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The Analysis of the Effect of National Scholarship
on College Student Loan

Heesook LEE*

(Kangnam University)

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to analyze the effect of the national scholarship policy introduced in 2012

on the use of the student loan system. In the analysis, academy-information data from 2010 to 2016

provided by government about tuition fees, national scholarships and student loan usage were utilized. The
mean difference test and panel regression analysis were applied. As the results of the analyses the
following findings were drawn. First, since the introduction of the national scholarship, the effect of
reduction in the tuition burden has existed, however the loan demand on the living expenses still
remained. Second, the relationship between scholarship and loan was obviously negative before the
national scholarship policy, however the negative tendency between two interventions has been statistically
insignificant after the policy, and even turned to positive relationship. That means the cause-effect analysis
should be taken into account. Finally, the analysis of the impact of the national scholarship on the

demand for student loans showed that the national scholarship had a negative effect on the amount of

loan usage per student. However, it had a positive effect on the rate of using overall loan.

Key words : Financial aid policy, National scholarship, Student loan
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<Table 1> Income Standard of Student Aid Program

Program Type | Standard Changes
(2012) 3 or below
Type S [(013) 6 or below
‘ W1 (2014) 8 or below
Grant & Type | Institution (2012) 7 or below
Scholarship 1 Own (2013) 8 or below
(2015) 10 or below
Multi 8 or h
Child | below fio change
(2014) 8 or above
DL N/A (2015) 9 or above
Stdent (2016) 2 sem) N/A
Loans ICL 8 or (2014) 7 or below
below | (2015) 8 or below

Source: Ministry of Education, Student Aid Execution Plan,
2012-2018.
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<Table 2> Type [ Pay-out Rate by Income
(unit: 10,000won, %)

income
lovel 2012 | 2013 2014 2015 2016 | 2017

bound | 450 | 450 | 450 | 480 520 520
0 100 100 100 100 100 100
50 100 100 100 100 100
30 60 100 100 100 100
20 30 75 75 75 75
25 55 55 55 55
20 35 35 32 32
NA 15 25 25 23 23
15 14 13 13
8 NA 15 14 13 13

Source: Ministry of Education, Student Aid Execution Plan,
2012-2018.
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<Table 3> Description of Variables Included in the Analyses

Variable Description
the rate of loan usage students over enrolled students in terms
Usage Rate of tuition and living expenses .
Dependent Demand on the rate of loan usage students over enrolled students in terms
Variable Student Loan of tuition only
Usage Amount loan amount per a sFudent
loan amount per a beneficiary student
Grant Amount grant amount per a student
Establishment Type public=0, private=1
Location local=0, capital=1
Size number of enrolled student
In;l/z;r)g:;ﬁznt 7™ and lower income quintile ratio | the ratio of 7" and lower income quintile over total students
Tuition average tuition of department
Filling up rate of tuition by grant the ratio of grant over tuition per student
Student aid amount total amount of grant and loan per student
Filling up rate of tuition by aid the ratio of student aid amount over tuition per student
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<Table 4> Trend in Grant per Student

(unit: school, 1,000won, %)
Category Case 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Grant(a) 153 1410.8 1539.5 2239.9 2709.8 3118.6 33504 3508.0
Outside school(b) 153 429.9 4719 1137.0 1554.3 1886.4 21024 21924
National(c) 153 350.6 384.6 1036.6 1452.1 1782.6 2006.2 2089.2
Inside school(d) 153 980.8 1067.6 1102.8 11554 1232.2 1248.0 1315.5
Ratio of outside(b/a) 153 30.9 31.2 51.9 583 61.2 63.1 63.0
Ratio of national(c/a) 153 25.3 25.5 473 54.4 57.8 60.2 59.9
Ratio of inside(d/a) 153 69.1 68.8 48.1 41.7 38.8 36.9 37.0
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<Table 5> Trend in Student Loan per Student

(unit: school, 1,000won, %)

Category Case 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Average amount of loan per student 153 5884 | 6269 | 519.1 | 566.7 | 5003 | 4123 | 3839

Average amount of loan per beneficiay 153 3601.9 | 3436.6 | 2812.2 | 2937.2 | 2669.2 | 2466.8 | 2404.5
Ratio of DL user per student 153 9.7 10.2 4.0 2.8 25 1.8 2.7
Ratio of ICL user per student 153 6.3 7.5 13.9 16.0 15.8 14.6 13.0
Ratio of user(tuition and living expenses) 153 16.0 17.7 17.9 18.8 183 164 15.7
Ratio of user(tuition fee only) 153 15.5 16.7 15.9 15.7 13.7 11.2 9.7

<Table 6> Difference in Loan Amount per Loan Beneficiary by School Characteristics
(unit: school, 1,000won)

Before National Grant After National Grant After National Grant
Category Case (Yr 2010-2011) (Yr 2013-2014) (Yr 2015-2016)
mean t/F value mean t/F value mean t/F value
. Public 24 23343 1863.4 1719.9
Establishment Private 129 | 37418 253 20780 | 227 25688 | o3
Local 93 3301.6 sk 2617.0 . 22719 .
i -6.1 -6.4 -6.
Location Capital 60 | 38612 6 3091.8 6 26802 635
below average 80 3762.8 - 3030.1 e 2616.7 v
th
7 and lower 1= e average | 73 | 3256.1 50 25545 6.1 2372 59
Smal 53 3499.2 2781.1 2380.9
Size Middle 47 3560.3 53287.3 2792.1 42773.2 2454.5 125877.4
Large 53 3508.1 2835.1 2473.6

Hhk

p<.05, “p<01, "p<.001
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4 9T F oz eun

<Table 7> Correlation Analysis between Grants and Loans

Grant per National grant | Inside grant | Ratio of grant | Ratio of grant

Category student per student per student over tuition over aid

Bt loan amount per student -255" -295" -0.158 471" -.848"

cIo1re P P P P
National loan amount per beneficiary -213 -.349 -0.095 -571 -.592

(20%3;1811) ratio of total user 273" -7 -210" -384" -788"

ratio of tuition fee user -299" -270" -220" 442" -816™

Al loan amount per student 0.105 204" 0.023 -381" -901™

er ok * kk kk
National loan amount per beneficiary -0.034 -267 159 -728 -736

(2()%&2%14) ratio of total user 159" 416™ 20.059 0.153 764

ratio of tuition fee user 0.125 3007 -0.016 -333" -8517

A loan amount per student 3127 288" 0.123 -238" -896"

er ok Kok ok ok
National loan amount per beneficiary 0.044 -.266 .308 -.707 -.681

Grant ratio of total user 38" 5217 -0.015 0.038 -738"

(2015-2016)
ratio of tuition fee user 335" 319™ 0.118 -.196" 847"

Fhk

p<.05, "p<.01, "p<.001
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<Table 8> The Effect of National Grant on The olgfgt Ayl H7pgshgo] M 11Y tE
Amount of Loan Usage Zol Zhro|= ZAAC S A uk gES
ey Lo amoumt Lo amoun 183K Q188 F2A71E it Ao
per users_per sudent - g o wolw w7bgsiel ABEA i
Establishment 127 6T g gE dE Q9e 28Y sojut 2
Location .049:; .163*::* B2 lge Aow HAHT
Size -.056 -.308
7" and lower of income 012 350"
Tuition 5747 a3 V. =9 ¥ H
National grant per student -288"" -164™ B
Wald chi’(5) 767.400" 202.562"" °f el H4E 2012 =iE SUPEEEA
: - Aol am tEAE o] gl HF PFFs FA
p<.05, p<01, p<001 _ ~ _ _ _
FozM sxty A o Zee A gE
o tEe o g wigel v gy 3 o WANS sefehod stk 0% Ad 50,
Moz AN AN AT, daee) S AN FoIT LGN =g A
S| I3

Hoz o
ga B4 Asel AR gesgel wepy T F AV
= AR 9

e sud ad, AR oot @ s =0l el Aok sleA st =4, 2

789 o3 A HZo] =i Z2ae) k= Otwdf AW TS WAS LA EO0R

o 5t 4R & o] g o] =9t S7PEeEol SAabE "E o8l v IFE

AeTo] A UE 2o wH ogake A wAStATh R4S g8l tieheke]vle] 2010-2016

And, Aot 19g Zrpgetze] Adre = 9 O, i dE ARS FESsla 24

sl QNS BT gEst= vy sl W o2 Haatol @Ay Hds]AEAS A8t
BEshs wEel WAL 9L BAG An g AT B A gt e

gu mE gEehs wges A% gge UL whE A9 Fol 24 A, B

Zzr Aoz Yty sHuE o] LB 3 1909 Aetae F7PEsEAd A ol dA7HA

o Zx) ok= 207 eyl A&How Frtsta ok 5T 49 A%

NNE wuFeE A TR FAEA G

<Table 9> The Effect of National Grant on the AAS FRE A5 Y= AL ZUIHEE

Rate of Loan Usage Df3eld Qs e =gt hstgrte)

Category Total Tuition only FFoE HA FAbm tiEel ek Fo] 4

Establishment 2517 315™ Azt SRS ol SAbw dEa e

Location 198" 188" st a 53] 8] & A HlEo] dAs A

Size -338"™ 273 sttt e shule} AEN|E BE gEE

7™ and lower of income 440 378 gAY njgL A7 YA s FA8

Tuition 187" 221™ L Sl ol =7PdshEe] sl e &

National grant per student 092 -.053 T QAR AERE FEsHAE Xeh] wiel

Wald chi’(5) 145.410™  185.579™ &S 23 AEE & o7 2AQTS 9n)

'p<.05, "p<.01, "p<.001 sty distEAAEHATE, 2AA, 78] olsk 8
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A E e GEEA et 4] e E It
ol Eo® =7PEe] Saw HE el
R GEE 24T A, rPEsEel As
117 & 3l fEsd 119 e Al
= 3A4% FdFE FIAT dES olgdke
ALS FaATIAE X JoR Holu =7
shaol AlwatA ke Agnle] i dE e

< 23l solve daE THAY
ool Aye EdE = w fuEt 1w
o] 54el

o 7/gn7E getael Hlal =4 Wh(Han, 2014) -
[e]

Pueks a2 g w9 AR 959 1%

BINGY
WFAAE 7ML YFole E7stkal gsha 9
Fo| xR ANYS F2 3t vk Holuh
2016 715 4dA tiste] A9 stusE Vel
2 A Sed et 53, s5w F af
T2 508 o]Eth(Lee, 2016). ©]2 s T Ao
A s el Jsd AN b Ad A

o] A& ThsAdel gk §-219] HAe](Ahn et
al,, 2012; Lee & Ahn, 2014; Han & Kang, 2013
el A 719 o7t Sk

=4, =7HEstEol StAbw WE olgel v
Gl dist RN s EUE =

spgol olgsh AT el Fastn vk

rlo

= A A7l sxbe gl diAAA
HAE 7 v sAE = vk 2y
gZ olgEde FYst FS A Xt
= Atoled BeAA #AE EASTL &
AUtk o= Aduo] thdt A o] =rpEEt e
F3l o]FoiA A F2d v|dsttha E 4 9l
ot A=, vt s e e Sk e
AA A Bekd wAVE AgE o] e &
2ol BAZ B 5 9

Vg FA Ade Wy 7o AEaA
s A= theFst Alzto] EA|sHA RK(Barr, 2004;
Borck and Wimbersky, 2014) ¥%°] F34& A4
5 A5 gt 58 Ao HFshs Aol
THOECD, 2017). f-EyetlXs ASASERE
2pd sk A hel gk o] A% A7|EI Y
CTHAhn et al, 2012; Lee & Ha, 2014; Ha, 2013;
Han, 2014). AA25% A= dga02 5
25 AN FFsh Z(Woo, 2016) ¥RE oY
2t Agn|7bA]) gstgo® A st 97 (Ahn
& Kim, 2017; Jin & Park, 2013; Cha, Min &
Kim, 2016)°l oja =i Harl ok
aAEZ tEiA e s AAlE #del
= 7 A s 53] 9, 109l
& o]&S 38d Zl(Ahn & Kim, 2017; Han,
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