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ABSTRACT 

From the academic year 2014-2015, the Dutch government has implemented the social 

loan system in favour of the grant system. At present time, the student loan seems a good 

investment in one’s future, yet take-up rates are relatively low. Many reasons have been 

found to influence borrowing decisions, but this paper sets out to uncover behavioural 

motives that are present amongst students. An online survey with 271 Dutch students 

studies these effects, and found that debt aversion influences the decision to utilize student 

loans, whilst risk aversion affects the decision regarding how much to borrow each 

month. Time preferences have a more profound effect, influencing both decisions, and 

the attitude of students towards the social loan system as a whole affects whether students 

choose to utilize loans from the Dutch government during their studies.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Recently, the Dutch government has abandoned the grant system in favour of the social 

loan system. The standard grant of €290 that each student received under the grant system 

is now transformed to a loan (Bakker, 2015). Effectively, this means that first-year 

students are more committed to borrow money from the government to finance their 

studies. This is substantiated by data from ResearchNed (2016), as the number of students 

that borrow money from the government has risen from 38% in 2014-2015 to 47% in 

2016-2017. But, compared to Sweden (85%), a country with a similar education system 

and living costs, and other countries (UK: 85%, Norway: 78%, US: 50%, see Usher, 2005; 

Vossensteyn, 2004), the take-up rate amongst Dutch students is still quite low. 

In recent years, student loans have remained an important discussion amongst Dutch 

political parties and the switch to the social loan system has received many criticisms. It 

would decrease the number of students in higher education and would have most effect 

on those with lower-income (Veraa, 2012). Also, higher education would become riskier 

as there is no job guarantee, and graduates would start their working career with debt, that 

would increase over time due to compiling interest. To illustrate, ResearchNed (2015) 

found that after the implementation of the social loan system, inflow of first-year students 

declined by almost 7%. The largest group of affected students seemed to be those with 

low-educated parents, which led to stating that “higher education is less accessible” 

(Kuiper, 2016). But, according to new data it seems that this decrease was just temporary, 

as the number of first-years enrolments has increased back to their original level in the 

following academic year (Bussemaker, 2017). Moreover, at present time, the student loan 

in the Netherlands has a 0% interest rate (Barbier, 2016) and 35 years of pay-back time 

(Rijksoverheid, 2015), and these economically favourable conditions are one of the main 

reasons to borrow from the government (ResearchNed, 2016). Thus, it seems that other 

factors play a role in the low take-up rate of student loans in the Netherlands.  

According to ResearchNed (2016), some important factors are that students receive 

enough parental support, have a paid side-job or are discouraged by their parents. Others 

argue that information and the complexity of the application process play an important 

role in the UK and US (Callender, 2003; Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2008; Bettinger et 

al. 2009), but information does not seem to play an important role in the Netherlands 

(Booij et al, 2012). Also, the process to obtain a loan from the Dutch government is 

relatively easy.  
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Despite being subjected to broad criticisms, student loans are important for the Dutch 

government, as it is found that utilizing the government loan increases student 

performance (Booij et al. 2012) and decreases study duration as students do not need a 

paid side-job (Oosterbeek & van den Broek, 2009). From an economical perspective, it 

is beneficial that students do not require more time to graduate, as they can enter the job 

market earlier. Thus, it would be economically more logical to obtain a student loan to 

replace money earned by paid side-jobs. As also found by Booij et al. (2012), paid side-

jobs are one of the main reasons not to utilize government loans. However, these side-

jobs are often not related to the field of study and require less initial level of education. 

Graduating earlier can thus boost the net discounted value of students’ lifetime earnings, 

which shows that economically, utilizing government loans is favourable (Oosterbeek & 

van den Broek, 2009). So, in terms of standard economics, assuming a homo economicus, 

it would be the rational decision to obtain a student loan. 

But, as behavioural economics teaches us, people do not always behave rationally. 

This is confirmed by research from ResearchNed (2016), as another key motive for 

students not to borrow money from the Dutch government are inherent objections (55% 

state this as a reason). Less important, but also mentioned, is the fact that students have 

no job guarantee, which means some perceive studying as risky. From a behavioural 

perspective, such inherent objections are interesting motives to uncover, as it could help 

better understand why Dutch students do not borrow money from the government. Earlier 

research done by my colleagues and me (2017) tried to analyse whether inherent factors 

such as debt aversion and risk aversion helped explain low-take up rates. Here we found 

that debt aversion plays a role in the take-up of student loans, and risk aversion influences 

the amount a student borrows. This thesis sets out to uncover the influence of debt 

aversion and risk aversion on a larger sample, and more of these behavioural motives, 

such as time preferences and the attitude that Dutch students have towards the social loan 

system.  

The rest of this thesis is structured as follows. Section 2 gives a theoretical 

background on the social loan system in the Netherlands and the behavioural concepts 

used in the analysis. Section 3 introduces the experimental design, the distribution of the 

sample and the empirical approach used to measure the behavioural concepts. Section 4 

highlights the results from the data analysis and how they correspond with the earlier 

formed hypotheses. Section 5 discusses and forms conclusion based on the results, as well 

as showing implications for further research, after which section 6 concludes the report.   
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

THE DUTCH SOCIAL LOAN SYSTEM 

Until the academic year 2014-2015, each higher education student received a basic grant 

of €100 when they were living with their parents, and €290 when they were living on 

their own. This grant was performance based, and need not to be paid-back when the 

student graduated. Students also received an OV-card, with which they can use public 

transport for free (during weekdays or the weekend), and students could borrow extra 

money from the government. Besides the basic grant, students from lower income 

families could also apply for a performance based supplementary grant. But, the new 

social loan system is different, as the basic grant is removed from the equation and is 

substituted by a loan. The OV-card and supplementary grant remain intact, of which the 

latter is even increased to advance students from lower income families. Table 1 

represents the exact amounts and changes between the old grant system and the new social 

loan system in the Netherlands (DUO, 2017). 

 
Table 1 - Student aid in the Netherlands 

 
Grant system 

(with parents) 

Grant system 

(without parents) 
Social loan system 

Basic grant €104.40 €290.68 - 

Student loan €302.32 €302.32 €867.68 

Tuition-fees credit €165.33 €165.33 €165.33 

Supplementary 

grant (optional) 
€252.91 €274.68 €386.08 

OV-card Weekdays/weekend Weekdays/weekend Weekdays/weekend 

Total €824.96 €1033.01 €1033.01 

 

One of the main reasons for the Dutch government to change student aid to a social loan 

system was to increase spending on education itself (Mohandis, 2014). It was calculated 

that the switch would save the Dutch government around one billion euros, which could 

then be invested in the quality of higher education, facilitating smaller classes, the best 

teachers and more contact hours. Moreover, this money could be used to facilitate more 
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international studying opportunities and honours programs (Rijksoverheid, 2015). To 

make sure that higher education is still accessible for students from lower-income 

families, the Dutch government agreed to raise the maximum amount for the 

supplementary grant. This grant is still performance based, and does not have to be paid-

back when the student graduates. Moreover, the social loan system is argued to be fairer, 

as only students from low-income families can receive a grant. Other students are asked 

to make an investment in their future by financing their education themselves. Studies 

show that graduates from higher education earn, on average, one-and-a-half to two-times 

more than those that graduate from vocational education (Mohandis, 2014). Thus, the 

student loan can be regarded as a good and worthy investment in one’s future. Moreover, 

evidence from Canada shows that only a small portion of graduates (8%) have difficulty 

repaying their student debt (Schwartz & Finnie, 2001).  

In terms of repaying the student loan, the Dutch government has tried to make the 

process as fair and attainable as possible. Previously, under the grant system, students 

were obliged to repay their debt within 15 years. Under the new system, this is extended 

to cover 35 years, and the student can insert 5 years during which he or she does not have 

a monthly repayment commitment (Mohandis, 2014). Some students might have 

difficulty finding a job after their studies, which makes it impossible to repay their debt. 

Therefore, the Dutch government agreed that students are only obliged to start repaying 

their debt when they have a job that pays minimum wage. Moreover, the monthly 

repayment is never more than 4% of the monthly salary (Rijksoverheid, 2015). 

Additionaly, graduates can pay-off large sums of money to speed up the repayment 

process. Besides increasing the repayment term of the student loan, interest rates have 

also risen to an all-time low, reaching 0% for the next five years (Barbier, 2016). 

Compared to fifteen years ago in 2002, students paid 4.03% interest on their student loan, 

not to mention the all-time high in 1992, where students paid 11.08% interest.  

Although the repayment terms and interest rates seem economically favourable, 

many argue that having a student loan will have negative implications in the future when 

trying to obtain a mortgage. Having €40,000 of student debt after you graduate will 

decrease the maximum amount that you can borrow for a mortgage by €45,000, according 

to van de Laak (2015). However, one of the major political parties in the Netherlands 

(PvdA) argues the contrary, stating that the student loan will not be officially certified as 

debt and banks would thus not place such a heavy weighting when calculating the 

maximum amount a graduate can obtain for a mortgage (Mohandis, 2014). And as 
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research by ResearchNed (2016) shows, a key motive to obtain a student loan from the 

Dutch government are its favourable conditions. Also, the Central Planning Agency in 

the Netherlands expects the average student debt to be €21,000 after the introduction of 

the social loan system (CPB, 2013), significantly lower than the €40,000 that is argued to 

influence mortgage rates. 

However, most reasons as to why Dutch students do not utilize student loans are 

difficult to apprehend since they are out of the government’s control. Student that receive 

enough financial support from their parents are not inclined to take-up a student loan, and 

they have a valid reason to do so. Students that are discouraged by their parents to obtain 

a student loan are presumably not very susceptible to favourable repayment conditions or 

low interest rates. Those that do not have enough knowledge about the student loan could 

be better informed, but as found by Booij et al. (2012), this lack of information does not 

play a significant role. Nevertheless, those students that do not utilize loans because of a 

paid side-job, or because of their inherent objections, could be more susceptible to 

framing effects. If we can understand what inherent motives help students to decide 

whether to borrow, and how much to borrow, we can use this information to understand 

if it is borrowing money in general, the framing of student debt or the publicity in the 

news that leads to students not utilizing the government loan. Thus, next we discuss 

behavioural motives that could be present amongst Dutch students. 

 

DEBT AVERSION 

An important behavioural concept that could help explain low take-up rates of student 

loans in the Netherlands is debt aversion. Simply put, debt aversion is the unwillingness 

to take a loan. Callender & Jackson (2005) found that students in the UK exhibit debt 

aversion and that those from lower social classes are more likely to be deterred from going 

to university because of this. Cunningham & Santiago (2008) found that debt aversion is 

also present amongst college students in the US. Interestingly, they define debt aversion 

as “an unwillingness to take a loan to pay for college, even when that loan would likely 

offer a positive long-term return” (2008; p. 10). So, even though these students are 

interested to invest in higher education for themselves, they are not willing to do so by 

taking out a loan (Palameta & Voyer, 2010). This is a worrying fact, as it seems that debt 

aversion might refrain motivated students from entering higher education and expanding 

their knowledge. This has been observed as early as 1992, when Ekstrom argued that 

students who are reluctant to borrow, are less likely to enrol in postsecondary education. 
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Boatman et al. (2017) recently examined debt aversion further amongst 6,000 individuals, 

and found the first large-scale quantitative evidence that such aversion exists in the US, 

amongst high-school students, college students and adults. This evidence clearly shows 

that debt aversion is something to consider.  

 Yet, Chudry et al. (2011) find, in a qualitative study, that students in the UK do not 

consider student loans as a form of debt, but as a way to enhance their future. This implies 

that debt aversion does not influence whether to utilize student loans. Johnson & 

Montmarquette (2015) detect no evidence of systematic loan aversion amongst Canadian 

high school students either. Also, Eckel et al. (2007) find contradictory evidence, stating 

that debt aversion is not a barrier to college entry amongst Canadian residents. In their 

research, individuals had to choose between a cash alternative and an education funding 

alternative, which could be either a grant or an income contingent loan. They found that 

individuals with a high score on debt aversion are not more or less likely to choose for 

the loan alternative, and that individuals who already carry heavy debt loads (low score 

on debt aversion) are more likely to opt for the loan alternative. They also speculate that 

student loans are seen in a different category than normal debt. This evidence, however, 

can also be interpreted to conclude the contrary, as the not carrying of a heavy debt can 

be interpreted as debt aversion, according to Oosterbeek & van den Broek (2009).  

 What’s more, debt aversion can also harm student performance. Without the financial 

investment of a loan, students must find other alternatives to finance their education. 

Many turn to a paid-side job, others might choose to enrol part-time instead of full-time, 

or they might delay enrolment after they graduate from high school. As argued by many, 

too many hours of work next to higher education negatively influences a students’ 

performance. In the UK, Callender (2008) found that term-time working had a detrimental 

effect on final year marks and degree results. This effect increased as the number of hours 

worked increased. The number of hours worked besides one’s education also has negative 

effects on the grade point average of US students (Kalenkoski & Pabilonia, 2010). Similar 

results linking paid side-jobs to lower student performance are found by Oettinger (2005) 

and Stinebrickner & Stinebrickner (2003). These results clearly show that although paid 

side-jobs are capable of financing one’s education, it does hurt student performance. And 

when you want to work at an investment bank, consultancy firm or pharmaceutical 

company, grades are important (Adams, 2013). Thus, utilizing a student loan is, in terms 

of student performance, the superior form of financing your education. So, from the 
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perspective of a student, a loan from the Dutch government can also improve their 

performance at university, which is desirable. 

 In another paper, debt aversion is explained as “the unwillingness to enter into a 

financial contract framed as debt relative to a financially equivalent contract framed as 

an income contingent contract” (Caetano et al. 2011). This, in a sense, can be defined as 

an irrational choice by individuals, since the contracts are financially equivalent. They 

found that debt aversion affects investment decisions regarding education, and that 

students seem to shy away from a debt contract, particularly due to the label. In the UK, 

Davies & Lea (1995) find that students’ attitude towards debt becomes more tolerant once 

they incurred student debt, showing that the initial decision to incur student debt is 

influenced by an aversion to debt. Moreover, Oosterbeek & van den Broek (2009) found 

that borrowing decisions amongst students are heavily influenced by debt aversion in the 

Netherlands. Although significant, they measure debt aversion with one subjective 

question, which could bias results. In a recent survey amongst 150 Dutch students, done 

by my colleagues and me (2017), we use a more hypothetical scale to assess debt 

aversion. The data shows that, in this form, debt aversion also significantly and negatively 

influences the willingness to take-up a loan from the Dutch government. Therefore, the 

first hypothesis can be formulated as follows: 

H1: Debt aversion negatively influences the willingness to utilize 

 a student loan from the Dutch government 

RISK AVERSION 

Similarly, risk aversion is an important behavioural concept that could help explain the 

low take-up rates of Dutch students. According to Rabin & Thaler (2001), risk aversion 

is derived from the “maximization of the expected utility in a concave utility function”. In 

general, economic decision making under uncertainty is characterized by risk aversion. 

People tend to make these uncertain decisions with caution, as these decisions concern 

money and wealth (Szipro, 1997). But not only financial decisions, also decisions 

regarding health/safety or ethics, and recreational or social decisions, are influenced by 

risk aversion (Weber et al. 2002). Many may perceive studying as risky as well, since 

they are not guaranteed to have a well-paying job afterwards. Greenaway & Haynes 

(2003) find evidence that the decision to enrol in higher education is influenced by such 

risk attitudes. Having to invest a significant amount in education through a student loan 
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might be too much of a risk, and thus students choose not to utilize a loan. As found by 

ResearchNed (2016), around 15% of Dutch students are unsure about their future income, 

and name this as a reason not to borrow money from the government. Moreover, Avery 

& Turner (2012) argue that risk aversion reduces the attractiveness of borrowing to enrol 

in college as well, even though the expected return may be greater than the cost. 

Contrarily, the most frequently mentioned motive to utilize the student loan is the 

fact that students are sure about their future income. In their research, more than 70% 

state this as a key motive (ResearchNed, 2016). However, in the Netherlands, Oosterbeek 

& van den Broek (2009) find contrasting evidence suggesting that risk aversion does play 

a role in the take-up of student loans. They argue that students who are prepared to take 

more risks are more likely to borrow, and vice versa. But again, they make use of one 

subjective question, which could bias results. This same evidence is found by Eckel et al. 

(2007), who find that risk seeking individuals are more likely to opt for education 

subsidies. To measure risk aversion, respondents are asked to choose between different 

gambles. However, in a recent survey done by my colleagues and me (2017), we found 

that risk aversion is not a significant predictor of the willingness to utilize a loan from the 

Dutch government. Here, we make use of more hypothetical assessment of risk attitudes, 

namely the multiple price list (Holt & Laury, 2002).  

Nevertheless, my colleagues and me (2017) did find that risk aversion significantly 

influences the amount a student borrows from the government. As mentioned before, 

Dutch students can borrow up to €867.88 per month. Risk averse students, on average, 

are 20.63 percentage points less likely to borrow more than €750 per month, compared to 

risk tolerant individuals (2017; p. 19). Daly et al. (2010) find similar results, concluding 

that amongst 2,000 Irish students, a one point increase in risk willingness predicts that 

they have 4% more debt than the mean sample debt. Furthermore, Harrison et al. (2004) 

find comparable results in the mortgage industry, arguing that the traditional view of risk 

increasing with loan-to-value ratio is supported. Also, more risk averse students in the 

UK tend to expect lower debt after they graduate (Bachan, 2013). These are interesting 

results, predicting that whilst debt aversion plays a role in the willingness to utilize 

student loans, risk aversion might come in to play after this decision has been made.  

Those students that choose to take-up a loan from the government, then must decide 

how much they will borrow. Some might choose to borrow just the amount they need, 

say €300, to cover their basic expenses. With a nominal study duration, these students 

will eventually graduate with €14,400 in debt. However, others might be more confident 
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that they will be able to repay their debt, and are willing to borrow €800 per month to 

cover basic expenses and have extra money for holidays and other interests. These 

students graduate with €38,400 in debt, a significantly higher amount. In other words, 

these students might be willing to take more risks when deciding on the amount to borrow, 

since there is still no job guarantee after they graduate. Thus, I hypothesize that: 

H2: Risk aversion negatively influences the amount a student  

borrows from the Dutch government 

TIME PREFERENCE 

Besides the fact that student loan behaviour might be influenced by an aversion to debt 

or risk, the valuation of time might also be of importance. As defined by Frederick et al. 

(2002), time preference is the “current relative valuation placed on receiving a good at 

an earlier date compared with receiving it at a later date”. Someone with high time 

preference places more value on his or her wealth today, and is less concerned with the 

future. Contrarily, someone with low time preference is more interested in his or her well-

being in the future. In a sense, this could be translated to student loan behaviour. Those 

that value the present more than the future, are more inclined to borrow money from the 

government, to ensure their well-being today is at its best. On the other hand, those that 

have a lower time preference might not borrow money, since the debt and interest could 

diminish their well-being in the future.  

This theory is tested by Oosterbeek & van den Broek (2009) and they find that Dutch 

students with a higher subjective discount rate are more likely to take-up a student loan. 

More specifically, students with the highest subjective discount rate are 17 percentage 

points more likely to borrow money from the government than students with the lowest 

subjective discount rate (2009; p. 174). Also, students in UK higher education with high 

discounting of future income tend to expect greater debt after they graduate (Bachan, 

2013). In a survey amongst 900 Canadian residents, however, Eckel et al. (2007) find 

contradicting results, concluding that individuals with high time preference are more 

likely to opt for education subsidies in the form of a loan to acquire additional human 

capital. Yet, high time preference in this paper constitutes individuals who are patient, 

and thus value future income higher than present income. This theory is supported by the 

notion that inherently more patient people invest more in education, to reap the benefits 

in the future (Tu, 2005). In a sense, one could define future well-being in two ways. As 
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Oosterbeek & van den Broek (2009) argue, Dutch students value present income higher 

and see future debt as diminishing their well-being. Contrarily, Eckel et al. (2007) argue 

that human capital can improve your future well-being, even though that requires 

investments at present time. However, this paper focuses on Dutch students and the 

student loan in the Netherlands is not marketed as an investment in one’s future, thus 

making the second explanation less likely. Hence, this paper hypothesises that: 

H3a: the subjective discount rate positively influences the willingness  

to utilize student loans from the Dutch government 

 Aforementioned papers show that time preferences are a predictor of whether 

students utilize loans from the government. However, some students need a loan from the 

government to finance their education, even though they might have a low time 

preference. These students might opt for a student loan, but borrow a smaller amount each 

month to minimize their future debt, and thus minimize the effect on their future well-

being. Then again, students with a higher time preference that opt for a student loan place 

more emphasis on the present, and thus choose for a higher amount each month, to 

maximize their present well-being. Based on the results found by Oosterbeek & van den 

Broek (2009), this seems a valid theory to analyse. Therefore, this paper sets out to also 

test the following hypothesis regarding time preferences: 

H3b: the subjective discount rate positively influences the amount  

a student borrows from the Dutch government 

STUDENT LOAN ATTIUDE 

By examining a students’ aversion to debt and risk, and his or her time preferences, could 

possibly help explain why students are relatively reluctant to borrow money from the 

Dutch government. However, the attitude towards the student loan in general could also 

be of importance. Many students will have different reasons why they do, or do not, utilize 

a student loan, apart from their inherent motives. Moreover, the fact that student loans 

have been a key discussion point in politics the last few years and have been featured in 

the news frequently, could shape attitudes to be more positive or negative. Opponents of 

the social loan system have carefully explained the downsides and negative implications 

in the media, which could have resulted in an inherently negative image of student debt, 

which in turn shapes attitudes and influences decision making regarding taking out a loan. 
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Yet, positive aspects of the social loan system have been suppressed to the background 

during the discussion in the media, but are interesting to uncover. The Dutch government 

could make use of positive aspects of the social loan system to make it more appealing 

for students and increase take-up of government loans. 

 For example, for some, a student loan is the means to obtaining higher education. 

Students from a low-income family do not receive parental support, and thus must turn 

to other means of financing. With universities starting to become much stricter regarding 

attendance and resit opportunities (Olsthoorn, 2011), and requiring better grade point 

averages to apply for a master’s degree (Kuiper, 2015), side-jobs are not always the best 

financing option. As argued by many, working besides your education is detrimental for 

student performance in higher education (Callender, 2008; Oettinger, 2005; Stinebrickner 

& Stinebrickner, 2003; Kalenkoski & Pabilonia, 2010), and could thus refrain students 

from obtaining their degree. With these new policies, student loans could become of vital 

importance for many to be able to graduate from higher education and boost their net 

earnings in the future (Oosterbeek & van den Broek, 2009). Thus, I first assess the 

personal attitude towards student loans with the following hypothesis: 

H4a: the personal attitude towards student loans positively  

influences student loan behaviour 

 Another positive aspect of student loans is with regards to allocation of time. Since 

not having a paid side-job to finance education frees up valuable time, students have more 

time to spend on their study, which could result in better grades and earlier graduation 

(Oosterbeek & van den Broek, 2009). Furthermore, students can allocate their free time 

to extracurricular activities, which nowadays are crucial when applying for traineeships 

at large multinationals (Basaran, 2017). Moreover, extracurricular activities are a 

valuable experience that can improve your time management skills, increase your social 

circle and help to explore one’s interests (MHA, 2017). Research even shows that 70% 

of businesses believe that extracurricular activities make someone stand out from the 

crowd (Eastlake, 2015).  

 All in all, this shows that these sorts of activities are very rewarding for one’s future 

career prospects and personal development. Thus, allocating time towards your education 

and extracurricular activities whilst financing your education with a student loan, 

definitely has its benefits. Of course, having a paid side-job besides your education has 
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similar advantages for one’s future career, such as gaining professional work experience 

and professional contacts, but most strongly when the work is related to a students’ 

subject area (Miller, 2015). However, as Oosterbeek & van den Broek (2009) argue, 

students in the Netherlands often have side-jobs that are not related to the field of study 

and require low skill levels. But, paid side-jobs have other benefits as well, such as the 

development of time and money management skills (Higuera, 2017). Therefore, it is 

interesting to see whether the benefits or downsides – with regards to the allocation of 

time – weigh heavier amongst students, hence the following hypothesis: 

H4b: the attitude towards the allocation of time positively  

influences student loan behaviour 

As expected, the most frequently recurring news regarding student loans in the 

Netherlands encompasses financial consequences. As mentioned before, some argue that 

having student debt significantly influences the amount one can borrow for a mortgage 

(van de Laak, 2015), whilst other argue that this is not the case (Mohandis, 2014). Even 

though there seems to be no shared opinion on this matter, the frequent discussions in the 

media do shape attitudes of students towards the social loan system. Another financial 

motive that could influence student loan behaviour is the fact that a student needs to pay 

interest on his or her loan. Although the interest rate has dropped to 0% on student loans 

in the Netherlands (Barbier, 2016), it could be that these rates increase again. However, 

interest rates have dropped steadily from 1992 onwards. 

Lastly, Kouwenhoven (2015) introduces another interesting application of student 

loans in the Netherlands. Since the interest rates are very low, many students seem to 

borrow more than they need to save money for holidays or to buy a house after their 

studies. This because they can theoretically make money by compiling interest from their 

savings account. However, Kouwenhoven (2015) also argues that students might have 

the intention to save the money, but can just as well spend it on everyday needs. Also, the 

ministry of education states that saving the student loan is not what it is meant for, rather 

it is meant to finance your education. Still, these financial motives could play a role in 

student loan behaviour, hence the last hypothesis: 

H4c: the financial attitude towards student loans negatively  

influences student loan behaviour  
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3. METHODOLOGY 

In the following section, the research design will be explained. Also, there is a clear 

overview of the sample of respondents and how behavioural motives are measured.  

 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

To test the aforementioned hypotheses, this paper uses data from an online survey 

distributed amongst Dutch students following higher education. Respondents are 

gathered by means of spreading the online survey via social media to friends, colleagues, 

acquaintances and others. Moreover, I have spent numerous days at a lunch room in 

Rotterdam gathering respondents. This café is frequently used by students from different 

study phases and subject areas to study for exams and/or to write papers, thus ensuring a 

varying and representative sample. The survey consists of four different sections, which 

are clarified hereafter. A complete overview of the survey can be found in appendix A. 

 First, respondents are asked to indicate certain aspects of their financial situation. To 

ascertain as much data as possible with regards to the dependent variables, these questions 

are asked in this first section. To recap, the dependent variables are the (1) willingness to 

borrow money and the (2) amount borrowed each month from the Dutch government. 

Further, respondents answer some questions that are used as control variables in the 

analysis. Whether parents support their children during their studies is found to 

significantly influence student loan behaviour (Oosterbeek & van den Broek, 2009), just 

as having a side-job also affects this decision (Booij et al. 2012).  

 Next, respondents are asked to complete three different tasks that uncover their 

behavioural motives more vividly than subjective questions. To assess debt aversion, 

respondents answer a six-item scale adapted from a similar scale devised by Davies & 

Lea (1995). To measure a respondent’s risk attitude, this paper uses the multiple price list 

as formulated by Holt & Laury (2002). The multiple price list (MPL) is widely regarded 

as a robust method of eliciting risk preferences, and has become very popular amongst 

scholars due to its ease and simplicity of use (Drichoutis & Lusk, 2012). Also, the MPL 

is transparent and provides simple incentives, ultimately leading to more truthful 

revelations (Andersen et al. 2006). To value the subjective discount rate, respondents are 

asked to indicate their preference between receiving a certain amount today, or receiving 

a certain amount a year from now. This method is used often to elicit time preferences 
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(Frederick, Loewenstein, & O’Donoghue, 2002). These (adapted) scales and how they 

are analysed will be explained in further detail in the measurements section. 

 After eliciting the behavioural motives, respondents answer some demographical 

questions that simultaneously function as control variables. As found by Oosterbeek & 

van den Broek (2009), gender and age play an important role in the borrowing decisions 

amongst Dutch students. Other questions encompass a students’ financial wealth, which 

in turn influences whether they borrow money from the government. Moreover, Davies 

& Lea (1995) found that students who are at university longer, become more debt tolerant, 

and are thus more inclined to take-up a student loan. As argued by Ridolfo et al. (2011), 

the socio-economic status of parents is influential when it comes to deciding whether to 

borrow money from the government. Due to privacy reasons, respondents are asked about 

the education of their parents, rather than directly asking for their parents’ income. This 

parental education is then used as a proxy for their socio-economic status. 

 Lastly, respondents are asked to answer a series of eight statements with regards to 

their attitude towards the social loan system. As mentioned before, this attitude is divided 

into three parts, (1) the personal attitude, (2) the attitude towards the allocation of time 

and (3) the financial attitude. The exact form of the scales and how these are analysed is 

explained in further detail in the measurements sections.  

 

SAMPLE 

In the following section the descriptive statistics of the sample will be discussed and 

explained where elaborations is due. In total, 349 Dutch students participated in my 

research concerning student loans in the Netherlands. Of this total sample, 78% 

completed the survey and is thus eligible for further analysis. This results in a final sample 

of 271 diverse respondents from higher education. 

 As can be seen in table 2, the sample is distributed almost equally amongst both 

genders, and with a mean age of 21.79, seems quite representative of the student 

population in the Netherlands. Booij et al. (2012) already pointed out that a large fraction 

of Dutch students has a paid side-job, which is also present in this sample as 70% indicates 

that they have a job besides their education. On average, students with a paid side-job 

work 22 hours a week. Something that is very clear from this sample, is that parents play 

an important role when it comes to financing their children’s higher education. Most of 

the respondents (80%) receive some form of parental support, whilst more than half 

(63%) of respondents state that they do not have to pay their tuition themselves. A little  
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Table 2 - Descriptive statistics 

 Yes No 

Parental support 218 (80%) 53 (20%) 

Side-job 191 (70%) 80 (30%) 

Loan 158 (58%) 113 (42%) 

Pay tuition 99 (37%) 172 (63%) 

Pay rent 142 (53%) 128 (47%) 

Male 122 (45%) 149 (55%) 

Living independently 180 (67%) 90 (33%) 

Basic grant 210 (72%) 61 (23%) 

Supplementary grant 50 (18%) 221 (82%) 

 Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Hours worked 22.14 11.16 3 48 

Debt aversion 2.63 0.5968 1 4.75 

Discount rate 0.1812 0.1176 0.1 0.6 

Age 21.79 2.20 18 29 

Study duration 3.65 1.91 1 10 

Loan attitude 2.85 0.278 1 4.67 

 HBO B WO B WO PM WO M 

Study phase 40 (15%) 140 (52%) 2 (<1%) 89 (33%) 

 None Mother Father Both 

Parental education 148 (55%) - 63 (23%) 60 (22%) 

 < €250 €250 - €500 €500 - €750 > €750 

Loan amount 19 (12%) 51 (32%) 21 (13%) 67 (43%) 

 Risk tolerant Risk averse 

Risk attitude 96 (42%) 135 (58%) 

 

 less than half (47%) do not have to pay their own rent, yet this could be correlated 

with the fact that around 33% still live with their parents. More than 70% of respondents 

state that they have received/are still receiving the basic grant from the government, 

which shows that most of the respondents have started studying before the academic year 

2015-2016. This is strengthened by the average study duration of 3.65 years. Yet, 
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respondents are spread more equally amongst different study phases, in contrast to earlier 

research done by my colleagues and me (2017), which were mostly WO Master students. 

As expected, only a small fraction of the respondents (18%) receive the supplementary 

grant. Interestingly, more than half (58%) of the respondents’ take-up a student loan from 

the Dutch government, which is a little more than was found by ResearchNed (2016) in 

their latest survey amongst Dutch students in higher education. Also, for this paper, it is 

desirable to have a near to equal spread amongst those that do and do not borrow from 

the government. The spread of amounts borrowed is also beneficial to the research, as 

around 44% borrow less than €500, whilst 56% borrow more than €500. This already 

shows that students make different decisions concerning student loans, thus providing 

opportunities for explanatory variables. 

  In terms of debt aversion, on average, respondents do not seem to be very debt 

averse. Strictly speaking, the higher the score, the more debt averse. Yet, the mean debt 

aversion does not seem to surpass the neutral level (3), which indicates that debt aversion 

is not very present in the sample. On the contrary, the multiple price list does elicit a clear 

distinction between those that are risk tolerant and those that are risk averse. Of the final 

sample, 40 respondents switched more than once during the MPL, thus indicating they 

did not understand how to accurately fill it in. Of those that filled in the MPL correctly, a 

little more than half (58%) is categorized as risk averse. On average, respondents have a 

subjective discount rate of 0.1812, indicating that most respondents value future well-

being more heavily than present well-being. Most respondents have a relatively neutral 

overall attitude towards student loans, since the mean does not surpass the neutral (3) 

level. On the other hand, it indicates that the scale measures the same underlying concept.  

   

MEASUREMENTS 

The first behavioural motive that is measured is the attitude towards debt. In an early 

paper, Davies & Lea (1995) devise a scale with which one can measure debt aversion. 

This original scale consists of fourteen items, ranging from questions regarding to 

borrowing money in general to specific questions about student loans. However, this scale 

was devised for UK students, and is thus not fully applicable to the environment studied 

in this paper. Therefore, the original scale is adapted to a shorter, six item scale, which 

can be found in table 3. Respondents are asked to answer each statement on a five-point 

Liker scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. To assess the actual 

value of debt aversion, item three and six must be inversely recoded, otherwise the scale  
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Table 3 - Debt aversion 

Statements 

Item 1 Owing money is basically wrong 

Item 2 There is no excuse for borrowing money 

Item 3 Debt is an integral part of today’s lifestyle 

Item 4 You should always save up first before buying something 

Item 5 Once you are in debt it is very difficult to get out 

Item 6 It is OK to have an overdraft on your debit card 

 

is corrupted. After recoding these items, all scores can be added up together and divided 

by the number of items to form a single numerical value of debt aversion per respondent. 

 However, to be a competent measure of debt aversion, the items are required to have 

internal consistency, which can be measured by using Cronbach’s alpha (Bland et al. 

1997). The full six-item scale has a Cronbach alpha of 0.4648, well below the widely-

accepted threshold of 0.7 (Cortina, 1993). By deleting item three and item six, the internal 

consistency improves to 0.5623, yet still under the accepted level. This indicates that the 

different items are not consistent for measuring the same concept, in this case debt 

aversion. Although the items are copied from earlier research by Davies & Lea (1995), 

the combination of these six items are not capable of forming a measure of debt aversion. 

To still capture some data on the effect of debt aversion, this paper will analyse three 

models. First, the full model without a measure of debt aversion. Next, the questionable 

four-item scale will be added, after which some individual items of the scale will be added 

if they add value to the model.  

 As specified before, this paper uses the multiple price list by Holt & Laury (2002) to 

assess the risk attitude of respondents. This method is based on expected utility, which is 

regarded as sufficient to accurately capture risk aversion by some (Pennings & Smidts, 

2000; Palacios-Huerta & Serrano, 2006). Although we now know that individuals often 

violate expected utility, the MPL is considered a robust and simple way to accurately 

capture risk attitudes (Drichoutis & Lusk, 2012), thus suitable for a survey distributed 

online. To find the correct risk attitude, it is necessary to look at the switching point of 

respondents. The switching points represent different intervals of constant relative risk 

aversion (CRRA). The lottery choices, expected values and equivalent CRRA intervals 

can be found in table 4.  
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Table 4 - The multiple price list (MPL) 

Lottery A Lottery B 

EVA 

(€) 

EVB 

(€) 

CRRA interval 

if subject 

switches to 

Lottery B 

(assumes EUT) 

p € p € p € p € 

0.1 2.00 0.9 1.60 0.1 3.85 0.9 0.10 1.640 0.475 – ∞ –1.71 

0.2 2.00 0.8 1.60 0.2 3.85 0.8 0.10 1.680 0.850 –1.71 –0.95 

0.3 2.00 0.7 1.60 0.3 3.85 0.7 0.10 1.720 1.225 –0.95 –0.49 

0.4 2.00 0.6 1.60 0.4 3.85 0.6 0.10 1.760 1.600 –0.49 –0.15 

0.5 2.00 0.5 1.60 0.5 3.85 0.5 0.10 1.800 1.975 –0.15 0.15 

0.6 2.00 0.4 1.60 0.6 3.85 0.4 0.10 1.840 2.350 0.15 0.41 

0.7 2.00 0.3 1.60 0.7 3.85 0.3 0.10 1.880 2.725 0.41 0.68 

0.8 2.00 0.2 1.60 0.8 3.85 0.2 0.10 1.920 3.100 0.68 0.97 

0.9 2.00 0.1 1.60 0.9 3.85 0.1 0.10 1.960 3.475 0.97 1.37 

1 2.00 0 1.60 1 3.85 0 0.10 2.000 3.850 1.37 + ∞ 

  

 According to Holt & Laury (2002), respondents that switch in one of the first four 

rows can be considered risk loving. Their constant relative risk aversion intervals are still 

below zero, indicating a preference for risk. Switching in the middle row constitutes risk 

neutrality, also since the CRRA interval is around zero. The later respondents switch after 

the fifth row, the more risk averse. This is shown by CRRA intervals above zero. To 

incorporate the risk attitudes of respondents into the regression, this paper divides 

respondents into two groups, (1) risk tolerant and (2) risk averse. Those who switch in 

one of the first five rows can be considered risk tolerant, whereas those who switch in 

later rows can be considered risk averse. This is consistent with the categories proposed 

by Holt & Laury (2002; p. 10) and is also similar to earlier research done by my 

colleagues and me (2017) on student loan behaviour in the Netherlands. 

 Time preferences are researched amongst Dutch students by Oosterbeek & van den 

Broek (2009) by using a method based on Frederick, Loewenstein & O’Donoghue (2002). 

This elicitation method asks respondents to indicate their preference between two 

alternatives. Either they receive a certain amount today, or they receive a certain amount 

a year from now. The certain amount that respondents receive today does not change,   
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Table 5 - Discount rate 

Receive amount today 
Receive amount in one 

year 
Subjective discount rate 

€1000 €1200 0.10 

€1000 €1400 0.20 

€1000 €1600 0.30 

€1000 €1800 0.40 

€1000 €2000 0.50 

€1000 €2200 0.60 

 

however, the amount they receive a year from now increases steadily. In the original 

method, there are six alternatives, where each subsequent alternative is €100 higher. 

However, students are found to not discriminate sufficiently with these amounts, 

therefore in this paper each subsequent alternative is €200 higher. In this manner, it is 

possible to accurately elicit the subjective discount rate of Dutch students, by analysing 

when respondents switch to preferring a certain amount of money in a year. Those that 

have a higher discounting of future returns, prefer to receive money today, and vice versa. 

This method uses discounted utility to capture discount rates, similarly to research by 

Oosterbeek & van den Broek (2009). The alternatives faced by respondents, with regards 

to their time preference, and the corresponding discount rates can be found in table 5. 

 Lastly, the attitude of students towards the social loan system is asked from 

respondents, divided into three categories. The personal attitude concerns how a student 

loan influences the respondents’ personal prospects. The time attitude concerns how a 

student loan can influence the allocation of a respondents’ time. The financial attitude 

concerns the financial implications a student loan might have in the future. To assess each 

attitude, the scores of the different items are added up and divided by the total number of 

items. To make sure the scales are not corrupted, item four and seven need to be inversely 

recoded. This creates a single numerical value per separate attitude, which can then be 

used to investigate the effect these attitudes might have on student loan behaviour.  

 Again, these items need to have internal consistency to make sure they measure the 

same concept. The two items that form the personal attitude towards student loans have 

a Cronbach alpha of 0.8057, well above the accepted threshold and considered to have 

good internal consistency. The three items that form the attitude towards the allocation of   
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Table 6 - Student loan attitude 

Statements 

Personal attitude 

Item 1 Due to a student loan, I can study 

Item 2 Due to a student loan, I can create a better future for myself 

Time attitude 

Item 3 Due to a student loan, I have better study performance 

Item 4 Due to a student loan, I gain less practical work experience 

Item 5 Due to a student loan, I have more time for extracurricular activities 

Financial attitude 

Item 6 Due to a student loan, I will have problems obtaining future loans 

Item 7 Due to a student loan, I can save money for later 

Item 8 Due to a student loan, I must pay considerable interest in the future 

 

time have an initial Cronbach alpha of 0.5504, which can be considered as poor. After 

deleting item four from the scale, the internal consistency increases to 0.6949, just short 

of the acceptable threshold. Yet, the value of Cronbach alpha shows that these two items 

do measure a similar concept, and thus can be considered as a scale of measuring the 

attitude of students towards the allocation of time, with respect to student loans. The 

remaining three items that form the financial attitude have an initial Cronbach’s alpha of 

0.3751, considered to be unacceptable. Although the value of Cronbach’s alpha increases 

to 0.5749 after deleting item seven from the scale, it is still well below the accepted 

threshold. Thus, it seems that these two items are not accurate at measuring the same 

concept, and should thus be treated with caution in further analyses.  

 Furthermore, it is interesting to see how all eight items can be considered together as 

a single form of measuring the attitudes of students towards the student loan system in 

the Netherlands. With all eight items, the scale immediately has an interesting Cronbach 

alpha of 0.6764, just short of the accepted threshold. The deletion of item four and seven 

improves the internal consistency to a value of 0.7169, which is considered acceptable. 

Deletion of more items only slightly improves the overall internal consistency, and is thus 

not necessary. This shows that most items can be considered together as a form of 

measuring the student loan attitude of Dutch students. Therefore, the personal and time  
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Table 7 - Goodness of fit 

 
Probit Logit 

Efron’s R2 0.265 0.268 

Count R2 0.738 0.738 

McFadden’s R2 0.216 0.217 

AIC 269.799 269.651 

Log-Lik Full Model -120.899 -120.825 

 

measures and total measure of the student loan attitude will be considered in further 

analyses. 

MODEL 

To estimate the effect of the discussed behavioural motives on the dependent variables, 

it is necessary to set up two different regression models. Firstly, we estimate the effect on 

the willingness to utilize student loans from the Dutch government. Since this is a dummy 

variable, we can either use a probit or logit model. To decide which regressions model to 

use, we will test goodness of fit measures of the standard model without a measure of 

debt aversion and student loan attitudes. With a higher Efron’s R2, McFadden’s R2 and 

Log-Lik coefficient, and a lower AIC coefficient, the results in table 7 show that the logit 

model fits the data better, hence it is used as the superior regression model. To research 

the effect of the explanatory variables on the first dependent variable, willingness to loan, 

we estimate the following logit model: 

 

𝑃𝑟 (𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑛 = 1|𝓍1, 𝓍2, 𝓍3, 𝓍4, 𝓍5, 𝓍6, 𝓍7, 𝓍8, 𝓍9, 𝓍10, 𝑥11, 𝑥12, 𝑥13, 𝑥16)

=  
𝑒𝑥𝑝(𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝓍1 + 𝛽2𝓍2 … )

1 + 𝑒𝑥𝑝(𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝓍1 + 𝛽2𝓍2 … )
 

 

Since the loan amount is measured in four different categories, ranging from less than 

€250 to more than €750, the effect on this dependent variable is measured using an 

ordered logistic regression. Thus, we estimate the following model:  

 

𝑃(𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑛𝑎𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 = 𝑗|𝓍1, 𝓍2, 𝓍3, 𝓍4, 𝓍5, 𝓍6, 𝓍7, 𝓍8, 𝓍9, 𝓍10, 𝑥11, 𝑥12, 𝑥13, 𝑥15, 𝑥16)

=  
exp (𝜏𝑗 − 𝛽1𝓍1 − 𝛽2𝓍2 … )

1 + exp (𝜏𝑗 − 𝛽1𝓍1 − 𝛽2𝓍2 … )
−

exp (𝜏𝑗−1 − 𝛽1𝓍1 − 𝛽2𝓍2 … )

1 + exp (𝜏𝑗−1 − 𝛽1𝓍1 − 𝛽2𝓍2 … )
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Table 8 - Regression models (dependent variable: take-up of student loans) 

 Form Controls Debt aversion Loan attitude 

Model 1 (Ordered) logit Yes No No 

Model 2a (Ordered) logit Yes Scale No 

Model 2b Stepwise Yes Items No 

Model 3a (Ordered) logit Yes No Separate 

Model 3b (Ordered) logit Yes No Total 

Model 4a Stepwise Some Items Separate 

Model 4b (Ordered) logit Some Scale Total 

Model 5 Stepwise Yes Items Separate 

Due to the difficulties concerning the reliability of the debt aversion scale, it is not 

possible to simply add it to the regression model and form conclusion based on the effects 

of debt aversion. Thus, the first model considers only those concepts that are derived from 

the literature and are found to be also representative in this sample. The second models 

first add the questionable debt aversion scale and then find those concepts that are most 

important by means of the stepwise procedure. The third models take a closer look at the 

effect of the separate and total attitude towards student loans in the Netherlands.  

 Next, we take a closer look at the regression models without the effect of having a 

side job. More specifically, the control variables ‘sidejob’ and ‘working hours’ are 

excluded from the analysis since Oosterbeek & van den Broek (2008) argue that having 

a side-job is the one of the most important motives to borrow less, or not to borrow at all 

from the government. Plus, ResearchNed (2016) finds that receiving parental support is 

the top reason not to borrow from the government. Thus, it is interesting to see what the 

effect of the explanatory variables is without such strong control variables in the analysis. 

Lastly, all variables are included in the regression, yet only those with a significant effect 

on the dependent variable are added to the final model, where, in all models: 

𝓍1 = 𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 | 𝓍2 = 𝑎𝑔𝑒 | 𝓍3 = 𝑙𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑛𝑔 | 𝓍4 = 𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑡 | 𝓍5 = 𝑠𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑦 

𝓍6 = 𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 | 𝓍7 = 𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 | 𝓍8 = 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑠𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡 | 𝑥9 = 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛  

𝑥10 = 𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑗𝑜𝑏 | 𝓍11 = 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠 | 𝑥12 = 𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 | 𝑥13 = 𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑦 𝑑𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 

𝑥14 = 𝑑𝑒𝑏𝑡 𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 | 𝓍15 = 𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘 𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 | 𝑥16 = 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒  

𝑥17 = 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒 | 𝓍18 = 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒 | 𝑥19 = 𝑓𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒 

𝑥20 = 𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑛 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒 
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4. RESULTS 

First, we look at the correlations between the variables to be used in the analysis, to make 

sure beforehand that issues concerning multicollinearity are eliminated. If variables are 

highly correlated they might corrupt the results of the regressions, thus reducing the 

precision of the model. The correlation matrix in the appendix on page 55 shows how all 

the control variables are correlated with one another. Most control variables show a weak 

or moderate correlation, meaning the variables do not have a strong relationship. But, 

some variables show a strong correlation |> 0.500|, which could pose issues. However, 

these correlations can be easily explained and accounted for.  

 Age and grant show a slightly strong positive correlation |0.499|, yet this correlation 

make sense since older respondents are also more likely to have received the grant from 

the Dutch government. The same goes for the correlation |0.595| between rent and living, 

as those respondents that are living independently are more likely to have to pay their rent 

themselves. Moreover, study duration and age show a strong positive correlation |0.824| 

that is very logical, as usually, the older you get, the longer you have been studying. This 

same argument can be used for the positive correlation |0.502| between study duration 

and study phase, as usually, the longer you are studying, the higher study phase you are 

in. Lastly, parental support and tuition show a strong negative correlation |0.547| with 

one another, indicating that respondents that do not receive parental support must pay 

their own tuition. This makes sense, as one of the main forms of parental support in the 

Netherlands is the financing of tuition fees (Nibud, 2015). 

 Table 9 shows that the explanatory variables are almost all weakly or moderately 

correlated with one another, indicating that the explanatory variables all measure different 

concepts. For the purpose of uncovering hidden relationships, the questionable scales of 

debt aversion and the financial attitude are used, but there are no mentionable correlations 

with other explanatory variables. Interestingly, the personal and time attitude towards 

student loans show a strong positive correlation |0.533|, which could also explain why the 

different items can be combined to form a total student loan attitude scale. Still, it is 

plausible to state that the explanatory variables are independent from each other and thus 

measure different aspects of the dependent variables. 

 The results in table 10 show the effects of the different independent variables on the 

first dependent variable – take up of student loans. Each model is estimated separately 

and its corresponding coefficients and p-values are visualized in table 10. Since the scale 
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Table 9 - Correlation matrix (explanatory variables) 

 
Debt 

aversion 

Risk 

aversion 

Time 

preference 

Personal 

attitude 

Time 

attitude 

Financial 

attitude 

Debt 

aversion 
1.000      

Risk 

aversion 
0.005 1.000     

Time 

preference 
-0.173 0.041 1.000    

Personal 

attitude 
-0.288 0.037 0.230 1.000   

Time 

attitude 
-0.186 0.040 0.208 0.553 1.000  

Financial 

attitude 
0.205 0.025 0.125 0.175 0.142 1.000 

 

to assess debt aversion is not reliable, we do not estimate it in the base model. Here we 

do find that time preferences have a significant positive relationship |z = 2.05, p = 0.040| 

with the willingness to take-up a student loan from the Dutch government, in line with 

hypothesis 3A. This shows that the higher one’s subjective discount rate, the more one is 

willing to utilize a loan from the government.  

 Even though the scale to measure debt aversion is not reliable in itself, it does exert 

a significant negative influence |z = 2.62, p = 0.009| on the willingness to borrow money 

from the government. This is in line with hypothesis 1, yet we cannot say with certainty 

that debt aversion negatively influence the willingness to take-up a loan, as the items in 

the scale are found to not accurately measure the same concept. To take a closer look at 

which items are important, model 2B visualises a stepwise procedure which analyses each 

of the six items of the scale separately, and only adds them to the model if they have a 

significant influence on the dependent variable. This model shows that item one “Owing 

money is basically wrong” is the most important with respect to debt aversion. It is the 

only item that is added to the model and shows a significant negative influence |z = 2.66, 

p = 0.008| on the willingness to utilize a student loan. In essence, this item can be 

considered as the cornerstone of debt aversion and is thus quite capable of explaining 
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Table 10 - Regression results (dependent variable: take up of student loans) 

 (1) (2A) (2B) (3A) (3B) (4A) (4B) (5) 

Debt aversion         

Scale 

 

Stepwise 

 

 -0.916*** 

(0.009) 

 

 

-0.462*** 

(0.008) 

   

 

-0.411** 

(0.025) 

-0.797** 

(0.032) 

 

 

-0.353** 

(0.048) 

Time preference 
3.08** 

(0.040) 

2.91* 

(0.064) 

3.46** 

(0.029) 

1.40 

(0.376) 

1.64 

(0.294) 

 1.65 

(0.308) 

 

Loan attitude         

Personal attitude 

 

Time attitude 

 

Overall attitude 

 

   0.602*** 

(0.001) 

0.452** 

(0.030) 

 

 

 

 

1.15*** 

(0.000) 

0.616*** 

(0.000) 

0.553*** 

(0.010) 

 

 

 

 

1.09*** 

(0.000) 

0.595*** 

(0.001) 

0.548*** 

(0.009) 

Controls         

Gender 

Age 

Living 

Grant 

Supplementary grant 

Tuition 

Rent 

Parent support 

Parent education 

Side-job 

Working hours 

Education 

Study duration 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Observations 

Pseudo R2 

260 

0.2435 

258 

0.2650 

258 

0.2684 

260 

0.3224 

260 

0.3043 

261 

0.2649 

258 

0.3178 

258 

0.3232 

p statistic in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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some of the variation on student loan behaviour by itself. Moreover, it is also the first 

statement in the scale devised by Davies & Lea (1995). Subsequent stepwise procedures 

in model 4A and model 5 generated similar results, with “Owing money is basically 

wrong” being added to the model. These coefficients can be found in table 10. In addition, 

both models add item six “It is OK to have an overdraft on your bank account” as well. 

Although less directly related to the original concept of debt aversion, it is still an 

interesting result. In model 4A and model 5 respectively this item has a significant 

positive effect (z = 1.77, p = 0.077; z = 1.76, p = 0.078) on the willingness to utilize a 

student loan. Thus, it seems that those that agree with having an overdraft on their bank 

account, are also more likely to borrow money from the government. One explanation 

could be that these students are more accustomed with borrowing (as they would also not 

find it a problem to ‘borrow’ from the bank). 

 In model 3A and 3B the different attitudes towards student loans are added to the 

regression, first without a measure of debt aversion. The financial attitude is not added 

separately, due to its low internal consistency. Two of the three items, however, are found 

in the overall student loan attitude measure. The first of the two models concerning 

attitudes shows that both the personal attitude |z = 3.35, p = 0.001| and the attitude 

towards the allocation of time |z = 2.17, p = 0.030| have a significant positive influence 

on the willingness to borrow money from the government. Furthermore, the overall 

attitude towards student loans |z = 4.29, p = 0.000| also has a significant positive influence 

on the take-up of student loans. These results show that these attitudes are indeed 

important when analysing student loan behaviour. Interestingly, time preferences become 

less of a predictor when these attitudes are added to the model. With a weak correlation 

and no real overlapping questions, it seems odd that these attitudes cancel out the effect 

of time preferences. 

 The next pair of models tries to estimate the effect on the dependent variable without 

the addition of having a side-job. Both Oosterbeek & van den Broek (2008) and 

ResearchNed (2016) find that having a side-job and/or receiving parental support are two 

of the most important motives to not borrow money from the government. Thus, model 

4A and 4B exclude these variables from the regression, yet they show marginally 

improving results for the different measure of debt aversion, as well as for the separate 

and overall student loan attitude. Also, there is not a significant difference in de the overall 

explanatory power of the model |R2 = 0.2649|. Yet, model 4A does again confirm the 

importance of the personal attitude and time attitude with respect to the willingness to 
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loan, as both attitudes have a highly significant effect under the 1% significance level. 

The last model uses the stepwise procedure for all variables, control and explanatory, and 

only adds those that are significant below the 10% level. This model again highlights the 

importance of the single-item measure of debt aversion and of the attitudes towards the 

student loan system, when it comes to the willingness to utilize a student loan from the 

Dutch government. Moreover, this model has the highest overall explanatory power as 

well |R2 = 0.3232|. 

 Table 11 on the following page shows the results concerning the second dependent 

variable that is analysed – the amount a student borrows each month. Since debt aversion 

is not hypothesized to influence the amount one borrows, model 2A and 2B are not 

estimated in its original form with respect to the loan amount. Earlier research by my 

colleagues and me (2017) first divided risk attitudes into three categories, risk seeking – 

risk neutral – risk averse. Thus, model 1B estimates risk attitudes in three categories, 

whilst model 3B adds these three categories together with the separate student loan 

attitudes. The first model shows that time preferences also play a significant positive role 

|z = 2.50, p = 0.012| when it comes to the decision of how much to borrow each month. 

Risk aversion seems to play less of an important role than hypothesized, although 

negative, not significant |z = 1.46, p = 0.012|. When having risk attitudes in three 

categories added to the model, there seems to be more of an influence. The risk averse 

category significantly and negatively influences the loan amount |z = 1.81, p = 0.070|, 

when compared to risk seeking individuals.  

 The adding of the separate attitudes to the model does not seem to have an effect, as 

both the personal attitude |z = 0.23, p = 0.815| and the time attitude |z = 0.03, p = 0.973| 

have no significant effect on the dependent variable. Interestingly enough, with regards 

to the loan amount, these attitudes do not cancel out the effect of time preferences. The 

overall attitude towards student loans |z = 0.02, p = 0.983| also does not influence the 

amount borrowed each month. Adding the separate attitudes to the model does improve 

the influence of the three risk attitudes categories on the dependent variable.  

 Different from the willingness to loan, is that the amount borrowed each month is 

more dependent on whether one has a side job and/or receives parental support. When 

estimating the model without these control variables, the overall explanatory power of 

the model decreases significantly |R2 = 0.894|, and risk aversion plays a more notable role 

when predicting how much one will borrow from the government. A significant negative 
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Table 11 - Regression results (dependent variable: loan amount) 

 (1A) (1B) (3A) (3B) (3C) (4A) (4B) (5) 

Risk neutral 
 

 

-0.785 

(0.143) 

 -0.978* 

(0.090) 

    

Risk aversion 
-0.553 

(0.144) 

-1.03* 

(0.070) 

-0.553 

(0.144) 

-1.20** 

(0.045) 

-0.552 

(0.145) 

-0.674* 

(0.056) 

-0.689** 

(0.050) 

 

Time preference 
4.14** 

(0.012) 

3.94** 

(0.018) 

4.09** 

(0.014) 

3.74** 

(0.045) 

4.14** 

(0.013) 

3.95** 

(0.011) 

4.05*** 

(0.009) 

3.61** 

(0.020) 

Loan attitude         

Personal 

 

Time 

 

Total 

 

  0.051 

(0.815) 

-0.008 

(0.973) 

0.204 

(0.381) 

-0.039 

(0.864) 

 

 

 

 

-0.007 

(0.983) 

0.169 

(0.408) 

-0.000 

(0.999) 

 

 

 

 

0.159 

(0.551) 

 

Controls         

Gender 

Age 

Living 

Grant 

Supplementary grant 

Tuition 

Rent 

Parent support 

Parent education 

Side-job 

Working hours 

Education 

Study duration 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Observations 

Pseudo R2 

135 

0.1553 

135 

0.1590 

135 

0.1555 

135 

0.1614 

135 

0.1553 

137 

0.0894 

137 

0.0879 

135 

0.1326 

p statistic in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 
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Table 12 – Marginal results 

 

(1) 

Taking up of 

student loans 

(2) 

The amount a 

student borrows 

( < €250) 

(3) 

The amount a 

student borrows 

( > €750) 

Owing money is 

basically wrong 

-0.053** 

(0.042) 
  

It is OK to have an 

overdraft 

0.046* 

(0.073) 
  

Risk neutral  
0.067* 

(0.058) 

-0.175* 

(0.088) 

Risk averse  
0.089** 

(0.031) 

-0.212** 

(0.042) 

Time preference  
-0.331** 

(0.035) 

0.638** 

(0.018) 

Personal attitude 
0.089*** 

(0.006) 

-0.018 

(0.384) 

0.035 

(0.380) 

Time attitude 
0.082*** 

(0.007) 

0.003 

(0.865) 

-0.007 

(0.864) 

Observations 258 135 135 

p statistic in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

effect |z = 1.91, p = 0.056| indicates that risk aversion has a negative effect on the 

amount borrowed each month, even with two categories. Moreover, time preference still 

has a positive significant relationship with the loan amount as well. The last stepwise 

model, focussing only on variables that have a significant effect on the dependent 

variable, again highlights the importance of time preferences. With a significant positive 

effect |z = 2.26, p = 0.024| it shows that the higher the subjective discount rate, the more 

one borrows each month from the government. 

 Earlier research by my colleagues and me (2017) found that debt aversion does not 

influence the amount borrowed each month, thus this paper also hypothesizes that this is 

the case. However, due to a significantly larger and more diverse sample, I thought it 

would be interesting to see what the effects could be. It seems that both the questionable 
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scale |z = 2.01, p = 0.044| and item six on having an overdraft |z = 2.88, p = 0.004| have 

a significant influence on the amount borrowed as well. Also, the overall explanatory 

power of the model sees a slight increase with the addition of some form of debt aversion. 

Although we cannot say anything on the actual effects, it is interesting to mention. 

 To be able to infer more about the actual effects of the explanatory variables on the 

dependent variables, it is interesting to look at the marginal results. These marginal results 

can be found in table 12, where for the willingness to take-up a loan, model 5 is used. For 

analysing the loan amount, model 3B is used, since these models have the highest overall 

explanatory power concerning the different dependent variables. The first column shows 

that two items of the debt aversion scale have a significant effect on the willingness to 

take-up a student loan. More specifically, a one point increase in one’s agreement with 

“Owing money is basically wrong” decreases the probability to borrow from the 

government by 5.3 percentage points. On the contrary, a one point increase in one’s 

agreement with “It is OK to have an overdraft” increases the probability to borrow money 

from the government by 4.6 percentage points. 

 When determining whether one borrows from the government, the personal and time 

attitude also play an important role. A one point increase in the personal attitude means 

that one is more positive towards student loan, on a personal level. Moreover, being one 

point more positive on a personal level increases the probability to take-up a student loan 

by 8.9 percentage points. Similarly, a one point increase in the time attitude means that 

one is more positive towards the allocation of time, concerning student loans. Thus, being 

one point more positive increases the probability to take-up a student loan by 8.2 

percentage points.  

 In terms of loan amount, risk attitudes and time preferences are important. Risk 

averse individuals are 8.9 percentage points more likely to borrow less than €250, 

compared to risk seeking individuals. Subsequently, risk averse individuals are 21.2 

percentage points less likely to borrow more than €750 a month, compared to risk seeking 

individuals. Similar comparisons can be made between risk neutral and risk seeking 

individuals. In terms of time preferences, a one point increase in one’s subjective discount 

rate decreases the probability that one’s borrow less than €250 a month by 3.3 percentage 

points. Similarly, a one point increase in one’s subjective discount rate increases the 

probability that one borrows more than €750 a month by 63.8 percentage points. The 

student loan attitude has no effect on the amount borrowed each month.     
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5. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

DISCUSSION 

With the recent introduction of the social loan system, the financing of education has 

changed drastically. Before the academic year 2014-2015, each student in higher 

education received a basic grant, which has now been transformed to a loan. This means 

that borrowing money from the Dutch government is something each student must 

consider, which makes it that more interesting to uncover what the motives are to (not) 

take-up a student loan. This is partly because the Netherlands seems to have quite a low 

take-up rate of student loans (47%) compared to other, similar countries (ResearchNed, 

2016). Moreover, inherent objections also play an important role in this decision, which 

are interesting from a behavioural perspective. Although receiving many criticisms, the 

ministry of education is also keen on improving take-up rates, as a student loan can help 

increase study performance (Booij et al. 2012), decrease study duration (Oosterbeek & 

van den Broek, 2009) and money is freed-up that can be invested to improve education 

in the Netherlands. Finally, research done by my colleagues and me (2017) found 

interesting results, which was another motivation to further research these inherent factors 

on a larger scale. Therefore, this report sets out to uncover the effect of debt aversion, risk 

aversion, time preferences and the attitude towards student loans on the willingness to 

utilize student loans, and how much students borrow each month. 

 In terms of debt aversion, this paper hypothesizes that it will have a negative 

influence on the willingness to utilize a student loan. Many scholars have found that debt 

aversion can hurt student enrolment (Ekstrom, 1992; Callender & Jackson, 2005; 

Cunningham & Santiago, 2008) and student performance (Stinebrickner & Stinebrickner, 

2003; Oettinger, 2005; Kalenkoski & Pabilonia, 2010) because students do not take out a 

loan. In the Netherlands, debt aversion is found to affect the decision to borrow money 

from the government as well (Oosterbeek & van den Broek, 2009). However, the six-item 

scale proposed in this paper is found to have little internal consistency, and thus makes it 

difficult to form conclusions on debt aversion as a whole. What is interesting though, is 

that the most extreme debt averse item “Owing money is basically wrong” has a strong 

negative effect on the willingness to borrow. This does imply that debt aversion, in its 

purest form, has a negative effect on the take-up of student loans. However, although both 

the questionable scale as well as two items are found to have a significant effect, we 

cannot say with certainty that debt aversion negatively influences take-up of student 
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loans. What we can infer, however, is that some form of debt aversion is important when 

analysing both take-up rates and when studying the amount borrowed each month, as 

illustrated by significant results concerning both dependent variables. These are 

interesting findings for the ministry of education, as it seems that the framing of the 

student loan could enhance take-up rates. If, for example, the government would focus 

more on the future improvements in salary, and thus frame the student loan as an 

investment in one’s future (instead of a debt), this could possibly improve the willingness 

to borrow. Nowadays there is a strong focus on the loan aspect of the student loan, with 

interest rates and repayment conditions being in the news frequently. However, there is 

another side to the student loan, namely the opportunity to improve your future well-

being with an education and better job prospects. A stronger focus on the positive aspects 

of the student loan, could improve take-up rates.   

 The second motive hypothesized to influence student loan behaviour is risk aversion. 

Although found to influence take-up rates of student loans (Avery & Turner, 2012; 

Oosterbeek & van den Broek, 2009), research by my colleagues and me (2017) 

contradicts these results. This research found that risk attitudes significantly influence the 

amount one borrows each month, which is supported by Daly et al. (2010) and Bachan 

(2013). However, the results in table 11 show that risk aversion only significantly predicts 

the loan amount in some of the regression models. The exclusion of strong control 

variables uncovers that risk aversion is significant, yet in the other models, risk aversion 

has the expected effect, but is short of being significant. However, when focussing on 

three (instead of two) categories of risk attitudes, the results change significantly. Even 

with the addition of strong control variables, the results show that there is a significant 

difference between risk seeking, risk neutral and risk averse individuals. These results 

indicate that risk attitudes play an important role when determining how much to borrow 

from the Dutch government each month. Even though we cannot say with complete 

certainty that risk aversion negatively influences the amount a student borrows, we can 

state that one’s risk attitude is an important predictor of the loan amount. Moreover, not 

having a student loan could also enhance the risk of underperformance in terms of grades 

and study duration, due to having a side-job. Compared to a few years ago, universities 

have become much stricter with regards to grades, setting new thresholds to apply for a 

bachelor or master degree. Also, certain jobs require excellent GPA’s and experience 

from extracurricular activities. Thus, the Dutch government could also point out that the 
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risks are not only concerning borrowing decisions, but also with regards to other aspects 

such as grades and study duration, and ultimately finding the right education or job. 

  As found by Oosterbeek & van den Broek (2009) amongst Dutch students in higher 

education, this paper also hypothesizes that time preferences are a predictor of whether 

one borrows from the government. Moreover, following the argument that students with 

a low time preference are reluctant to borrow, this paper hypothesizes those that must 

borrow to finance their education and have a low time preference, borrow a smaller 

amount each month. In terms of deciding whether one takes out a loan from the Dutch 

government, time preferences have a significant effect in the most basic model. 

Moreover, time preferences remain significant in most of the predicted models, besides 

those that incorporate the student loan attitudes. Thus, we can state that those with a 

higher time preference are more inclined to borrow money from the government, most 

probably to improve their present well-being. This argument is strengthened by the results 

found in table 11, as time preferences also play a significant and positive effect on the 

loan amount. Furthermore, the marginal results clearly show that those with a stronger 

focus on their present well-being, borrow more money from the government each month 

as well. These results contradict the findings of some papers (Tu, 2005; Eckel et al. 2007), 

which are precisely reasoned the other way around, namely that a focus on future well-

being should increase take-up of student loans. They reason that a student loan can give 

better job prospects in the future, which in turn improves future well-being. However, as 

mentioned before, the focus of the media with regards to student loans in the Netherlands 

is mostly on interest, repayment conditions and other factors that account for diminishing 

future well-being. Therefore, students with a low time preference might see the student 

loan as something that diminishes future well-being, instead of something that enhances 

future well-being. This strengthens the reasoning that a different framing of student loans, 

with more focus on the positive (future) aspects, could possibly have a very strong effect 

on take-up rates and on the amount borrowed each month.  

 Lastly, this paper attempts to analyse the effect of the attitude towards student loans 

in the Netherlands, hypothesizing that a more positive personal attitude and attitude 

towards the allocation of time results in a higher probability to take-up a student loan 

and/or the amount one borrows each month. Because of the questionable scale of the 

financial attitude, and its inclusion in the total attitude, it is not analysed separately. 

Nevertheless, the personal, time and overall attitude are highly positively significant in 

predicting the willingness to utilize student loans. In other words, the more favourable 
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one’s attitude towards the student loan, the more likely to take-up a student loan. There 

is no relationship with the amount borrowed each month, though. Still, having a more 

positive attitude towards student loans – comprising personal, time and financial aspects 

– positively influences the willingness to borrow money from the government. These 

results again highlight the importance of how the student loan is marketed towards 

students. A stronger focus on positive aspects, could also improve the overall attitude 

towards student loans, and as the results in table 10 show, a more positive attitude 

increases the willingness to utilize student loans. 

 

LIMITATIONS 

Obviously, the internal consistency of both the scale to measure debt aversion and the 

financial attitude poses an issue. Even though the six-item scale is adapted from early 

research by Davies & Lea (1995), it seems that it is not capable of measuring the same 

underlying concept in this sample. This, consequently, means it is not possible to draw 

valid conclusions with regards to debt aversion. Yet, even though the results show that 

some form of debt aversion is indeed an important predictor of the willingness to take-up 

a student loan, a more reliable scale is needed to accurately capture the effect of debt 

aversion. Similarly, the three items that are hypothesized to measure the financial attitude 

regarding student loans is also not reliable, yet less unexpected since this scale has not 

been studied before. It does mean however, that we cannot draw valid conclusions 

regarding the financial attitude, whilst these aspects are featured in the media quite often. 

Therefore, it would have been interesting to separately study this attitude. Moreover, all 

three separate attitude scales could pose issues since they have not been studied before. 

The statements are derived from the literature, but have not yet been used together as a 

scale. Even though the internal consistency of the personal, time and overall attitude with 

regards to student loans is acceptable, these scales should be studied more often to be 

validated that they measure the same underlying concept. 

 Drichoutis & Lusk (2012) argue that one MPL does not fully capture the full 

dimensionality of risk, and could thus also be a limitation. They say one should make use 

of two MPL’s to assess risk attitudes, one with changing probabilities, and one with 

changing outcomes. However, adding two multiple price lists to an online survey 

significantly increases completion time, which could discourage respondents to finish the 

survey. Results show that 30% of respondents who did not complete the survey, quit at 

the multiple price list. Nevertheless, others argue that there are different methods that are 
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more accurate at eliciting risk attitudes. For example, the trade-off method (Wakker & 

Deneffe, 1996) does not assume that respondents satisfy expected utility, but works under 

rank-dependent utility and prospect theory as well. Then again, this method is difficult to 

use accurately in online surveys without incentives. 

 With respect to discounting, the use of choice tasks can present some issues as well. 

Respondents could be prone to anchoring effects, and base their subsequent decisions on 

the first intertemporal choice they face (Green et al. 1998). Moreover, there are many 

forms of eliciting discount rate, each with their own advantages and disadvantages. The 

method used in this paper assumes discounted utility, whereas Frederick, Loewenstein & 

O’Donoghue (2002) argue that generalized or quasi-hyperbolic discounting are more 

accurate at eliciting intertemporal preferences. Thus, a more profound way of eliciting 

subjective discount rates could influence the results. 

 Also, the sample could pose some limitations. Although the sample in this paper is 

quite evenly distributed on important characteristics – gender, age, study phase, take-up 

rates and loan amounts – most of my colleagues, acquaintances and friends are from 

above-average social backgrounds, which is not representative of the true student 

population. Students that study in a lunch room close to the city center of Rotterdam 

might also have more monthly income due to parental support, but this might as well be 

due to borrowing or having a side-job. But, with around 700,000 higher education 

students in the Netherlands (CPB, 2016), the sample is not large enough to draw valid 

conclusions on the true student population. 

 Lastly, online survey research presents limitations in itself. Andrews et al. (2003) 

argue that receivers might see online surveys as spam, and thus could have a more 

negative attitude when filling in the survey. Similarly, receivers might find it annoying to 

receive multiple messages and thus rapidly fill it in, without paying close attention to the 

proposed questions. Furthermore, Lefever et al. (2007) found that respondents might not 

reflect their true opinion in online survey’s, which might lead to unreliable results. 

 

DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

As mentioned in the limitations, assessing behavioural motives should be done on a much 

larger scale to accurately draw conclusions on the true student population. Moreover, the 

significance of the results in this relatively small, but diverse, sample (271) make it an 

interesting direction for further research. If nation-wide researchers, such as 

ResearchNed, would incorporate such motives in their analyses thousands of students 
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would respond, which significantly increases the reliability of the data. Moreover, this 

analysis would comprise more students from higher vocational (HBO) education and 

respondents from all different backgrounds and social classes. 

 Besides studying the motives to (not) borrow from the government amongst higher 

education students that are already participating in the social loan system, it is interesting 

to see if these motives are also applicable for high school students who are starting their 

higher education in the following year. As argued by Griffith & Rothstein (2009) and 

Schwartz (1985), the non-take up of student loans negatively influences university 

enrolment. Since the ministry of education wants to make higher education accessible for 

each social class in the Netherlands, research on borrowing decisions as a barrier to 

education could be interesting. Also, ResearchNed (2015) states the continuation of 

education from vocational (MBO) to higher vocational (HBO) education is a problem for 

some students, because of financial motives. This could also depend on an aversion to 

debt, risk aversion or a low subjective discount rate. 

 As mentioned in the discussion of the results, it seems that the framing of student 

loans could play a role in take-up rates of students. Instead of the current frame – as a 

debt, with payment of interest – the student loan could be framed as an investment in your 

future, from which you gain future benefits. It is found that obtaining a bachelor’s degree 

increases your expected lifetime earnings by 1.66 relative to high school students 

(College Board, 2009), and is even higher for a master’s degree (1.97). Thus, the framing 

is not unrealistic. This type of ‘gains’ framing could counter debt aversion and low time 

preferences. Moreover, a similar framing but not with a gain in salary, but a loss in salary 

if one does not obtain education, could elicit loss aversion (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). 

With such an experiment, you would compare three groups and see how the framing 

influences the decisions of high school students to obtain a loan from the government. 

This could be a way for the ministry of education to improve take-up rates amongst 

prospective students.    
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6. CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this thesis is to understand the borrowing decisions of Dutch students 

from a behavioural perspective. More specifically, this thesis analyses the effect of debt 

aversion, risk aversion, time preferences and the attitude towards student loans. Since the 

academic year 2014-2015, the Dutch government has abolished the grant system in favour 

for the social loan system. At a time when the social loan system has received widespread 

criticisms, this research is especially significant. Also, many researchers have found that 

not taking-up a student loan has detrimental effects on the accessibility of higher 

education, student performance and study duration. Although many reasons have been 

studied to assess motives to (not) borrow money from the government, behavioural 

motives as such have not yet been analysed thoroughly. Additionally, with a zero percent 

interest rate and favourable repayment conditions, the student loan seems a good 

investment in one’s future. Therefore, this thesis conducted research amongst 271 

students from higher education to examine student loan behaviour in the Netherlands.  

 Data shows that some form of debt aversion negatively influences the willingness to 

utilize student loans, and is thus correlated with a lower take-up rate. Risk aversion 

negatively influences the decision concerning what amount to borrow each month, with 

risk averse individuals borrowing significantly less than risk seeking individuals. For both 

the take-up rates and monthly amounts, time preferences have a positive effect. This 

means that the higher the subjective discount rate, or the more focus on present well-

being, increases take-up rates of students as well as the amount they borrow each month. 

Finally, the attitude towards student loans is an important predictor of whether students 

utilize the student loan. Students with a more positive personal attitude, positive attitude 

towards the allocation of time and positive overall attitude, with respect to student loans, 

are more inclined to make use of the opportunity presented by the Dutch government. 

 These results indicate that inherent, behavioural motives are important predictors of 

student loan behaviour. Moreover, such motives are possibly susceptible to framing 

effects or other interference by the government. If such behavioural explanations could 

be the key to better understand student loan behaviour, it is important that these concepts 

and further implications are researched on a much wider scale. By then, we can accurately 

capture the effects of debt aversion, risk aversion, time preferences and student attitudes 

on student loan behaviour in the Netherlands.      
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APPENDIX 

A: SURVEY 

Beste lezer,   

 

Allereerst, bedankt voor het participeren in dit onderzoek! Door deze enquête in te vullen 

help je mee aan een onderzoek naar het leengedrag van studenten in Nederland. Er zijn 

geen goede of foute antwoorden, het gaat mij om jouw situatie en mening, dus antwoord 

alstublieft naar alle eerlijkheid. Er is geen tijdslimiet en alle enquêtes zullen anoniem 

behandeld worden.   

 

Het invullen van deze enquête duurt ongeveer 10 minuten. 

 

 

De volgende vragen hebben betrekking tot de opbouw van jouw financiële situatie 

 

Q1 Geef aan of je ouders je financieel steunen tijdens je studie (bv. een maandelijkse 

bijdrage, bekostigen van huur, collegegeld, etc.) 

 Ja 

 Nee 

 

Q2 Geef aan of je op dit moment een betaalde bijbaan hebt 

 Ja 

 Nee 

 

Display This Question: 

If Geef aan of je op dit moment een betaalde bijbaan hebt Ja Is Selected 

Q2a Geef aan hoeveel uur per maand je gemiddeld aan je bijbaan besteedt 

 

Q3 Geef aan of je op dit moment geld leent van de overheid (DUO) 

 Ja 

 Nee 
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Display This Question: 

If Geef aan of je op dit moment geld leent van de overheid (DUO) Ja Is Selected 

Q3a Geef aan hoeveel je op dit moment leent van de overheid (DUO) 

 < €250 

 €251 - 500 

 €501 - 750 

 > €750 

 

Q4 Geef aan of je je collegegeld zelf moet betalen 

 Ja 

 Nee 

 

Q5 Geef aan of je je huur zelf moet betalen 

 Ja 

 Nee 

 

 

Geef aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de volgende stellingen 

 

Q6 Het is per definitie fout om geld verschuldigd te zijn 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q7 Er is geen excuus om geld te lenen 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q8 Een schuld is tegenwoordig een belangrijk onderdeel van ieders leven 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 
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Q9 Je moet altijd eerst geld sparen voordat je iets koopt 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q10 Wanneer je eenmaal een schuld hebt, kom je hier moeilijk vanaf 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q11 Het is oké om een tekort te hebben op je lopende rekening (rood staan bij de bank) 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

 

In de volgende opdracht wordt er van je verwacht om je voorkeur voor Loterij A of Loterij 

B te geven.     

 

Toelichting: Loterij A wordt als volgt gepresenteerd: 10% €2,00 -- 90% €1,60   

 

Dit betekent dat wanneer je voor Loterij A kiest, je of €2,00 met 10% kans ontvangt, of 

dat je €1,60 met 90% kans ontvangt. Hetzelfde geldt voor Loterij B, alleen dan met 

verschillende waardes.       

 

Is alles duidelijk? Scroll dan naar beneden. 

 

**Wanneer je deze vragenlijst op je smartphone maakt adviseren wij om voor deze 

opdracht je telefoon te kantelen. 
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Q12 Geef je voorkeur aan voor Loterij A of Loterij B 

 Lottery A Lottery B  

10% €2,00 -- 90% €1,60 
    10% €3,85 -- 90% €0,10 

20% €2,00 -- 80% €1,60 
    20% €3,85 -- 80% €0,10 

30% €2,00 -- 70% €1,60 
    30% €3,85 -- 70% €0,10 

40% €2,00 -- 60% €1,60 
    40% €3,85 -- 60% €0,10 

50% €2,00 -- 50% €1,60 
    50% €3,85 -- 50% €0,10 

60% €2,00 -- 40% €1,60 
    60% €3,85 -- 40% €0,10 

70% €2,00 -- 30% €1,60 
    70% €3,85 -- 30% €0,10 

80% €2,00 -- 20% €1,60 
    80% €3,85 -- 20% €0,10 

90% €2,00 -- 10% €1,60 
    90% €3,85 -- 10% €0,10 

100% €2,00 -- 0% €1,60 
    100% €3,85 -- 0% €0,10 

 

 

 

 

In de volgende opdracht wordt er van je verwacht om je voorkeur voor Optie A of Optie 

B te geven. 

 

Toelichting: Optie A geeft een bedrag weer dat je vandaag ontvangt. Optie B geeft een 

bedrag weer dat je over een jaar ontvangt.  

 

Is alles duidelijk? Scroll dan naar beneden. 

 

**Wanneer je deze vragenlijst op je smartphone maakt adviseren wij om voor deze 

opdracht je telefoon te kantelen. 
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Q13 Geef je voorkeur aan voor Optie A of Optie B. 

 Optie A Optie B  

€1000 vandaag 
    

€1200 over een 

jaar 

€1000 vandaag 
    

€1400 over een 

jaar 

€1000 vandaag 
    

€1600 over een 

jaar 

€1000 vandaag 
    

€1800 over een 

jaar 

€1000 vandaag 
    

€2000 over een 

jaar 

€1000 vandaag 
    

€2200 over een 

jaar 

 

 

Q14 Geef je geslacht aan 

 Man 

 Vrouw 

 

Q15 Geef je leeftijd aan 

________________________________________ 

 

Q16 Geef je woonsituatie aan (DUO) 

 Thuiswonend 

 Uitwonend 

 

Q17a Geef aan of je studiefinanciering hebt ontvangen 

 Ja 

 Nee 

 

Q17b Geef aan of je een aanvullende beurs ontvangt 

 Ja 

 Nee 
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Q18 Geef aan of je ouders een universitaire opleiding hebben gevolgd (bachelor of 

master) 

 Geen van beide 

 Moeder 

 Vader 

 Beide 

 

Q19 Geef je huidige studiesituatie aan 

 HBO Bachelor 

 WO Bachelor 

 WO Pre-master 

 WO Master 

 

Q20 Geef het aantal jaar aan dat je studeert 

________________________________________ 

 

Q21 Door een studentenlening kan ik studeren 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q22 Door een studentenlening kan ik mijzelf een betere toekomst bieden (bv. betere baan, 

hoger inkomen) 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q23 Door een studentenlening heb ik betere studieprestaties (bv. betere cijfers, eerder 

afstuderen) 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 
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Q24 Door een studentenlening doe ik minder praktische werkervaring op 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q25 Door een studentenlening heb ik meer tijd voor extracurriculaire activiteiten 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q26 Door een studentenlening krijg ik later problemen met het verkrijgen van leningen 

(bv. hypotheek) 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q27 Door een studentenlening kan ik geld sparen voor later 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 

 

Q28 Door een studentenlening moet ik later een aanzienlijk bedrag aan rente betalen 

 Helemaal oneens 

 Oneens 

 Neutraal 

 Eens 

 Helemaal eens 
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B: CORRELATION MATRIX (CONTROL VARIABLES) 

 Gender Age Living Grant 
Supp 

grant 
Tuition Rent 

Parent 

support 

Parent 

educ 

Side 

job 
Hours Educ Duration 

Gender 1.000             

Age 0.084 1.000            

Living -0.015 0.321 1.000           

Grant -0.005 0.499 0.355 1.000          

Supp 

grant 
0.140 -0.056 -0.028 0.002 1.000         

Tuition -0.104 0.160 0.005 0.097 0.199 1.000        

Rent -0.004 0.238 0.595 0.274 -0.005 0.227 1.000       

Parent 

support 
0.041 -0.144 -0.033 0.028 -0.279 -0.547 -0.174 1.000      

Parent 

educ 
0.105 0.019 0.232 -0.004 -0.149 -0.153 0.012 0.169 1.000     

Side job -0.064 0.002 -0.049 0.022 0.034 0.106 -0.011 -0.073 -0.091 1.000    

Hours -0.044 -0.054 -0.101 0.015 -0.023 0.086 -0.019 0.032 -0.105 0.738 1.000   

Educ 0.083 0.453 0.135 0.272 -0.101 -0.019 0.149 0.094 -0.032 -0.024 -0.110 1.000  

Duration 0.044 0.824 0.320 0.491 -0.075 0.114 0.255 -0.112 0.011 0.050 -0.024 0.502 1.000 
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