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Figure 1. Total credit to households as a percentage of GDP. Source: BIS
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Figure 2. The size and growth rate of household credit and GDP. Source: Bank of Korea
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Table 1

Table 1. Descriptive statistics

Categories Variables Definnition Mean St.d. Max Min
HTC Household total credit(Bill Won) 1,205,305 380,621 1,870,614 665,394
DVZE?;;}Z‘S“ HML Mortgage loans (Bill Won) 630,721 208,609 1,007,871 343,799
HOC Others credit (Bill Won) 574,584 172,342 878,374 321,595
GDP GDP (Bill Won) 410017 50,614 493520 324,826
HPX Housing price index(100=Jan,22) 71.3 11.3 100.8 56.9
Independent TFR 25~49y Population(Thousand) 19,798 724 21,011 18,455
variables IRT Interest rate of total credit(%) 43 1.3 75 2.6
IRM Interest rate of mortgage(%) 4.0 1.3 7.3 24

IRO Interest rate of others credit(%) 47 1.3 7.7 2.8
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Figure 3. Dynamics of logarithmic (level) value of the sample variables
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ZHAdE] S
AsA AL S
Arguisg Afelo] AR <
o]& ]3| Table 20149} o]

A

Ao Z FEE 4 & WHee TgYsith
grslojof st Z e (unit root) AAS T
2 9l %3174 (multi-collinearity) FAlo] i
| o] &3 AALGAE S 9 HAES

(ot

1%
2
oo
ot

3ol o] A Afole] ARAAE HAESIY taddy TAE odstauxt sk
ADF, PP, KPSS Al 7}A w9+ AAS Falstal 1 23S Table 20] Lokt o] & B,
FERFELS BT A AAde)a MaE MFES 25 AAH AAIR Yt
WEE Abo] o] ARG Table 30 QoFallEtd], o] B2 BH AWy FF0] 08 o]Ao =
Oeaddel $eEe Wy dAle 25 aldsdl dRT9E dIRM(CYEA15=0.9726), dIRM7

dIRO( 2 A4]92=0.8935), dIRO9} dIRT(H¥A5=0.9695) A =o|t} Fe¥IyE F7HAAEHTC), F
& PEIEE U BARYE &
frEth ohelh o] 2 ou]A BAe] ¥’y 24 o]Fok FAARJIAKVIF) FAS S5t BE
AA 9] GadddE AFsRE Sk
Table 2. Results of unit root tests

Categories HTC HML HOC GDP HPX TFR IRT IRM IRO
2.110 0.923 2436 0.666 0.574 0.106 2.133 2332 1.950

A Level

D

E Rate of 3.181 2.041 3.887 7.075 3.503 3355 5233 5.480 4.898
change wk Fkk wekk *k wk Kkk Fkk Fekk

1.199 0.601 1.389 0.672 1.077 1.251 1.768 1.902 1.708

P Level

p Rate of 6.325 6.246 5.805 7.090 2943 3.388 5233 5.444 4.880
change wkk kk Kk Fkk Kk wk Hekk Fekk Fedk

K Level 0.963 0.964 0.959 0.952 0.899 0.958 0.781 0.764 0.780

P ve Fekk Hokk Fekk Heokk Kokk wokk Hkk Hekk Fekk

S Rate of 0.233 0.145 0.182 0.118 0.230 0.265 0419 0.608 0.357

S change * *k *

Note: The symbols ***  ** and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.

Table 3. Correlations between variables

Variables dGDP dHPX dTFR dIRT dIRM dIRO
dGDP 1 0.1953 -0.0607 0.0464 0.0181 0.0794
dHPX 1 -0.3683 0.3460 0.3924 0.2749
dTFR 1 -0.0434 -0.0328 -0.0576
dIRT 1 0.9726 0.9695
dIRM 1 0.8935
dIRO 1
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AFA QAL ApolE adsty] 8 F7HAAE@HTC), FHE & HML), EstE 2 Fviil
4 % J7]EHEdHOC)Y] Al 7HA] WS dAsr AL rE AAdAEY 2 AMFHES
L | S8l AASE Myl BAGEEWAGDP), FE7FA(HPX), T8 Aabgte] A H(25~49

1%
ol

o
N

Al A EEAFATFR), 223 2} 3ol F-&ete w2 Wad S7HAWES 2R, THw
RojE52(RM), 7B ES2(RO) W5 AAskqlth 22]a 4 3., 32), 33) F484&
o]-&3sto] I EAS FAsAUTE olFA VIREIS 75T off= JHAdE date] HEFE
BARER AN A A, ATEAIA 89 Sol A E Ulﬂ% 35 Alasta, gEee
HEands 7 FFHeE A7) ol
dHTC, = 3, + B,dGDP, + B,dHPX, + 3,dTFR, + 3,dIRT, + ¢, (3.1)
dHML, = 3, + 3,dGDP, + B,dHPX, + B;dTFR, + 3,dIRM, + e, (3.2
dHOC, = B, + B,dGDP, + B,dHPX, + B;dTFR, + 3,dIRO, + ¢, (3.3)
g, 2008 =Y F597] olF F8AIE EQ AMbA dtet ol olojxat AiE A7)
SEE g g AeF dicks AXNYT THAIdE FREeA e FEdRgiEe] g LTV 9
DTI & FAS ¢3lels oz &3k vbd, 20103t S o] F 77]8Ho] ghalaf«|
FE7A o] gEatat ofo] t&ate] FHH R E] g LTV, DT, DSR 5 tE11AlE Z3}al
gk ojek 22 JHdE #H T Aol JHARA P4 oW FFE MAHEAE £
938, 99 ji_zg@ of AA YuwsE Frtete] BAEYth & LTV 2 DT 5 u&A7 93t

H A17120104d 371 ~201613 427D)ell 19 S 7HA= Dum_up W5t EFAI7F A3kE A7)
2017\ 47 ~2022ki 287Dl 19] 35 7FA= Dum_down WS A2 Frlste] spAHE
HHE A A=A A ERE A5

4.1 3AEH A=

TIARA e R HaAFY FH AT Table 494 2k AAE7 29
AE(dGDP) Rt FE 74X S(dHPX) £.910] /AN S(HTC) 7ol v &3}
o2 eyttt 53], FE7HAAAHPX) 2900 W3t FAA ) At A woaE
ZE Atk ek 25~494 ATHATFR)7} vﬂo}ﬂi F7HAZE(dHTC) TR} S7hete AL
wrh g9, diETE 299 A9, EFUARTMO) &5 FEFRAESHIM S 47

*7%741 A-4(dHTC)o| Y 7]} E(HOO) O WA= F & ERsie)

71—“55363 FAANE AR BH, 424 VIF S 1.040~1446 702 thET49 7154
& glo] ®elvh oAk DW(Durbm Watson) #+¢] 031~0.78 70 & S vhA] e 23t A
Ade] &9 A7)dFo] &gt Ee FEHHYEWAML) 239 49 J-B(Jarque-Bera) patol
0.01% kel A5t Q7o) FshA ekol mye] weto] A g ajrh

T
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Table 4. Regression analysis result of basic model

Dependent variable = Dependent variable =

dHTC Dependent variable = dHML JHOC
Coef. t-stat VIF Coef. t-stat VIF Coef. t-stat VIF
Intercept 0.0211 10.47%** - 0.0208  9.506%** - 0.0215  7.812%** -
dGDP 0.1574 1.833* 1.040 0.0230 0.246 1.045 0.3090 2.428%* 1.041
dHPX 03121  4.780***  1.370 02373  3252%** 1446 03947  4.206%**  1.289
dTFR 35049  3.957%*  1.168 2.3593 2.439%* 1.178 48195  3.685***  1.160
dIRT(M/O) -0.0032 -1.188 1.147 -0.0058 -1.882% 1.208 -0.0001 -0.020 1.085
Ad. R’ 0.3520 0.1383 0.3416
D-W 0.56 0.31 0.78
J-B 0.85 0.01%** 0.20

Note: See the note of Table 2.

Table 5. Regression analysis result of optimal model (Prais-Winsten estimation)

Dependent variable = dHTC Dependent variable = dHML Dependent variable = dHOC

Coef. t-stat VIF Coef. t-stat VIF Coef. t-stat VIF
Intercept 0.0156  4.250%** - 0.0157  4.253%%* - 0.0172 3.958%** -
dGDP 0.1194  2.999*** 1040  0.0379 1.041 1.045 0.2097 2.616%* 1.041
dHPX 0.2794 4.951%%% 1.370 0.2639 5.054%%% 1.446 0.3248 3.062%** 1.289
dTFR 0.9457 1.237 1.168 0.5303 0.7586 1.178 2.2456 1.556 1.160
dIRT(M/O) 0.0019 1.372 1.147 -0.0028 2.217*%* 1.208 0.0059 2.320%* 1.085
Ad. R’ 0.7994 0.8049 0.6538
D-W 1.97 2.00 1.89
J-B 0.89 0.92 0.67

Note: See the note of Table 2.

2 AT E AT A 55 gststr] s JwhehH Al H (generalized least squares;
GLS)9| ahel Z#o] 29128l (Prais, Winsten, 1954) 57 g3to] A =R =g,
Table 59 QoFH HARY FAANE BA, A 7HA F5E5 Zdo)M Ad. R? #ol 0.654~0.805

FO =2 YER Table 49 7|22 FAAFART diee] /fjHE 2S¢ F Ark 53], D-W
grol 1.89~2.00 FEo 2 Rt FAte] 27 EAZE A A E A0, IB pak Al AL
it xe] FHteE s gk

Table 59 FA4A35 sAs) B, FE7HAWHPX) B 74 A147$(dGDP) ¥5o] 7HAtZE 53t
T8 89dolgte AL & F AUtk &, FE/HAAHPX)C] dEstH F7HAAS(HTC), T B
Z(dHML), 71EFE(dHOC) & Al 714 =W 9] 7}741%113 oAl Sobett) ol FevkA A
o] MR Sk Sad aclolgte As onlst, FertAe] stetstd JHAFA I 2
T Advke As ongth aga A A8 4-E(dGDP)©] 27}0}‘34 72 $(dHTC) ¥ 7]E}
(dHOC)o] ot F7hske Ao ® yetwth of 22 Adbes AAA ol 7He FA4e
& SAske Z3h doH, B4V A7ldE ZHAFAE AT v Als on gt

gk, 25~494 Q15-(dTFR)7} 7}7:H~rxH°ﬂ A Qe VI R s 9y O gk s B
HE oz gtk A7t el wEE kvl da, JedEe t
(1.556)0] AHEE Ao Fo3 52 olrh aga thEFE(dIRTM/0)) 2]
2 dRM)7} A4S FETROEWHIMS 247128, 71 e &5 (dRO) &
Z(dHOO)S 2.38]8 F7tate], A= F7HA14]-&(dHTC)el “416& T EHE va E%Uéﬂt}.
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42. FURRYE FA9) AN TS 2H
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FHAF dETFAGAY 248 B4 = e guds
1 FAALE Table 6°] 29k t)

_‘T_
FEFRHE A 3k (Dum_up) H 3HDum_down)E °|v]Ek=
3]

CusEzE kel Table 59 Aol F7heo] glorn, A71dd EAZF YehbA =% A
Zylo]=-glat W o R FAskg

Table 6 F443E WY, TS T2} AAgd 5 FHFRYSAHML)C] o3 ¥
Foz frofd dFE FE S 49T F Uk 53, FEEH A1) R AAEA 2
(2.636)7F ZA YebEd, olE FERENE FEE Foledl FHUE A AAo] A AE
gt g FEE A VEdE FRE FoF dFE FA ¥ FUHAE dg
a7 Fr FHHRdE S TS F= T8 FHA Aol

Table 6. Regression analysis result of policy effect model (Prais-Winsten estimation)
Dum_up dummy

Dependent variable = dHTC  Dependent variable = dHML  Dependent variable = dHOC

Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat
Intercept 0.0143 4,458 %% 0.0142 4.273%%% 0.0156 3.483 %
dGDP 0.1256 3.170%** 0.0430 1.209 0.2160 2.669%*
dHPX 0.2746 4,948 %% 0.2598 5.128%** 0.3234 3.066%**
dTFR 1.0356 1.384 0.5258 0.777 2.3769 1.658
dIRT(M/O) 0.0018 1.320 -0.0031 -2.540%* 0.0060 2.358%*
Dum_up 0.0045 1.988* 0.0046 2.195%* 0.0046 1.185
Ad. R? 0.8052 0.8167 0.6533
D-W 1.97 1.97 1.88
J-B 0.94 0.92 0.85

Dum_down dummy

Dependent variable = dHTC  Dependent variable = dHML  Dependent variable = dHOC

Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat
Intercept 0.0161 4.623% %% 0.0171 5.548%*%* 0.0177 4.063%**
dGDP 0.1126 2.706%** 0.0142 0.393 0.0751 2.435%%
dHPX 0.2924 4.867%%* 0.3084 5.856%** 0.4700 3.011%**
dTFR 0.9598 1.244 0.4751 0.713 2.270 1.553
dIRT(M/O) 0.0016 1.148 -0.0036 -2.896%** 0.0056 2.152%*
Dum_down -0.0016 -0.639 -0.0058 -2.636%* -0.0016 -0.358
Ad. R’ 0.7951 0.8232 0.6459
D-W 1.95 1.98 1.87
J-B 0.85 0.82 0.67

Note: See the note of Table 2.
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An Empirical Analysis of the Determinants of Household Debt in Korea"
Dong-Woo Ko, Seong-Min Yoor?

Abstract

South Korea’s household debt is an important subject of research because it is
constantly increasing in size and relatively large compared to other countries. In this study,
the determinants of household debt are analyzed from the perspective of economic
environment and policy factors. To this end, regression analysis was performed household
debt and explanatory variable time series data from Q4 2007 to Q3 2022. The main results
obtained from the empirical analysis are as follows. First, economic growth supports
households’ ability to afford debt. Second, the housing asset price factor contributed to the
increase in household debt. Third, mortgage lending decreases when loan interest rates rise,
but the effect of interest rate on aggregate credit is somewhat unclear. Fourth, the
suppression and relaxation of housing lending through regulation has a significant impact on
the size of mortgage lending. The results of this analysis suggest the following policy
implications. First of all, in order to manage household debt, it is necessary to stabilize
housing prices through housing loan policies. In addition, stable real economic management
is required to support households’ ability to afford debt. And managing household debt
requires appropriate monetary policy and the operation of housing loan regulations.

Keywords : Household debt, Economic growth, Housing prices, Loan interest rate, Loan
regulation policy.
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