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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

LPDP (Indonesia Endowment Fund for Education Agency) has a critical role as a catalyst for 

LƴŘƻƴŜǎƛŀΩǎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ by expanding access to graduate-level education for 

Indonesians through its scholarship programs. LPDP has made a significant contribution by 

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 challenges marked by a decline in its fiscal capacity 

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

The primary causes are 1) financial resource limitation due to uncertain allocation of 

ŜƴŘƻǿƳŜƴǘ ŦǳƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ƻƴ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ [t5tΩǎ 

assets; 2) political and institutional dynamics due to shifting government priorities and 

growing budget needs from Technical Ministries/Agencies receiving funds from LPDP; 3) 

challenges in scholarship prioritization, planning, and budgeting due to lack of systematic 

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

the absence of a comprehensive impact evaluation mechanism; and 4) suboptimal spending 

quality because of inefficient policies and the absence of a cost-effectiveness evaluation 

mechanism. To generate quantitative evidence, we analyzed the effect of scholarship on 

ŀǿŀǊŘŜŜǎΩ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ comprising of income increase, social contribution, 

ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ ²Ŝ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ [t5tΩǎ scholarship outcomes vary by 

scholarship types and study destinations, creating an opportunity for policy recalibration as 

Status Quo will threaten the future reach of its scholarship program. 

Our policy recommendations include core and complementary to ensure financial 

sustainability and increase the scholarship reach, while maintaining education quality. The 

core policy recommendation is recalibrating scholarship allocation by prioritizing resource 

allocation to high-outcomes, cost-effective programs. The complementary recommendations 

include: 1) enhancing monitoring and evaluation through comprehensive cost-effectiveness 

analysis and robust impact evaluation; 2)  streamlining business process in scholarship 

prioritization, planning, and budgeting by improving the reliability of business planning and 

budgeting, and adopting systematic approach for scholarship prioritization; and 3) optimizing 

external collaboration mechanisms by 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, including higher education, is a priority of LƴŘƻƴŜǎƛŀΩǎ 

national agenda, as outlined in the Law Number 59 of 2024 on the National Long-Term 

Development Plan 2025ς2045. One of the thirteen game changers for Indonesia's 

transformation mentioned in the document is: 

ά¢he enhancement of higher education participation and the production of high-quality 

graduates in STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts, and Mathematics), 

including the utilization of education endowment funds.έ 

Thus, the Indonesia Endowment Fund for Education Agency (LPDP) as the manager of 

LƴŘƻƴŜǎƛŀΩǎ 9ƴŘƻǿƳŜƴǘ CǳƴŘs in The Education Sector plays a key role as a catalyst in 

advancing that national agenda by providing scholarships for graduate education (referred 

to as the "native program"). Additionally, LPDP also funds educational programs proposed 

by technical ministries and agencies (referred to as the "collaborative program"). As of 

December 31st, 2024, LPDP has awarded scholarships to 54,065 awardees through its native 

program, which enable them to pursue quality education at top universities both 

domestically and abroad. By the same date, 26,034 alumni had completed their studies and 

were contributing across various sectors (LPDP, 2025). 

LPDP manages a growing Endowment Fund for Education, with a principal of IDR 154 

trillion (US$9.8 billion) as of December 31st, 2024 (Appendix 1). This amount includes four 

types of endowment: Education, Research, Higher Education, and Cultural Endowment 

Funds, with each purposed for specific programs (LPDP, 2025). The endowment 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 (Presidential 

Regulation No. 111 of 2021). In 2024, a part of [t5tΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜŘ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

investment yields of the Education Endowment Fund was IDR 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 Education Endowment Fund principal, LPDP faces mounting challenges, 

particularly a sharp decline in fiscal capacity over the past two years. In 2023 and 2024, its 

annual revenue coming from the yield is lower than its expenditures for each fiscal year. As 

a result, ǎƛƴŎŜ нлноΣ [t5t Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǳǊǇƭǳǎ ŀŎŎǳƳǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ 
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investment yields as the funding source for its programs (Figure 1). This condition is likely 

driven by organizational policies and constraints. While current yield surplus utilization 

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

ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ [t5tΩǎ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ affect 

the number of awardees admitted in the future. 

Figure 1. Education Endowment Fund Yield Surplus Movement 

This financial constraint is further 

emphasized by the policy decisions 

to reduce the number of awardees 

accepted into the program, which 

decreases from 10,000 in 2023 to 

8,000 in 2024 (Appendix 2). The 

ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ ǊŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ [t5tΩǎ native 

program has also showed a declining 

trend, from 51.1% in 2018 to just 

16.2% in 2024. A rejected applicant noted that the selection process in 2024 had become 

significantly more competitive, with a much higher passing grade compared to previous 

years. However, this decline is not due to a lack of capable applicants but is likely linked to 

limited fiscal capacity. Therefore, LPDP adapted its policy by prioritizing financial balance 

over maintaining or increasing its programΩǎ ǊŜŀŎƘ1. 

News mentioned that [t5tΩǎ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴ-demand government 

graduate-level scholarship program by Indonesian citizens because it has comprehensive 

facilities (Kompas.com, 2023) and is more accessible to people with various backgrounds 

(Narasi, 2024). Other government scholarship programs, such as scholarship offered 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 

competencies (Narasi, 2024). Therefore, it is urgent to maintain [t5tΩǎ financial stability to 

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

Indonesia's national development goals. 

 
1 Hartono, interview. 
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POLICY QUESTION 
This project question is: ²Ƙŀǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ [t5tΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 

sustainability while expanding reach of its native program and maintaining its quality? 

This policy research is purposed to 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? 

2. Iƻǿ ƛǎ [t5tΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΚ 

a. Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ [t5tΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƭƻƻƪ ƭƛƪŜΚ 

b. Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ [t5tΩǎ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƭƻƻƪ ƭƛƪŜΚ 

3. ²Ƙŀǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ Ŏŀƴ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ [t5tΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿƘƛƭŜ 

expanding the reach and capacity of its native programs without compromising quality? 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
Research has shown that higher education, including at the graduate level, is critical to 

ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ. Higher education builds 

advanced skills, increases labor productivity, and fosters development, which are key 

components of the transformation to a knowledge-based economy to enhance 

competitiveness (World Bank, 2017). A study by Li et al. (2024) also found that increasing 

the proportion of the population aged 25ς64 who complete higher education (the 

popularization of higher education) impacts GDP growth positively. 

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 and its 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 needed to make an 
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impacts2Φ 9ǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ YƻǊŜŀΩǎ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 

its investment in higher education (Asia Society, n.d.). Thus, expanding the reachτdefined 

as the total number of individuals who benefit from educational programs (USAID, 2020)τ

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 long-term viability of educational assistance 

programsΦ [ƛǉǳƛŘƛǘȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǎƘƻǊǘ-term obligations 

(Brigham & Ehrhardt, 2013), while solvency reflects its capacity to meet long-term 

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

sustainability is urgent to ensure that educational programs can support ongoing 

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

However, Wang et al. (2024) mentioned that simply increasing the number of educated 

individuals will not have a significant impact, which emphasized that 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 achieved. 

Although defining quality is challenging, it is often reflected in educational investments, 

such as per-student 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 education and research (Murphy, Scott-Clayton, 

& Wyness, 2019). 

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

choices and public perceptions (Altbach & Salmi, 2011). For 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 closely associated to individual returns to education. Higher quality 

education often leads to better outcomes for students and society (Altbach & Salmi, 2011). 

LƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻȄȅ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 

returns from educational investment. Mincer (1974) established a causal relationship 

 
2 Nugroho, interview. 
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between education and earnings, which showed that 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 trust and cohesion (Dijkstra, de la Motte, & Eilard, 2014).  

In resource-limited 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, 2012). Such assessments help 

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

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

framework (Figure 2). Examining these interactions will provide a better understanding of 

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

Figure 2. Inter-ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ Coordination in Utilizing the EF 

 

Source: Presidential Regulation No. 111 of 2021, LPDP, own elaboration 

The native program is a scholarship program managed directly by LPDP, divided into four 

main types of scholarships for master's and doctoral levels, namely general scholarship, 

affirmative scholarship, targeted scholarship, and priority scholarship. General scholarship is 

designed to be widely accessed by Indonesian citizens. Affirmative scholarship targets 

individuals who meet certain criteria, such as those from remote areas and low-income 

communities. Targeted scholarship is designed for specific occupational groups and 

institutional partnerships, including government, military, and entrepreneurship. Priority 
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scholarships is a co-funding scheme between LPDP and its partners. To facilitate analysis in 

this project, priority scholarship is grouped under targeted scholarship. 

Collaborative programs are managed by Technical Ministries and Agencies. The 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 of the former 

Ministry of Education, Culture, Research, and Technology (Kemendikbudristek), the Ministry 

of Religious Affairs (Kemenag), and the National Research and Innovation Agency (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 1). 

Table 1. Overview of Endowment Funds Types, Objectives, and Funded Programs 

Endowment 
funds types 

Education Endowment Fund Research 
Endowment Fund 

Cultural 
Endowment Fund 

Higher Education 
Endowment Fund 

Objective of 
the 
endowment 
funds 

Providing scholarships, including 
religious education. 

Providing research 
funding to produce 
inventions and 
innovations. 

Providing cultural 
preservations 
funding for 
communities and 
cultural 
practitioners. 
Supporting the 
production of 
cultural activities 
and media. 

Providing funding 
support to elevate 
world-class universities 
to improve their 
rankings. 

Program 
types and 
respective 
managing 
institutions  

bŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŀƴŘ 
doctoral degrees managed by 
LPDP: 

¶ General scholarship 

¶ Affirmative scholarship 

¶ Targeted scholarship 
 
Collaborative programs previously 
managed by Kemendikbudristek 
and Kemenag, among all: 

¶ Degree scholarship programs 
for undergradruate to doctoral 

¶ Non degree scholarship 
programs (training, internship, 
exchange, etc.) 

¶ Research funding in 
partnership with universities 
and other research institutions 

Collaborative 
programs managed 
by BRIN: 

¶ Research and 
Innovation for 
Advanced 
Indonesia 
(flagship 
program) 

Collaborative 
programs managed 
by previously 
Kemendikbudristek: 

¶ Cultural 
facilitation for 
cultural 
practitioners 

¶ Production of 
cultural 
activities 

¶ Media 
production 

¶ Other services 
mandated by 
BoT 

 

Collaborative programs 
managed by previously 
Kemendikbudristek: 

¶ Enhancing Quality 
Education for 
International 
University 
Recognition/EQUITY 
(flagship program) 

 

Source: Presidential 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 LPDP funded by Education Endowment Fund investment yield due to its 

criticality and accessibility. Criticality measures how importance it is, while accessibility 

indicates the capacity to take action in the short-term (Andrews et al., 2017). 
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POLICY ANALYSIS 

TƘŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ƛƴ [t5tΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ŦƻǳǊ internal and external 

key factors as shown in Figure 3. The financial resource limitation is largely influenced by 

external limitation and regulatory environments. !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ [t5tΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

being overseen by multiple stakeholders makes the political and institutional dynamics 

difficult to manage internally. The two last issues are primarily internally driven. 

Figure 3. Fishbone Diagram of Problem Diagnosis 

 
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 

ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘǊŜŀǎǳǊŜǊΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ (BA BUN) 999.03 ς the special budget item for government 

investment. According to regulations, State Budget allocations are determined the previous 

year. In line with this, LPDP has proposed IDR 25 trillion to the State Treasurer to cover 

ongoing scholarships and projected new admissions for 20253. However, as of this report, 

the specific allocation of the Education Endowment Fund for 2025 remains unclear due to 

Indonesia's transition to a new government4. 

Additionally, even when the endowment funds are included in the State Budget, their 

disbursement is not guaranteed as it depends on national fiscal conditions and 

 
3 Nurdiansyah, interview 
4 Sari, interview. 
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government priorities5. For example, while LPDP requested disbursement for all four 

endowment funds in 2024, only the Education Endowment Fund was disbursed due to the 

ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǘƛƎƘǘ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ These uncertainties directly affect investment returns, 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇƻǎŜǎ ŀ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǘƻ [t5tΩǎ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ 

program in the coming years. There is also a dilemma where a high yield surplus from fund 

management can be perceived as underutilization6, which potentially leads to reduced 

endowment funds principal disbursement from the State Budget. Conversely, extensive 

utilization, as seen in the current condition, raises risk to financial sustainability. The 

challenge for LPDP is to precisely reflect its budget needs in the planning documents7. 

wŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ [ƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ [t5tΩǎ !ǎǎŜǘǎ 

LPDP is a Public Service Agency with unique characteristics. While it has flexibility in 

managing its own revenue and expenditure, its financial accountability remains integrated 

within ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ management system (Government Regulation No. 74 of 2012). 

This integration limits LPDP's ability to absorb the risk of investment losses, unlike private 

and independent entities such as the Harvard Management Company, which can bear losses 

from their investments8. Government Regulation Number 63 of 2019 and Minister of 

CƛƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻŦ LƴŘƻƴŜǎƛŀ bǳƳōŜǊ роκtaYΦлрκнлнлΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƎǳƛŘŜ [t5tΩǎ 

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

The ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŎƭŀǊƛǘȅ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ [t5tΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘƻǇǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƎƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ 

strategies, such as in equity instruments. Additionally, the aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ƻŦ CƛƴŀƴŎŜΩǎ 5ŜŎǊŜŜ 

Number 1/KM.5/2023 regulates [t5tΩǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ƻŦ н҈ ŦƻǊ 

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 Trustees of the Endowment Fund 

in Education Number KEP-2/DP-DABP/2023, [t5tΩǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ŦǳƭŦƛƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎ 

of can be quickly and sufficiently liquidated in the secondary market. This is to ensure that 

funds remain accessible to meet short-term financial obligation, including scholarship9.  

 
5 Sari, interview. 
6 Hartono, interview. 
7 Sari, interview. 
8 Oriza, interview. 
9 Ibid. 
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LPDP has implemented several strategies to address these financial constraints, including 

closer coordination with the State Treasurer to expedite endowment funds disbursement to 

allow funds optimization through earlier investment placement10, establishing global 

networks for grants and partnerships in fund management11, and advocating for regulatory 

revisions to external regulators, particularly regarding investment loss, to allow for more 

aggressive investments12. However, global grants in scholarship funding remain limited. 

Most grants received by LPDP were designated for thematic research programs13. Besides 

those efforts, LPDP has also started discussions with global investment managers to expand 

investment through third-party fund management14.  

Political and Institutional Dynamics 

External Political Dynamics and Shifting Priorities 

tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ LƴŘƻƴŜǎƛŀΩǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ 

have led to varying priority policies and shifts among the Technical Ministries and 

Agencies that become LPDP's stakeholders15. For example, Kemendiktisaintek aims to 

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

security. ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎƘƛŦǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ [t5tΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΣ 

particularly in focus areas16, and may also impact its financial capacity.  

A significant challenge posed by shifting policies is the lack of sustainability. For instance, if 

LPDP sponsors master's and doctoral students to study food security ƛƴ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ά!ǎǘŀ 

/ƛǘŀέ, but upon their return, food security is no longer a government priority due to a new 

presidential administration, this could lead to workforce absorption challenges and 

ƳƛǎŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ17. 

Growing Budget Needs from Technical Ministries 

Beyond managing its native program, LPDP is also responsible for supporting Technical 

Ministries and Agencies, which serves as stakeholders of the endowment fund, by 

providing financial resources for their collaborative programs (Presidential Regulation 

 
10 Nurdiansyah, interview. 
11 Kurniawan, interview. 
12 Dalimunthe, interview. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Dalimunthe, interview. 
15 Hartono, interview. 
16 Ibid. 
17 Nugroho, interview. 
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Number 111 of 2021). However, as of January 2025, there is no formal regulation governing 

the proportion of the yields allocated between LPDP and its stakeholders18. Historically, 

yields distribution was determined by calculating [t5tΩǎ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ, with 

the remaining funds allocated to collaborative programs19.  

As stakeholder funding needs continue to grow, LPDP had negotiated with Technical 

Ministries and Agencies to adjust allocations and ensure financial sustainability20. While 

this approach preserves fiscal space for native program, it is not ideal since it also poses 

challenges to the sustainability of programs managed by Technical Ministries and Agencies. 

For example, Kemenag ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ [t5tΩǎ 2024 allocation supported ongoing 

awardees, the available funding remained insufficient to launch a new batch of scholarship 

programs21. Kemendikbudristek also encountered similar challenges in 2024, with no new 

degree scholarship batches opened since 202322. These constraints highlight the need for a 

more predictable allocation system for both native and collaborative programs. 

LPDP has made proactive efforts to address political and institutional dynamics, 

particularly by strengthening coordination with Technical Ministries and Agencies. This 

includes high-level meetings at the beginning of the year to provide short- and mid-term 

budget allocation overviews23. These become a reference for midterm expenditure 

frameworks to help mitigate sudden budget increases and ensure gradual spending 

adjustments24. Additionally, LPDP already drafted regulations on fund allocation proportions 

between LPDP and stakeholders to be proposed at the 2025 Board of Trustees Meeting25. 

Challenge in Scholarship Prioritization, Planning, and Budgeting 

Lack of Systematic Approach ƛƴ 5ŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ bŀǘƛǾŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ tǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ 

The absence of a national level human resource development roadmap presents a 

challenge to LPDP in determining its priority fields of study. Historically, LPDP has 

independently developed its priority list for the native program based on Presidential 

 
18 Nurdiansyah, interview. 
19 Ibid. 
20 Hartono, interview. 
21 Shofiyah, interview. 
22 Prabandari, interview. 
23 Hadiyanto, interview. 
24 Hartono, interview. 
25 Nurdiansyah, interview. 
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speeches and input from ministries and agencies26. Additionally, 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 identifying gradǳŀǘŜǎΩ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ27. 

At the same time, LPDP has yet to establish structured discussions with labor market 

players to better capture priority sector workforce needs. LPDP has introduced tailored 

scholarships to support specific sectors, such as those for medical doctors and 

entrepreneurs28. However, these initiatives have 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. 

hǘƘŜǊ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ {ƛƴƎŀǇƻǊŜΩǎ tǳōƭƛŎ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ όt{/ύ 

Scholarship, directly tie scholarships to government workforce planning and enable 

graduates to transition into public service roles29, which enable them to develop targeted 

scholarship priorities through a more holistic approach. Meanwhile, Chevening adopt long 

term human development planning developed by the British government30. 

Lack of Reliability in Business Planning and Budgeting  

The lack of reliability in business planning and budgeting often leads to inaccurate 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇƻǎŜǎ ŀ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǘƻ [t5tΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ. Business planning 

and budget projections are prepared two years in advance, covering both the of number of 

awardees to be accepted and funding needs for ongoing students in the respective fiscal 

year31. Due to the difficulty in predicting study destinations ahead of time, these projections 

are based on a conservative assumption that 60% of students will study domestically and 

40% abroad32. Since the exact study destinations of newly accepted awardees are uncertain, 

standard costs are estimated using proxies rather than actual costs based on specific 

locations33. 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 Larso, interview. 
29 t{/Ωǎ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŜ όb5!ύΣ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΦ 
30 Nugroho, interview. 
31 Nurdiansyah, interview. 
32 Ibid. 
33 Ibid. 
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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, 2025). Weaknesses in 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 program, the number of new scholarship awardees is adjusted annually based 

on fiscal capacity at the beginning of the year34Σ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ 

surplus and current-year revenue35. While for the collaborative program, former Minister of 

Kemendikbudristek Nadiem Makarim mentioned in the 2024 Stakeholder Satisfaction 

Survey that Technical Ministries often receive budget allocations late, requiring late 

adjustment in already planned programs (LPDP, 2024c). This issue not only challenge fiscal 

capacity but also affects the effective implementation of scholarship programs. 

Absence of Comprehensive Impact Evaluation Mechanism 

Despite providing scholarships for over a decade, LPDP has not established a 

comprehensive impact evaluation mechanism. While tracer studies (2020, 2021) and an 

impact analysis (2024) have been conducted, the analytical depth remains limited. For 

example, the 2024 impact assessment measures Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSI) to 

evaluate impact across three dimensions: Economic RoSI, Social RoSI, and Mindset RoSI36. 

However, the current RoSI measurement aggregates data across all scholarship programs 

without differentiating it by details such as type, study destination, or field of study. The 

absence of 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 roles37, a more 

granular analysis would help better align scholarship policies. 

Limited sample representation and inconsistencies in measurement approaches also 

present challenges for impact analysis. We found that sample underrepresentation in 2020 

and 2021 tracer data restricts disaggregated analyses due to insufficient respondents in 

specific categories. Additionally, inconsistencies in variable construction and a lack of 

 
34 Resmawati, interview. 
35 Nurdiansyah, interview. 
36 Bethania, interview. 
37 Hadiyanto, interview. 
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detailed measurement across years persist. For example, income was measured using 

ranges rather than exact figures, and the income range categorization varied across years. 

This discrepancy may cause greater bias in impact analysis. Furthermore, many survey 

questions capturing individual outcomes rely on binary responses (yes/no) rather than 

magnitude, which limits the ability to assess the scale of impact, such as in social outcomes. 

Other scholarship program, such as the Australian Award Scholarship (AAS), implements a 

structured mechanism for systematic impact evaluation38. They conduct frequent 

longitudinal studies to assess the impact of AAS on alumni pathways post-graduation in a 

consistent and comparable manners (AAS, 2025). Key indicators such as career trajectories, 

income growth, and contributions are systematically tracked, consistently measured, and 

then stored ƛƴ !!{Ωǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ39. This allows comprehensive short- and long-term 

disaggregated analysis, which help in improving specific scholarship subprogram. 

Suboptimal Spending Quality 

Inefficient Policies on Funding 

CǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƭǎƻ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ [t5tΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 

sustainability. The President Director Regulation Number 7 of 2023 permits study 

extensions under specific conditions. However, these extensions create a substantial 

financial burden by increasing costs for both living allowances and tuition costs40. The 

estimated additional expense is around IDR 500 billion per year or about 7% of the total 

native program budget. 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 Cost-Effectiveness Evaluation Mechanism 

Currently, there is no comprehensive cost-effectiveness evaluation in place to measure 

ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘƛƳŀƭ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ [t5tΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ41. 

The existing spending review primarily focuses on operational expenses, focusing on 

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

directorates. While operational expense evaluations are important, they have minimal 

 
38 Prayudi, interview; Baadila, interview. 
39 Ibid. 
40 Setyabudi, interview. 
41 Ibid. 
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ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ [t5tΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƻƴƭȅ 

around 5% of total spending (LPDP, 2025). An expanded spending analysis would provide 

valuable insights for refining scholarship prioritization and resources reallocation. 

LPDP has implemented several cost-saving mechanisms to address financial challenges 

and expand its reach, including a co-funding mechanisms involving both partners and 

scholarship awardees42. Partnerships with institutions include priority-bundling scholarship 

programs, where LPDP collaborates with universities and organizations (e.g., other 

scholarship providers) to share the financial components based on agreements43. LPDP has 

provided an additional 700 seats under this scheme. It has also secured tuition discounts 

through agreements with universities and implemented a co-funding policy with scholarship 

awardees. The co-funding scheme offers awardees the option to cover specific scholarship 

components (i.e. tuition fee) while LPDP funds the rest44.  

QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE ANALYSES 

[t5tΩǎ CƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ {ǘŀǘŜ 

Starting the fiscal year 2023, [t5tΩǎ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ŀƭƻƴŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƻǾŜǊ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜǎ 

(Figure 4). Expenditures for native programs have steadily increased since 2021, with the 

most significant increase occurring in 2024 when it increased 50% from the previous year. 

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

collaborative scholarship spending at a similar level to the previous year45.  

Figure 4. Trend of Education EF Revenue vs. Expenditure based on Spending Type 

 
{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ [t5tΩǎ Financial Report 2012 ς 2024 (LPDP (2013 ς 2023); LPDP (2024b); LPDP (2025)) 

 
42 Larso, interview. 
43 Muammar, interview. 
44 Larso, interview. 
45 Hartono, interview. 
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With the current Education Endowment Fund size and an already optimized asset 

ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΣ [t5tΩǎ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ, with 

projected deviations of only 1-2% per year46. As a result, its financial sustainability will rely 

on expenditure adjustments, particularly within native programs. A financially sustainable 

approach means being able to meet both short- and long-term obligations to ensure 

support for ongoing students while continuing to admit new awardees47. Without additional 

endowment fund disbursement, it is predicted that LPDP can only accept less than 8,000 

new awardees48, or alternatively, admit 8,000 awardees but defer their departures to later 

years49. This delay could affect the number of scholarships available for future cohorts. 

[t5tΩǎ bŀǘƛǾŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ 

LPDP has been continuously evolving its scholarship distribution for greater diversity, with 

the general program having the largest share among 53,984 awardees (Figure 5), or 

accounting for 46.5% of the total distribution, followed by targeted scholarships (28.1%) and 

affirmative scholarship (25.4%) By study destination, 55.4% of awardees across all 

scholarship types are studying domestically, while 44.6% are pursuing studies abroad. 

Figure 5: Accumulative Distribution of Awardees based on Scholarship Types  
as of December 1st, 2024 

 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ [t5t Řŀǘŀ ŀǎ ƻŦ December 1st, 2024, with a total of 53,984 awardees. 

Based on average costs per level of study, awardee distributions abroad are concentrated 

in some of the most expensive countries (Figure 6). Our analysis shows that the highest 

 
46 Setyabudi, interview. 
47 Hartono, interview. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Nurdiansyah, interview. 
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average education costs are in the US (~IDR 1.9 billion) and Australia (~IDR 1.2 billion) for 

ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ. While for doctoral programs, the US (~IDR 3.1 billion), Australia (~IDR 

2.8 billion), and the UK (~IDR 2.5 billion) have the highest costs. Data shows that the native 

program's payment was primarily disbursed to general-abroad scholarships (57.3%), with 

the majority of expenditures directed toward Europe, Australia, and America (Appendix 3). 

Figure 6. Awardee Distributions and Relative Education Costs 

 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ [t5tΩǎ data. Bubble size represents the number of awardees, with larger bubbles 
indicating a higher concentration of awardees in a given country. 

Considering the limited financial capacity, the question arises as to whether allocating 

funding with the current composition is the most effective policy choice. [t5t ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ 

limit the cap for specific continents, countries, universities, or each type of scholarship 

program. It raises concerns about the economic and social outcomes based on that 

disaggregation. To expand the program's reach while maintaining quality and achieving cost 

savings, analyzing the outcomes based on study destinations and scholarship types will help 

identify opportunities for recalibration (i.e., focusing on more cost-effective options without 

compromising educational standards). 

To investigate this, we analyze data by leveraging LPDPΩǎ tracer study containing survey 

data of scholarship awardees several years after completing their education. Tracer data 

provides valuable insights into key outcomes such as income increase, career development, 

social contributions, and innovation contributions. Then, we incorporate the tracer data 

with existing awardees data containing study destination, scholarship type, selection score, 

parental income, and income before the study. We also attribute university ranking, subject 

ranking, and total scholarship investment in monetary units. We then build the analysis by 

focusing on understanding the effects of scholarships on individual economic and overall 

outcomes to provide quantitative evidence. 
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Individual Outcomes (Benefit) Analysis 

Policy Question 
Which provides greater outcomes: studying abroad or domestically? 

 

Given the fundamental question posed by stakeholders regarding whether financing study 

abroad is worthwhile, we analyze LPDP scholarship on economics and overall outcomes by 

comparing study abroad and study domestically. To do it, we incorporate the abroad 

dummy variable, which serves as an indicator for studying abroad in our OLS specification 

below, with economic outcomes and overall outcomes as dependent variables (ὣ): 

╨░  ♪ ♫═╫►▫╪▀░ ♫╢▄■▄╬◄░▫▪╢ͅ╬▫►▄░ ♫ ╟╪►▄▪◄╪■╘ͅ▪╬▫□▄░ Ⱡ 

The first model uses income increase as a proxy for economic outcomes. The income 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ [t5tΩǎ ǘǊŀŎŜǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿƛǘƘ уΣнуу ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ Lǘ 

is reported in intervals of IDR 60 million, as structured in the default data provided by the 

LPDP tracer study. Given the nature of tracer data, especially for income that uses 

consistent intervals of IDR 60 million for tracing the awardee, we use the income range as a 

proxy of income increase ordered on a scale for regression analysis. Detailed information 

about the variables used in quantitative analysis is in Appendix 4.  

Recognizing the ordered nature of the income data, where each category is structured in 

consistent intervals of IDR 60 million, we used Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression 

instead of Ordinal Regression. First, OLS regression allows us to quantify the income 

increases in monetary units, even though the original data is interval-ordered. It provides us 

with more intuitive interpretations, especially for cost and benefit analysis. While Ordinal 

Regression gives us probabilities or likelihood estimation of belonging to different income 

categories, which makes cost and benefit analysis less intuitive. Second, using OLS on 

ordinal data is reasonable and justified when the ordinal categories are evenly spaced or 

consistent, as in our dataset. Since each income category follows a fixed interval of IDR 60 

million, the data structure closely resembles a continuous variable. Using OLS assumes the 

differences between each category are meaningful and consistent, which holds in our data. 

The second model uses Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSI) as a proxy for overall 

outcomes based on an interview with Betania, Head of Alumni Distribution Subdivision, 

LPDP. IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ŀ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ [t5t ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘΦ 

Following LPDP measurement, we 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 Appendix 4. However, from the initial dataset with 8,288 

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

Given that the RoSI variable is continuous, we use the OLS regression specification model. 

The models use Abroad as the independent variable while controlling Selection Score and 

Parental Income. The Abroad variable is a dummy, coded 1 for studying abroad and 0 for 

studying domestically. ¢ƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƻǊŜ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ōŀǘŎƘΩǎ ǇŀǎǎƛƴƎ ƎǊŀŘŜ ƛǎ 

normalized to a percentage scale, where 100% represents the passing grade. Parental 

Income reflects the parents of the scholarship awardeeΩǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ, normalized to 

log scale. The regression results are presented in Appendix 5-6 and illustrated in Figure 7. 

Figure 7. The Effect of Study Destination on Economic and Overall Outcomes 

 

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

For economic outcomes, studying abroad results in significantly higher economic 

outcomes than studying domestically. In 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 1.345-unit income 

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 income increase. 

For overall outcomes, studying abroad results in higher RoSI than studying domestically, 

even though it is not significant. Studying abroad generates 2.29 units of RoSI, slightly 
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higher than the 2.27 units 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 the effects of scholarship destination because it may omit variables not addressed 

in the OLS model specification, such as scholarship type. 

Additionally, Figure 7 indirectly shows that domestic scholarships generate higher non-

economic outcomes than abroad scholarships because the gap between overall outcomes 

and economic outcomes for domestic scholarships is higher than for abroad scholarships. 

The findings lead to the next policy question that has received significant attention from 

stakeholders: the scholarship type performance, as LPDP target different groups of 

individuals (general, targeted, and affirmative). Hence, we analyze whether scholarship 

types and study destinations generate different economic and overall outcomes. 

Policy Question 

How do ǘƘŜ άǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇ ǘȅǇŜέ ŀƴŘ άǎǘǳŘȅ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΚ 

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

of scholarships on outcomes depending on the scholarship type and study destinations. 

The OLS regression specification presents a diagnostic analysis comparing individual 

outcomes based on the scholarship type and destination.  

╨░   ♪  ♫ ═╫►▫╪▀░  ♫ ═██░►□╪◄░▫▪░  ♫ ╖▄▪▄►╪■░  ♫ ═╫►▫╪▀░z ═██░►□╪◄░▫▪░

 ♫ ═╫►▫╪▀░z ╖▄▪▄►╪■░ ♫╢▄■▄╬◄░▫▪╢ͅ╬▫►▄░  ♫ ╟╪►▄▪◄╪■╘ͅ▪╬▫□▄░ Ⱡ 

We use targeted scholarship awardees studying domestically as the reference group and 

incorporate Affirmation and General scholarship types as dummy variables while 

controlling for selection score and parental income to evaluate ŜŀŎƘ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ differences 

from the reference group. Affirmation is a dummy variable indicating affirmative 

scholarship awardees, and General is a dummy variable indicating general scholarship 

awardees. The regression results and detailed interpretation from the OLS specification 

above are presented in Appendix 6 and Appendix 7 and illustrated in the Figure 8. 
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Figure 8: The Effect of Study Destination and Scholarship Type on Individual Outcomes 

 

Source: Authors utilize tracer study data to estimate the effect of scholarships based on scholarship type and study 
destination on income increases and RoSI. The figure presents the coefficient estimates and standard error in parentheses 
derived from an OLS with Targeted Domestic as the reference group while controlling for parental income and selection 
score. The coefficient estimates are illustrated with 95% confidence intervals, corresponding to a 5% significance level. 

Figure 8 shows that the economic and overall outcomes vary based on scholarship type 

and study destination. First, for the Affirmative, studying abroad (1.16-unit of income 

increase) shows significantly higher economic outcomes than studying domestically (0.92-

unit of income increase). In contrast, domestic study (2.64 units of RoSI) shows considerably 

higher overall outcomes than studying abroad (2.09 units of  RoSI). Second, for the General, 

studying abroad (1.93-unit income increase) also shows higher economic outcomes than 

studying domestically (1.36-unit income increase). It also shows the highest economic 

outcome compared to other scholarship groups. Similarly, for General, domestic study (2.83 

units of RoSI) shows higher overall outcomes than studying abroad (2.59 units of RoSI). In 

contrast with the previous groups, Targeted show different patterns in economic outcomes. 

Studying domestically (1.26-unit income increase) shows higher economic outcomes than 

studying abroad (1.08-unit income increase). Overall outcomes result is consistent: studying 

domestically (3.2 unit of RoSI) yields higher overall outcomes than those studying abroad 

(2.96 unit of RoSI) for targeted. It also shows that targeted scholarship awardees studying 

domestically have the highest results in terms of RoSI among other groups.  

These findings generate insights into the opportunity to shift underperforming programs 

to high-performing programs to increase the outcomes. Further disaggregated analysis is 

needed using detailed data such as region, education quality, and program type to identify 

underperforming and high-performing programs. 
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Policy Question 

Based on the άregion όŎƻƴǘƛƴŜƴǘύέΣ Iƻǿ Řƻ ǘƘŜ άǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇ ǘȅǇŜέ ŀƴŘ άǎǘǳŘȅ 
ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΚ 

Given the variations in different study regions ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ [t5tΩǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ, such as 

America, Europe, Australia, New Zealand, Asia, and Indonesia (domestic), the scholarship 

results are expected to differ. Appendix 8 shows the distribution of 8,288 sample 

observations by continent. Most scholarship awardees, 52.6%, choose to study domestically 

in Indonesia and almost half of the scholarship awardees choose to study abroad. Europe 

represents the largest share of students abroad, with 28.2%. The remaining students are 

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

To estimate the effect of various study regions for each scholarship type, we use the 

domestic study as the reference group and incorporate continent dummy variables in the 

OLS model specification. The dummy variables representing regions are America, Europe, 

Australia_NZ, and Asia. We conduct regression analysis for each scholarship type. The 

regression result and detailed interpretation are presented in Appendix 9 and 10. They are 

illustrated in Figures 9 and 10 in confidence intervals. 

╨░   ♪  ♫═□▄►░╬╪░  ♫ ╔◊►▫▬▄░  ♫ ═◊▼◄►╪■░╪ͅ╝╩░  ♫ ═▼░╪░

♫╢▄■▄╬◄░▫▪╢ͅ╬▫►▄░  ♫ ╟╪►▄▪◄╪■╘ͅ▪╬▫□▄░ Ⱡ 

First, General scholarship yields the higher economic outcomes when studying abroad, 

with America having the highest economic outcomes with a 1.015 higher unit of income 

increase, followed by Europe with a 0.651 higher unit of income increase, and then Australia 

and New Zealand with 0.342 higher unit of income increase compared to domestic. On the 

other hand, studying in Asia is not significantly different from studying domestically. For 

overall outcomes, both groups have no significant difference in RoSI value, besides Europe, 

which has a -0.166 lower RoSI score compared to those who study domestically. America 

likely yields the highest outcomes due to its high-quality education, often reflected in 

university rankings, although rankings are not a perfect measure50. Additionally, it offers a 

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

members51, such as Nobel laureates. 

 
50 Swasono, interview. 
51 Mayang Sari, interview. 
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Figure 9: The Effect of Study Destinations (based on region) on Economic Outcomes for each 
Scholarship Type (Domestic as the reference group) 

 

Source: Authors utilize tracer data to estimate the effect of study region on income increase for each scholarship type. This 
figure presents the confidence intervals 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. 

Figure 10: The Effect of Study Destinations (based Region) on Overall Outcomes for each 
Scholarship Type (Domestic as the reference group) 

 

Source: Authors utilize tracer study data to estimate the effect of study region on RoSI for each scholarship type. This figure 
presents the confidence intervals derived from an OLS regression model (with Domestic study as the reference group) 
while controlling parental income and selection score. The confidence intervals are calculated at a 5% significance level. 



  23 

   

 

Second, Affirmative scholarship delivers the highest economic outcomes in America, while 

Europe, Australia, and Asia provide moderate but less significant outcomes. Only by 

studying in America does affirmative scholarship generate significant economic outcomes 

with a 0.711-unit income increase compared to domestic study. Studying in America 

consistently generates significant economic outcomes for General and Affirmative 

scholarship types. For overall outcomes, even though the result is mixed and not statistically 

significant, America still consistently generates a higher coefficient in magnitude with a 

0.266 higher RoSI, while the other continent generates a lower coefficient than the 

domestic RoSI. 

Third, Targeted scholarship exhibits a consistent pattern in both economic and overall 

outcomes, whereas studying abroad in any region does not have significant differences. 

The lack of a significant difference can likely be attributed to the nature of their 

employment, as most samples are government officials. The Indonesian government heavily 

regulates employees' income and job promotion. For example, within the Ministry of 

Finance, income is determined by job position and promotion52. The promotion process 

involves rigid steps, including having enough modalities such as tenure and achieving 

performance, obtaining recommendations, and passing the assessment test to join the 

talent pool53. However, the opportunity to be promoted after finishing higher-level studies 

is not always immediately available54. In 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 positions55. 

Despite these circumstances and difficulties in manifesting individual outcomes, studying 

abroad through an LPDP scholarship provides broad benefits for Targeted awardees' 

personal and professional development. It shapes critical and analytical thinking from an 

international perspective and enhances exposure to the global community56. It also opens 

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

more efficiently, effectively, and innovatively57. It shapes the attitude, from the smallest 

 
52 Bustami, interview. 
53 A. Wibowo, interview. 
54 Suhanda, interview. 
55 aƻCΩǎ Official (NDA), interview. 
56 Swasono, interview. 
57 Suhanda, interview. 
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things, such as sensitivity and punctuality, to readiness to prepare materials for work58. This 

finding indicates the need to use more related variables 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 established59. 

These results suggest that the effect of scholarships on individual outcomes differs based 

on the scholarship types and the study regions. Hence, it leads to the next policy question 

about the underlying factors that lead to different outcomes in each region, such as 

education quality, cost of education, and program specification, which may contribute to 

the variation. Based on that, further analysis by disaggregating the data within the region 

could provide beneficial insights for policymakers to maximize 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 variations. For example, the consistent positive effect of studying in America 

for Affirmative and General scholarships raises questions about the key factors behind it, 

whether because of university ranking or specific program studies such as STEM tailor the 

scholarship awardees to the market needs. We identify that the quality of education and 

specific program study are likely the underlying factors contributing to 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 studies. Appendix 11 shows each 

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

To understand the variation within the region, we use OLS regressions on individual 

outcomes based on study region for each scholarship type by incorporating education 

quality (QS Score Index) and program study (STEM). QS Score University and QS Score 

Subject are score ratings published by the QS World University Rankings, which evaluate 

universities and subjects based on various metrics such as academic reputation, employer 

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

 
58 Bustami, interview. 
59 Suhanda, interview. 
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international students. STEM is a dummy variable that indicates the Science, Technology, 

Engineering, and Mathematics program studies. The regression results are presented in 

Appendix 12 to 14 and illustrated in Figure 11 on a confidence interval basis. 

╨░   ♪  ♫ ╠╢ ╢╬▫►▄ ╤▪░○▄►▼░◄◐░  ♫ ╠╢ ╢╬▫►▄ ╢◊╫▒▄╬◄░  ♫ ╢╣╔╜░

♫ ╢▄■▄╬◄░▫▪╢ͅ╬▫►▄░  ♫ ╟╪►▄▪◄╪■╘ͅ▪╬▫□▄░ Ⱡ 

First, General scholarship yields higher economic outcomes when studying abroad, with 

the US offering the highest economic outcomes from high-ranking universities, while 

STEM offers a positive effect on certain continents. In magnitude, a study in a university 

with a high QS Score in America brings the highest positive economic outcomes with a one-

unit increase in QS Score University associated with a 0.031-unit income increase, holding all 

other variables constant. On the contrary, the QS Score Subject shows a negative significant 

effect in America and no effect in other regions. It suggests that the market tends to see 

university rank instead of subject rank. Meanwhile, the STEM indicator shows mixed results 

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

shows higher economic outcomes than Domestic. 

Second, for Affirmative scholarship, prioritizing high-ranking subjects over high-ranking 

universities yields stronger economic outcomes across most continents. Studying a subject 

with a high QS Score Subject in Europe brings the highest economic outcomes. It suggests 

the opportunity to maximize individuals' economic outcomes in Europe by considering the 

subject ranking rather than the university ranking. Even though it is not significant, studying 

in a high QS Score Universities in America brings positive economic outcomes, with a one-

unit increase in QS Score University associated with a 0.009-unit income increase, holding all 

other variables constant. Furthermore, the STEM program in Asia is the only significant 

positive predictor, raising an opportunity to increase the STEM quota in Asia. 

Targeted scholarship shows no significant difference in economic outcomes in almost any 

continent due to government-regulated salaries. Interviews suggest that differences may 

take time to materialize, and additional indicators, such as job position, are needed for a 

more robust evaluation. However, 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 factor in economic outcomes. However, 

even though it is not significant, studying in high-ranking universities in America consistently 
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brings positive economic outcomes with one-unit increase in QS Score University associated 

with a 0.002-unit income increase, holding all other variables constant. Thus, studying in 

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

Figure 11: The Effect of Underlying Factors: Quality of Education (QS Score University and 
Subject) and Specific Program Study (STEM) on Economic Outcomes (Income Increase) 

 
Source: Authors utilizing tracer study data to estimate the effect of QS Score University, Subject, and Specific Program 
Study (STEM) on Economic Outcomes (Income Increase) for each Scholarship type (General, Affirmative, Targeted) in every 
continent (Europe, Domestic, Australia, Asia, and America). This figure presents the confidence interval of each variable at 
a 5% significance level derived from an OLS regression model while controlling parental income and selection score. 
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For overall outcomes, the results show weaker correlations to identify the significant 

predictor across all regions for each scholarship type. The model generates almost no 

significant predictor, as presented in Appendix 15 to Appendix 18. One of the reasons is due 

to limited statistical power as 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 only generates a 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 outcomes. However, the results are weak, highlighting 

the need for more expanded data to increase evaluation accuracy and power. 

Scholarship Investment (Cost) Analysis 

The outcomes analysis results show that outcomes vary by type and study destination, 

creating an opportunity for recalibration to maximize the outcomes. However, the 

maximum outcomes can be perfectly implemented if LPDP has no financial constraint, 

which seems unlikely to happen given the recent financial state. Hence, it is crucial to 

incorporate cost analysis by utilizing scholarship investment (education cost) data to 

address the financial constraint. We want to identify the opportunities for maximizing the 

outcomes while reducing the cost simultaneously. Hence, the next question is identifying 

the variation of scholarship investment with the variation of outcomes. 

Policy Question: 

Are there any opportunities to maximize the outcomes  

while reducing the Scholarship Investment (Cost)? 

Scholarship investment (Cost) is the total expenditure incurred by LPDP to support an 

awardeŜΩǎ education. 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 period. By combining the variation of outcomes and scholarship 

investments (cost), we can identify the potential opportunities. The opportunity 

identification uses the General Scholarship sample as shown in Figure 12 to show the 

recalibration opportunity in a specific scholarship type by comparing the outcomes variation 

and the scholarship investment (cost) variation. 
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Figure 12: The Comparison between Scholarship Investment (Cost) and Economic Increase 

for General Scholarship 

 

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 Parental Income and Selection Score that is based on Appendix 8. 

 

Recalibration of scholarship compositions presents concrete opportunities to maximize 

economic outcomes while reducing costs. Based on Figure 12, income 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 Domestic, which offer cost reduction as the 

income increases (economic outcomes). The outcomes for Asia and Domestic are similar, 

but Domestic offers a cheaper scholarship investment (cost) than Asia. Recalibrating the 

composition to lower cost but higher outcomes will reduce the cost that can be used to 

increase the number of scholarship awardees or increase financial capacity. Therefore, 

based on this evidence-based opportunity, we propose recalibrating scholarship 

composition, with detailed mechanisms in the next section. 

To conclude, we summarize the quantitative and qualitative findings in the Table 2 below.  

Table 2. Summary of Quantitative and Qualitative Analyses Findings 

Policy Questions Quantitative and Qualitative Findings 

Which provides greater economic 
outcomes: studying abroad or 
domestically? 

Studying abroad results in significantly higher economic outcomes 
than studying domestically. This conclusion remains robust even after 
controlling parental income and selection score. 

Which provides greater overall 
outcomes: studying abroad or 
domestically? 

Studying abroad results in higher overall outcomes (RoSI) than 
studying domestically, even though it is not significant while 
controlling parental income and selection score. 
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Policy Questions Quantitative and Qualitative Findings 

Iƻǿ Řƻ ǘƘŜ άǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇ ǘȅǇŜέ 
ŀƴŘ άǎǘǳŘȅ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ affect 
individual economic and overall 
outcomes? 

¶ First, for the General scholarships, studying abroad shows higher 
economic outcomes than studying domestically. It also shows the 
highest economic outcome compared to other scholarship 
groups. For overall outcomes, a domestic study also shows higher 
overall outcomes than studying abroad.  

¶ Second, for the Affirmative scholarship, studying abroad shows 
significantly higher economic outcomes than studying 
domestically. Similar to the General, domestic shows significantly 
higher overall outcomes than studying abroad. 

¶ Third, in contrast, for the Targeted, studying domestically shows 
higher economic outcomes than studying abroad. Consistent with 
other groups, studying domestically yields higher overall 
outcomes than studying abroad. It also shows that domestic 
targeted shows the highest overall outcomes. 

Based on the region, how do the 
άǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇ ǘȅǇŜέ ŀƴŘ άǎǘǳŘȅ 
ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ affect individual 
economic and overall outcomes? 

¶ First, General scholarships yield higher economic outcomes when 
studying abroad, with America having the highest economic 
outcomes. Overall outcomes show no significant difference 
between them in most continents. 

¶ Second, Affirmative scholarship delivers the highest economic 
outcomes in America. While Europe, Australia, and Asia provide 
moderate but less significant. In overall outcomes, even though 
the result is mixed and not statistically significant, America still 
consistently generates higher economic outcomes and overall 
outcomes.  

¶ Third, targeted scholarship exhibits a consistent pattern in 
economic and overall outcomes, whereas 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 region contribute to 
the variations in individual 
outcomes for each scholarship 
type? 

¶ First, General scholarship yields higher economic outcomes when 
studying abroad, with the U.S. offering the highest economic 
outcomes from high-ranking universities, while STEM offers a 
positive effect on certain continents. 

¶ Second, for Affirmative scholarship, prioritizing high-ranking 
subjects over high-ranking universities yields stronger economic 
outcomes across most continents. 

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

¶ 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 any opportunities to 
maximize the outcomes while 
reducing the Scholarship 
Investment (Cost)? 

Based on cost and benefit analysis, the recalibration of scholarship 
compositions creates concrete opportunities to maximize economic 
outcomes while reducing costs. 
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 
To enhance LPDP's financial sustainability while expanding the reach and maintaining 

quality, our policy assessment focuses on addressing the primary challenges with high 

criticality and high accessibility. Based on these dimensions, this project prioritizes refining 

the strategic direction and planning of the native program and improving spending quality. 

These issues are both critical, and the organization has a higher capability to address them, 

as they are predominantly driven by internal factors. We also propose complementary 

policy through external collaboration mechanisms to address financial resource limitations. 

Figure 13: Proposed Solution 

 
Source: Authors 

Status Quo: Focusing on the Current Policies 

In the absence of intervention, opportunities to increase both financial sustainability may 

remain unaddressed, which could threaten scholarship reach in the short and long term. 

Moreover, various key stakeholders require LPDP to assess the effectiveness of its 

scholarship program (Tempo.co, 2024), which emphasizes the urgency of policy reform. 
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Core: Recalibrating Scholarship Programs 

To significantly improve outcomes while increasing financial sustainability or expanding 

reach, recalibrating scholarship allocation by prioritizing high-outcomes, cost-effective 

programs is urgently needed. Policy intervention should focus on reallocating resources 

using a cost-and-benefit analysis framework. The framework simultaneously assesses how 

much the cost can be reduced while achieving higher benefits (economic and overall 

outcomes) by shifting the low priority (low-benefit, high-cost) to high priority (high-benefit, 

low-cost), as shown in the Figure 14 below. This strategy enhances financial sustainability 

and improves aggregate outcomes based on results from the quantitative analysis. 

Figure 14: Cost-Benefit Analysis Matrix 

 

Source: Authors 

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

economic and overall outcomes for the recalibration process. We summarize the 

quantitative results for maximizing economic and overall outcomes in Appendix 19 and 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 composition into high-priority programs (high benefits, low costs) and low-

priority programs (low benefits, high costs). Furthermore, we also incorporate the high-level 

direction based on an interview with LPDPΩǎ President Director Andin Hadiyanto to 

άMaintain Representatives in Diverse Locations.έ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘose considerations, the 

proposed recalibration is conducted by shifting low-priority to high-priority education in 

each scholarship program while maintaining the region's composition. 

The proposed recalibration could achieve higher economic or overall outcomes and 

reduce costs simultaneously. The figures show that recalibration-based economic outcomes 

will increase economic outcomes by 35.1% and reduce costs by 8.6% simultaneously, and 

the recalibration-based overall outcomes will increase overall outcomes by 5.9% and reduce 
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costs by 7.2% simultaneously. The free-up resources (reduced cost) economic outcome 

recalibration could expand scholarship reach by up to 24.51% (adding 2,031 domestic 

awardees) or 20.52% (adding 1,700 domestic awardees) using overall outcome 

recalibration. The detailed recalibration calculations are in Appendix 21 to 24. 

Figure 15: Recalibrating Results on Economic Outcomes and Scholarship Investment Cost 

       

Source: The authors' calculation 

Figure 16: Recalibrating Results on Overall Outcomes and Scholarship Investment Cost 

       

Source: The authors' calculation 
 

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 outcomes. However, it is constrained by government regulation. Hence, focusing 

on recalibrating the General Scholarship first promises the higher achievement. 

Building on the recalibration results opportunity, we recommend the recalibration policy 

packages to materialize the results. The 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. 

Figure 17: Policy Action and Implementation for Recalibrating Scholarship Allocations 

 
Source: Authors 

Recalibrating scholarship allocations is technically correct as it is based on quantitative 

evidence and is administratively feasible, as it falls within LPDP's jurisdiction. However, its 

political feasibility is less certain due to potential trade-offs: increasing quotas for some 

groups while reducing the quota for others could generate mixed responses. While support 

may come from stakeholders aligned with high-performing programs, resistance could arise 

from those affected by reduced quotas. Thus, this policy recommendation needs careful 

stakeholder management to reduce political resistance from those affected by reduced 

quotas by compensating them. One of the solutions is to use the free-up resources to 

increase their quota in different continents that generate higher outcomes. For example, 

Recalibration that involves shifting Targeted in America with Social Science to General 

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

First Complementary: Enhancing Monitoring and Evaluation 

Enhancing monitoring and evaluation includes cost-effectiveness 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 address public 

questions on scholarship impacts while strengthening financial sustainability. 

Figure 18: Policy Action and Implementation for Enhancing Monitoring and Evaluation 

 
Source: Authors 

{ƛƴŎŜ /9! Ŧŀƭƭǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ [t5tΩǎ authority and the resources to do so are fully managed by 

LPDP, its implementation is administratively feasible. To implement systematic CEA, LPDP 

can either establish a new application or optimize the existing ones, such as the LPDP 

Central application, which is currently utilized for budgeting and planning. LPDP may need 

to start by enhancing data infrastructure and collection through 1) leveraging the existing 

individual payment and personal data stored in the e-Beasiswa application through system 

interoperability and 2) providing new data fields for additional metrics such as university 

ŀƴŘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ [t5tΩǎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΦ ! ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ /9! ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ 

on integrated input can help generate insights in a timely manner. Lastly, creating a 

customizable, filterable dashboard based on specific disaggregation, such as scholarship 

types, field of study, and universities, will help to analyze data across multiple dimensions. 

For robust impact evaluation, the feasibility depends on the data collection method to 

increase the sample. Sharing 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 

longitudinal studies. IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ƻƴ 5D¢Ωǎ ƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎΦ 5D¢ 

Official, Yusuf, mention that obtaining DGTΩǎ Řŀǘŀ might be feasible by establishing a 

Memorandum of Understanding. The data interoperability between LPDP and DGT systems 
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can be done using 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 retrieving external data such as LinkedIn API paid services. Additionally, LPDP 

should also foster internal data collection enhancement. For example, income data gathered 

through e-Selection during the scholarship admission process should be standardized by 

currency and time frame (i.e. monthly) and reflect exact figures instead of the current range 

to provide detailed information for further analysis, i.e. income increase. Other than that, 

Talent Hub application for alumni management should function as a more rigorous tracer 

study system to track continuous alumni data for short and long term 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 in gathering 

insight on accurate variable measurement for outcomes, as different occupations may need 

distinct evaluation metrics, i.e., between entrepreneurs, government officials, and private 

sector workers. Lastly, based on the interview with Radhiyan Pribadi, a researcher at JPAL, 

to test scholarship impact, LPDP can adopt quasi-experimental 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 trials) in the long term. 

Second Complementary: Streamlining Business Processes in Scholarship 
Prioritization, Planning, and Budgeting 

Figure 19: Policy Action and Implementation for Streamlining Business Processes 

 
Source: Authors 

Improving planning and budgeting reliability by enhancing the already existing LPDP 

/ŜƴǘǊŀƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ [t5tΩǎ 

control. Technically, ML can process vast amounts of data, automate complex calculations 
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and predictions, and enhance budget modeling by providing more accurate forecasts for 

decision-making (Walser, Baker, & Elliott, 2023), thus serving as an early warning for 

financial sustainability. Politically, 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 is knowing the available balances for the program at the last minute. ML 

forecasting will also improve business planning since budgeting becomes a part of it. 

However, refining the input factors within LPDP Central application is essential for 

improving reliability. 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 long-term forecasts, LPDP may need 

to establish a systematic analysis of actual study destination trends (i.e., by country and 

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

Adopting a systematic approach to scholarship prioritization is more challenging based on 

feasibility since it also involves the participation of external stakeholders. Based on an 

interview with Yanuar Nugroho, an education expert, LPDP may benefit from establishing a 

consultation mechanism with external stakeholders to capture short-term and long-term 

workforce needs for better scholarship prioritization. In the absence of national talent 

management guidance, systematic consultation can be conducted by engaging labor market 

players and government institutions. Although the accuracy will also depend on their 

capability to predict, technically, it will help in increasing the effectiveness of resource 

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 Complementary: Optimizing External Collaboration Mechanisms 

Historically, LPDP has successfully secured grants from 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 is well-supported by 

existing regulations. To attract potential partners, LPDP can offer grant terms aligning with 

both LPDP and partner interests, for example tailoring the grant purpose for scholarship in 

ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎΦ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ the grant accountability 
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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 from the regular 

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

Figure 20: Policy Action and Implementation for Optimizing External Collaborations 

 
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 generates USD 528 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 may need to conduct a 

crowdfunding feasibility study first to assess its technical and regulatory aspects. 

Introducing crowdfunding ideas will likely be supportable since it offers alumni 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 for usage. This 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 students to the 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 feasibility of this ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ [t5tΩǎ regulated mandate, which will 

require consultations with regulators and stakeholders. Additionally, stakeholders may 

initially resist the idea, especially given the financial sustainability concerns. Therefore, LPDP 

may need strong advocacy to convince that this scheme is designated for long-term benefits 

and serves broader purpose for global knowledge creation. Additionally, it can also prevent 

currency risk and gain higher endowment investment returns, 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 has the supporting framework for that. 

Scholarship layering can also offer an alternative funding approach, taking example from 

bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ hǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ {ŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƛŜǊŜŘ Y-12 funding to 

45,000+ students since 2013 (North Carolina State Education Assistance Authority, 2024). 

LPDP already implements a partial scholarship scheme through co-funding with awardees, 

which makes scholarship layering potentially feasible. However, the implementation of this 

scheme requires fair and voluntary layering option during the scholarship admission process 

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

challenging without cross-ŎƘŜŎƪƛƴƎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ Řŀǘŀ ǿƛǘƘ 5D¢Φ ¢ƻ ƎŜǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣ 

LPDP might need to promote it as a redistributive mechanism, where higher-income 

individuals create more opportunities for people with underprivileged situations. 
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Implementation Timeline and Success Measurements 

The proposed policy implementation timeline is structured across four phases based on 

priority and sequential impact (Figure 21). The immediate phase focuses on refining 

internal business processes and building a strong foundation for scholarship recalibration. 

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

Figure 21: Proposed Policy Implementation Timeline  

 
Source: Authors 

Success is measured by enhancing financial sustainability and expanding reach while 

maintaining quality in the short term and increasing financial 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 22: Strategic Outlook for LPDP with Proposed Policy Recommendations  

 
Source: Authors 
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FINAL REMARKS AND LIMITATIONS 

Our recommendations primarily address the issues originating from internal root causes. 

We acknowledge that they do not address problems caused by external challenges, such as 

financial resource constraints due to uncertain State Budget allocations and investment 

regulatory limitations originating from unclear government regulations. Additionally, we 

exclude the collaborative program overseen by Technical Ministries/Agencies from our 

analysis due to their broad scope and data accessibility. Given the ever-changing nature of 

political and institutional dynamics faced by LPDP, our analysis and recommendations are 

based on the status quo before any structural changes in the inter-stakeholderǎΩ 

interactions ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ LƴŘƻƴŜǎƛŀΩǎ aƛƴƛǎǘǊƛŜǎ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ. 

We also recognize limitations in our quantitative analysis. First, the model presents 

correlation, not causation. The specification used in our analysis does not use a randomized 

or a quasi-experiment. 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 biased estimate of our variable of interest. 

Second, the analysis for overall outcomes shows a weaker correlation in almost all regions 

and scholarship types due to limited statistical power to identify the effects. The main 

reason for losing statistical power is the sample size reduction from 8,288 observations (to 

assess economic outcomes) to 2,398 observations. Hence, the overall outcomes cannot be 

detected using disaggregate analysis with limited statistical power as the sample is 

significantly reduced. 

Third, given the limited tracer data and income data being structured in consistent IDR 60 

million intervals, we use OLS regression instead of Ordinal Regression to quantify income 

increases in monetary terms instead of likelihood terms to make cost-benefit analysis more 

intuitive. We treat income range as a continuous variable because it follows a fixed interval 

that ensures meaningful and consistent differences across categories. However, a better 

dependent variable that is purely continuous will generate better results.  
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Appendix 1. Cumulative amount of the 
endowment funds (EF) as of December 31st, 
2024 

Appendix 2. [t5tΩǎ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ 
acceptance rates (2018ς2024) 

  
Source: LPDP, 2025 {ƻǳǊŎŜΥ [t5tΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ 2024, own elaboration 

 

Appendix 3. Distribution of Native Program Accumulative Payment by Scholarship Type, 
Continent, and Country (2013 ς June 2024) 

 

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ [t5tΩǎ Řŀǘŀ 

Appendix 4. Detailed Information about Variables 

No Variable Name Description 

1 Income_Increase Income Increase is calculated ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ [t5tΩǎ ǘǊŀŎŜǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ 
with 8,288 observations. It is reported in intervals of 60 million rupiahs in the default 
tracer data. The data is well distributed from 0-60 million, 60-120 million, and so on, 
with the highest interval in the data being > 600 million rupiah. The individuals that 
has income > 600 million rupiah are only 182 or 2.1% from the total observations that 
we consider as outliers. Hence, it is safe to assume that the data is normally 
distributed. 
Constructing Income Increase: given the ordinal nature of this data, we use the default 
income range with a 60 million rupiah (consistent interval) as a proxy of income 
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No Variable Name Description 

increase ordered on a scale. The income increase is calculated based on the income 
from registration application data before the study, and the income after the study 
from the tracer. For example, if income before the study is in the Rp60-120 million 
range, and income after the study is in the Rp120-180 million range, we calculate one 
unit income increase, which means there is an income increase to one higher income 
interval or up to 60 million Rupiah. 

2 RoSI Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSI) is calculated based on economic, social, 
leadership, and mindset outcomes based on 2,398 individual data tracer availability. 
RoSI ranges from 0 to 4, with each aspect weighted equally. Economic outcomes are 
binary (0 or 1), based on whether income increases to a higher interval (up to 60 
million Rupiah). Social outcomes are binary (0 or 1), indicating participation in social 
events. Leadership is measured on a 0 to 1 scale: 0 (staff), 0.33 (lower-middle), 0.67 
(upper-middle), and 1 (director/CEO). Mindset is binary (0 or 1), based on intellectual 
property ownership (e.g., patents). The maximum RoSI score is 4 by summing them. 

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

4 Selection_Score Selection Score ƛǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ōŀǘŎƘΩǎ ǇŀǎǎƛƴƎ ƎǊŀŘŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƻǊŜ 
assesses prospective scholarship ŀǿŀǊŘŜŜǎΩ academic ability, leadership potential, 
contribution plan, and communication skills. Each selection batch has a different 
passing grade. Hence, we normalized the Selection Score to a percentage scale where 
100% represents the passing grade in each band. 

5 Parental_Income Parental Income represents the parents of the scholarship awardeeΩǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ 
income. We normalize the parental income in a log to represent percentage change. 

6 General General Scholarship is a dummy variable that indicates an general scholarship 
awardee. (1 = General Scholarship Awardee, 0 = otherwise) 

7 Affirmation Affirmative Scholarship is a dummy variable that indicates an affirmative 
scholarship awardee. (1 = Affirmative Scholarship Awardee, 0 = otherwise) 

8 Targeted 
(Constant) 

The models use targeted scholarship as a reference group estimated as a constant to 
avoid perfect multicollinearity between General, Affirmative, and Targeted. 

9 America America Region is a dummy variable that indicates the study destination for 
scholarship ŀǿŀǊŘŜŜǎΩ is in the America region. (1 = America Region, 0 = otherwise) 

10 Europe Europe Region is a dummy variable that indicates the study destination for 
scholarship awardees is in the Europe region. (1 = Europe Region, 0 = otherwise) 

11 Australia_NZ Australia and New Zealand Region is a dummy variable that indicates the study 
destination for scholarship awardees is in Australia and New Zealand.  
(1 = Austalia and New Zealand Region, 0 = otherwise) 

12 Asia Asia Region is a dummy variable that indicates the study destination for scholarship 
awardees is in the Asia region. (1 = Asia Region, 0 = otherwise) 

13 Domestic 
(Constant) 

The models use targeted domestic studying as a reference group estimated as a 
constant to avoid perfect multicollinearity between continents. 

14 QS Score 
University 

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

15 QS Score  
Subject 

QS Score Subject is a score rating published by the QS World University Rankings, 
which evaluates the subject's various metrics such as academic reputation, employer 
reputation, faculty-to-student ratio, citations per faculty, international faculty, and 
international students (it has a value from 1 to 100) 

16 STEM STEM is a dummy variable that indicates the science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics program study. (1 = STEM, 0 = otherwise) 

17 Scholarship 
investment (Cost) 

Scholarship investment is the total expense incurred by LPDP that 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 period. We 
normalize the Scholarship Investment in a log to represent the percentage change. 
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Appendix 5. The Effect of Scholarship Destination on Outcomes (Abroad vs Domestic) 

 
 
Source: Authors utilize tracer study data to estimate the impact of scholarship destination on economic outcomes (income 
increase) and overall outcomes (RoSI). This table presents the coefficients and standard error for studying abroad and 
domestically, derived from an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model (with Domestic as the reference group). 

 
Appendix 6. The Effect of Scholarship Destination (Abroad and Domestic) and Types 
(General, Affirmative, and Targeted) on Economic Outcomes (Income Increase) 

 
Source: Authors use tracer data to estimate the effect of Scholarship Destination (Abroad and Domestic) and Types (General, 
Affirmative, and Targeted) on Income Increase. This table presents the coefficients and standard error, derived from the OLS 
regression model with Targeted Domestic as the reference group (Constant). 
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Appendix 7. The Effect of Scholarship Destination (Abroad and Domestic) and Types 
(General, Affirmative, and Targeted) on Overall Outcomes (RoSI) 

 

Source: Authors use tracer data to estimate the effect of Scholarship Destination (Abroad and Domestic) and Types (General, 
Affirmative, and Targeted) on RoSI. This table presents the coefficients and standard error, derived from the OLS regression 
model with Targeted Domestic as the reference group (Constant). 

Appendix 8. The Distribution of Sample Observations based on the Study Region 

 

Source: Authors using LPDP tracer data 
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Appendix 9. The Effect of Scholarship Destination (Asia, Europe, America, Australia and 
New Zealand, Domestic) on Economic Outcomes for each Scholarship Type 

 
 

Source: Authors use tracer study data to estimate the effect of Scholarship Destination (Asia, Europe, America, Australia and 
New Zealand, Domestic) on Economic Outcomes (Income Increase) for each scholarship type (All, General, Targeted, and 
Affirmative). This figure presents the coefficients and standard error derived from an OLS regression (Domestic as the 
reference group) while controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score for each scholarship type sample. 

Appendix 10. The Effect of Scholarship Type on Return on Scholarship Investment (based 
on study region or continent) 

 
 

Source: Authors use tracer study data to estimate the effect of Scholarship Destination (Asia, Europe, America, Australia and 
New Zealand, Domestic) on overall outcomes (RoSI) for each scholarship type (All, General, Targeted, and Affirmative). This 
figure presents the coefficients and standard error derived from an OLS regression (Domestic as the reference group) while 
controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score for each scholarship type sample. 
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Appendix 11. Regression Result: QS Score by Continent (Domestic as the reference group) 
 

 
 
Source: Authors utilize tracer study data combined with QS Rank Data to estimate aggregate QS University 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. 

 

Appendix 12. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and 
STEM on Income Increase for General Scholarship Awardees 

 
 
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 Scholarship awardees group. This figure presents the 
coefficients and standard error derived from an OLS regression while controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score. 
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Appendix 13. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and 
STEM on Income Increase for Affirmative Scholarship Awardees 

 
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 Scholarship awardees group. This figure presents the 
coefficients and standard error derived from an OLS regression while controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score. 

Appendix 14. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and 
STEM on Income Increase for Targeted Scholarship Awardees 

 
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 Scholarship awardees group. This figure presents the 
coefficients and standard error derived from an OLS regression while controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score. 
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Appendix 15. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and 
STEM on RoSI for General Scholarship Awardees 

 
Source: Authors use tracer data to estimate the effect of education quality (QS Score University and QS Score Subject) and 
STEM program on Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSI) for the General Scholarship awardees group. This figure presents 
the coefficients and standard error derived from an OLS regression while controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score. 

 
Appendix 16. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and 
STEM on RoSI for Affirmative Scholarship Awardees 

 
Source: Authors use tracer data to estimate the effect of education quality (QS Score University and QS Score Subject) and 
STEM program on Return on Scholarship Investment (RoSI) for Affirmative Scholarship awardees group. This figure presents 
the coefficients and standard error derived from an OLS regression while controlling for Parental Income and Selection Score. 
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Appendix 17. The Effect of Quality of Education (QS Score University and Subject) and 
STEM on RoSI for Targeted Scholarship Awardees 

 
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 (RoSI) for the Targeted Scholarship awardees group. 
This figure presents the coefficients and standard error derived from an OLS regression while controlling for Parental Income 
and Selection Score. 

 

Appendix 18. 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) on Overall Outcomes (RoSI) for each Scholarship type (General, Affirmative, Targeted) in every continent 
(Europe, Domestic, Australia, Asia, and America). This figure presents the confidence interval of each variable at a 5% 
significance level derived from an OLS regression model while controlling parental income and selection score. 

Appendix 19. Priority List for Scholarship Type and Destination based on Economic 
Outcomes Maximization 

Scholarship Type Study Destination  Predictor Variable to Maximize Economic Outcomes 

General America The focus is on the high QS Score University. 

General Europe The focus is on the QS Score University and STEM.  

General Australia and New Zealand The focus is on the QS Score University and STEM.  

General Asia The focus is on the QS Score University. 

General Domestic The focus is on the QS Score University and STEM.  

Affirmative  America The focus is on the QS Score University.  

Affirmative  Europe The focus is on the QS Score Subject.  

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

Affirmative  Asia The focus is on the QS Score Subject and STEM. 

Affirmative  Domestic The focus is on the QS Score University.  

Targeted*  Domestic The focus is on the QS Score Subject. 

Targeted  Asia The focus is on the QS Score University.  

Targeted  Europe The focus is on the STEM.  

Targeted  America The focus is on the QS Score University and Subject.  

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

Source: The authors' calculation is based on the results of the quantitative analysis. It is ranked from highest 
to lowest economic outcomes for each scholarship type. 

 


