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1. Introduction 

As elsewhere in the world, the COVID-19 pandemic has inflicted multiple hardships on 
Georgian families. Some of these negative effects are already well-established – the pandemic 
resulted in 16,900 casualties (Worldometers, 2022); the economy shrank by 6.8 per cent in 
2020 (Geostat, 2022a); and unemployment rose from 17.6 per cent in 2019 to 20.6 per cent in 
2021 (Geostat, 2022b). However, there are no readily available statistics that allow to quantify 
the effects of the pandemic on various dimensions of Georgian children’s wellbeing.  

To address this shortcoming, the current research paper presents the analysis of the Real-Time 
Monitoring/Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey Plus (RTM/MICS Plus) data commissioned by 
UNICEF Georgia with the specific objective of monitoring Georgian families’ and children’s 
wellbeing during the pandemic. While some of the headline statistics from each of the six 
rounds of the survey have already been widely disseminated, this paper provides a more 
comprehensive view of the pandemic effects as it tries to address three overarching questions: 

 To what extent various dimensions of child wellbeing were affected by pandemic and 
how did these evolve over time? 

 Which groups of children were affected the most? 
 To what extent did specific hardships, such as loss of family income amplify other risks 

for children? 

The paper is organized into seven sections. In the next section we develop theoretical 
framework for the analysis by discussing the ways in which the pandemic may affect children. 
In the third section we describe the data and the methodology used in the analysis. The 
following three sections present the results of the analysis. The final section concludes by 
summing up the main findings. 

 
 
2. Pandemic and child wellbeing: multiple possible effects  

There are multiple ways in which the present pandemic can harm children’s wellbeing 
(Richardson et al, 2020). The first and the most obvious risk is an infection with the virus, 
though fortunately, unlike previous pandemics children have been much less likely to contract 
the disease than any other age group. Consequently, the number of casualties among children 
has been relatively low in Georgia. Yet, the pandemic can also trigger psychological stress, 
fear and anxiety among some children, especially when their family members contract the 
virus, and in some cases pass away. Children’s health can also be affected when health care 
providers can no longer offer non-emergency services in order to concentrate their resources 
on COVID-19 patients or when families refrain from taking their children to hospital because 
of the fear of infection. 

Second, the pandemic forced governments to take unprecedented lockdown measures, which 
severely restricted free movement for extended periods of time. Together with the closure of 
educational institutions this unavoidable measure disrupted children’s daily routines and social 
networks. At the same time, long periods of self-isolation may also contribute to substance 
abuse among parents and family violence, posing additional risks to children’s physical and 
mental security. 

Third, the pandemic may result in long-lasting negative economic effects on families and 
children. Loss of jobs and livelihoods often force families to deplete their savings, sell 
productive assets and/or take loans that they will struggle to repay. Each of these coping 
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strategies may severely reduce the amount of resources families can allocate for children’s 
needs. 

Furthermore, the various types of risks do not necessarily occur in isolation. In fact, they may 
also reinforce each other, further aggravating children’s wellbeing. For example, loss of family 
income may increase psychological stress within families and the associated risk of violence 
against women and children. Similarly, family member’s long-term illness or death can lead to 
a major reduction in family income, which in turn translates into less and lower quality food 
for children. 

As in case of other major crises, the risks to wellbeing triggered by the pandemic are likely to 
be more serious for those groups of children who already suffered from different types of 
disadvantages. For example, the risk of reductions in family income is higher for children 
whose parents were already in precarious forms of employment prior to the crisis. The risk of 
missing out on online education is higher for children whose families do not have stable access 
to internet. The risk of isolation-induced violence is higher for children whose parents 
previously suffered from substance abuse problems or who live in overcrowded housing. 

Whether or not each of these risks materialize, to a significant degree depends on the measures 
that governments take to shield children and families. The Government of Georgia took several 
important steps in this regard. In education, online schooling was introduced. In social 
protection, the coverage of targeted social assistance was expanded, and several emergency 
social transfers were designed, including one explicitly targeting children from low-income 
families. The Government also provided universal subsidies on electricity and natural gas for 
several months and it also financed deferral of individuals’ bank loans for several months. Yet, 
while certainly useful, there is no doubt that these measures could only partially compensate 
Georgian families for the major negative effects of the pandemic. 

In line with this theoretical framework, the current report analyses the incidence of the three 
types of risks in relation to children’s health, lockdown measures, and their family incomes. 

 
 
3. Methodology 

The analysis presented in this paper is based on the data from the RTM/MICS Plus conducted 
by Geostat, in partnership with UNICEF. This panel survey consisted of six rounds of phone 
interviews conducted between November/December 2020 and December 2021, though not at 
regular intervals (for exact dates and response rates please see Annex 1). The sampling frame 
of the survey was the households interviewed by Geostat in the 2018 Multiple Indicator Cluster 
Survey (MICS). To obtain an effective sample size of around 2,000 households, three 
households were randomly drawn from each of the 706 clusters of MICS resulting in a gross 
sample of 2,118 households. In the first round of the survey (which was conducted in two 
stages) 734 households with incomplete interviews were filtered out and substituted by other 
households drawn from the same clusters of MICS using a model-based, conditional 
substitution method that employed Euclidian Distance analysis. After the completion of the 
first round the effective sample size was set at 1,996 households (of which 822 had at least one 
child) and in the following rounds no further substitution has been carried out. It should be 
noted that not all of these 1,996 households were interviewed in each of the rounds. Thus, the 
sample size varies between rounds.  

The content of the questionnaire also varied between rounds. Some modules, for example 
questions regarding the effects of COVID-19 on family incomes were asked in four rounds, 
while other batteries, for example regarding child discipline were asked only in single rounds. 
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This restricts our ability to measure change over time in relation to some dimensions of child 
wellbeing. Further, in each round the respondents answered questions about one randomly 
selected child in their household. Therefore, for most of these questions it is impossible to 
follow the panel approach – when identical questions are posed about same individuals multiple 
times. Instead, we have to contend with the longitudinal approach which implies comparing 
aggregated data between rounds. 

The analysis employs two statistical methods. First, descriptive analysis, where frequencies of 
variables of interest are presented and disaggregated by urban-rural location, household wealth 
quintiles (a composite index constructed based on households’ possession of durable items) 
and age groups. Second, logistic regression analysis, where the probability of particular risks 
materialising for children are being regressed on their family characteristics and exposure to 
other risks. 

 
 
4. COVID-19 effects on household income 

The analysis of the RTM/MICS Plus data confirms that the economic effects of the crisis have 
been widely felt across the Georgian society. This has, first and foremost, been reflected in the 
loss of jobs. By November/December 2020, 31.8 per cent of respondents reported that at least 
one of their household members had lost a job since the start of the pandemic (Table 1). The 
subsequent periods saw less dramatic reduction of employment, presumably as some of the 
COVID-19 restrictions were relaxed and also there were fewer households which had 
employed members left – between December 2020 and May-June 2021 the share of households 
whose members lost jobs decreased to 13.9 per cent and then to 5.8 per cent in July – October 
2021 period. Overall, the loss of employment in at least one of the periods covered by the 
survey has been recorded in 43.8 per cent of households, including 34.7 per cent of households 
without children and 54 per cent of households with children. While some of these people have 
undoubtedly found new employment over time, even brief periods of unemployment can have 
major negative effects on household finances, especially in households which already struggled 
to make ends meet even before the pandemic.  

Interestingly, with the exception of November/December 2020 – May/June 2021 period, the 
frequency of job losses have been rather similar in urban and rural areas. This is somewhat 
counterintuitive as most rural residents are traditionally engaged in (subsistence) farming in 
Georgia and accordingly one would expect them to be much less exposed to job losses. The 
difference in job losses is far more substantive between families with and without children. For 
example, between March and November/December 2020, 27 per cent of families without 
children lost job compared to 35.1 per cent of families with 1 child and 41.3 per cent of families 
with 2 or more children. Such large differences are partially caused by the fact that a large share 
of families without children consists of retired people who did not have jobs to lose. But it is 
also possible that families with children were more likely to lose jobs because they had to look 
after children during the school closure period. 
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Table 1. Share of households reporting loss of job 

 

March –
November/Dece

mber 2020 

December 2020 
– May/June 

2021 
July – October 

2021 
November – 

December 2021 
Families without 
children 27.1% 11.5% 4.5% 1.4% 
Families with 1 
child 35.1% 18.7% 7.1% 2.6% 
Families with 2 or 
more children 41.3% 16.1% 8.3% 2.5% 
Urban 32.9% 16.3% 6.7% 1.7% 
Rural 30.2% 10.5% 4.6% 2.0% 
Total 31.8% 13.9% 5.8% 1.8% 

 
Even when not losing employment, massive shares of Georgian families have experienced 
reduction of income since the start of the pandemic. In November/December 2020, more than 
half of respondents (53 per cent) reported a decrease in household revenues compared to the 
pre-COVID-19 period (Table 2). This figure kept decreasing in the following periods, but 
overall, seven out of every 10 households have lost part of their income from the start of the 
pandemic until the end of 2021. The decrease of incomes has been somewhat lower for the 
poorest households and higher for the richest households in most of the four periods of time. 
The differences across urban and rural areas have also not been large. Compared to these, the 
differences observed between households with and without children are very large in each of 
the time periods. For example, from March to November/December 2020, 44.3 per cent of 
families without children experienced a decline in income compared to 64 per cent among 
families with children. Overall, the decline of income has affected 70.2 per cent of households, 
including 61.1 per cent of families without children and 80.4 per cent of families with children. 
This can partially be attributed to the differences in the loss of jobs highlighted earlier.  

 
Table 2. Share of households reporting a decrease in income 

  

March 2020 –
November/Dec

ember 2020 

December 2020 
– May/June 

2021 
July 2021 – 

October 2021 

November 2021 
– December 

2021 
Total 53.0% 37.4% 16.1% 8.8% 
Urban 51.1% 38.2% 16.3% 8.2% 
Rural 55.5% 36.3% 15.9% 9.6% 
Poorest quintile 46.4% 33.0% 17.1% 9.8% 
Second quintile 53.2% 36.4% 14.2% 9.4% 
Third quintile 53.2% 38.1% 14.5% 6.6% 
Fourth quintile 55.0% 40.0% 18.1% 6.9% 
Richest quintile 55.9% 40.8% 16.9% 11.8% 
Families without 
children 44.3% 30.1% 12.5% 6.2% 
Families with 
children 64.0% 46.5% 20.7% 12.0% 
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In addition to the share of households experiencing a drop in incomes, the share of incomes 
reported being lost is also alarming. For example, one out of three affected households 
experienced an income reduction of more than 50 per cent between March and 
November/December 2020 (Figure 1). Similarly, a quarter of affected households lost more 
than half of their incomes from December 2020 to May/June 2021.  

 
Figure 1. Share of income lost 

 
 
Delving deeper into the causes of income loss, the most frequently reported reasons are 
COVID-19-related closure of companies and decreased demand for company goods and 
services (Table 3). To be sure, the pandemic was not the only reason for drop in incomes. 
However, the COVID-19-related reasons did account for nearly 90 per cent of all causes of 
income decline between March 2020 and May/June 2021. Furthermore, even in November – 
December 2021 period, almost two out of three cases of income loss were associated with the 
pandemic. 

 
Table 3. Causes of loss of family income 

Reason for income loss 

March 2020 – 
November/De
cember 2020 

December 
2020 – 

May/June 
2021 

July – 
October 2021 

November – 
December 

2021 
COVID-19 related         

Owned 
company/business closed 15.8% 7.3% 2.6% 1.2% 

Employing 
company/business closed 31.9% 16.9% 6.3% 6.5% 

Could not go to work due 
to quarantine 3.1% 1.9% 1.1% 2.9% 

0.0

20.0

40.0

60.0

80.0

100.0

March 2020-
November 2021

December 2020-
June 2021

July 2021 - October
2021

November 2021 -
December 2021

10% OR LESS 11 - 25%

26 - 50% 51 - 75%

MORE THAN 75% (BUT NOT 100%) 100% (ALL)

DK / NOT SURE
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Could not work as 
COVID-19 positive  1.1% 1.9% 4.8% 6.7% 
Decreased demand for 
company/business 
goods/services 23.2% 50.7% 44.6% 41.1% 
Had to take care of 
others infected with 
COVID-19 0.9% 0.5% 0.7% 2.2% 
No remittances as the 
person sending was not 
able to work 2.2% 2.2% 1.3% 1.0% 
Reduced hours of work 6.9% 6.8% 6.7% 2.0% 
Reduced salary 7.0% 8.5% 9.1% 2.4% 
Other 6.3% 5.3% 1.7% 1.4% 
Non-COVID-19 related         

Employing 
company/business closed 1.9% 1.9% 3.4% 16.4% 

Had health problem 
unrelated to COVID-19 3.5% 3.3% 8.3% 1.6% 
Had to take care of 
others 0.2% 0.4% 0.8% 0.2% 

No remittances as the 
person was not able work 0.3% 0.4% 1.8% 1.5% 
Other 7.8% 5.8% 14.3% 20.0% 

COVID-19 related 
causes as % of total 87.8% 89.6% 73.4% 62.9% 

 
The analysis also shows that the affected Georgian households have resorted to multiple coping 
strategies, often in combination (Figure 2). Cutting down on food and other household 
expenditure have been the most frequently used options. For example, between March and 
November/December 2020, 67.2 per cent of affected households cut down on food and 82.8 
per cent on other expenditure. In parallel, other strategies, such as borrowing from friends and 
relatives and using savings have also often been used. In addition, with the exception of the 
last period (November – December 2021), a quarter of affected households took commercial 
loans. 

The frequency order of coping strategies remained similar across different periods, though 
some coping strategies became less frequent over time. This is especially true for reducing food 
expenditure which decreased from 67.2 to 42.4 per cent between March 2020 and December 
2021. In contrast, the use of savings actually increased from 49.9 to 55.2 per cent during the 
same period. 

When comparing the coping strategies of households with and without children, the incidence 
of some coping strategies is very similar – there are no large differences when it comes to 
selling household items, drawing on savings and cutting down on non-food household 
expenditure. However, families with children were much more likely to take commercial loans, 
to borrow from friends and relatives, take additional work, and in some of the periods they 
were also less likely to reduce spending on food. Yet, throughout the whole of the covered 
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period, the share of families with and without children who reduced spending on food at least 
once because of reduced income is almost identical – 73.6 and 75.8 per cent, respectively.  

 
Figure 2. Coping strategies 

 
 
As noted earlier, the Government of Georgia provided several types of support to mitigate the 
economic effects of the pandemic. Some of these were nearly universal – accordingly, subsidies 
on electricity and natural gas for at least one month were received by 80.6 and 72.7 per cent of 
households, respectively (Table 4). Particularly noteworthy is the one-off child cash transfer in 
the amount of 200 GEL which has benefited practically all families with children (accounting 
for 40.4 per cent of all families). A third of households (32.3 per cent) have also benefited from 
loan deferrals and a quarter from other forms of assistance. With the exception of electricity 
and natural gas subsidies, all transfers have benefited families with children more. The 
difference in the take-up of benefits is particularly large with regards to loan deferrals – 43.9 
per cent of households with children have had their debts restructured compared to 23.1 per 
cent of households without children. Overall, 99 per cent of households with children have 
received at least one type of support and nearly three-quarters received three or more types 
(Figure 3). For households without children the corresponding figures are 92 per cent and 27.1 
respectively. Thus, the government support package can be confirmed to be child-sensitive. 

 
Table 4. Incidence of government support 

  Total 

Families 
without 
children 

Families 
with 

children 
Deferral of loans 32.3% 23.1% 43.9% 
Subsidizing electricity bills for at least 1 month 80.6% 83.0% 77.6% 
Subsidizing natural gas bills for at least 1 month 72.7% 73.1% 72.1% 
Other support 23.6% 19.2% 29.1% 
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Figure 3. Number of COVID-19 related benefits received by households 

 
 
 
5. COVID-19 effects on child health 

While not designed to comprehensively measure the effects of the pandemic on child health, 
the RTM/MICS Plus data does allow to gain some insights into several important dimensions 
of child health, namely changes in children’s sleeping patterns and their body weights and their 
mental wellbeing. The relevant questions were included in the third round of the RTM/MICS 
Plus (fielded in May/June 2021). 

As Figure 4 shows, every fifth respondent reported that their 5-17 year old children’s sleeping 
patterns have worsened since the start of the pandemic. Moreover, the differences between 
residence areas are substantial in this regard: in urban areas sleeping patterns worsened for 
twice as many children (24.4 per cent) as in rural areas (12.3 per cent).  

 
Figure 4. Change in 5-17 year old children’s sleeping patterns 
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To test whether the worsening of children’s sleeping patterns can be related to income shocks 
experienced by their families, we fitted a logistic regression model with two separate variables 
measuring the extent of income loss, during March – November/December 2020 and December 
2020 to May/June 2021, while also controlling for the time spent by children on electronic 
devices, the time spent outdoors and urban/rural location. As Table 5 shows, the effects of 
income shock variables are statistically non-significant. Importantly, one extra hour children 
spend on electronic devices increases their probability of worsened sleeping pattern by 71 per 
cent.  

 
Table 5. Logistic regression of worsened sleeping patterns 

  
Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Percentage of income lost in March -
November/December 2020 1.07 0.47 

Percentage of income lost in December 
2020 - May/June 2021 1.08 0.44 
Time spent on electronic devices 1.71 0.00 
Time spent outdoors 1.00 0.98 
Rural (ref: urban) 0.40 0.01 
Constant 0.03 0/00 
Number of observations 476 
Pseudo R2 0.10 

 
Turning to changes in children’s body weights, a gain of body weight among 1-17 year old 
children since the start of the pandemic was reported by 62 per cent of respondents, no weight 
change by 33 per cent and loss of weight by 5 per cent (Figure 5). Admittedly, change in child’s 
weight on its own is a highly imperfect measure for assessing child’s nutritional status. While 
it is natural for children to gain weight over time, in some cases increase in body mass may be 
caused by consumption of unhealthy food or increasing intake of low nutritional value 
carbohydrates. Conversely, loss of some weight may actually be positive for children who 
suffer from overweight or obesity. Likewise, a child not gaining weight for an extended period 
of time may also indicate health problems. One way of getting a general indication of whether 
weight change was positive or negative for child’s health is to test its correlation with 
household reducing food expenditure during the pandemic. For this purpose we fitted two 
logistic regression models, with gain and loss of weight being dependent variables (Table 6). 
The results confirm the negative effects of reducing food consumption on children’s body 
weights – the odds of losing weight are 3.3 times higher for children whose families reduced 
food consumption during December 2020 – May/June 2021 period. In contrast, reduced food 
consumption in either of the two periods does not appear to be related to weight gain, and 
neither is the amount of time spent by children outdoors. 
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Figure 5. Changes in body weight between April 2020 – May/June 2021, children aged 1-17 

 
 
Table 6. Logistic regression of loss and gain of weight 

  Loss of weight Gain of weight 

  
Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Reduced food consumption March -
November/December 2020 1.49 0.35 0.96 0.87 
Reduced food consumption 
December 2020 - May/June 2021 3.30 0.00 0.89 0.63 
Time spent outdoors 1.06 0.72 0.91 0.22 
Constant 0.02 0.00 2.90 0.00 
Number of observations 626 626 
Pseudo R2 0.05 0.00 

 
Unlike the questions about changes in sleeping patterns and body weight, the RTM/MICS Plus 
included questions about children’s present emotional wellbeing and not how this has changed 
since the pandemic. This limits our ability to measure the effects of the pandemic directly, but 
as in previous cases, testing correlations with the loss of family income can provide some useful 
hints. However, before discussing the results of the models it is instructive to inspect the 
descriptive statistics.  

As Figure 6 shows, 5.5 per cent of Georgian children feel anxious, nervous or worried on a 
daily basis and another 8.2 per cent on a weekly basis. Similarly, 2.2 per cent of children feel 
very sad or depressed every day, while another 7.7 per cent experience these emotional 
discomforts every week. Taken together, these figures indicate an alarming emotional state of 
a substantial share of Georgian children which requires urgent attention, especially as only a 
quarter (26.8 per cent) of family members of children with emotional problems have ever 
thought about seeking professional assistance, and less than a half of these (48.3 per cent) have 
actually applied to a specialist for help. 

Can these emotional problems be related to the pandemic? According to the logistic models 
presented in Table 7, the extent to which household income declined during March – 
November/December 2020 or December 2020 – May/June 2021 is unrelated to children’s risk 
of frequently being anxious, nervous or worried. Moreover, this risk is not related to family’s 
wealth status or the number of violent discipline methods that parents/caregivers use. However, 
the higher the number of violent discipline methods used, the more likely a child is to frequently 

62%

33%

5%

Gained Did  not change Lost
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feel very sad or depressed. On the other hand, the extent of household income loss is not 
associated with children’s likelihood of being very sad or depressed. 

 
Figure 6. Share of children experiencing emotional problems 

 
 
Table 7. Logistic regression of emotional wellbeing  

  Anxiety Sadness/Depression 
  Odds ratio Sig. Odds ratio Sig. 

Share of income lost in March -
November/December 2020 0.93 0.40 1.06 0.47 
Share of income lost in December 
2020 - May/June 2021 1.15 0.18 1.05 0.63 
Wealth index 1.10 0.47 0.82 0.22 
Number of violent methods used 1.21 0.20 1.53 0.00 
Constant 0.07 0.00 0.08 0.00 
Number of observations 631 631 
Pseudo R2 0.02 0.06 

 
 
6. Lockdown effects on ECD, education and child discipline 

Pre-school education is universal and free in Georgia, but only 80 per cent of 2-5 year-old 
children attended early childhood education institutions before the pandemic (Table 8). There 
may be some subjective reasons for why a considerable share of children did not receive 
preschool education even before the spread of the pandemic – for example, some families may 
prefer not to send children to kindergartens, especially at a younger age. However, there appear 
to be structural causes as well. A clear indication of this is that attendance rate for the poorest 
fifth of children was only 47.7 per cent compared to above 80 per cent for children in all other 
wealth quintiles. Similarly, only 67.7 per cent of rural children attended preschool institutions 
compared to 88.5 per cent of urban children. Previous research has identified lack of pre-school 
infrastructure in rural areas as one of the main causes for this discrepancy (UNICEF, 2017).  

After the start of the pandemic, kindergartens similar to other educational institutions had to be 
closed for several months. With the start of the new academic year in September 2020, most 
kindergartens re-opened. However, in line with the COVID-19 regulations, kindergarten 
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groups (and often whole kindergartens) had to close down temporarily when teachers and/or 
pupils would test positive with the virus. At the same time, some parents were reluctant to send 
their children to preschool services due to the fear of infection. As a result, pre-school 
attendance rate dropped sharply, to 52 per cent during September 2020 – February/March 2021 
period. The decrease was larger in urban than in rural areas. Interestingly, the attendance among 
the poorest fifth children actually increased to a small extent in this period, to 50.2 per cent. 
The attendance rates continued to recover in the period of September – December 2021, but 
the overall rate – 66.2 per cent is still considerably lower compared to the pre-pandemic period. 
On a positive side, attendance appears to steadily increase among the poorest fifth of children 
– 60.7 per cent.  

 
Table 8. Attendance of ECD among 2-5 year old children 

  Prior to March 2020 
September 2020 – 

February/March 2021 
September - 

December 2021 
Poorest quintile 47.7% 50.2% 60.7% 
Second quintile 81.2% 54.0% 69.9% 
Third quintile 84.6% 54.9% 60.0% 
Fourth quintile 94.2% 50.0% 62.8% 
Richest quintile 90.8% 51.5% 71.5% 
Urban 88.5% 50.8% 69.4% 
Rural 67.7% 54.8% 60.1% 
Total 80.0% 52.1% 66.2% 

 
Systematic engagement of parents and other family members in various educational activities 
with younger children is critical for their development. One positive side effect of the crisis 
might be that family members who are no longer employed or have shifted to teleworking can 
spend more time with children. However, as Figure 7 shows, no linear trend can be observed 
in relation to the share of parents and family members who engage in at least four activities 
with children aged 2-5 years (such as reading books or looking at picture books, telling stories, 
singing lullabies, taking outside home, playing, and naming, counting or drawing things 
together). One clear trend though is that in rural areas engagement with children decreases 
considerably during autumn periods. A potential explanation of this trend is that during this 
period all adult family members together with older children (i.e. those above 15 years of age) 
are engaged in harvesting and therefore have less time to spend with younger children. 

 
Figure 7. Share of parents/family members engaging in at least 4 educational activities with 
2-5 year old children 
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Before the pandemic, school attendance rate among 6-17 year old children was high – 97.2 per 
cent, and the difference between urban and rural areas was rather small in this regard (97.9 vs. 
96.3. per cent). Of these children, 96.9 per cent attended online lessons by November 2020 
(Figure 8). In this period only 1 per cent of school-age children missed out on online learning 
because of lack of internet, though this figure was 6.9 per cent among the poorest fifth of 
children. By March 2021, the overall attendance rate increased to 98.1 per cent. However, as 
schools were reopened by this time, more than three quarters (78.7 per cent) attended lessons 
only physically in classrooms, while 11.2 per cent attended only online and another 8.7 per 
cent attended both in person and online. Importantly, by this time no child was reported to have 
missed online learning because of lack of internet connection. The proportions of children 
attending different types of learning modalities did not change significantly in October 2021, 
though by December 2021 the share of children who only received online learning increased 
to 21.7 per cent. The average amount of time children spent on online lessons was very stable 
throughout the whole period, averaging two hours per day. 

 
Figure 8. Types of school attendance 

 
 
As in the case of parents’ and other family members’ engagement in educational activities with 
younger children, one might expect that during the pandemic adults may provide more support 
with homework as they may have more time, but also because they appreciate the additional 
challenges that online learning brings to their children. This indeed appears to be the case 
(Figure 9). The share of children aged 12-14 years who get help with homework has gradually 
increased from 37.5 per cent in November/December 2020 to 45.2 per cent in December 2021. 
The share of 15-17 year old children supported in homework has also increased from 17.1 per 
cent in November 2020 to 29.7 per cent in June 2021, though in the following months it 
decreased by several percentage points. Nonetheless, in December 2021 a higher proportion of 
15-17 year olds received help with homework – 24.5 per cent than in November/December 
2020. The share of 6-11 year olds who get help with homework has been very stable over time, 
though it is much higher compared to other age groups, consistently staying within 82 to 84 
per cent range. 
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Figure 9. Help with homework by age groups 

 
 
The decisions to temporarily stop the schooling process and then to shift to online learning 
have generated a significant controversy, with large numbers of parents expressing their 
discontent both in media and in online social networks. Hence it comes as no surprise that in 
November/December 2020 less than half of parents (47.8 per cent) were satisfied (or very 
satisfied) with the distance learning while over a quarter of respondents expressed 
dissatisfaction (Figure 10). In February/March 2021 the share of respondents satisfied with 
distance learning reached its peak – 77.5 per cent, while only 12.7 per cent expressed 
dissatisfaction. In the following periods satisfaction rates fluctuated between 57 and 64 per 
cents; dissatisfaction rates were more stable at 19 to 20 per cent. It should also be mentioned 
that irrespective of their satisfaction with distance learning, the vast majority of respondents 
prefer children to be physically present in classrooms – in each of the rounds (2, 5 and 6) more 
than 95 per cent of them identified classroom lessons as their preferred modality of learning 
for their children. 

 
Figure 10. Satisfaction with distance learning 
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Another proxy of how the quality of secondary education changed during the pandemic period 
is the perceived change in 5-12 graders’ educational performance compared to previous 
periods. 22.4 per cent of respondents considered that their children’s academic performance 
has worsened between the second semester of school year 2018-2019 and the second semester 
of school year 2019-2020 while 20.8 per cent of respondents thought the opposite – that their 
children’s educational performance has improved (Table 9). Deteriorated performance was 
most frequently reported by respondents from the poorest fifth of households – 31.3 per cent. 
However, in February/March 2021, almost half of the poorest respondents reported that their 
children’s performance between the second semester of 2019-2020 school year and the first 
semester of school year 2020-2021 had improved while only 4.4 per cent reported regress. 
During this period over a third of respondents (36.1 per cent) whose children were in grade 5-
6 also reported progress and less than one in ten (9.1 per cent) reported regress. A quarter of 
respondents (25.8 per cent) thought that their children’s educational performance has improved 
(25.8 per cent) in the second semester of 2020-2021 school year compared to the first semester 
of the same school year while less than a tenth (8.8 per cent) had an opposite view. In this 
period the perceived performance appears to have improved the most for children from the 
third wealth quintile (37.1 per cent improvement, 6.5 per cent worsening) and children in 
grades 7-9 (29.2 per cent improvement, 5.3 per cent worsening). 

  
Table 9. Perceived change in children’s academic performance  

  

Second semester of 
school year 2018-

2019 – Second 
semester of school 

year 2019-2020 (5-12 
graders) 

Second semester of 
school year 2019-

2020 – First semester 
of school year 2020-
2021 (5-12 graders) 

First semester of 
school year 2020-

2021 – Second 
semester of school 

year 2020-2021  
(6-12 graders) 

  Improved Worsened Improved Worsened Improved Worsened 
Poorest quintile 21.2% 31.3% 49.9% 4.4% 26.3% 9.2% 
Second quintile 36.7% 22.8% 36.0% 19.9% 27.5% 1.7% 
Third quintile 21.9% 20.6% 17.9% 18.6% 37.1% 6.5% 
Fourth quintile 21.9% 16.3% 37.4% 9.2% 11.5% 12.3% 
Richest quintile 8.8% 25.0% 18.9% 13.7% 24.0% 13.7% 
Grades 5-6 13.5% 16.7% 36.1% 9.1% 24.6% 7.7% 
Grades 7-9 26.3% 26.9% 27.3% 17.4% 29.2% 5.3% 
Grades 10-12 19.3% 21.0% 29.4% 13.6% 22.0% 14.3% 
Total 20.8% 22.4% 31.1% 13.3% 25.8% 8.8% 

 
To test whether the changes in perceived educational performance can be related to specific 
aspects of education provision during the pandemic period, help with homework provided by 
family members and the extent of household income loss, we fitted several logistic models 
(Tables 10, 11 and 12). Neither improved, nor worsened perceived performance between the 
second semester of school year 2018-2019 and the second semester of school year 2019-2020 
can be explained by whether a child received help with homework, or additional learning 
materials from school. The extent of household income loss also does not appear to matter in 
this respect. 

 



18 
 

Table 10. Determinants of change in educational performance between the second semester 
of school year 2018-2019 and the second semester of school year 2019-2020 (5-12 graders) 

  
Improved 

performance  
Worsened 

performance 

  
Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Ref: no help with homework         
Help with homework 0.84 0.54 1.00 0.98 
Ref: received learning materials         
Did not receive learning materials 0.83 0.52 1.05 0.88 
Share of income lost March-December 2020 1.10 0.25 1.16 0.06 
Constant 0.25 0.00 0.18 0.00 
Pseudo R2 0.00 0.01 
Number of observations 476 476 

 
The same is true about perceived change in academic performance between the second 
semester of school year 2019-2020 and the first semester of school year 2020-2021: neither 
help with homework, nor the type of learning arrangement (physical attendance in classroom, 
distance learning or a combination of both) has statistically significant association with 
progress or regress in academic achievement. 

 
Table 11. Determinants of change in educational performance between the second semester of 
school year 2019-2020 and the first semester of school year 2020-2021 (5-12 graders) 

  
Improved 

performance  
Worsened 

performance 

  
Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Ref: no help with homework         
Help with homework 1.15 0.60 0.92 0.84 
Ref: classroom learning only         
Distance learning only 0.63 0.30 0.58 0.48 
Combined learning 0.43 0.18 0.90 0.85 
Constant 0.61 0.03 0.12 0.00 
Pseudo R2 0.01 0.00 
Number of observations 436 436 

 
Family members’ support in homework also does not explain perceived change in academic 
performance between the first and the second semesters of school year 2020-2021. However, 
children who only attended lessons online were less likely to have worsened performance than 
those who only attended in classrooms. Nonetheless, the overall conclusion is that the 
perceived change in children’s educational performance cannot be related to family members’ 
support with homework, the learning modality or the degree to which households were 
financially affected by the crisis. 
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Table 12. Determinants of change in educational performance between the first and the second 
semesters of school year 2021-2022 (6-12 graders) 

  
Improved 

performance  
Worsened 

performance 

  
Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Ref: no help with homework         
Help with homework 1.02 0.94 0.60 0.35 
Ref: classroom learning only         
Distance learning only 0.50 0.06 0.03 0.00 
Combined learning 1.26 0.64 0.83 0.77 
Constant 0.44 0.00 0.13 0.00 
Pseudo R2 0.01 0.05 
Number of observations 420 420 

 
One major concern during long periods of family isolation is increased violence against women 
and children, especially in places where violent methods of upbringing are endorsed and used 
by large shares of caregivers. The frequent use of violent methods of upbringing in Georgia 
have been documented in earlier studies, for example, according to MICS 2018, 68.8 per cent 
of children aged 1-14 years were subject to some form of violent upbringing (either physical 
or psychological, or both) (Geostat 2018). Somewhat surprisingly, the corresponding figure is 
considerably lower in the RTM/MICS Plus – 56.2 per cent, though it should be stressed that 
because of different methods of data collection, the results of these two surveys are not fully 
compatible. Beyond the methodological differences, one potential explanation of reduced use 
of violent methods of upbringing is that during the lockdowns parents and other family 
members got to spend more time with children, fostering a closer bonding and better 
understanding between them, which in turn led to less use of violence for ‘disciplining’ 
children. 

Figure 11 shows that the risk of violence is high for all groups of children, but especially for 
5-9 year old children, those living in rural areas and those whose families belong to the second 
and third wealth quintiles. Conversely, 3-4 year old children and those from the richest fifth of 
families are less likely to suffer from violent methods of upbringing. 

 
Figure 11. Share of children aged 1-14 years who have experienced some form of violence 
during last month 
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To test whether the risk of violence is higher for children whose families lost income during 
the pandemic, we fitted a logistic model with share of family income lost during March – 
November/December 2020 and December 2020 – May/June 2021 being key predictors. As 
Table 13 shows, the effects of both variables came out as statistically non-significant, implying 
that loss of household income has not contributed to increased risk of violence against children. 

 
Table 13. Determinants of risk of violence against children 

  
Odds 
ratio Sig. 

Share of income lost during March 
- November/December 2020 1.04 0.52 

Share of income lost during 
December 2020 - May/June 2021 0.94 0.38 
Constant 1.12 0.52 
Pseudo R2 0.00 
Number of observations 520 

 
During long periods of isolation and disruption of normal social interaction routines, children 
may resort to gaming as a major way of keeping themselves busy. While spending moderate 
amounts of time on playing video/computer games can be a normal form of leisure and may 
even contribute to children’s development, excessive engagement in gaming can trigger 
multiple risks, including children’s withdrawal from social activities, health-damaging 
behaviour, worsened educational performance, aggressive behaviour and emotional distress. 
As Figure 12 shows, more than seven out of ten children and young people aged 5-19 years 
systematically play video/computer games in Georgia. Gaming is especially common among 
8-10 year old children – nearly 84.5 per cent. Boys and children living in urban areas are 
considerably more likely to play video/computer games than girls and children living in rural 
areas – 81.1 vs 64 per cent and 78.9 vs 63.1 per cent, respectively. There is also a clear wealth 
gradient in this respect – the incidence of gaming increases almost linearly as one goes up the 
wealth ladder. A likely explanation is that video/computer games require appliances that are 
less affordable for children from poorer families.  

 
Figure 12. Share of children and young people aged 5-19 years who play video/computer games 
on mobile phones, tablets, computers, or any other platform 
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Since the beginning of the pandemic the average amount of time spent on gaming has increased 
considerably for all groups of children (Figure 13), but the increase has been particularly 
pronounced for 11-13 year old children (68.9 per cent), 14-16 year old children (59.3 per cent) 
and children from the richest fifth of households (62.5 per cent). At the same time, overall only 
5.9 per cent of children spent less time on gaming compared to the pre-pandemic period. 

 
Figure 13. Share of children who spend more or less time on gaming time since the beginning 
of the pandemic 

 
 
There is no hard rule on how many hours a day spent on gaming can be considered safe for 
child wellbeing. However, as a rule of thumb, we may consider spending more than two hours 
a day playing video/computer games as alarming. Against this threshold a third of children 
spend excessive amount of time on gaming on both weekdays (35.9 per cent) and weekends 
(34.5 per cent) (Figure 14). 

 
Figure 14. Share of children by amount of time spent on gaming 
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the respondents are asked to specify how often this is the case. If the respondents answer 
“almost always” or “often” to any of the three questions, it is assumed that gaming affects 
child’s social relations. As Figure 15 shows, a quarter of children who play video/computer 
games do experience worsening of social relationships. This is particularly frequent among 8-
10 year old children and boys. 

 
Figure 15. Share of children whose social relationships are affected by gaming 

 
 
The effects of gaming on children’s health-damaging behaviour is also measured using three 
questions – how often does the child skip sleep, or meals, or holds off going to toilet in order 
to finish the game. Compared to the effects of gaming on social relationships, health damaging 
behaviour is less common, yet still high - 12.4 per cent (Figure 16). As in the case of the effects 
on social relationships, the effects of gaming on health-damaging behaviour are most frequent 
among 8-10 year old children (17.5 per cent) and boys (15.5 per cent). 

 
Figure 16. Share of children whose physical health is affected by gaming  
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most frequently for 11-13 year old children (55 per cent) and boys (47.6 per cent). Almost a 
fifth of respondents also think that gaming significantly or partially contributes to their child 
being aggressive towards peers at school. This is especially common among 5-7 year old 
children – 30.7 per cent. 

 
Figure 17. Effects of gaming on educational performance and behaviour at school 

 
 
More than a quarter of respondents also report that gaming negatively affects their children’s 
behaviour at home, for example by making them more aggressive towards other family 
members or refusing to do household chores (Figure 18). This effect is most often reported for 
children aged 11-13 years. Gaming also appears to affect daily mood among almost a third of 
children who play video/computer games (31.2 per cent), with 11-13 year old children again 
being the most affected group (47 per cent). 

 
Figure 18. Effects of gaming on behaviour at home and daily mood 
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Table 14. Correlations between number of hours spent on gaming and children’s problematic behaviour 

  
Perceived social 

effect 
Perceived health 

effect School effect Effect on bullying 
Effect on 

behaviour at home Effects on mood 

  Coefficient Sig. Coefficient Sig. Coefficient Sig. Coefficient Sig. Coefficient Sig. Coefficient Sig. 
Constant 0.056 0.00 0.019 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.17 0.00 
Time spent 
on gaming 2.11 0.00 2.10 0.00 1.63 0.00 1.49 0.00 1.60 0.00 1.50 0.00 
Number of 
observations 401 401 364 362 400 399 
Pseudo R2 0.14 0.15 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.04 
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7. Conclusion 
This research paper set out to assess the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on Georgian 
children and their families using the RTM/MICS Plus data. The conducted analysis allows us 
to draw a number of important conclusions that can be of special interest for various 
stakeholders involved in child welfare provision, including the policy makers.  

In relation to the first research question, we find that the pandemic has had major negative 
effect on the vast majority of Georgian households, but families with children have been 
especially hard hit. The primary causes of reduced income have been the closure of companies 
and reduced demands for goods and services produced by enterprises employing the 
respondents and their household members. To mitigate the effects of the crisis the government 
developed a number of social policy and other measures. While we are not able to measure the 
effects of these policies with available data, the overall support package appears to be child-
sensitive, benefiting families with children more than others. Nonetheless, these policies could 
not have compensated for a significant loss of incomes that the majority of Georgian families 
experienced. Hence the affected households have resorted to multiple coping strategies, often 
in combination. Alarmingly, three quarters of affected households reduced spending on food, 
and there was not a big difference between families with and without children in this respect. 
At the same time, families with children more frequently resorted to borrowing, whether from 
friends and relatives or from banks. Increasing indebtedness can become a problem of its own 
for many affected families unless they are able to find employment or other livelihoods in the 
post-pandemic period.  

We were able to measure the pandemic effects on children’s health only in relation to several 
dimensions and the results are mixed in this regard. On the one hand, it appears that during the 
pandemic sleeping patterns have worsened for nearly a fifth of children and this appears to be 
positively correlated with the amount of time children spend on electronic devices. In addition, 
about five per cent of children lost body weight. On the other hand, we did not find the evidence 
of the pandemic affecting children’s emotional wellbeing, though the share of children who 
experience various emotional problems is high and in most such cases the parents are not even 
thinking about getting professional help. Similarly, the picture is mixed in relation to the 
lockdown effects. Preschool attendance has dropped sharply throughout the pandemic and 
despite some recovery at later periods it remains well below the pre-pandemic levels. In 
contrast, the absolute majority of school-age children have continued attending lessons, 
initially in online format, and later both at school and online. It should be noted though that 
children spent two hours on average on online lessons, which is considerably less than standard 
schooling time. Parents’ and other family members’ engagement in educational activities with 
younger children does not appear to follow a linear trend, but on a positive note, during 
pandemic they do spend more time on helping children with homework. Respondents’ 
satisfaction with online schooling has fluctuated considerably over time. Overall, the majority 
appear to be satisfied, but a considerable share of parents are dissatisfied. Children’s academic 
performance (as evaluated by the respondents) has initially worsened, but gradually improved 
over time, presumably as majority of children returned to schools and they also became more 
used to online learning. With regard to violent methods of upbringing, instead of the anticipated 
increase compared to previous periods we found a decrease, even though we acknowledge that 
our figures are not directly comparable to the rates reported in the most recent MICS. Yet, one 
likely explanation for the possible decrease might be that during the pandemic parents and 
other family members got to spend more time with children, contributing to closer bonding 
between them. We also found that since the start of the pandemic more than half of children 
engaged in gaming spend considerably more time playing video/computer games. This is also 
alarming, as increase in gaming time is associated with various problems, including worsened 
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social relationships and educational performance, health damaging behaviour, aggression 
towards peers, disengagement from family relationships and worsened mood. 

As for the second research question, the key finding is that the crisis has not necessarily affected 
the most disadvantaged children the worst. Rather, the most affected groups vary depending 
on the type of risk involved. For example, worsened sleep patterns are twice as common in 
urban areas as they are in rural areas. Drop in preschool attendance was more pronounced in 
urban areas and for the richest fifth of children than for rural areas and the poorest fifth of 
children – the latter actually saw some increase over time. Change in educational performance 
was more positive for the poorest fifth of children than for the richest fifth. Increase in gaming 
time and the associated negative effects are more common among urban children and boys than 
among rural children and girls. However, the disadvantaged children have also suffered the 
most in some areas. For example, in the early months of the pandemic 6.9 per cent of children 
from the poorest fifth of households could not attend online lessons because they did not have 
internet connection. Furthermore, in relation to some risks the largest disparities are observed 
among children of different age groups rather than location or family wealth. For example, 
over 80 per cent of 6-11 year old children get help with homework from family members 
compared to less than a quarter among 15-17 old children. Similarly, the negative effects of 
gaming are most common among 8-10 year and 11-13 year old children.  

Turning to the third question, we find very limited evidence of one type of risks amplifying 
other risks. The extent to which family income decreased during the pandemic period is not 
correlated with changes in children’s sleeping patterns, emotional problems, perceived change 
in educational performance and use of violent methods of upbringing. Similarly, there is very 
limited evidence of learning modality being correlated with perceived change in children’s 
educational performance. We did however find that reduced spending on food was associated 
with higher odds of children losing weight during the pandemic period. 

Before concluding we should stress that our study is not exhaustive of the numerous risks that 
pandemic can generate for children. Moreover, some of the variables available from 
RTM/MICS Plus are not ideal for measuring the phenomena we are interested in. For example, 
in an ideal case children’s nutritional status should be assessed by anthropometric 
measurements such as stunting and wasting rather than change in body weight subjectively 
assessed by family members. Hence some of our conclusions, especially with regards to health 
risks should be treated with some caution. Nonetheless, overall, our results provide important 
insights which can guide future research of Georgian children’s wellbeing in the post-pandemic 
period. 
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Annex 1. Dates of survey rounds and response rates 

Round # Period Response rate (%) 
1 November – December 2020 86.7 
2 February – March 2021 87.1 
3 May – June 2021 83.7 
4 August 2021 80.5 
5 October 2021 81.3 
6 December 2021 82.0 

 
 


