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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

LPDRIndonesia Endowment Fund for Education Agency) has a critical roleaaslygst for
LYR2Yy SaAl Qa KdzY | yby@expdniing actessRo@dibeRel dduSatian for
Indonesianghrough its scholarship program4.PDP has made a significant contributibg
granting scholarships to over 50,000 recipients to pursue education at top universities both
domestically and abroad, with more than 26,000 alumni now contributing to various sectors.
However, it faces financial sustainability challengesrkedby a decline in its fiscal capacity

over the past two years and a lower number of scholarship awardees.

The primary causes ard) financial resource limitationdue to uncertain allocation of
SYR246YSyil FdzyR FNRY GKS {GFraGS . dzRISHG | yYyR NEB-:
assets; 2)political and institutional dynamicsdue to shifting government priorities and

growing budget needs from Technical Ministries/Agencies receiving funds from LPDP; 3)
challenges in scholarship prioritization, planning, and budgetidige to lack of systematic

approach in determining program priorities, lack of reliability mnpling and budgeting, and

the absence of a comprehensive impact evaluation mechagrasm 4)suboptimal spending

guality because of inefficient policies and the absence of a-effstctiveness evaluation
mechanism To generate quantitative evidence, ve@alyzedthe effect of scholarship on

F g NRSSAaQ Ay RA gomprigmgf of iBconieOificke&sa, social contribution,

f SFRSNEKALI LIRAAGAZ2Y S | YR sthplgishi@ buicanges varpy S F 2 dz
scholarship types and study destinations, creaingopportunity for policy recalibrationas

Status Quo will threaten the future reacbf its scholarship program.

Our policy recommendations includecore and complementary to ensure financial
sustainability and increase the scholarship reach, while maintaining education qualitye
core policy recommendation i®calibrating scholarship allocatiotby prioritizing resource
allocation to highoutcomes, coskffective programs. The complementary recommendations
include: 1)enhancing monitoring and evaluatiothrough comprehensive cosffectiveness
analysis and robust impact evaluation; Ztreamlining business process in scholarship
prioritization, planning, and budgetindpy improving the reliability of business planning and
budgeting, and adopting systematic approach for scholarship prioritization; amuti)izing
external collaboration mechanismiy expanding partnerships for grants, conducting crowd

funding feasibility study, establishing tactical collaboration fund, and scholarship layering
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PROBLEM MOTIVATION

Human capital development, includingigher education is apriority of LY R2 Yy S&a A I Qa
national agendaas outlined in the Law Number 592624 on the National Lorgierm
Development Plan 2022045. One of the thirteen game changers for Indonesia's
transformation mentioned in the document is:
a lée enhancement of higher education participation and the production of-hjigdlity
graduates irSTEAMScience, Technology, Engineering, Arts, and Mathematics),

includingthe utilization of education endowment funds

Thus, the Indonesia Endowment Fund for Education Agency (LPDP) as the manager of
LYR2Yy SaAl Qa Sii R2 Bddcoi SeQ@aqitaysa key role as a catalyst in
advancing that nationalagendaby providing scholarships for graduate educatigreferred
to as the "native program™Additionally,LPDP also funds educational programs proposed
by technical ministries and agencies (referred to as the "collaborative progr#s'of
December 3%, 2024, LPDP has awardscholarshigto 54,065awardeesthrough its native
program which enable thento pursue quality education at top universities both
domestically and abroad. By the same d&,034 alumnihad completed their studies and

were contributingacrossvarious sectors (LPDP, 2025).

LPDP manages a growisgndowment Fund for Educatigmvith a principalof IDR 154

trillion (US$9.8 billion) as of December32024 (Appendix 1). This amountludesfour

types ofendowment: Education, Research, Higher Education, and Cultural Endowment

Funds, with eacpurposedfor specific programs (LPDP, 2025). €hdowment fund

management scheme restricts LPDP to utilizing only the investment yields as the source for

its educational aid programs, while the principal cannot be used for spending @hgald

Regulation No. 111 of 2021). In 2024artoff t 5t Qa | yydzZr f 06dzR3ISG FAY I
investment yields of the Educatiddndowment FunavasIDR 12 trillion (US$736 million).

Among this, IDR 7 trillion (US$431 million) was allocated to the native program, while the

rest was designated for collaborative programs (LPDP, 2025).

Despite a growing EducatioBndowment Fungrincipal, LPDP faces mounting challenges,
particularly a sharp decline in fiscal capacity over the past two ye#éms2023 and 2024, its
annual revenue coming from the yield is lower than its expenditures for each fiscal year. As

aresult A AyOS HnHoX [t5t KIFa 0SSy dzaAy3a &adzNLIX dza



investment yieldss the funding source fats programgqFigure 1). This condition is likely

driven by organizational policies and constraints. While curyait surplus utilization

remains manageable, with a remaining balance of IDR 1.3 trillion as of December 31, 2024,

O2y iUAYydzSR RSOt AySa O2dzZ R GKNBI Sy {&ifsct NBEI OK
the number of awardees admitted in the future.

Figurel. EducatiorEndowment Fund’ield Surpludovement

B increase M Decrease This financial constraint is further
' emphasized byhe policy decisions
5000 1,116 .
to reduce the number of awardees
4,000
1,897 (1,681) . .
- accepted into the programwhich
120 .
2000 - - decrease$rom 10,000 in 2023 to
848
1, (2,448) . .
w . - I 8,000 in 2024Appendix 2. The
;| @8] frem A A i X A LA
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 | OOS LJu |- y OS thl\‘e S T 2 N\] [ t
Increase and Decrease of Education Endowment Fund Yield .
Surplus (in Million IDR) program has alsshowed a declining
Source: LPDP’s Financial Report 2012 — 2023, LPDP (2025) trend, from 51.1% in 2018 to jUSt

16.2% in 2024A rejected applicant noted that the selection process in 2024 had become
significantly more competitivayith amuchhigher passing grade compared to previous
years However, this decline is not due a lack of capable applicants but is likely linked to
limited fiscal capacityTherefore, LPDP adapted its policy by prioritizing finabeiaince

overmaintaining or increasing ifrogranQa  NB | OK

Newsmentionedthat[ t 5t Qa Yy I §A @S LINP-dNindgovedmedty S 2 F Y22
graduatelevel scholarship prograny Indonesian citizensecause it hasomprehensive

facilities (Kompas.com, 2023) aisdmore accessible to people with various backgrounds

(Narasi, 2024). Other government scholarship programs, susbhredarshipffered by the

former Ministry of Education, Research, Culture, and Technology are more specifically

targeted where one of the purposes is developing educator and education personnel

compdencies (Narasi, 2024yherefore, it iirgentto maintain[ t 5 fin@n&ial stability to

increase its capacity and opportunities to pursue education, while also supporting

Indonesia’'s national development goals.

1 Hartono, interview.



POLICY QUESTION

This project questiois:2 K G a0 N} 6§S3ASa OFy 6S AYLX SYSy({SR

sustainability while expanding reachbf its native program andmaintaining its quality?

This policy researds purposedo explore and provide answers to the following questions:

1. What challenges does LPDP face in maintaining its financial sustainability to expand the
reach of its native programs?

21286 Ada [t5tQa LISNF2NXIYyOS Ay RS{tAOSNAY3

0K

a.l2g R2Sa [t5tQa FAYFYyOAFft adlrdasS €221 tA1S
b.l 26 R2Sa [t5tQ& yIriA@S LINRBIANIY LISNF2NN¥IYyC
3.2 KFG aiGNIGS3IAO AYyOISNBSyiGAzya OFy YIEAYylUlAyYy

expandinghe reach and capacity of its native programs without compromising quality?

LITERATURE REVIEW
Research has shown that higher education, including at ¢raduate level, is critical to

SYKFyOAy3 | O2dzy G NE QA 02 Y LKigharedu@tboy Bidds | Yy R

advanced skills, increases labor productivity, &oslersdevelopment, which are key
components of the transformation to a knowled@@sed economy to enhance
competitiveness (World Bank, 2017). A study by Li et al. (2024) also found that increasing
the proportion of the population aged 264 who complete higheeducation (the

popularization of higher education) impasEDP growttpositively

During the early stages of development, the impact of higher education popularization on
economic growth is considered most significant in countries with moderate levels of
development while in highly developed countries, the marginal benefits of higher

education expansion are less pronounced (Li et al., 2024). This finding is consistent with the
Solow growth model ands theory of diminishing returns to capital, which states that as a
country invests more in a particular factor (such as higher education), the marginal returns

to it decline over time after a certain level of development is reached (Solow, 1957).

The popularization of higher education highlights the importance of expanding the
number of people holding degrees, including at the graduate level, in developing

countries A critical mass of graduates in developing countries may be needadke an

(Vo))

(o



impacte® 9 GARSYOS 2F (GKAA&A Oly 06S aSSy Ay {2dziK
its investment in higher education (Asia Society, n.d.). Thus, expanding thea réefthed
as the total number of individuals who benefit from educational programs (USAID)t1202

of graduate education is critical to economic progress.

To achieve a critical mass of graduates, financial sustainability, both in terms of liquidity

and solvency, is critical to ensuring the lofigrm viability of educational assistance

programsp [ AljdZARAG&@ NBFSNE (2 | yterd ohlightigns| | G A2y Q&
(Brigham & Ehrhardt, 2013), while solvency reflects its capacity to meetdong

obligations and sustain operations (Gitman & Zutter, 2012). Maintaining financial

sustainabilly isurgentto ensue that educational programs can support onggi

development goals and maintain access for futcoforts(World Bank, 2017).

However, Wang et al. (2024) mentioned that simply increasing the number of educated
individuals will not have a significant impactyhich emphasizedhat quantity alone is not
enough Quality must also be prioritized to make a meaningful contribution to national
development. Thus, educational programs must evaluate not only the number of students
supported but also the quality of education provided, and the individual outcomes achieve
Although defining quality is challenging, it is often reflected in atiooal investments,

such as pestudent costs and program and university rankings. For example, higher tuition
costs are associated with increased funding per student, which can improve the quality of
institutions by providing more resources for educateomd research (Murphy, Sce@layton,

& Wyness, 2019).

University rankings often serve as indicators of institutional quality, which shape student

choices and public perception®ltbach & Salmi, 2011or example, the QS World

University Rankings are often used as a benchmark for assessing the quality of universities

and study programs globally. Educational quality, as proxied by institutional quality and

resource allocation, is closedgsociatedo individual returns to education. Higher quality

education often leads to better outcomes for students and society (Altbach & Salmi, 2011).
LYONBI aSR AyO2YS A& Oz2zyvyzytfée dzaSR I a | LINRE®

returns from educational investmentMincer (1974) established a causal relationship

2Nugrohgq interview.



between education anéarningswhich showedhat higher education leads to higher
earnings However, the level of educational investment goes beyond economic returns.
Education also creates social impacts by encouraging social participation through
involvement in community activities, volunteering, and organizations, and strengthening

social tust and cohesion (Dijkstra, de la Motte, & Eilard, 2014).

In resourcelimited situations, evaluating education programs, for example by comparing
investment levels with outcomes, is essential to improve quality and effectiveness while
ensuring that resources are used efficiently (Frye & Hemmer, 20$2ch assessments help

measure economic and social benefits to ensure the impact of education.

STAKEHOLDER MAPPING
We build the analysis basedn existing policies and the current stakeholder interaction

framework (Figure 3. Examining these interactions will provide a better understanding of

how proposed policies may hefluenced by power dynamics and their political feasibility.

Figure2. Intera 0 I 1 S K@®drdm&tiNEirtilizing theEF

Provide strategic and

Minister of Finance as Mﬁm policy guidance on
the State Treasurer (BoT) hd o g Establish policies and
Allocate the endowment fi andawment fund s bt
und in yield collaborative programs

the State Budget & disburse (selection, monitoring

and evaluations, etc), but

Propose collaborative programs The i fsd
i
yield to the beneficiaries
and their budget to be funded by is directly disbursed by
the endowment fund yield LPDP
Board of
Supervisors (BoS)
Oversee LPDP's operations +  Invest endowment fund in various instrument and
and approve strategic plans, generate the yield for educational aids program
annual plans, and annual funding
budgets + Establish policies on native programs

+ Implement the native programs (selection,
monitoring and evaluations, etc).

+ Disburse the endowment fund yield for both
+ Analyze and approve funding proposal from the
Technical Ministries and A iee native and collaborative programs directly

+ Propose endowment fund allocation to the State to the beneficiaries End User
Treasurer (Beneficiaries)

+ Seek approval from the BoS for strategic plans, % z
annual plans, and annual budgets

+ Send accountability report to BoS, BoT, and State
Treasurer

+ Establish policies on funding both for native and
collaborative programs

SourcePresidential Regulation No. 111 of 2021, LPDP, own elaboration

The native program is a scholarship progrananaged directly by LPDRivided into four

main types of scholarships for master's and doctoral levels, namely general scholarship,
affirmative scholarship, targeted scholarship, and priority scholarship. General scholarship
designed to bavidely accessedby Indonesian citizens. Affirmative scholarship taget
individuals who meet certain criteria, such as those from remote areas anthtowne
communities. Targeted scholarshgdesigned for specific occupational groups and

institutional partnershipsincluding government, military, and entrepreneurship. Priority



scholarshipss a co-funding scheme between LPDP and its partners. To facilitate analysis in

this project, priority scholarshiig grouped under targeted scholarship.

Collaborative programs are managed by Technical Ministaesl AgenciesThe types of

this programs can vary each year based on the proposals submitted. Examples include
vocational education and training and internships for students and lecturers. The Technical
Ministries and Agencies under the previous Indonesian government consisted oftherfo
Ministry of Education, Culture, Research, and Technology (Kemendikbudristek), the Ministry
of Religious Affairs (Kemenag), and the National Research and Iroro@atency (BRIN).

The new structure of the Ministries and Technical Institutions is still in the development

stage. Each type of endowment fund managed by LPDP has different objectives and funded

programs with their respective managing institutions (Table

Table 1. Overview dindowmentFunds Types,Objectives, andundedPrograms

Endowment Education Endowment Fund Research Cultural Higher Education
fundstypes Endowment Fund | Endowment Fund | Endowment Fund
Objective of Providing scholarship&cluding Providing research | Providing cultural | Providing funding
the religious education. funding to produce | preservations support to elevate
endowment inventions and funding for world-class universities
funds innovations. communities and to improve their
cultural rankings.
practitioners.
Supporting the
production of
cultural activities
and media.
Program blFdA@S LINRANI Y Collaborative Collaborative Collaborative programs
types and doctoral degrees managed by programs managed| programs managed| managed byreviously
respective LPDP: by BRIN: by previously Kemendikbudristek:
managing 9 General scholarship 1 Research and Kemendikbudristek:| 1 Enhancing Quality
institutions 1 Affirmative scholarship Innovation for | 1 Cultural Education for
1 Targetedscholarship Advanced facilitation for International
Indonesia cultural University
Collaborative programs previously (flagship practitioners Recognition/EQUITY,
managed by Kemendikbudristek program) 1 Production of (flagship program)
and Kemenag, among all cultural
1 Degree scholarship programs activities
for undergradruateto doctoral 1 Media
1 Non degree scholarship production
programs (training, internship, 9 Other services
exchange, etc.) mandated by
1 Research funding in BoT
partnership with universities
and other research institutions

SourcePresidential Regulation No. 111 of 2021, LPDP, own elaboration

For this project, the scope of analysis will be based on the native program directly

managed by LPDfinded by Education Endowment Fund investment yielde to its

criticality and accessibilityCriticality measures how importandgs, while accessibility

indicates the capacity to take action in the shtetm (Andrews et al., 2017).



POLICY ANALYSIS
TKS OKIttSy3asS Ay [t5t Q& FAYIl yidémalfand@xdeind Ayl 6 A

key factorsas shown irFigure3. The financiatesource limitations largely influenced by

7

externallimitation and regulatoryenvironments! RRAGA 2y Ff f @3 [t 5t Qa &N
being overseen by multiple stakeholders makes the poliiaal institutionaldynamics

difficult to manage internally. The two last issues prenarilyinternally driven.

Figure3. Fishbonediagram ofProblem Diagnosis

Challenge in Scholarship Prioritization,
Planning, and Budgeting

Financial Resources Limitation

Lack of systematic approach in determining
native program’s priorities

Uncertainty in the allocation and
disbursement of EF from the State Budget

Lack of reliability in strategic
planning and budgeting

Regulatory limitations on investment of Absence of
LPDP's assets comprehensive impact
evaluation mechanism

Challenge in
Maintaining
LPDP’s Financial
Sustainability

External political dynamics and shifting priorities

Inefficient policies on funding

Growing budget needs from Technical
Ministries

Absence of cost-effectiveness
evaluation mechanism

Suboptimal Spending Quality

Political and Institutional Dynamics

Source: Author analysis

Financial Resources Limitation
Uncertainty in the Allocation and Disbursement of Endowment Funds from the State Budget
The Education Endowment Fund allocated to LPDP is part of the mandatory 20%

education spending stipulated in the State Budget Law each year and is also part of the
aalr 4SS GNBI {RxBBN)IDE.03hesReRi& Hudget item for government
investment According to regulationsstate Budgeallocationsare determined the previous
year. In line with thisLPDP has proposéDR 25 trillion to the State Treasurer to cover
ongoing scholarships and projected new admissfon2025. However,as of this report,

the specific allocationf the Education Endowment Furfior 2025 remains unclear due to

Indonesia's transition to a new governmént

Additionally, even wherthe endowment funds arancluded in the State Budgetheir

disbursement is not guaranteedsit depends on national fiscal conditions and

3 Nurdiansyabh, interview
4 Sari, interview.



government prioritie®. For example, while LPDP requested disbursement for all four

endowment funds in 2024, only the Education Endowment Fund was disbursed due to the
O2dzy G NEB Qa G A I RhésedndedadieddireGigaffaRtiniestrdeyitaeturns

GKAOK Ll2aSa | OKIFIftftSy3asS G2 [t5tQa FAaort OFL
programin the coming yearsThere is also a dilemma where a high yield surplus from fund
management can be perceived as underutilizatjomhich potentially leads to reduced
endowmentfunds principal disbursement from the State Budget. Conversely, extensive

utilization, as seen in the current conditipraises risk to financial sustainabilifyhe

challenge for LPDP is to precisely reflect its budget needs in the planning dociments

wS3dzf F 2NB [AYAGlLOGA2Yya 2y Ly@SaidySyida 2F [t5
LPDP is a Public Service Agency with unique characteridtibde it has flexibility in

managing its own revenue and expenditure, its financial accountaf®ltyainsintegrated

within KS & G I i $hé@nagerfiehsysteyh @Govefnment Regulation No. 74 of 2012).

This integration limits LPDP's abilityabsorb therisk of investment losses, unlike private

and independent entities such as the Harvard Management Company, whidieaalosses

from theirinvestment§. Government Regulation Number 63 of 2019 and Minister of
CAYlLyOS 2F (KS wSLJzmftAO 2F LYR2YSaAl bdzyoSNJ

investment practices, do not define state losses resulting from government investments.

Thet  O1 2F NB3IdzE | 62NB Of F NAdGe fAYAGA [t5tQa |

strategies such as in equity instrumesitAdditionallythea A Y A A G SNJ 2F CAyIl yOSQ
Number 1/KM.5/2023egulateg t 5t Qa Ay @SadyYSyd Itft20FdA2ya |
equity stocks), a maximum of 75% for debt instruments/bonds, and a maximum of 2% for

direct investment, while remaining funds are typically placed in time deposits. Furthermore,

as regulated in the Decree of the Chairman of the Board of Trusteég &rtdowment Fund

in Education Number KEPDRDABP/2023[ t 5t Qa Ay @SaidyYSyd Ydzad 7Fdz
of can be quickly and sufficiently liquidated in the secondary maikei i40 ensure that

funds remain accessible to mestiortterm financial obligation, including scholarship

5 Sari, interview.

6 Hartono, interview.
7 Sari, interview.

8 Oriza,interview.

9 |bid.



LPDP has implemented several strategies to address these financial constraintsding
closer coordination with the State Treasurer to expedite endowment $ulisbursement to
allow funds optimization through earlier investment placeméftestablishing global
networks for grants and partnerships in fund managen&rand advocating for regulatory
revisions to external regulators, particularly regarding investment loss, to allow for more
aggressive investmerits However, global grants in scholarship funding remain limited.
Most grants received by LPDP were designated for thematic research prd@rBesides
those efforts, LPDP has also startBscussionsvith global investmenmanagerdo expand

investment througtthird-party fund managemernit.

Political and Institutional Dynamics

External Political Dynamics and Shiftirgprities

t 2t AGAOIf ReYylIYAOAa RdzZNAY3I LYR2ySaAl Qa fSI RSN
have led to varying priority policies and shifts among the Technical Ministries and

Agencies that become LPDP's stakeholderfor examplekKemendiktisaintelaims to

support the "Asta Cita" program initiated by President Prabowo, which focuses on food

security.¢ KSaS AKATUOAYI LINA2NRAGASA O2dzf R Ay TfdzSyoO

particularly in focus ared% and may als@mpactits financial capacity.

A significantchallenge posed by shifting policies is the lack of sustainahiligr instance, if

LPDP sponsors master's and doctoral students to study food sekwyity I £ A 3y YSy G A
/A {ibutdupon their returnfood security is no longer a government prioritye toa new
presidentialadministration this couldead toworkforce absorption challenges and
YAaltA3dyYSyild 0SG6SSy 3INIRAA.GSaQ SELISNIAAS |y
Growing Budget Needs from Technib&histries

Beyond managing its native program, LPBRIsoresponsible for supporting Technical

Ministries and Agencieswhich servessstakeholdersof the endowment fund by

providing financial resources for their collaborative prograr{Rresidential Regulation

10 Nurdiansyah, interview.
11 Kurniawan, interview.
12 Dalimunthe, interview.
13 1bid.

14 Dalimunthe, interview.
15 Hartono, interview.

16 |bid.

17Nugroho, interview.
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Number 111 of 2021 However as of January 2028ere isno formal regulation governing
the proportion of the yields allocated betwedrPDP anits stakeholder¥. Historically
yieldsdistributionwas determined by calculatifgt 5t Qa Yy I G A @S Mk INI Y y S

the remaining funds allocated to collaborative prografns

As stakeholder funding needs continue to growPDP had negotiatedith Technical

Ministries and Agencieso adjustallocationsand ensure financial sustainabili§?. While

this approach preserves fiscal space for native program, it is notsdesit also poses
challengego the sustainability of programs managed by Technical Ministries and Agencies.
For example, Kemenaf2 i SR { K I {i 20@4kakotators(ippoBted Orioing

awardees, the available funding remained insufficienkaunch a new batch of scholarship
programg!. Kemendikbudristelalso encounteregimilarchallengesn 2024 with no new
degree scholarshipatches opened since 2023These constraints highlight the need for a

more predictable allocation systefar both native and collaborative programs.

LPDP has made proactive efforts to address political and institutional dynamics,
particularly by strengthening coordination with Technical Ministries and AgenciBsis
includes higHevel meetings at the beginning of the year to provide shand midterm

budget allocation overview& These become a reference for midterm expenditure
frameworks to help mitigate sudden budget increases and ensure gradual spending
adjustment$*. Additionally, LPDP already drafted regulations on fund allocation proportions

between LPDP and stakeholders to be proposed at the 2025 Board of Trustees Kteeting

Challenge irscholarshigPrioritization, Planning, and Budgeting

Lack of Systematic Approaghy’ 5 SUGSNNYAYAY 3 bl GAGS t NEBAINI YQ&
The absence of a national leveuman resource development roadmagresents a

challenge to LPDP in determining its priority fields of studHistorically, LPDP has

independentlydeveloped its priorityist for the native progranbased on Presideral

18 Nurdiansyah, interview.
19 |bid.

20 Hartono, interview.

21 Shofiyahjnterview.

22 prabandari, interview.
23 Hadiyanto, interview.
24Hartono, interview.

25 Nurdiansyah, interview.
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speeches anthput from ministries and agenci®sAdditionally, LPDP's periodic alumni
tracer has not been effective in providing feedback for scholarship selection policies and
prioritization. Currently, the alumni tracer primarily supports alumni management policies

and interventions by identifyinggradl 6§ S&Q SYLJX 2@ YSyd LFI.GGSNYya

At the same time, LPDP has yet to establish structured discussions lafitbr market
playersto better capture priority sector workforce needd_.PDmas introduced tailored
scholarships tsupportspecificsectors such as those for medical doctors and
entrepreneurd®, However, these initiativelsave yet to follow a structured prioritization
approach.Beside potentially causing resource misallocation affecting financial capacity, it

can also create a misalignment between funded fields of study and workforce demands.

hi KSNJ a0OK2f I NAKALJ LINPAINF Yas &adzOK & {Ay3l LEN

Scholarship, directly tie scholarships to government workforce plararidgenable
graduates to tansition into public service rolé% which enable them taevelop targeted
scholarship priorities through a more holistic approabteanwhile, Chevening adopt long

term human development planning developed by the British governfient

Lack of Reliability in Business Planning and Budgeting
The lack of reliability in business planning and budgeting often leads to inaccurate

LINE2SOGA2yas gKAOK Ll2asSa || OKIBusin&glah®ingii 2 [t 5t

and budget projections are prepared two years in advance, covering both the of number of
awardees to be accepteahd funding needs for ongoing studensthe respective fiscal

year. Due to the difficulty in predicting study destinations ahead of time, these projections
are basedn a conservative assumption that 60% of students will study domestically and
40% abroatf. Since the exact study destinations of newly accepted awardees are uncertain,
standard costs are estimated using proxies rather than actual costs based on specific
locations®. However, study costs vary significantly across countries and universities.

Reliance on generic assumptions can result in inaccurate budgeting and financial

26 \Wibowo, interview.

27 Betania, interview.

28| arso, interview.

2t {/ Q& 6 NRSS 6b5!1 03X AY(iSNBASGD
30 Nugroho, interview.

31 Nurdiansyahinterview.

32|bid.

331bid.
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projections This is evident in the 2024 business plan, where actual spending exceeded
projections by IDR 1.5 trillion (LPDP, 2024b; LPDP, .2023aknesses the planning and
budgeting approach often result in projections that fail to reflect actual financial needs

potentially create the perception of fiscal space when resources are already exhausted.

This complexity in planning and budgeting affects both native and scholarship programs.
For the native progranthe number of new scholarship awardees is adjusted annually based
on fiscal capacity at the beginning of the ydar 6 KA OK Aa RSGOSNNAYSR
surplus and currenyear revenué®. Whilefor the collaborative progranformer Minister of
Kemendikbudristek Nadiem Makarim mentioniedhe 2024 Stakeholder Satisfaction
Surveythat Technical Ministries often receive budget allocations late, requiring late
adjustment in already planned prograrfisPDP, 2024c) his issue not onlghallengefiscal

capacity but also affects the effective implementation of scholarship programs.

Absence of Comprehensive Impact Evaluatechanism

Despite providing scholarships for over a decade, LPDPnioagstablisted a

comprehensive impact evaluatiomechanismWhile tracer studies (2020, 2021) and an
impact analysis (2024) have been conductbé, analytical depth remains limitedror
example, the 2024 impact assessment measiresirn on Scholarship Investmenp@)to
evaluate impact across three dimensiof&Eonomic &I, Social #8l, and Mindset 65FC.
Howeverthe current RoSI measuremeagigregats data across all scholarsippgrams
without differentiating itby details such ag/pe, study destination, or field of studyhe
absenceof detailed evaluation at LPDP limits the ability to generate comprehensive insights
into the effectiveness of specific programs and other disaggregated factors. While LPDP
aims to foster a diverse alumni demographic across various fields and’r@esore

granular analysis would help better align scholarship policies.

Limited sample representation anthconsistencies in measurement approachaso
presentchallenges for impact analysi$Ve found that sample underrepresentation 2020
and 2021 tracer dateestricts disaggregated analyses due to insufficient respondents in

specific categoriesAdditionallyjinconsistencies in variable construction and a lack of

34 Resmawati, interview.
35 Nurdiansyabh, interview.
36 Bethania, interview.
37Hadiyanto, interview.
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detailed measurement acrog®ars persistForexample income was measured using
ranges rather than exadigures and the income rangeategorizatiorvaried acrosgears.
This discrepancy majausegreaterbiasin impactanalysisFurthermore, many survey
guestions capturing individual outcomes rely on binary responses (yes/no) rather than

magnitude whichlimitsthe ability to assess the scale of impagiich as in social outcomes

Other scholarship program, such as taistralian Award ScholarshifAAS)implements a
structured mechanismfor systematicimpact evaluatior?®. Theyconductfrequent
longitudinal studies to assess the impact of AAS on alumni pathwayg@ehiation in a
consistent and comparabl@manners (AAS, 2025). Kieglicators such as career trajectories,
income growth, and contributions are systematically trackashsistently measured, and
thenstoredA y ! | { Q& 3% Fhishllbwsd@rhpieheddivé shortand longterm

disaggregatednalysiswhichhelpin improving specific scholarship subprogram.

Suboptimal Spending Quality

Inefficient Policies on Funding

Cdzy RAy3 LIt AOAS&T &dzOK | a ftft26Ay3a adGdzRe SE
sustainability. The President Director Regulation Number 7 of 2023 permits study

extensions under specific conditiartdowever these extensionsreatea substantial

financial burderby increasingcosts forboth living allowances and tuition co$sThe

estimated additional expense aound IDR 500 billion per year about 7% of the total

native program bdget. To ensure efficient resource use and minimize financial pressure,

the policy such as study extensions should be reviewed and only approved for cases of

genuine urgency and necessity.

Absence of CodEffectivenes&valuation Mechanism

Currently, there is no comprehensive cesffectivenessevaluation in place to measure

0KS STFFAOASYyOe 2F 0dzR3ISH Iftt20FGA2Y YR GKS
The existing spending review primarily focuses on operational expenses, focusing on

financial metrics such as yetr-year changes in budget and spending realization across

directorates. While operational expense evaluations are important, they havenaini

38 Prayudi, interview; Baadila, interview.
39 |bid.

40 Setyabudi, interview.

41 bid.
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AYLI OG 2y AYyONBlFaAy3d [t5tQa 20SNIftt FAYIYyOALl
around 5% of total spendin@PDP, 2025An expandedspending analysiwould provide

valuable insights for refining scholarship prioritization and resources reallocation.

LPDP has implemented several cestving mechanisms to address financial challenges
and expand its reachincluding a cdunding mechanisms involving both partners and
scholarship awardeé$ Partnerships with institutions include prioribundling scholarship
programs, where LPDP collaborates with universities and organizations (e.g., other
scholarship providers) to share tfieancial components based on agreemété PDP has
provided an additional 700 seats under this scheihbasalso securd tuition discounts
through agreements with universitiesdimplemented a cgunding policy with scholarship
awardees The cefunding schem®ffers awardeesthe option to cover specifischolarship
componentg(i.e. tuition fee)while LPDP funds the réét

QUANTITATIVEND QUALITATINANALYES

[t 5t Q&8 CAYlIYOALIf {GFGS
Startingthe fiscal year 2023, t 5t Qa4 NB @Sy dzS Ff2yS 02dA R y20 7
(Figured). Expenditures for native programs have steadily increased since 20tlthe

most significant increase occurring in 202Ken it increased®d0% from the previous year.

Given the limited financial capacity, LPDP needed a balanced policy mix by keeping the

collaborative scholarship spendiatja similar level to the previous yédar

Figure 4. Trend of Education EF Revenue vs. Expenditure based on Spending Type
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42| arso, interview.

43 Muammar, interview.
44 arso, interview.

45 Hartono, interview.
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With the current Education Endowment Fund size and an already optimized asset
Fff20FGA2y adNXGS3esx [t5tQa NBGSydubth g At f y2i
projected deviations of only-2% per yedf. As a result, its financial sustainability \nelly

on expenditure adjustments, particularly within native programdinancially sustainable
approachmeans being able to meet both sheend longterm obligationso ensure

support for ongoing students while continuing to admit nawardee$’. Without additional

endowment fund disbursemenit is predicted that LPD&an onlyacceptless than 8,000

new awardee®, or alternatively, admit 8,00@wardeesbut defer their departures to later

yeard®. Thisdelay could affecthe number of scholarships available for future cohorts.

[t 5t Q4 bl OAGS t NEPINI Y t SNF2NXI YOS
LPDP has been continuously evolving its scholarship distribution for greater divemsitip,
the general prograninaving the largest share among 53,984 awardees (Figu
accounting for 46.5% of the total distributipfollowed bytargeted scholarship&8.1%) and
affirmative scholarshi25.4% By study destination, 55.4% of awardees across all
scholarship types are studying domestically, while 44.6% are pursuing studies abroad.

Figureb: Accumulative BBtribution of Awardeeshased onscholarshipTypes
as of December®y, 2024

Total Awardees: 53,984
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Based on average costs per level of study, awardee distributions abroad are concentrated

in some of the most expensive countrig¢giguret). Our analysishows that the highest

46 Setyabudi, interview.

47 Hartono, interview.

48 |bid.

49 Nurdiansyah, interview.
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average education costs are in thiS(~IDR 1.9 billion) and Australia (~IDR 1.2 billion) for
Yl & S NI a. whisl@rddtiors @rograms, thedS(~IDR 3.1 billion), Australia (~IDR
2.8 billion), and theJK(~IDR 2.5 billion) have the highest co&iata shows thathe native
program'spaymentwasprimarily disbursed to generabroad scholarships (57.3%), with
the majority of expenditures directed toward Eurg@eustraliag and AmericgAppendix 3).

Figure 6 AwardeeDistributions and Rdative EducationCosts
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{ 2dzNDOSY ! dzii K2 NDQ & Qdafd Bubbla diza rerdsentS tRe n2irgber[oftaBardees, with larger bubbles
indicating a higher concentration afvardeesn a given country.

Considering the limited financial capacityhé question arises as to whether allocating

funding with the current composition is the most effective policy choiget 5t R2 Say Qi
limit the cap for specific continents, countries, universities, or each type of scholarship
program. 1 raises concerns abotiie economic and social outcomésased on that
disaggregationTo expand the program's reach while maintaining quality and achieving cost
savings, analyzing the outcomes based on study destinagiodscholarship typesill help

identify opportunities for recalibration (i.efocusing on more costffective options without

compromising educational standards).

To investigate this, we analyze datay leveragng LPDR tiacer studycontainingsurvey

data of scholarshipawardeesseveral years after completing their educatioiiracer data
provides valuable insights into key outcomes such as income increase, career development,
social contributions, and innovation contributienThen, we incorporate theacer data

with existing awardees data containing study destination, scholarship type, selection score,
parental income, and income before the study. We atdbute university ranking, subject
ranking, and total scholarship investment in monetary uni¥e then build the analysis by
focusingon understanding the effects of scholarships on individual economic and overall

outcomesto providequantitative evidence.
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Individual OutcomesBenefit) Analysis

Policy Question
Which provides greateputcomes studying abroad or domestically?

Given the fundamental question posed by stakeholders regarding whether financing study
abroad is worthwhile we analyze LPDP scholarshipeconomicsand overalloutcomesby
comparing study abroad and study domesticallyddat, we incorporate theabroad

dummy variablewhich serves as an indicator for studying abraadur OLS specification

below, with economic outcomes and overall outcomes as dependent variébles

Lo a=fr W {mumiftw> 2 [+rm- 40k
Thefirst model uses income increase as a proxy for economic outcoriég. income
AYONBI a4S Aa o0laSR 2y AYRAGARdAzZrf RFGF FNRY (K
is reported in intervals dDR60 million, as structured in the default data provided by the
LPDP tracer study. Given the naturdraterdata, especially for income that use
consistent intervals of IDR 60 million for tracing the awardee use the income range as a
proxy of income increase ordered on a scale for regression and)gtiled information

about the variablesised in quantitative analysis in AppendiX.

Recognizinghe ordered nature of the income data, where each category is structured in
consistent intervals of IDR 60 millionve used Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression
instead of Ordinal Regressiorifrirst,OLS regression allows us to quantify the income
increases in monetary units, even though the original datatesvatordered It provides us
with more intuitive interpretations, especially for cost and benefit analy4isile Ordinal
Regression gives us probabilities or likelihood estimation of belonging to different income
categories, which makes cost and benefit analysis less intue@ondusingOLSon

ordinal data is reasonabkend justifiedwhen the ordinal categories are evenly spaced
consistent as in our dataset. Since each income category follows a fixed interval of IDR 60
million, the data structure closely resembles a continuous variddengOLSassumes th

differences betweereachcategoryare meaningful and consistent, which holdour data

The second model usesRIrn on Sholarshiplinvestment (RoSlas a proxy for overall
outcomesbased oraninterview with Betania, Head of Alumni Distribution Subdivision,
LPDPI 26 SOSNE ¢S RARY QG 3ISG | F2NX¥IFE NBLRZ2NIO FN

Following LPDReasurementwe estimate RoSI based on economic outcomes (income
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increase), social outcomes (social activity), leadership (job position), and mindset outcomes
(innovation or patent) based on data tracer availability. Detailed information about RoSI
variable is attached in AppendixHowever, fom the initial dataset with 8,288

observations, we only have 2,398 observations with complete indicators to generate RoSI.

Given trat the RoSI variable is continuous, we use @l Segressiorspecificationrmodel.

The mode$ use Abroad as the independent variable whid®ntrolling Selection Score and
Parental IncomeThe Abroad variable is a dummy, coded 1 for studgimgad and O for

studying domesticall}t KS a4 St SOGA2y a02NBE RSNAODGSR FNRY
normalized to a percentage scalghere 100% represents the passing graéental

Income reflects the parents of the scholarshiparde€Q d O 2 Y 6 A yrdialixed 02 Y S

log scaleThe regression results are presented in Appebedandillustratedin Figurey.

Figure7. The Effect of Study Destination on Economic and Overall Outcomes

Economic Outcomes (Income Increase) and Overall Outcomes (RoSI)
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Source: Authors utilize tracer study data to estimate éffect of scholarship destinations on economic (income increase)
and overall outcomes (RoSl). This figure presents the coefficient estimates with standard error in parentheses for studying
abroad and domestically, derived from an ordinary least square)(®hi® controlling for parental income and selection
score. The coefficient estimates are illustrated with 95% confidence intervals, corresponding to a 5% significance level.

For economic outcomesstudying abroad results in significantly higheconomic

outcomes than studying domesticallyn terms of magnitude, studying abroad results in a
1.9-unit income increase or 0.55 units higher than those who studied domestically. In
comparison, individuals who studied domestically experienced a u8#5ncome

increase This is more than 40% higher than the increase in income if studying domestically.
This result remains robust even after controlling parental income and selection scores,

highlighting the positive impact of studying abroad on incomedase.

Foroverall outcomes, studying abroad results in higher RoSI than studying domestically,

even though it is not significantStudying abroad generates 2.88its of RoSlI, slightly

St
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higher than the 2.21nits of RoSI from studying domestically. It has a different result with
economic outcomes, which shows that studying abroad results in significantly higher
economic outcomes than studying domestically. It is reasonable to expect different results
regarding theeffects of scholarship destination because it may omit variables not addressed

in the OLS model specification, such as scholarship type.

Additionally, Figure7 indirectly shows thatdomesticscholarships generatligher non
economic outcomeshan abroadscholarshipecause the gap betweewverall outcomes
and economic outcomef®r domesticscholarshipss higherthan for abroadscholarships
The findings lead tahe next policy questiothat has received significant attention from
stakeholdersthe scholarship typgerformance as LPDP target different groups of
individuals (general, targeted, and affirmativelence we analyzevhether scholarship

typesand studydestnationsgeneratedifferent economic and overatlutcomes

Policy Question
Howdoll KS GaOK2f I NAKAL) GeLlSé¢ |yR daiddzRe

Given the diverse education pathways, it is reasonable to expect variations in the effects

of scholarships on outcomedepending on the scholarshifype and study destinatiors.
TheOLSegression specification presents a diagnostic anatysigparingindividual

outcomesbased on thescholarship typend destination.

Loy a=frod® =l rof <iom ot =4 oB=00 rof < -
o=frBi g g {grmifw> 7 fFrm RO

We use targeted scholarshigwardeesstudying domestically as the reference grougnd
incorporate Affirmation and Generalscholarship types adummy variables while
controlling for selectionscore and parental income to evaluats | O K  INf@etrtels) &
from the referencegroup. Affirmation is a dummy variabledicatingaffirmative
scholarshipawardees and General is a dummy varialmelicatinggeneral scholarship
awardeesThe regressionesultsand detailed interpretatiorfrom the OLS specification

aboveare presentedin Appendix6 and Appendix’ andillustrated inthe Fgure8.
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Figure8: TheEffect of Study Destination and Scholarship Type on Individual Outcomes

Economic Outcomes (Income Increase) and Overall Outcomes (RoSl)
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Source: Authors utilize tracer study data to estimate dfiect of scholarships based on scholarship type sty
destination on income increases and RoSé figure presents the coefficiemstimatesand standard erromn parentheses
derived from an OL®ith Targeted Domestic dhe reference groupvhile controlling for parental income and selection
score.The coefficient estimates are illustrated with 95% confidence intervals, corresponding to a 5% significance level

Hgure 8 showsthat the economic and overall outcongvary based on scholarship type
and study destinationFirst, for theAffirmative, studyingabroad(1.16-unit of income
increas@ shows significantly higher economic outcomes tistundyingdomestially (0.92-
unit of income increask In contrast,domestic study(2.64units of RoS)showsconsideraly
higher overall outcomes thastudyingabroad(2.09 unitsof RoS). Second, for the General,
studyingabroad(1.93-unit income increasealso shows higher economicitcomesthan
studying domesticallyl.36-unit income increase)lt also shows the highest economic
outcome compared to othescholarshipgroups. Similarlyfor Genera) domestic study2.83
units of RoSIshows higher overall outcomes thatudyingabroad(2.59 units of Ro$). In
contrast withthe previous groups, Targeted show differgratterns ineconomic outcomes
Studyingdomestically {.26-unit income increase3hows higher economimutcomesthan
studyingabroad(1.08-unit income increase)Overall outcomes resuis consistent studying
domestically (3.2init of RoSI) yiels higher overall outcomes thahosestudying abroad
(2.96unit of RoSI¥or targeted It also shows thatargeted scholarship awardees studying

domestically have the highest resuitsterms ofRoSI among other groups.

These findings generate insighiato the opportunity to shift underperformingprograms
to high-performing programdo increase the outcomed~urther disaggregated analysis is
needed using detailed data such as region, education quality, and program type to identify

underperforming and higiperforming programs
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Policy Question
Based on tharegiono O2y G Ay §FB 0 R2 (KS daokKz2fl N
RSAGAYIFGAZ2YE FFTFSO0 AYRADARG
Given the variations in different study regions 8 SR 2y [t 5t saich&l 6§ S32 NA |

America, Europe, Australia, New Zealand, Asia, and Indonesia (domestic), the scholarship
results are expected taliffer. Appendix8 shows the distribution of 288 sample

observations by continenMost scholarshipawardees 52.6%, choose to study domestically
in Indonesiaand almost half of the scholarshgwardeeschoose to study abroadcurope
represents the largest share of students abrpaith 28.2%. The remaining students are

distributed across Asia (9.6%), Anca (4.8%), and Australia and New Zealand (4.9%).

To estimate the effect of various study regiorfer each scholarship typewe use the
domestic study as the reference group and incorporate continent dummy varialete
OLS moddpecification.The dummy variables representing regions Ameerica, Europe,
Australia_NZ, and Asia. We conduct regression analysis for each scholarshiphtype.
regression result and detailed interpretation greesentedin Appendixd and 10. They are

illustrated in Figure9 and 10 in confidence intervals

L) a=Ogrids o rgms=0v <k
S mr it 2 fFrm erhe O
First,General scholarshigields the higher economic outcomes when studying abroad
with America having the highestonomic outcomes with a 1.0Xbgher unit of income
increase followed by Europe&vith a 0.651higher unit of income increasand then Australia
and New Zealandith 0.342higher unit of income increase compared to domesta the
other hand,studying inAsiais not significantly different from studying domesticalpr
overall outcomes, botlgroupshave no significant differenda RoSlI value, besides Europe,
which has a0.166 lower RoSI scobempared to those who studyomestically America
likely yields the highest outcomes due to its higlnality education, often reflected in
university rankngs, although rankings are not a perfect meastiradditionally, itoffersa

diverse range of resources, including a higher concentration of renowned faculty

members$?, such as Nobel laureates

50 Swasono, interview.
51 Mayang Sari, interview.
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Figure9: The Effect of Study Destinations (based on region) on Economic Outcomes for each
Scholarship Type (Domestic as the reference group)
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Source: Authors utilize tracer data to estimate the effect of study region on income increase for each scholarship type. This
figure presents the confidendatervals derived from an OLS regression (with Domestic study as the reference group) while
controlling parental income and selection score. The confidence intervals are calculated at a 5% significance level.

FigurelO: The Effect of Studpestinations (based Region) on Overall Outcomes for each
Scholarship Type (Domestic as the reference group)
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Source: Authors utilize tracer study data to estimate the effect of study region on RoSI for each scholarship typeteThis figu
presents the confidence intervals derived from an OLS regression model (with Domestic study as the reference group)
while contrdling parental income and selection score. The confidence intervals are calculated at a 5% significance level.
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Second Affirmative scholarship delivers the highest economic outcomes in Amenichile
Europe, Australia, and Asia provide moderate but less significaumicomes Only by
studying in America does affirmative scholarship genesaaificanteconomic outcomes
with a0.71%unit income increaseompared to domestic studytudying in America
consistently generates significant economic outcomes3emeral andAffirmative
scholarship typed-oroverall outcomes, even though the result is mixadl not statistically
significanf Americastill consistently generategshighercoefficientin magnitude with a
0.266 higher RoSlI, while the other continent generates a lowefficaat than the

domestic RoSI.

Third, Targeted scholarship exhibits a consistent patterntith economic and overall
outcomes, whereas studying abroad in any region does not have significant differences.
The lack of a significant difference cdikely be attributed to the nature of their
employmert, as mossampes aregovernment officialsThe Indonesian government heavily
regulates employees' income and job promotiéior example, within the Ministry of
Finance, income is determined by job position and promd&fiohhe promotion process
involves rigid steps, including having enough modalities such as tenure and achieving
performance, obtaining recommendations, and passing the assessment test thgoin
talent pooP3. However, the opportunity to be promoted after finishing higHevel studies

is not always immediately availabfeln some cases, assessment tests have uncertain
schedules, and employees have to wait for a couple of months to years for them, and it

takes longer to be able to sit in higher or managerial positions

Despite these circumstances and difficulties in manifesting individual outcomes, studying
abroad through an LPDP scholarship provides broad benefits for Targeted awardees'
personal and professional developmenit shapes critical and analytical thinking from an
international perspective and enhances exposure to the global comn¥ritylso opens

the opportunity for international engagement, such as internships, that encourage working

more efficiently effectively, and innovativel§’. It shapes the attitude, from the smallest

52 Bustami, interview.

53 A. Wibowo, interview.

54 Suhandainterview.

%5a 2 COfficial(NDA), interview.
56 Swasono, interview.

57 Suhanda, interview.
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things, such as sensitivity and punctualityréadiness to prepare materials for wéfkThis
finding indicates the need to use more relategriables to assess Targeted awardees'
outcomes. Some alternatives are, for example, annual job performance reflected in their

key performance indicators and the impact of the policy they establi$hed

These results suggeshat the effect of scholarships on individual outcometdiffers based
on the scholarship typsand the study regios. Hence,it leads tothe next policy question
aboutthe underlying factors that lead tdifferent outcomes in each regioisuch as
educationquality, cost of education, and program specification, which may contribute to
the variation. Based on thafyrther analysis by disaggregatitige datawithin the region
couldprovide beneficial insight®r policymakergo maxinize the outcomes while reducing

the cost of education.

Policy Question

What underlying factors within each study region contribute to the variations in

individual outcomes for each scholarship type?

Building on previous analysis, further disaggregation of study region data could help
explain these variationsFor example, the consistent positive effect of studying in America
for Affirmative and General scholarships raises questions about the key factors behind it
whetherbecause ofiniversity ranking ospecific program studies such as STEM tailor the
scholarshippwardeedo the market needsWe identify that the quality of education and
specific program study are likely the underlying factwatributingto the outcome

variation. We use the QS rank data as a proxy for the quality of education and STEM
program classification as a proxy for specific program studiggendix11 showseach

continent's variation in QS University Scores and QS Subject Scores

To understandhe variation within the region, we use OLS regressions individual

outcomes based oistudy region for each scholarship tyd®y incorporatingeducation

quality (QS Score Index) and program study (STEM Score University and QS Score
Subject are score ratingmiblishedby the QS World University Rankings, which evaluate
universities and subjects based on various metrics such as academic reputation, employer

reputation, facultyto-student ratio, citations per faculty, international faculty, and

58 Bustami, interview.
59 Suhanda, interview.
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international students. STEM is a dumwariable hat indicates thecience, Technology,
Engineering, andlathematics progranstudies The regression resgare presented in

Appendix12 to 14 andillustrated inFigure 1 on a confidence intervabasis

Lo s e rm cmm v odedl e batiwme 4l 7!
S mrmrtorw® 2 om0

First,General scholarship yields higlmeconomic outcomes when studying abroad, with

the USoffering the highest economic outcomes from higlanking universities, while

STEM offers a positive effect on certain continenta magnitude, a study iauniversity

with ahigh QS Score in America brings the highest positive economic outcomes with a one
unit increase in QS Score University associated witl®31-unit income increase, holding all
other variables constanOn the contrary, the QS Score Subject shows a negative significant
effect in America and no effect in other regioftssuggests thathe market tends to see
university rankinstead ofsubject rank. Meanwhile, the STHiMIicatorshows mixed results

and is not significant. However, in magnitude, STEM education in Europe and Australia

shows higher economic outcomésan Domestic

Second, for Affirmative scholarshigrioritizing high-ranking subjects over highanking
universities yields stronger economic outcomes across most contineitadying asubject
with ahigh QS Score Subject in Europe brings the highest economic outdoswegyests

the opportunity to maximize individuals' economic outcomes in Europe by considering the
subject ranking rather than thaniversity rankingBven though it is not significant, stuchg

in ahigh QS Score Univeliisin Americabrings positive economic outcomesith a one

unit increase in QS Score Universiggociated with 8.009-unit income increase, holding all
other variables constanFurthermorethe STEMprogram in Asiasthe onlysignificant

positive predictor raising an opportunity tincrease the STEM quota in Asia

Targeted scholarship shows no significant difference in economic outcomedmost any
continent due to governmentregulated salariesinterviews suggest that differences may
take time to materialize, and additional indicators, such as job position, are needed for a
more robust evaluationHowever, in magnitude, the QS Score Subject can still be used as a
predictor that shows a positive significant effect in Australia and New Zealand, indicating
that the subject is the more important underlying factaraconomic outcomes-However,

even though it is not significant, studyinghigh-rankinguniversities in America consistently
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brings positive economic outcomes wibhe-unit increase in QS Score Universiggociated
with a 0.02-unit income increase, holding all other variables constdihius, studying in

America consistently brings higher positive economic outcomes for all scholarship types.

Figure 1. TheEffect of Underlying Factors: Quality of Education (QS Score University and
Subject) and Specific Program Study (STENBconomic Outcomes (Income Increase)
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a 5% significance levaérived from an OLS regression model whidatrollingparental income and selection score
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For overall outcomesthe resultsshow weaker correlatios to identify the significant

predictor across all regionfor eachscholarshiptype. The modefgenerates almost no
significant predictoras presented in Appends to Appendix18. One of the reasonis due

to limited statistical powems the sample goes down from 8,288 to 2,398 observations
However, in terms of magnitude, focusing on QS Subject Ranking for Affirmative and
Targeted Scholarship generates higher overall outcomes in most continents. For General
scholarship, QS Subject Score ayeyeratesa positive outcome in Australia. Hence, it is

safe to assume, even though it is not significant, focusing on QS Subject Score gives higher
probability to achieve higher overall outcomésoweverthe results are weakhighlighting

the neal for more expanded data to increase evaluation accueamypower

Scholarship InvestmentGos) Analysis

The outcomesanalysisresults showthat outcomes vary by type and study destination,
creating an opportunity for recalibratiorto maximize the outcomesHowever, the
maximumoutcomescan be perfectly implemented if LPDP has no financial constraint
which seems unlikely to happen given the recent financial state. Hénsegrucial to
incorporate cost analystsy utilizing scholarship investment (education cakt)ato

address the financial constraint/e want to identify the opportunities for maximizing the
outcomes while reducing the cost simultaneously. Hence, the next question is identifying

the variation of scholarship ing&ament with the variation of outcomes.

Policy Question
Are there any opportunities to maximize the outcomes

while reducing theScholarship Investment (Cost)?

Scholarship investment (Cost) is the total expenditure incurred by LPDP to sapport
awardeS @ducation. This includes all direct and indirect costs, such as tuition fees, living
expenses, settlement allowances, visa fees, and any other financial support provided
throughout the study periodBy combining the variation of outcomes and scholarship
investments (cost)we can identify the potential opportunities. The opportunity
identification uses the General Scholarskgmpleas shown in Figure 12 to shake
recalibration opportunity in a specific scholarship typecomparinghe outcomesvariation

andthe scholarship investment@s{ variation
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Figure 2: TheComparison betweecholarship Investment (Cosind Economidncrease

for GeneralScholarship
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Source: Authors use LPDP data to estimate the average Scholarship Investment (Cost) and compare it with economic
outcomes (Income Increase). This income increase coefficient for General Scholarship is derived from an OLS regression while
controlling for Peental Income and Selection Scahat is based orAppendix8.

Recalibration of scholarship compositioqsesentsconcreteopportunities to maximize
economic outcomes while reducing costBased on Figure2lincome increases (economic
outcomes) generated by studying in Europe are higher than in Australia and New Zealand.
Meanwhile, the scholarship investment (cost) in Europe is cheaper than in Australia and
New Zealand. Another opportunity is Asia and Domesitftch offer cost reduction as the
income increases (economic outcomel)e outcomes foAsia and Domestic are similar,

but Domestic offers a cheaper scholarshipestment (cost) than Asi&ecalibrating the
composition to lower cost but higher outcomesll reduce the cost that can be used to
increase the number of scholarshagvardeesor increasefinancial capacityTherefore,

based on this evideneleased opportunityye propose recalibrating scholarship

composition, with detailed mechanisms in thext section
To conclude, we summarize the quantitativand qualitativefindingsin the Table 2 below

Table 2. Summary Quantitativeand Qualitative AalyssFndings

Policy Questions Quantitative and Qualitative Findings

Which provides greatezconomic | Studying abroad results in significantly higher economic outcomes

outcomes studying abroad or than studying domestically. This conclusion remains robust even &
domestically? controllingparental income and selection score

Which provides greatesverall Sudying abroad results in highewerall outcomesRoS)than
outcomes studying abroad or studying domestically, even though it is not significahile

domestically? controlling parental income and selection score.
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Policy Questions

Quantitative and Qualitative Findings

| 26 R QKRS dNE KA
F'yR aaitdzRe afR§a i
individual economic and overall
outcomes?

9 First for the General scholarships, studying abroad shows high
economic outcomes than studying domestically. It also shows {
highest economic outcome compared to other scholarship
groups.For overall outcomes domestic studyalsoshows higher
overall outcomes than studying abroad

1 Secondfor the Affirmative scholarship, studying abroad shows
significantly higher economic outcomes than studying
domestically Similar to the Generablomestic shows significantly,
higher overall outcomes than studying abroad

9 Third,in contrast,for the Targeted gudying domestically shows
higher economic outcomes than studying abroad. Consistent w
other groups, studying domestically yields higher overall
outcomes than studying abroad. It also shows ttiamestic
targetedshowsthe highestoverall outcomes

Based on the regiorhow do the
GaoOK2f I NEKAL) (@
RS a i A yaffedt ngiwdéal
economic and overall outcomes?

9 First,General scholarships yieldgher economic outcomes when
studying abroad, with America having the highest economic
outcomes.Overall outcomes show no significant difference
between themin most continents.

1 Second, Affirmative scholarship delivers the highest economic
outcomes in America. While Europe, Australia, and Asia provid
moderate but less significanih overall outcomes, even though
the result is mixed and not statistically significadinerica still
consistently generates higher economic outcomes anerall
outcomes.

i Third, targeted scholarship exhibits a consistent pattern in
economic and overall outcomeahereas studying abroad in any
region does not have significant differences. The lack of a
significant difference can be attributed to the nature of their
employment

What underlying factors within
each study regiorcontribute to
the variations in individual
outcomes for each scholarship

type?

9 First, General scholarship yields higher economic outcomes wi
studying abroad, with the U.S. offering the highest economic
outcomes from higkranking universities, while STEM offers a
positive effect on certain continents.

1 Second, for Affirmative scholarship, prioritizing higinking
subjects over highanking universities yields stronger economic
outcomes across most continents.

9 Third, Targeted scholarship shows no significant difference in
economicoutcomes in almost any continent due to government
regulated salaries. Interviews suggest that differences may tak
time to materialize, and additional indicators, such as job
position, are needed.

9 For overall outcomes, the results show weaker correlations to
identify the predictor across all regions and scholarship types.
One of the reasons is limited statistical power.

Are there anyopportunities to
maximize the outcomes while
reducing the Scholarship
Investment (Cost}

Based orcost and benefifinalysis, the recalibration of scholarship
compositions creates concrete opportunities to maximize econom
outcomes while reducing costs
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Toenhance LPDP's financial sustainability while expanding tbach and maintaining
quality, our policy assessment focuses on addressing the primary challenges with high
criticality and high accessibilityBased on these dimensions, this project prioritizes refining
the strategic directiorand planningpf the native program and improving spending quality.
These issues are both criticahd the organization has a higher capability to addtess,
asthey are predominantly driven by internal factok&e also propose complementary

policy through external collaboratiomechanisms to address financial resource limitations

Figure B: Proposedsolution

Strategy Policy Action Actors Priority Technically Administratively Politically
Correct Feasible Supportable
Status Quo
5 Maintaining the Current
(F:ocusmg Dr_‘ Fhe Scholarship and Funding  LPDP Medium Moderate O High Moderate
urrent Policies s
Allocation
Core
Recalibrating Refining Scholarship ’ O ; O )
Scholarship Program Policies Al High High RLE e
Complementary
) o Comprehensive Cost-
Enhancing Monitoring | Effectiveness Analysis  LPDP High O High O High O High
and Evaluation (CEA)
Robust Impact Evaluation ézlzzr’a?gf.?_g:t: High G High Moderate O High
- . Improving the Reliability
Streamlining Business of Business Planning and LPDP High G High O High O High
Processes in Budgeting
Scholarship
Prioritization, Planning, LPDP, Technical
and Budgeting . . Ministries/
Adopting a Systematic Agencies. Labor O i
Approach for Scholarship Mgarket i High High Moderate O High
Prioritization Governme:t '
Institutions
Optimizing External E}:pé:\ac:;\f Partnerships LPDP, Partners Medium O High Moderate G High
Collaboration
Mechanisms Conducting Ci B
g Crowd: ’ O f O ) G Hiah
Funding Feasibility Study - 2" AL gl High <
LPDP, Partners,
Establishing Tactical Regulators, Board G ] e
Collaboration Fund of Supervisors, ey High Socen 1o
Board of Trustees
Scholarship Layering é:lzzr'a?gf.?_g:;e Low O High Moderate 6 Low

Source: Authors
Status Quo Focusing on the Current Policies
In the absence of intervention, opportunities to increase both financial sustainability may
remain unaddressedwhich could threatenscholarshipreach in the short and long term
Moreover, various key stakeholders require LPDP to assess the effectiveness of its

scholarship program (Tempo.co, 2024hich emphasizes the urgency of policy reform.
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Core Recalibrating ScholarshiBrograms

To significantly improve outcomes while increasing financial sustainability or expanding
reach, recalibrating scholarship allocation by prioritizing higlitcomes, costeffective
programsis urgently needed Policy intervention should focus on reallocating resources
using a cosand-benefit analys framework The frameworksimultaneously assesses how
much the cost can be reduced while achieving higher benefits (economic and overall
outcomes) by shifting the low priority (Iotyenefit, highcost) to high pority (highbenefit,
low-cost), as shown in the Figuid below. This strategy enhances financial sustainability
and improves aggregatutcomes based on results from the quantitative analysis

Figurel4: CostBenefit Analysis Matrix

Moderate Moderate High
% Moderate Moderate Moderate
i}
- Moderate Moderate
High Moderate Low Cost
(> mean + 1.96 SE) (mean + 1.96 SE) (< mean - 1.96 SE)

Source: Authors

We use the cost and benefits analysis framework based on quantitative resuits

economic and overall outcomes for the recalibration proce¥¢e summarize the

guantitative results for maximizingconomic and overall outcomes in Append&ahd 20.

By prioritizing the scholarship allocation based on factors that maximize the outcomes and
incorporating scholarship investment (cost) based on how expensive the programs are, we
can map the compositiomto high-priority programs (high benefits, low costs) and fow
priority programs (low benefits, high cost§urthermore, we also incorporate the hitgvel
direction based on an interview with LPDREresident Director Andin Hadiyanto to

éMaintain Represetativesin Diverse Locatiorss. . | & SoBe cénhyideratiknghe

proposed recalibratioms conducted bghifting low-priority to highpriority education in

each scholarship programhile maintaining the region's composition.

The proposed recalibratiowould achieve higher economic or overall outcomes and
reducecosts simultaneouslyThe figures show that recalibratidmased economic outcomes
will increase economic outcomes by 35.1% and reduce costs by 8.6% simultaneously, and

the recalibrationbased overall outcomes will increase overall outcomes by 5.9% and reduce
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costs by 7.2% simultaneoushhéelfreeup resources (reduced cogonomic outcome
recalibration could expand scholarship reach by up to 24.51% (adding 2,031 domestic
awardees) or 20.52% (adding 1,700 domestwardees) using overall outcome

recalibration The detailed recalibration calculations are in Appendito224.

Figurel5: Recalibrating Results on Economic OutcomesSaitblarshipnvestmentCost
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Figurel6: Recalibrating Results on Overall Outcomes and Scholarship Investment Cost
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Based on the expected results, General Scholarship has wide room to improve both in
economic and overall outcomes. Targeted scholarship has the opportunity to increase the
economic outcomesHowever, it is constrained by government regulation. Hence, focusing

on recalibrating the General Scholarship first promises the higher achievement.

Building on the recalibration results opportunitywe recommend thaecalibration policy
packages to materialize the result$he policy packages break into two policy actions and

eight policy implementations that aim to make the recalibration process successful upon



33

implementation. The main actor is LPDP that makes this package strong as the majority

control and jurisdiction domain to make the changes lie within the LPDP boundary itself.

Figurel7: Policy Action and Implementation for Recalibrating Scholarship Allocations

Policy Action Policy Implementation Impact Feasibility

Incorporating Priority Quota: align Cost and Benefit analysis matrix strategies High G High

+ Focusing on Increasing the Priority Quota (high outcomes, low cost) and
limiting the low priority quota (low outcomes, high cost) based on quantitative High 6 High
results for each scholarship type and scholarship destinations

Refining +  Adjusting Priority Quota with Future Needs to match the job specification High @ High
Scholarship Quota needed in the next 5 years, based on relevant stakeholder and market needs 9 19
Capping the Quota through regulation before the selection process High Moderate

Limited Discretion to adjust the quota can only be conducted in the Scholarship
Selection Plenary Meeting as it is the final forum to decide the selection result Moderate Moderate
attended by the high-level committee from various stakeholders

Adding Priority Bonus Point: increasing selection score with a bonus point
based on the priority list, ranging from low to high priority, to ensure the high High @ High
priority list is filled

Adding General Bonus Point: increasing selection score further with a bonus
point based on strong predictors, for example, in America, the higher QS Rank

Refining University, the higher the bonus. It is applied not only for the high priority list, but High @ High
Selection Scoring for all. It helps to increase the aggregate outcomes regarding whether they are
Mechanism in the priority list or not.

Adjust Bonus Point depending on the goal: Bonus Point can be adjusted based

on what policymakers aim for. For example, policymakers can weight more

leadership points in RoSI score, and weight less economic outcomes for Moderate Moderate
government officials in targeted scholarship. Thus, the priority list will be

different based on adjusted RoSI to fulfil what policymakers aim for.

Source: Authors

Recalibrating scholarship allocations is technically correct as it is based on quantitative
evidence and iedministratively feasible, as it falls within LPDP's jurisdiction. However, its
political feasibility is less certain due to potential tradeffs: increasing quotas for some
groups while reducinthe quotafor others could generate mixed responses. While support
may come from stakeholders aligned with higlérforming programs, resistance could arise
from those affected by reduced quotabBhus, thigolicy recommendatiomeeds careful
stakeholder managemertb reducepolitical resistance from thosaffected by reduced
guotasby compensating them. One of the solutionsasise thefree-up resourceso

increase their quota in differertontinents that generate higher outcomelsor example,
Recalibration thatnvolvesshifting Targeted in America with Social Science to General

Abroad with STEM, can be compensated by increasing Targeted scholarship in Domestic

FirstComplementary Enhancing Monitoring and Evaluation

Enhancing monitoring and evaluation includes cexffectiveness analysis and robust

impact evaluation.CEA can help assess costs across different disaggregation, such as for the
same field of study across universities. While robust impact evaluation helps measure

scholarship investment's effect on individual outcomes by detailed assessment criteria. Both
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provide comparative measures in assessing intervention effectiveness (Dhaliwal et al.,
2011), which can be a technically sound approach for optimizing resource allocation. These
evaluations will likely generate support from stakeholders, as they can asigrddic
guestions on scholarship impacts while strengthening financial sustainability

Figurel8: Policy Action and Implementation f&nhancing Monitoring and Evaluation

Policy Action Policy Implementation Impact Feasibility

» Establishing the CEA framework by defining key variables, data
requirements, methodologies, time frame, and effectiveness indicators for High G High

Comprehensive standardized evaluation.

Cost-Effectiveness » Developing an integrated CEA system by building new application or

Analysis (CEA) expanding existing system's function for data collection, calculation, and High O High
customizable presentation to enhance decision making.
= Regularly conducting CEA to inform data-driven decision-making. High O High
- Establishing the impact evaluation framework by defining key variables, High @ High
data sources, methodologies, evaluation time frame for standardization. 9 9
» Building a partnership with Directorate General of Taxes (DGT) for data
Robust Impact interoperability and tracking. Moderate Moderate
Evaluation » Enhancing internal data collection system through leveraging existing e-
Beasiswa application for scholarship application data and Talent Hub Moderate @ High
application for alumni tracking.
= Conducting periodic robust impact evaluation for policy refinement. High G High

Source: Authors
{ Ay OS [/ 9! ¥ &uthdrity dey ReéSrékbufcesSotd@so are fully managed by
LPDP, its implementation is administratively feasibl€o implemensystematicCEA, LPDP
can either establish a neapplicationor optimize the existingnes such as the LPDP
Central application, which is currently utilized for budgeting and plantuR®P may need
to start by enhancing data infrastructure and collection through 1) leveraging the existing
individual payment and personal data stored in thBeasiswa applation through system
interoperability and 2) providing new data fields for additional metrics such as university
YR adzoa2S0d0 NIylAy3d YR a02NB o0l aSR 2y [t5¢tC
on integrated input can help generate insightsaitimely manner. Lastly, creating a
customizable, filterable dashboard based on specific disaggregation, such as scholarship

types, field of studyanduniversities, will help to analyze data across multiple dimensions.

For robust impactkevaluation, the feasibility depends on the data collection method to

increase the sampleSharing data from DGT will help to construct comprehensive time

series data for income and job position, both for accepted applicants/awardees (treatment

group) and rejected scholarship applicants (control group), to conduct scholarship impact
longitudiral studies] 2 6 SOSNE GKA&a gAff RSLISYR 2y 5D¢Qa
Official, Yusuf, mention that obtainifidGT & Righiide feasible by establishing a

Memorandum of Understandingrhe datainteroperabilitybetween LPDP and DGT systems
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can be donausing the National Identification Number (KTP) available at both institutions.
Alternatively, LPDP can hire experts in data collection, such as through direct individual
surveys or by retrievingxternaldatasuch ad.inkedIn API paid services. Additionally, LPDP
shouldalsofoster internal data collectioenhancement For example, income data gathered
through eSelectionduring thescholarshippdmissiornprocess should be standardized by
currency and time framd.é. monthly) and reflect exacigures instead of the current range
to provide detailed information for further analysise. income increas®ther than that
Talent Hubapplication for alumni management shoulghction as a more rigorous tracer

study system to track continuous alumni data for short and l@mg after graduation.

The development of a robust impact evaluation may need engagement with alumni and
adoption of more rigorous evaluation method Alumni engagement will help gathering
insight onaccurate variable measurement for outcomes, as different occupationsneed
distinct evaluation metrics.e, between entrepreneurs, government officials, and private
sector workersLastly, bsed on the interview wittiRadhiyan Pribadi, a researcherJ&AL,

to test scholarship impact, LPDP can adopt geaperimental evaluation methods (such as
regression discontinuity design and difference in difference) in the short term and adopt

more complex experimental methods (such as randomized control timathe long term.

Second ComplementanBtreamlining Business Processes in Scholarship
Prioritization, Planning, and Budgeting

Figurel9: Policy Action and Implementation f8treamlining Business Processes

Policy Action Policy Implementation Impact Feasibility
Enhancing information management system by incorporating predictive tools High 6 High
Improving the function such as machine learning (ML) in existing LPDP Central application. g 19
Re"?bi“ty of . » Refining budget calculation input factors and method by:
Business Planning 1. Shifting from using proxy as standard cost to utilizing historical database High () High
and Budgeting 2. Building dynamic simulations for scholarship proportion/quota based on 9
specific disaggregation.
Implementing a regular policy review mechanism to assess the financial
impact of existing and new policies on budget and strategic planning (j.e. High G High
Adopting a reviewing policy of funding extended study).
Systematic * Implementing a structured mechanism and continuous feedback loop that
Approach for integrates evaluation insights (both CEA and impact evaluation) into scholarship High - High
Scholarship prioritization, program refinement, and strategic planning.
Prioritization + Developing a formalized mechanism to engage with labor market players,
analysts, government institutions, and stakeholders to better capture future Medium Moderate

workforce needs for scholarship program planning.

Source: Authors

Improvingplanning and budgeting reliabilitypy enhancing the already existing LPDP
/| SYGNI £ | LI AOIFGA2Y 6AGK YIFIOKAYS fSINYyAy3

control. Technically, ML can process vast amounts of data, automate complex calculations

Ol
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and predictions, and enhance budget modeling by providing more accurate forecasts for
decisionmaking(Walser, Baker, & Elliott, 2023), thus serving as an early warning for
financial sustainabilityPolitically, early budget predictions supported by ML will likely also
gather internal and external support since it can address the problem raised by Technical
Ministries which isknowing the available balances for the program at the last minute. ML

forecasting will also improvieusinesgplanning since budgetg becomes a part of it.

However, refining the input factors within LPDP Central application is essential for
improvingreliability. For example, LPDP could construct scholarship proportion simulations
based on awardee study destinations and real expenditure patterns rather than relying on
generalized estimates of 60% studying abroad and 40% studying domestically as the current
condition. To strengthen the assumption for short and ldegn forecasts, LPDP may need

to establish a systematic analysis of actual study destinatiordg€ne., by country and

university) and automatically adjust the proportion to the prediction system accordingly.

Adopting a systematic approach techolarship prioritizationis more challenging based on
feasibility since it also involves the participation of external stakeholdeBased on an
interview with Yanuar Nugroho, an education expert, LPDP may benefit from establishing a
consultation mechanism with external stakeholders to capture stenn and longterm
workforce needs for better scholarship prioritization. In the alrseof national talent
management guidance, systematic consultation can be conducted dgémy labor market
players and government institutions. Although the accuracy will also depend on their
capability to predict, technically, it will help increasing the effectiveness @source

allocation compared to the less systematic current condition. Politically, LPDP might also be

able to reduce public critique regarding misallocation by using this approach.

Third ComplementaryOptimizing External Collaboration Mechanisms

Historically, LPDP has successfully secugeahtsfrom private sectors and philanthropist
foundation, such as PT. Bank BTN for scholarship program (LPDP, 2014) and Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation for thematic research (LPDP, 2025). These collaborations show that
securing private sector grants is both feasible and sound, since it isupglbrted by

exiding regulations. To attract potentiglartners LPDP can offer grant terms aligning with

both LPDP and partner interests, for example tailoring the tgparpose for scholarship in
FASERa GKFG adzZld2 NI (KS LI M@ gradthcioOntabilitya A Y S & &

~

a
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system, this strategic approach will make the grant scheme more appealing. LPDP may also
consider establishing a dedicated task force comprising members from both the Investment
Directorate and the Scholarship Directorate, which operates separately fremetjular

investment business process, to focus proactively on securing and managing external grants

Figure20: Policy Action and Implementation f@ptimizing External Collaborations

Policy Action Policy Implementation Impact  Feasibility
Establishing grant partnership strategy framework (white paper) outlining
grant structures, potential partner, timeline, criteria for partnership selection, High G High
etc.

Expanding Developing grant management and accountability system as an accessible

Partnership for platform for partner signaling accountability and transparency to attract Low G High

Grants grants.
Expanding partnership with private sectors and philanthropists, i.e. companies
to optimize CSR funds for thematic scholarship funding such as climate, waste High Moderate
management.
Consulting with stakeholders and regulators to evaluate legal, regulatory, Low O High

. governance, and institutional considerations for crowd-funding feasibility. 9

Conducting Crowd- Engaging/hiring technical experts to assess operability, risk management, and

glt":g;ng Feasibility other related aspects of crowd-funding. Low ® High
Testing participation interest from alumni and other potential contributors - .
through surveys and pilot campaigns. Moderate O High
Establishing the framework containing potential scheme (i.e. grant, fund
custodial), partner, timeline, criteria for partnership selection, co-monitoring, Moderate G High
etc.

(E:stab!Ls hl.ng ';ac:ilcal Regulate contribution fund as LPDP's mandate by consulting with regulator, High Moderat

ontribution Fun Board of Supervisor, Board of Trustees. 9 oderate

Implement contribution-fund model by engaging with universities (j.e. High 6 L
professorship fund or contribution for scholarship). 9 ow
Designing the program and eligibility criteria based on financial need, High G High
academic merit, study destination, program costs, and other factors. 9 '9
Utilizing DGT data on applicant income to verify financial need for scholarship Moderate Moderate

Scholarship Layering layering.

Implementing layering scheme as voluntary choice to justify fairness. Final
decision for individual tiered scholarship result will be decided by LPDP based High 6 Low
on applicants’ eligibility.

Source: Authors

Crowdfunding from alumni can serve as an alternative for funding sources diversification
A successful example is Harvard University, through its "Gifts for Current Use" scheme,
which attracts contributions from alumni and other donors and generat88528 million

or around 8% of its 2024 operating revenue (Harvard University, 2024). However, direct
implementation might be challenging for LPDP, considering the dependence on legal
framework and donors' willingness to participate. Therefore, LPDP maytoesehduct a
crowdfunding feasibility study first to assess its technical and regulatory aspects.
Introducing crowdfundingdeaswill likely be supportable sinaeoffersalumni with an

opportunity to give back to the nation and foster alumni engagement

Based on interview with Gita Wirjawan, a Belfer Fellow at the Harvard Kennedy School

(HKS), LPDP can also explore contribution fund mechanisms in collaborations with
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universities,which allows donors to allocate funds under predetermined terms. In US based
universities, such contributions are typically treated as grants, which can be used directly or
managed as endowments to support initiatives such as professorships and fellowships
Harvard Management Company Official mentioned that at universities like Harvard,
contribution funds are typically evaluated based on university interests and are commonly
directed to a specific school (i.e. HKS) with negotiable terms tayausT his funding model

has the potential to increase representations, as shown by the Harvard China Fund, a
partnership between the Chinese government and Harvard, which supports teaching and
research on China while bringing Chinese scholars and stuttetiits university (Harvard

China Fund, n.d.). This contribution scheme provides an opportunity to explore a similar

mechanism to increase representation by directing the funds for Indonesian scholarships

However, the feasibilityof thisd OK S Y S R S LJS yréydlateflngfandate, Svihich will

require consultations withregulators and stakeholdes. Additionally, stakeholders may

initially resist the idea, especially given the financial sustainability concerns. Therefore, LPDP
may needstrongadvocacy to convince that this scheme is designated for-lerg benefits
andservesbroader purpose for global knowledge creation. Additionally, it can also prevent
currency risk and gain higher endowment investment rei) i.e. ~9.6% at Harvard for 2024

vS. ~7% at LPDP (Harvard University, 2024; LPDP, 2025). LPDP should also explore the
possibility of treating the model as custodial funds rather than grants by negotiating the

terms with universities, as LPDP already th@ssupporting framework for that.

Scholarship layering caalsooffer an alternative funding approachtaking example from

b2NIK /I NRfAYIlI Q& hLILRZ2NIdzy A e -12aukdhgtb NE KA LIZ 4 K
45,000+ students since 2018drth Carolina State Education Assistance Authority, 024

LPDP already implements a partial scholarship scheme throuiimdang with awardees,
whichmakesscholarship layering potentially feasible. However, the implementation of this

scheme requires fair and voluntary layering option during the scholaeshhnissiorprocess

to prevent perceptions of unfairness. Additionally, verifying financial needs maybe

challenging without cros® KSO1 Ay 3 FLILIX AO0FyiaQ AyO02YS RIGF
LPDP might need to promote it as a redistributive mechanism, wigherincome

individualscreate more opportunities for people with underprivileged situations.
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Implementation Timelineand Success Measurements

The proposed policy implementation timeline is structurextross four phasebased on

priority and sequential impac{Figure 21)The immediate phase focuses on refining

internal business processand buildinga strongfoundation forscholarshigrecalibraton.

The short plans and beyond focus on engaging external parties to diversify funding sources.

Figure21: Proposed Policy Implementation Timeline

Immediate Short Term Medium Long-Term
(0 - 12 months) (1 - 2 years) (2 - 4 years) (4 years and beyond)
Comprehensive CEA

Robust Impact Evaluation
Recalibrating Scholarship Program by Refining Scholarship Policies
Improving the Reliability of Business Planning and Budgeting
Adopting a Systematic Approach for Scholarship Prioritization
Conducting Crowd-Funding Study
Expanding Partnerships for Grants

Establishing Tactical Collaboration Fund Model

SourceAuthors
Success is measured by enhancing financial sustainability and expanding reach while
maintaining quality in the short term and increasinghancial independence in the long
term. To achieve its strategic outlook, LPDP must implement core and complementary
recommendations while continuously monitoring progress with concrete success
measurements (Appendix 25) as key performance indicators
Figure 22Strategic Outlook for LPDP with Proposed Policy Recommendations
ikt

Board of Trustees
Board of Supervisors

Mandate/Approval

Q Effective Implementation ~ $ C‘/’/ '
Improved Resource Allocation ‘ & ' I
g0\ Scholarship ‘A‘ ] I
“E Increased Financial Sustainability
Refined Scholarship Program Expand Reach

Maintained Quality (Impact)
»

Improved Scholarship Prioritization

Reliable Planning and Budgeting lembaga pengelola dana pendidikan

¥ . A\
o ,9\ ¥ Xy —p
a @ ... IclgnEp::t Evaluations
Feedback Integration System Grants Increased Increased
Interoperability Representations Reputation
— [] [ al|:
a — asa a=r l" i @a
238 oge  INI 222 »
& Py 0 2 2 2 () Evidence Based
Policymaking
Technical Ministries/Agencies, Stakeholders,  DGT Private Sectors, Philanthropists ) iversities General Public
Regulators, Industries, Government Donors

SourceAuthors



40

FINAL REMARKS AND LIMITATIONS

Our recommendations primarily addredfe issues originating froninternal root causes

We acknowledge that they do naddresgproblemscaused byexternal challenges, such as
financial resource constraints due to uncertain State Budget allocations and investment
regulatory limitationsoriginatingfrom unclear government regulations. Additionallye
excludethe collaborative program overseen by Technical Ministries/Agerfimes our

analysigdue to thar broad scopeand data accessibilitysiven theeverchanginghature of

political and institutional dynamidsiced by LPDPur analysis and recommendatioase

based on the status quo before any sttural changes ithe inter-stakeholdeé& Q

interactionsOl dza SR 6& LYR2ySaAl.Qa aAyAadNRSa NBadNd
We also recognize limitations in our quantitative analyskrst,the model presents

correlation, not causationThe specification used in our analysis does notaussndomized

or a quasexperiment.Hence, the estimation effect still has issues with omitted variable

bias that makes our estimation overstated or understated. However, our model

specification uses relevant control variables, such as parental income and selection score, to

reduce the biasd estimate of our variable of interest.

Secondthe analysis for overall outcomes shows a weaker correlatioralmost all regions
and scholarship types due to limited statistical power to identify the effecithe main

reason for losing statistical power is the sample size reduction from 8,288 observations (to
assess economic outcomes) @398 observationsHence, the overall outcomes cannot be
detected using disaggregate analysis with limited statistical power as the sample is

significantly reduced.

Third, given the limited tracer datand income data beingtructured in consistent IDR 60
million intervals, we use OLS regression instead of Ordinal Regregsiguantify income
increases in monetary terms instead of likelihood terms to make-loestfit analysis more
intuitive. We treat income rangas a continuous variableecause it follows fixed interval
that ensuregneaningful and consistent differencasross categoriesHowever, a better

dependent variable that is purely continuous will generate better results.
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Appendix

Appendix 1.Cumulative amount of the Appendix2[ t 5t Qa Yy I A @S
endowment funds (EF) as of Decembers31 acceptance rates (2012024)
2024
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Appendix 3.Distribution of Native ProgranAccumulativePayment by Scholarship Type,
Continent, and Country (2018 June 2024)

Abroad, 57.33%

United Kingdom, 26.19%
Indonesia, 18.16% United States, 16.28%

Domestic, 18.17%
Japan, 3.04%

Australia and New North America,
Europe, 32.46% Zealand, 29.50% 16.29% Australia, 18.35% Netherlands, 10.44%

Source! dzi K2NDa 'yt ®aARIGFHaSR 2y [t 5t

Appendix4. Detailed Information about Variables

No Variable Name Description

1 | Income_Increase | Income Increasés calculated I 8 SR 2y AYRAGARdzZ £ RI
with 8,288 observations. It is reported in intervals of 60 million rupiatitee default
tracerdata The data is well distributed from-@&0 million, 66120 million, and so on
with the highest interval in the datheing> 600 million rupiahThe individuals that
has income>600 million rupiah are only 182 or 2.1% from the total observations
we consider as outliers. Hence, it is safe to assume that the data is nor
distributed.

Constructing Income Increasavegn the ordinal nature of this data, we use tthefault
income range with a 60 million rupiah (consistent interval) as a proxy of ing
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No

Variable Name

Description

increase ordered on a scal€he income increase is calculated based on the inc
from registration application data before the study, and the income afterdtuely
from the tracer.For example, if income before the study is in the RAB0 million
range, and income after the study is in the RpB0 million range, we calculate on
unit income increase, which means there is an income increase to one higher in
interval or up to ® million Rupiah.

RoSI

Return onScholarshipinvestment (RoSl)s calculatedoased on economic, socig
leadership, and mindset outcoméssed on2,398individualdata tracer availability
RoStanges from 0 to 4, with each aspect weighted equdlyonomic outcomesare
binary (0 or 1), based on whether income increases to a higher interval (up
million Rupiah)Social outcomesre binary (0 or 1), indicating participation in sod
events.Leaderships measured on a 0 to 1 scale: 0 (staff), 0.33 (lewilidle), 0.67
(uppermiddle), and 1 (director/fCEQYlindset s binary(0 or 1), based on intellectug
property ownership (e.g., patents). The maximum RoSI score is 4 by summing

Abroad

Study Abroads a dummy variable indicating that indicates study abroad.
(1 = study abroad, 0 = study domestically)

Selection_Score

Selection Scoreh @ RSNAGSR FTNRY SIOK oF (d0KQ
assesseprospective scholarship ¢ | NRaSafiémiz ability, leadership potentis
contribution plan, and communication skillEach selection batch has a differe
passing grade. Hence, we normalized the Selection Score to a percentage scale
100% represents the passing grade in each band.

Parental_Income

Parental Incomaepresents the parents of the scholarskiparde€da 02 Y 0 A
income. We normalize the parental income in a log to represent percentage chg

General

General Scholarshis a dummy variable that indicates ganeralscholarship
awardee (1 =General Scholarshifiwardee 0 = otherwise)

Affirmation

Affirmative Scholarships a dummy variable that indicates an affirmative
scholarshippwardee (1 = AffirmativeScholarshigAwardee 0 = otherwise)

Targeted
(Constant)

The models use targeted scholarship as a reference group estimated as a cons
avoidperfectmulticollinearity between General, Affirmative, and Targeted

America

America Regiois a dummy variabléhat indicates the studylestinationfor
scholarshig- ¢ I NRs3rh& Mmerica region. (1 = America Region, 0 = otherwis

10

Europe

Europe Regioiis a dummy variable that indicates the studigstinationfor
scholarshippwardeeds inthe Europeregion. (1 fEuropeRegion, 0 = otherwise)

11

Australia_NZ

Australia and New Zealand Regitma dummy variable that indicates the study
destinationfor scholarshimwardeess inAustralia and New Zealand
(1 = Austalia and New ZealariRlegion, 0 = otherwise)

12

Asia

Asia Regioris a dummy variable that indicates the studigstinationfor scholarship
awardeess inthe Asiaregion. (1 = AiaRegion, 0 = otherwise)

13

Domestic
(Constant)

The models use targetatbmestic studyings a reference group estimated as a
constant to avoigperfect multicollinearity betweercontinents

14

QS Score
University

QS Score Universitig a score rating published by the QS World University Ranki
which evaluates universities' various metrics such as academic reputation, emp
reputation, facultyto-student ratio, citations per faculty, international faculty, and
international stuents (it has value from 1 to 100)

15

QS Score
Subject

QS Score Subjett a score rating published by the QS World University Ranking
whichevaluateghe subject'svarious metrics such as academic reputation, emplo
reputation, facultyto-student ratio, citations per faculty, international faculty, and
international students (it haavalue from 1 to 100)

16

STEM

STEMs a dummy variablehiat indicates thescience, technology, engineering, and
mathematics program study. (1 = STEM, 0 = otherwise)

17

Scholarship
investment (Cost)

Scholarship investmenis the total expeseincurred by LPD#at includes all direct
and indirect costs, such as tuition fees, living expenses, settlement allowances,
fees, and any other financial support provided throughout the study pekidel
normalize theScholarship Investmeri a log to representhe percentage change




45

Appendix5. The Effect of Scholarshipestinationon Outcomes Abroad vs Domestic

Dependent variable:

Dependent variable:

Income Increase RoSI
Study Abroad 0.551%** 0.016
(0.044) (0.031)

Selection Score —0.428*** —0.464***
(0.113) (0.082)

Parental Income —0.004 —0.009***
(0.004) (0.003)

Constant 1.345*** 2.270%**
(0.134) (0.095)
Observations 8,288 2,398

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: Authors utilize tracer study data to estimate the impact of scholarship destination on economic outcomes (income

increase) and overatbutcomes (RoSl). Thiable presents the coefficients and standard error for studying abroad and
domestically, derived from an ordinary leasjuareOLS) regression model (with Domestic as the reference group).

results in 2.286 RoSl| value estimation.

Interpretation: For economic outcomes, studying abroad results in a 1.9-unit income increase or
0.551 units higher than those who studied domestically (Constant) with 1.345-unit income increase
(Study Domestic as the reference group). Given one-unit increase is equivalent up to Rp 60 million
interval increase, we can say that Studying abroad results in a 1.9-unit income increase (up to Rp 114
million) or 0.551 units higher (up to Rp 33 million) than those who studied domestically with 1.345-
unit income increase (up to Rp 80.7 million).
For Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSl), Studying abroad is associated with a 0.016 higher RoSI
value than individuals who studied domestically with 2.27 RoSI or we can say that Studying abroad

Appendix6. The Effect of Scholarshipestination(Abroad and Domesticand Types
(General, Affirmative, and Targetea)n Economic Outcomefincome Increasg

Dependent variable:

Income Increase

Abroad Affirmative General Combined
1) (2) 3) 4)
Scholarship Destination (Abroad) 0.551*** 0.435*** 0.385*** -0.173
(0.044) (0.045) (0.046) (0.108)
Scholarship Type (Affirmation) -0.474*** -0.333***
(0.053) (0.081)
Scholarship Type (General) 0.509*** 0.101
(0.047) (0.078)
Interaction: Abroad * Affirmation 0.408***
(0.150)
Interaction: Abroad * General 0.741***
(0.122)
Selection Score -0.428*** -0.257** -0.346*** -0.252**
(0.113) (0.114) (0.113) (0.114)
Parental Income -0.004 -0.004 -0.013** -0.009**
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Constant 1.345%** 1.297*** 1.136*** 1.256***
(0.134) (0.134) (0.135) (0.136)
Observations 8,288 8,288 8,288 8,288

Source: Authors use tracer data to estimate the effecddfiolarship Destination (Abroad and Domestic) and Types (General,
Affirmative, and Targeted)n Income Increasé& histable presents the coefficients and standard error, derifiesin the OLS
regression modelith Targeted Domestic as the reference grd@wnstant)
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Interpretation: The coefficient estimation based on the combined model as follows
e Targeted Domestic : 1.256 (reference group)

Targeted Abroad :1.256-0.173=1.08

General Domestic :1.256+0.101=1.36

General Abroad :1.256+0.101-0.173+0.741=1.93

Affirmative Domestic: 1.256 - 0.333 = 0.92
e Affirmative Abroad :1.256-0.333-0.173 +0.408 =1.16

The standard error is recalculated and presented in the parentheses in Figure 8.

Appendix7. The Effect of Scholarshipestination (Abroad and Domestic) and Types
(General, Affirmative, and Targetea)n Overall OutcomegRoSI)

Dependent variable:

Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSI)

Abroad Affirmative General Combined
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Scholarship Destination (Abroad) -0.101***  -0.149*** -0.104**  -0.238**
(0.037) (0.038) (0.039) (0.121)
Scholarship Type (Affirmation) -0.227%* -0.560"**
(0.046) (0.081)
Scholarship Type (General) 0.011 -0.374%**
(0.042) (0.077)
Interaction: Abroad * Affirmation -0.312%%
(0.099)
Interaction: Abroad * General -0.003
(0.003)
Selection Score -0.463%**  -0.372%* -0.461***  0.192
(0.098) (0.099) (0.098) (0.148)
Parental Income -0.011** -0.011*** -0.011** 0.120
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.128)
Constant 3.104** 3.069*** 3.099*** 3.202%*
(0.113) (0.112) (0.114) (0.115)
Observations 2,398 2,398 2,398 2,398

Note:

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: Authors use tracer data to estimate the effecddfiolarship Destination (Abroad and Domestic) and Types (General,
Affirmative, and Targeted)n RoSlI Thistable presents the coefficients and standard error, derifezin the OLS regression
modelwith Targeted Domestic as the reference grq@wnstant)

Interpretation: The coefficient estimation based on the combined model as follows

Targeted Domestic
Targeted Abroad
General Domestic
General Abroad
Affirmative Domestic :
Affirmative Abroad

: 3.202 (reference group)

:3.202 -0.238=2.964

:3.202 -0.374=2.828

:3.202 -0.374-0.238 - 0.003 = 2.587

:3.202 -0.560-0.238-0.312 =2.092
The standard error is recalculated and presented in the parentheses in Figure 8.

3.202 -0.560 = 2.642

Appendix8. The Distribution of Sample Observations based on the Study Region

SourceAuthors using LPDP tracer data
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Appendix9. The Effect of Scholarshipestination (Asia, Europe, America, Australia and
New Zealand, Domesti@n Economic Outcomes for each Scholarship Type

Dependent variable:

Income Increase

All General Targeted  Affirmative
(1) (2) (3) (1)
Asia 0.068 -0.024 -0.033 0.083
(0.101) (0.151)  (0.170) (0.148)
Europe 0.652** 0.651*  -0.104 0.175*
(0.051) (0.075) (0.108) (0.090)
America 0.915*** 1.015*** -0.218 0.711***
(0.102)  (0.143)  (0.205)  (0.165)
Australia and New Zealand 0.323*** 0.342*** -0.202 0.156
(0.076) (0.110) (0.141) (0.117)
Parental Income -0.004 -0.008 -0.012** -0.001
(0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006)
Selection Score -0.467*** -0.322* -0.451** -0.054
(0.113) (0.166)  (0.221) (0.162)
Constant 1.392%** 1.435%** 1.497*** 0.585***
(0.134) (0.212)  (0.238) (0.197)
Observations 8,288 4,813 1,566 1,909
Note: *p<0.1; *p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: Authors use tracer study data to estimate the efdé&cholarship Destination (Asia, Europe, America, Australia and
New Zealand, Domestion Economic Outcomesncome Increasgefor each scholarshipype (All, General, Targeted, and
Affirmative) This figure presents the coefficients and standard ederived from an OL&gression(Domestic as the
reference group) while controlling for Parental Income and Selection $@oeach scholarship type sample

Interpretation: For example, General Scholarship (column 2), General Scholarship awardees
who study in America have 2.450 or have 1.015 higher unit of income increase compared to
General Scholarship awardees who study in domestic who have 1.435 unit income increase.
Appendix10. The Effect oScholarship Type on Return on Scholarship Investment (based
on study region or continent)

Dependent variable:

Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSI)

All General Targeted  Affirmative
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Asia 0.071 0.051 0.096 -0.098
(0.078) (0.100) (0.142) (0.184)
Europe -0.154*** -0.166*** 0.025 -0.189
(0.043) (0.052) (0.173) (0.116)
America 0.047 0.039 -0.266 0.266
(0.093) (0.107) (0.374) (0.239)
Australia and New Zealand — -0.116* -0.132* -0.265 -0.0002
(0.060) (0.072) (0.241) (0.146)
Parental Income -0.010*** 0.003 -0.005 -0.014*
(0.003) (0.004) (0.007) (0.007)
Selection Score -0.450*** -0.287* -1.511%** 0.145
(0.098) (0.116) (0.401) (0.257)
Constant 3.081*** 2.725%** 4.426*** 2.211***
(0.113) (0.146) (0.406) (0.300)
Observations 2,398 1,604 297 497
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; **p<0.01

Source: Authors use tracer study data to estimate the ef@&cholarship Destination (Asia, Europe, America, Australia and
New Zealand, Domestion overall outcomes (RoSI) for each scholarship type (All, General, Targeted, and Afficrats/e)
figure presents the coefficients and standard erderived from an OLfgressionDomestic as the reference group) while
controlling for Parental Income and Selection Sdoreeach scholarship type sample
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Interpretation: For example, General Scholarship (column 2), General Scholarship
awardees who study in America have a 0.039 higher RoSI value compared to General
Scholarship awardees who study in the domestic with 2.725 RoSl.

Appendix11. Regression Result: QS Score by Continent (Domestic as the reference group)

80
=
Dependent variable: ) =
T S — = x *=
QS University Score QS Subject Score g g ®
o
(1) (2 3
- ) g x - Outcome
. e (0 C - o
.L\‘.\l.l :eriul'l()"‘ {lln)l”l)) ‘l)'l:f(n“‘ (l.:.)%) 9m @ QS Subject Score
lunrn]ln- 35.138*** (0.462) 27.718*** (0.586) £ A QS University Score
America 36.626*** (0.940) 27.938*** (1.191) E o
Australia and New Zealand 18.486*** (0.696) 30.588*** (0.882) 229
Constant 28.789*** (0.273) 15.780*** (0.346) ©
Observations 8,288 8,288
R2 0.525 0.267 () Sl
Adjusted R? 0.524 0.267 Australia
America Asia anc Domestic Europe

and
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 Zealand

Source:Authors utilize tracer study data combined with QS Rank Data to estimate aggregateiv@ssity Score and QS
Subject Score in each Study Region (based on Continent) from 8,288 sample observations. The confidence intervals are
calculated at a 5% significance level.

Interpretation: Domestic study is the reference group and estimated in constant value. The
interpretation for America in column 1 is QS University Score in America is 36.626 higher
than Domestic with a score of 28.789. Hence, estimated QS University Score for America is
36.626 + 28.789 = 65,415 as shown in the right figure.

Appendix12. TheEffect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and
STEM on Income Increase for General Scholarghiardees

Dependent variable: Income Increase

America Europe Asia Australia  Domestic
QS Score University 0.031*** 0.012%** 0.003 0.016** 0.008**
(0.011) (0.003) (0.007) (0.008) (0.003)
QS Score Subject -0.035™** -0.004 -0.002 -0.011 0.001
(0.012) (0.003) (0.009) (0.012) (0.002)
STEM -0.100 0.097 -0.283 0.144 0.011
(0.379) (0.122) (0.297) (0.191) (0.092)
Parental Income -0.019 -0.003 -0.031 0.0001 -0.012
(0.031) (0.011) (0.024) (0.019) (0.008)
Selection Score 1.060 -0.366 -1.279* -0.574 -0.520%*
(0.849) (0.285) (0.705) (0.468) (0.227)
Constant 1.422 1.509*** 2.995%** 1.473 1.415***
(1.230) (0.441) (0.958) (1.005) (0.283)
Observations 295 1,894 258 560 1,806
Note: *p<0.1; ™p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: Authors use tracer study data to estimate the effect of education quality (measured by QS Score University and QS
Score Subject) and STEM program on income increase for General Schaemstupesgroup. This figure presents the
coefficients and standard erraterived from an OL&gressiorwhile controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score.

Interpretation: In the America column, it means that the Authors use General Scholarship awardees
who study in America only, and then regress QS Score University, QS Score Subject, and STEM on
Income Increase while controlling Parental income and Selection Score.
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Appendix13. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and
STEM on Income Increase for Affirmative Scholarshipardees

Dependent variable: Income Increase

America  Europe Asia Australia  Domestic
QS Score University 0.009 -0.007 -0.003 -0.002 0.009***
(0.016) (0.007) (0.006) (0.014) (0.002)
QS Score Subject -0.016 0.012* 0.008 0.004 -0.001
(0.013) (0.006) (0.006) (0.017) (0.001)
STEM -0.397 -0.041 0.395* -0.037 -0.019
(0.586) (0.184) (0.215) (0.337) (0.068)
Parental Income 0.022 -0.001 -0.060** -0.059** 0.004
(0.041) (0.018) (0.025) (0.030) (0.006)
Selection Score 0.463 0.066 0.309 -0.358 -0.150
(1.129) (0.510) (0.511) (0.898) (0.179)
Constant 1.107 0.189 0.420 1.670 0.439**
(1.784) (0.674) (0.745) (1.518) (0.223)
Observations 56 209 70 115 1,459
Note: *p<0.1; *p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: Authors use tracer study data to estimate the effect of education quality (measured by QS Score University and QS
Score Subject) and STEM program on income increase for Affirmative Schaarahdeesgroup. This figure presents the
coefficients and standard erraterived from an OL&gressiorwhile controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score.

Interpretation: In the America column, it means that the Authors use Affirmative Scholarship
Awardees who study in America only, and then regress QS Score University, QS Score Subject, and
STEM on Income Increase while controlling Parental income and Selection Score.

Appendix14. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and
STEM on Income Increase for Targeted Scholargardees

Dependent variable: Income Increase

America Europe Asia Australia  Domestic
QS Score University 0.002 -0.003 0.003 -0.028** -0.002
(0.014) (0.007) (0.010) (0.012) (0.003)
QS Score Subject 0.004 -0.017** -0.009 0.018* 0.002
(0.014) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) (0.002)
STEM -0.512 0.290 0.004 0.192 -0.057
(0.615) (0.196) (0.524) (0.299) (0.088)
Parental Income 0.009 0.005 -0.020 -0.008 -0.011*
(0.034)  (0.014)  (0.027)  (0.020) (0.006)
Selection Score 1.791 -0.373 0.248 0.760 -0.786***
(1.356)  (0.512)  (L1.342)  (0.673) (0.289)
Constant -2.105 24517 1.072 0.502 1.840***
(2.120) (0.731) (1.415) (1.056) (0.302)
Observations 51 232 73 118 1,092
Note: p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: Authors use tracer study data to estimate the effect of education quality (measured by QS Score University and QS
Score Subject) and STEM program on income increase for Targeted Schelaastipesgroup. This figure presents the
coefficients and standard erraterived from an OL&gressiorwhile controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score.

Interpretation: In the America column, it means that the Authors use Targeted Scholarship
Awardees who study in America only, and then regress QS Score University, QS Score Subject, and
STEM on Income Increase while controlling Parental income and Selection Score.
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Appendix B. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and
STEM on RoSI for General Scholarshipardees

Dependent variable: RoSI

America Europe Asia Australia & NZ  Domestic
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
QS Score University 0.006 0.003 -0.002 -0.009 -0.002
(0.006) (0.002) (0.005) (0.006) (0.003)
QS Score Subject -0.008* -0.0005 -0.002 0.027* 0.001
(0.005) (0.002) (0.005) (0.015) (0.002)
STEM -0.212 -0.101 -0.231 -0.062 0.084
(0.231) (0.077) (0.215) (0.135) (0.079)
Parental Income 0.003 0.007 -0.020 0.007 -0.001
(0.017) (0.007) (0.016) (0.015) (0.007)
Selection Score -0.205 0.069 -0.980* -0.318 -0.806***
(0.504) (0.178) (0.518) (0.340) (0.204)
Constant 2.934*** 1.968*** 4.289"** 1.231 3.344™*
(0.668) (0.270) (0.702) (0.976) (0.257)
Observations 80 610 92 216 606
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: Authors use tracedata to estimate the effect of education quality (QS Score University and QS Score Subject) and
STEMprogram on Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSI) for the General Schadavahileesgroup. This figure presents
the coefficients and standard errderived from an OL&gressiorwhile controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score.

Interpretation: In the America column, it means that the Authors use General Scholarship Awardees
who study in America only, and then regress QS Score University, QS Score Subject, and STEM on
RoSI (overall outcomes) while controlling Parental income and Selection Score.

Appendix B. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and
STEM on RoSI for Affirmative Scholarsiwardees

Dependent variable: RoSI

America  Europe Asia Australia  Domestic
QS Score University 0.005 -0.006 -0.018 0.017 -0.005
(0.015)  (0.010)  (0.012)  (0.016) (0.003)
QS Score Subject -0.004 0.010 0.008 -0.039 0.006™**
(0.012) (0.009) (0.010) (0.044) (0.002)
STEM 0.215 -0.078 -0.292 -0.373 0.127
(0.655) (0.249) (0.400) (0.372) (0.103)
Parental Income -0.023 -0.020 -0.065 -0.016 -0.014
(0.056) (0.021) (0.038) (0.026) (0.009)
Selection Score 1.657 0.210 0.330 -0.200 0.206
(1.906) (0.875) (0.846) (0.929) (0.310)
Constant 0.352 1.683 3.141** 4.504 1.946***
(2.434) (L.056)  (1.130) (2.840) (0.376)
Observations 14 64 23 38 358
Note: *p<0.1; " p<0.05; **p<0.01

Source: Authors use traceata to estimate the effect of education quality (QS Score University and QS Score Subject) and
STEM program on Return on Scholarship Investment (Ro®tfifonative Scholarshimwardeesgroup. This figure presents
the coefficients and standard errderived from an OL&gressiorwhile controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score.

Interpretation: In the America column, it means that the Authors use Affirmative Scholarship
Awardees who study in America only and then regress QS Score University, QS Score Subject, and
STEM on RoSI (overall outcomes) while controlling Parental income and Selection Score.
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Appendix I7. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and
STEM on RoSI for Targeted Scholarshipardees

Dependent variable: RoSI

America Europe Asia Australia  Domestic
QS Score University 0.005 -0.001 0.009 0.012 -0.001
(0.011) (0.008) (0.020) (0.003)
QS Score Subject 0.072 -0.018 -0.004 0.013 0.001
(0.011) (0.006) (0.013) (0.002)
STEM 0.420 0.295 -0.337 1.762 0.070
(0.287) (0.470) (1.434) (0.099)
Parental Income 0.042* -0.015 -0.001 -0.010
(0.023) (0.018) (0.030) (0.009)
Selection Score -0.661 -4.773%* -3.238 -2.332%*
(0.730) (1.850) (2.061) (0.684)
Constant -3.642 4.023%** 8.007*** 4.493 5.229*=*
(0.920) (2.047) (2.946) (0.691)
Observations 4 29 27 11 226
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; **p<0.01

Source: Authors use tracer study data to estimate the effect of education quality (measured by QS Score University and QS
Score Subject) and STEM program on Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSlI) for the Targeted Sawalalséigroup.

This figure presents the coefficients and standard etemived from an OL&®gressiorwhile controlling for Parental Income

and Selection Score.

Interpretation: In the America column, it means that the Authors use Targeted Scholarship
Awardees who study in America only, and then regress QS Score University, QS Score Subject, and
STEM on RoSl (overall outcomes) while controlling Parental income and Selection Score.

Appendix B. The Effect of Underlying Factors: Quality of Education (QS Score University
and Subject) and Specific Program Study (STEM) on Overall Outcomes
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Source: Authors utilizing tracer study data to estimate the effect of QS Score University, Subject, and Specific Program
Study (STEM) ddverallOutcomes RoS) for each Scholarship type (General, Affirmative, Targeted) in every continent
(Europe, Domestic, Australia, Asia, and America). This figure presents the confidence interval of eaclavarktle
significance level derived from an OLS regression model while controlling parental income and selection score

Appendix19. Priority Listfor Scholarship Type and Destinatidrased onEconomic
OutcomesMaximization

Scholarship Type | Study Destination PredictorVariableto Maximize Economic Outcomes
General America The focus is on the high QS Score University
Europe The focus is on the @& ore Wiversityand STEM.

Australia and New Zealand [The focus is on the QS Scomsivérsityand STEM.

Asia The focus is on the QS Sconvgrsity.

Domestic The focus is on the QS Scomawgrsityand STEM.
Affirmative America The focus is on the QS Sconvgrsity.

Europe The focus is on the QS Score Subject.

Australia and New Zealand [The focus is on the QS Score Subject.

Asia The focus is on the QS Sc&webject and STEM.
Domestic The focus is on the QS Scomaérsity.
Targeted Domestic The focus is on the QS Score Subject.
Asia The focus is on the QS Scomaérsity.
Europe The focus is on the STEM.
America The focus is on the QS Scomuersityand Subject.

Australia and New Zealand [The focus is on the QS Score Subject and STEM.

SourceThe aithors calculation is based on the results of the quantitative analysis. It is ranked from highest
to lowest economic outcomes for each scholarship type.



