** | 0.00 | 0.03*** | 0.01 - -
No. of Other Young Children -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02
Household Income -0.02** | 0.01 | 0.24*** | 0.03 | 0.16™** | 0.02
Household Type (based on:
Dual-income Couple+Children)
Single-income Couple+Children -0.10"** | 0.01 -0.02 0.03 0.04** 0.02
Single-Parent -0.02 0.03 0. 06 0.10 0.01 0. 06
Three-generation w/ Dual-income | -0.04*** | 0.01 | -0.14** | 0.05 -0. 05 0. 04
Three-generation w/ Single-income| -0.08*** | 0.02 | -0.18"* | 0.08 | -0.10** | 0.05
Other -0.06** | 0.03 0.03 0.09 0.03 0.05
Metropolitan Area -0.02"** | 0.01 | 0.16™** | 0.03 | 0.12*** | 0.02
No. of Education Programs 0.01*** | 0.00 | 0.08*** | 0.01 | 0.04*** | 0.00
Constant 2,355 1 0.07 | 3.71%*% | 0.23 -0.02 0.15
/mills
lambda -0.15%** | 0.01 | -0.55*** | 0.02 | 0.26™* | 0.06
2,095 1,836 2,007

Number of obs

Model Fit Statistics: Wald
Log pseudolikelihood

Wald test of indep. eqns. (rho=0) :

(selected = 1, 966)
chi2 (13) =224. 26
Prob > chi2=
0. 0000
273706. 5
chi2 (1) =55. 94
Prob > chi2=
0. 0000

(selected = 1, 717)
chi2(13) =325.37
Prob > chi2 =
0. 0000
-1323180
chi2(1) =75.68
Prob > chi2 =
0. 0000

(selected = 1, 879)
chi2(12) =303. 35
Prob > chi2=
0. 0000
-828225. 4
chi2(1) =11.37
Prob > chi2 =
0. 0007

Note: *** indicates statistical significance at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and * at the 1%

level.
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(Figure b) Changes in the Scale of Use by Type of Care for Young Children: Age 0-2

(2021 Population of 884,046

100 for normalization)
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<Comparison of Care Use by Type in 2021 and 2036 - By Scenario>

Note: (1) Scenario 1: Maintain the 2018-2021 transition matrix + gradual increase in the

proportion of dual-income households.

(2) Scenario 2: Maintain the 2018-2021 transition matrix + increase to the OECD level of

dual-income households (full-time).

(3) Scenario 3: Maintain the 2018-2021 transition matrix + increase to the OECD level of

dual-income households (full-time + part-

time) .

(4) Scenario 4: Apply the 2015-2021 change rate + gradual increase in the proportion of

dual-income households.

(5) Scenario 5: Apply the 2015-2021 change rate + increase to the OECD level of

dual-income households (full-time) .

(6) Scenario 6: Apply the 2015-2021 change rate + increase to the OECD level of
dual-income households (full-time + part-time).
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(Figure 6) Changes in the Scale of Use by Type of Care for Young Children: Age 3-6
(2021 Population of 1,603,123 = 100 for normalization)
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<Comparison of Care Use by Type in 2021 and 2036 - By Scenario>

Note: (1) Scenario 1: Maintain the 2018-2021 transition matrix + gradual increase in the

proportion of dual-income households.

(2) Scenario 2: Maintain the 2018-2021 transition matrix + increase to the OECD level of
dual-income households (full-time).

(3) Scenario 3: Maintain the 2018-2021 transition matrix + increase to the OECD level of
dual-income households (full-time + part-time).

(4) Scenario 4: Apply the 2015-2021 change rate + gradual increase in the proportion of
dual-income households.

(5) Scenario 5: Apply the 2015-2021 change rate + increase to the OECD level of
dual-income households (full-time).

(6) Scenario 6: Apply the 2015-2021 change rate + increase to the OECD level of
dual-income households (full-time + part-time).
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(Figure 8) Ficility Care Usage Time and Costs: Age 3-6 - Comparison by Scenario
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Forcasting Young Childcare Services Based on

Population and Household Structural Changes*

Jihye Lee™™ - Chulhee Lee™™*

Abstract

This study forecasts the future demand for the young childcare services by
considering potential changes in the household structure, such as dual-income
households, alongside demographic shifts. Despite the predicted decline in the
young child population, the demand for public care services may not decrease
proportionately due to the rise in dual-income families, coupled with an
increased preference for public care based on household characteristics. The
findings suggest that future childcare policies should account for not only the
quantitative changes in the population but also the pace of household structure
changes, the preferences for types of care based on household characteristics,
and the demand for quality in terms of time and costs.
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