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ABSTRACT 

 
This paper examines the influence of VA education benefits on beneficiary enrollment by 

analyzing the specific effects of the Post-9/11 GI Bill’s Yellow Ribbon Program. Existing 

scholarship studies the Post-9/11 GI Bill’s positive effect on benefit take-up rates, educational 

attainment, and retention among beneficiaries since its ratification in 2008. The Yellow Ribbon 

Program is a subsidiary of the Post-9/11 GI Bill that provides additional tuition subsidies, beyond 

the amounts of the core benefit, to recipients at participating institutions. This program makes 

private and out-of-state institutions more affordable by allowing institutions to partially fund 

tuition costs exceeding Post-9/11 GI Bill thresholds. This study uses individual-level data from the 

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA), collected in 2014 and 2015, and institution-level data 

from the 2014-2015 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) to study the impact 

of Yellow Ribbon Program tuition subsidies on beneficiary enrollment at over 1,850 participating 

institutions. Relying on the results from multivariate regressions, this study examines the impact 

of VA-sponsored tuition subsidies on the number of beneficiaries enrolled in a given institution. I 

explore whether a higher proportion of tuition funded through the Yellow Ribbon Program, thus 

fewer out-of-pocket tuition expenses for individuals, increases the proportion of beneficiaries 

enrolled. The institutions included in this study are Yellow Ribbon Program participants, with the 

number of beneficiary students acting as the dependent variable. Other independent regression 

variables predicted to impact beneficiary enrollment include: tuition costs, institution location, 

institution selectivity, and whether an institution has dedicated student veteran/beneficiary support. 
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I hypothesize that more generous Yellow Ribbon Program tuition subsidies correlate with higher 

relative beneficiary populations at participating institutions. The Yellow Ribbon Program cost 

$185 million US dollars ($3,824.92 per beneficiary) in 2015 alone, so it is important to understand 

how and through which channels the program influences beneficiary enrollment choices (US 

Department of Veterans Affairs 2018). This understanding can enhance the program’s 

effectiveness for employment opportunities, educational attainment, and the livelihoods of 

veterans, service members, and their families.	

 My findings reveal a statistically significant and positive relationship between out-of-

pocket tuition costs and beneficiary enrollment. In all baseline regression models, doubling out-

of-pocket tuition costs is associated with a 5-10% increase in beneficiary enrollment in an 

institution (𝑖). While this result seems counterintuitive, it is likely that beneficiaries receive aid 

other than VA-sponsored tuition subsidies, making a given institution more affordable than it 

appears in these data. I believe the omitted variable of institutional grants offered to beneficiaries 

prior to enrollment conflates the effect of Yellow Ribbon Program subsidies in this study.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

During fiscal year 2014-2015, the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) distributed 

$1.15 billion USD of education benefits to one million Post-9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries. (VA Annual 

Education Benefits Report 2015, 8, 10). During this same period, the VA spent $185 million 

specifically on the Yellow Ribbon Program, distributing an average of $3,824.92 per beneficiary 

(US Department of Veterans Affairs 2018). To date, research about the Post-9/11 GI Bill has 

shown positive take-up rates compared to its predecessor, the Montgomery GI Bill (Martorell and 

Bergman 2013; Steele et al. 2011; see Figure A3.1 in Appendix 3). However, there has been little 

research on the specific impact of the Yellow Ribbon Program, save for anecdotal focus groups 

reflecting positively on the program’s benefit structure (Steele et al. 2011, 35; P. Martorell, 

personal communication, October 13, 2017). Education benefits represent an impactful sector of 

the overall benefit package available to veterans, active military members, and their families (P. 

Martorell, personal communication, October 13, 2017). For example, veterans using the Post-9/11 

GI Bill are more likely to be enrolled in college (e.g., Kleykamp 2013). Furthermore, expanded 

generosity of the Post-9/11 GI Bill compared to its predecessor, the Montgomery GI Bill, has 

encouraged take-up rates among recipients (Martorell and Bergman 2013; see Figure A3.1 in 

Appendix 3). The Yellow Ribbon Program varies in intensity across and within institutions, yet 

no study has determined the specific impact of this benefit on enrollment or educational attainment.  

 To address the existing research gap, this paper examines the impact of Yellow Ribbon 

Program tuition subsidies on beneficiary enrollment at participating institutions, after accounting 

for Post-9/11 GI Bill tuition thresholds. Though no research has specifically studied the Yellow 

Ribbon Program, there are statistically significant, positive impacts of tuition grants on college 

enrollment through merit scholarship programs (Cornwell et al. 2006; Farrell and Kienzl 2009; 
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Angrist et al. 2016; Shell 2016). For instance, tuition scholarships in Nebraska boost enrollment 

and persistence, with randomly-selected scholarship winners 13 percentage points more likely to 

enroll in college (Angrist et al. 2016, 19). Enrollment gains are larger among nonwhite 

applications, first-generation college students, and students with the lowest grades and test scores 

in the sample (Angrist et al. 2016, 19; Cornwell et al. 2006). The effect of merit scholarship 

subsidies on this subgroup is relevant because 62% of Post-9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries are first-

generation college students (NCSL 2014). Furthermore, scholarships improve the quality of 

institution in which a beneficiary decides to enroll (Bruce and Carruthers 2014; Barr 2016). 

Though the Yellow Ribbon Program is not a state merit-based scholarship, the basic principle of 

how non-need based tuition aid influences enrollment informs our understanding of this program.  

 My hypothesis is that lower out-of-pocket tuition costs due to higher Yellow Ribbon 

Program grants results in a larger number of beneficiaries enrolled in a given institution. However, 

factors such as institution selectivity and non-VA tuition grants also influence enrollment choices. 

Beneficiaries likely receive additional tuition aid other than the Yellow Ribbon Program, but I 

cannot control for this variable. Therefore, the effect of institutional grants may obscure the effect 

of Yellow Ribbon Program grants. The Post-9/11 GI Bill’s in-kind transfers, in contrast with the 

Montgomery GI Bill’s conditional cash transfers, affect relative prices of education for 

beneficiaries, incentivizing their enrollment at more expensive institutions. However, it remains 

unclear how much institutional grants, which comprised 80% of all grants in 2014-2015, contribute 

to enrollment decisions of beneficiaries.  

 This study’s empirical findings contradict my initial hypothesis; the data show a positive 

relationship between out-of-pocket tuition expenses and beneficiary enrollment. On average, 

doubling out-of-pocket tuition expenses is associated with a 5% increase in beneficiaries enrolled. 
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Between 2011 and 2017, institutional aid grew by 32%, which illuminates why a beneficiary may 

choose a more expensive school: perhaps the institution offered scholarships other than the Yellow 

Ribbon Program to incentivize enrollment (College Board 2017, 3). Unfortunately, these data sets 

do not include institutional grants, a key omitted variable that could confound the relationship 

between out-of-pocket tuition costs and beneficiary enrollment.   

 Due to the scope and economic extent of the Yellow Ribbon Program, it is important to 

discern whether the program encourages enrollment at participating institutions beyond the effects 

of the Post-9/11 GI Bill at large. This study can inform beneficiaries, institutions, the US 

Department of Veterans Affairs, and lawmakers about what motivates beneficiaries to enroll in 

postsecondary institutions where tuition costs exceed Post-9/11 GI Bill thresholds. At the very 

least, this paper highlights research gaps and the need for further analysis of whether the Yellow 

Ribbon Program has the desired effect on enrollment and attainment. For example, higher 

published Yellow Ribbon rates may incentivize beneficiaries to apply, but external aid packages 

offered upon acceptance might encourage enrollment.  
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BACKGROUND 
 
About the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

Congress signed the Post-9/11 GI Bill into law through the Post-9/11 Veterans Educational 

Assistance Act of 2008. The Post-9/11 GI Bill replaced the Montgomery GI Bill in favor of up-

front tuition payments directly to schools, a monthly living stipend, and a yearly book allowance. 

Tuition payments equal the full cost of in-state tuition for public institutions and up to $22,805.34 

(in 2017-2018) for private and foreign schools. The monthly living stipend is the equivalent of E-

5 with dependents Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) amounts according to the institution’s zip 

code. For example, an in-residence student at Harvard University receives $3,060 per month that 

she is enrolled in at least a half-time course load (Defense Travel Management Office website 

2017). For online-only programs, a recipient receives a standard rate of $840.50 per month, while 

foreign school students receive a flat rate of $1681 per month (VA Post-9/11 GI Bill website 2017). 

Active duty members and spouses of active duty members using their benefits do not qualify for 

monthly housing allowances, as they already receive a BAH according to current rank and duty 

station. A recipient is due the housing stipend for the prorated dates that she is enrolled in classes 

according to a school’s official academic calendar. Lastly, beneficiaries receive $41.67 per credit 

hour for books up to a maximum of $1000 each academic year. Tuition payments go directly to 

institutions, while housing and book allowances go directly to beneficiaries.  

A recipient eligible for 100% of benefits earns these payments for 36 total months if she 

served at least three years of active duty service after September 10, 2001. If a member served at 

least 30 days of continuous service on active duty after September 10, 2001 and separated due to 

a service-connected disability, she receives 100% of benefits. A member receives a prorated 

number of months of eligibility if she served less than three years on active duty after September 
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10, 2001. Any discharge from the service other than “honorable” nullifies eligibility for benefits. 

Table 1 provides a basic summary of the Post-9/11’s GI Bill Education Benefits.  

Table 1. Summary of Post-9/11 GI Bill Benefits 
Adapted from a table on the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs website. 

INDIVIDUALS SERVING AN AGGREGATE 
ACTIVE DUTY PERIOD AFTER SEPT. 10, 2001 OF: 

PERCENTAGE OF MAXIMUM 
BENEFIT PAYABLE 

TRANSFER ELIGIBILITY 
TO DEPENDENTS* 

At least 36 months 100% Yes 

At least 30 continuous days and discharged due to  
service-connected disability 

100% Yes 

At least 30 months, but < 36 months 90% No 

At least 24 months, but < 24 months 80% No 

At least 18 months, but < 24 months 70% No 

At least 12 months, but < 18 months 60% No 

At least 6 months, but < 12 months 50% No 

At least 3 months, but < 6 months 40% No 

*A member must agree to serve more than four years in order to qualify for the option to transfer her Post-9/11 GI 
Bill to dependent beneficiaries (children/spouse). 
 
 Each university has its own benefit certification process, but broadly an eligible student 

applies for benefits through her institution. The institution certifies a student’s degree program and 

class schedule before forwarding her information to the VA. The VA releases tuition payments to 

the school and the remaining allowances to individual beneficiaries.  

What is the Yellow Ribbon Program? 

 The Yellow Ribbon GI Education Enhancement Program (“Yellow Ribbon Program”) is a 

provision of the Post-9/11 GI Bill that provides additional funds to recipients attending 

participating private schools, foreign schools, and public schools as out-of-state students. At many 

private and foreign institutions, the Post-9/11 GI Bill’s threshold of $22,805.34 only partially funds 

tuition. For instance, the national tuition average for private institutions during the 2014-2105 

academic year (in today’s dollars) was $37,424 (National Center for Education Statistics 2017). 

The Yellow Ribbon Program enables beneficiaries to better afford the tuition at private institutions 
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by matching additional funds pledged by schools toward costs exceeding Post-9/11 GI Bill 

thresholds.  

Scope and Intent of the Program 

In fiscal year 2014-2015, VA education benefits served approximately one million 

beneficiaries through $12 billion distributed over seven programs, principally the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill (VA Annual Education Benefits Report 2015). In budget information and usage reports, the 

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs only describes the Yellow Ribbon Program as a subsidiary 

of the Post-9/11 GI Bill. The Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act of 2008 introduced 

the Yellow Ribbon Program to allow institutions to voluntarily enter into an agreement with the 

VA to partially fund tuition amounts exceeding those payable under the Post-9/11 GI Bill (U.S. 

Department of Veterans Affairs Yellow Ribbon Program Information Pamphlet 2017). Therefore, 

the Yellow Ribbon Program is neither compulsory nor binding for the participating institutions. 

Institutions decide how many dollars to contribute per academic year and the VA matches the 

contribution, not to exceed 50% of the difference between the maximum payable amount and a 

school’s tuition costs. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 The Post-9/11 GI Bill is the most significant increase of veteran education benefits since 

the Second World War (Steele et al. 2011, iii). The Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act 

of 2008 (the “Post-9/11 GI Bill”) nearly doubled the average maximum benefit level of its 

predecessor, the Montgomery GI Bill (Barr 2015). A limited body of research analyzes veteran 

educational attainment since the introduction of the Post-9/11 GI Bill. The evidence to date is not 

comprehensive but does reveal that take-up rates have increased as a result of the benefit changes 

between the Montgomery and Post-9/11 GI Bills. Post-9/11 GI Bill studies address the bill 

generally, but do not analyze effects of the Yellow Ribbon Program on veteran enrollment or 

educational attainment. Research examines the impact of the Post-9/11 GI Bill on military 

recruiting and retention. However, there exists very little scholarship about the direct influence of 

the Yellow Ribbon Program on veteran enrollment in institutions of higher education. 

 To begin, some concepts and terms require clarification in the context of this paper. The 

Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act of 2008 is abbreviated the “Post-9/11 GI Bill.” 

Additionally, I refer to the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs as the “VA.” Henceforth, the 

Yellow Ribbon Program shall take the abbreviation “YRP.” The background information 

presented in this paper centers on beneficiaries in private institutions, since individuals attending 

public institutions no longer require additional tuition grants. Since the ratification of the Veterans' 

Access to Care through Choice, Accountability, and Transparency Act of 2014 (in effect for the 

2015-2016 school year), beneficiaries receive resident tuition rates at public institutions, regardless 

of their official states of residency (S.2450 2017). In other words, GI Bill beneficiaries are treated 

as “in-state” students at public institutions; therefore, the VA covers 100% of tuition costs. Much 

of the academic literature on the Post-9/11 GI Bill incorporates its comparison with the 
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Montgomery GI Bill or other current VA education benefits (Barr 2015; Barr 2016; Martorell and 

Bergman 2013). This study does not compare previous or contemporary benefits; rather, it 

considers the influence of the Yellow Ribbon Program on veteran enrollment in domestic 

institutions.  

Existing Literature on the GI Bill: Usage and Enrollment 

 Research after 2008 reveals statistically significant effects of increased benefits on take-up 

rates of education benefits. Simon, Negrusa, and Warner (2010) study veterans separating from 

the military between 1998 and 2005 and find a half a percentage point increase in benefit usage 

for each $1000 of additional Montgomery GI Bill benefits. They collected these data between 1998 

and 2005, before the adoption of the Post-9/11 GI Bill/YRP, but it does relate to this report in that 

they determine that increased benefits have a positive effect on enrollment.    

Barr (2015) introduces new evidence on how a dramatic increase in benefits associated 

with the Post-9/11 GI Bill affects the decisions of older, non-traditional students. Barr uses a 

differences-in-differences strategy to estimate the effect of the benefit structure change between 

the Montgomery and Post-9/11 GI Bills on veteran educational choices. He explains that overall 

enrollment increased since 2008 due to the new bill’s more robust benefits and altered benefit 

design. For separated veterans using benefits in 2009, the Post-9/11 GI Bill has a one percentage 

point increase on the likelihood of enrolling in a private institution (Barr 2015). His findings 

suggest that veterans enroll in more expensive institutions as a result of the Post-9/11 GI Bill. This 

basic hypothesis about increased relative benefits and enrollment choices lays the framework for 

my study. Unlike Barr’s research, however, this study takes a cross-sectional approach, evaluating 

the hypothesis that more robust YRP packages correlate with higher beneficiary enrollment. 
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The Post-9/11 GI Bill: Labor Market Choices and Considerations 

Kleykamp (2012) examines the reintegration of veterans into civilian life through the 

lenses of unemployment, earnings, and college enrollment. Kleykamp is particularly interested in 

the unique characteristics of veterans that affect educational choices, unemployment, and earnings, 

using interaction terms to bifurcate consequences of service for different categories of veterans. 

She finds that veterans using the Post-9/11 GI Bill are more likely to enroll in college than their 

comparable civilian peers. Kleykamp calls for further research on the quality of education and 

academic achievement by veterans using the Post-9/11 GI Bill. This is unsurprising, given that she 

analyzes data collected in the two years immediately following the Post-9/11 GI Bill’s ratification.  

Martorell and Bergman (2013) emphasize the importance of determining if VA education 

benefits ease transition into the civilian labor force. They note future challenges for policymakers 

in constrained budget environments to understand exactly how these costly programs affect 

recipients. The perceived complexity of VA education benefit structures, including which benefits 

to choose and how to use them, confuses many beneficiaries and hinders take-up rates (Martorell 

and Bergman 2013, ix; Wenger et al. 2017, 13; Steele et al. 2011, 36; Figure A3.2 in Appendix 3).  

GI Bill Benefits: Military Recruiting and Retention  

Simon, Negrusa, and Warner (2010) examine the effects of education benefits on military 

recruiting and retention, finding a positive relationship between increased benefits and higher 

separation rates from the military. This research suggests that increased benefits initially attract 

members to military service but require higher accession in order to maintain a requisite force, 

since members separate to use their benefits. Supporting this research, in a 2014 survey, 74% of 

respondents indicated that the Post-9/11 GI Bill was an “important” or “very important” reason for 

joining the military (Blue Star 2014). The authors employ a dynamic programming model to 
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display how changing military benefits will affect the composition of military recruits.  Barr (2016) 

explains that many recruits qualify academically for college but are unable to afford tuition due to 

credit constraints, thus driving them to enlist. Therefore, this research links academic benefits to 

force composition.  

Wenger et al. (2017) find that the Post-9/11 GI Bill has modest positive effects on the 

quality of enlistees; the researchers define “quality” as recruits with high qualifying exams and 

some college. The same RAND study reveals a 1-to-3 percentage point drop in overall continuation 

rates as a result of the Post-9/11 GI Bill; decreases in continuation rates are slighter for members 

who transfer their education benefits to dependents. This research provides valuable information 

to the Department of Defense about personnel retention strategies and recruiting information.  

Higher Education, Scholarships, and Enrollment 

 A plethora of scholarship studies the impact of merit-based scholarship on college 

enrollment and educational attainment for students attending college immediately after high 

school. While this population of interest does not include veterans, the research has implications 

for hypotheses estimating a positive effect of tuition subsidies on enrollment. Empirical evidence 

indicates positive effects of tuition grants on college enrollment in states with merit scholarship 

programs (Cornwell et al. 2006; Farrell and Kienzl 2009; Angrist et al. 2016; Shell 2016). For 

instance, Angrist et al. (2016) update a randomized econometric evaluation of a merit-based 

scholarship in Nebraska on public university enrollment and attainment. Similarly, Shell (2016) 

finds that reductions in the Georgia HOPE scholarship in 2011 from 100% in-state tuition subsidies 

to 75% in-state tuition subsidies reduces the number of students enrolled in four-year colleges. 

Shell (2016) affirms that HOPE scholarship tuition cutbacks drive some students in lower income 

percentiles from four-year institutions to community colleges and technical schools. This research 
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aligns with veteran-specific findings that the more robust Post-9/11 GI Bill encourages veterans to 

pursue degree at costlier institutions (Barr 2016). With this paper, I intend to fill a research gap by 

examining specifically how the Yellow Ribbon Program influences beneficiary enrollment choices 

and whether observable trends remain consistent at both public and private universities.  
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HYPOTHESIS 

 Synthesizing the findings of prior research, I hypothesize that fewer out-of-pocket tuition 

expenses should increase enrollment in an institution (𝑖) for Yellow Ribbon Program recipients. 

Barr (2015) shows that the Post-9/11 GI Bill’s in-kind transfers result in higher benefit usage 

compared to the Montgomery GI Bill’s conditional cash transfers. The YRP offers tuition subsidies 

to make tuition more affordable for recipients, with the cost split between institutions and the VA. 

Martorell and Bergman (2013) explain that increased relative benefits under the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

compared to the previous Montgomery GI Bill result in higher proportions of beneficiaries taking 

up the benefit. The statistical analyses in this paper control for independent variables of interest 

that likely affect the decisions of Post-9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries. In doing so, I expect to see a 

positive relationship between the intensity of YRP benefits and the number of beneficiaries 

enrolled relative to the number of non-beneficiary students. In other words, higher out-of-pocket 

tuition expenses should display a negative relationship with the number of beneficiaries enrolled 

in an institution (𝑖).  

HYPOTHESIS: The amount of tuition covered by the Post-9/11 GI Bill and its Yellow Ribbon 

Program has a positive effect on the number of Post-9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries enrolled in 

postsecondary, not-for-profit institutions.  
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Methodology and Data Overview 

  In order to empirically test my hypothesis, I use the 2014-2015 Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data System (IPEDS) microdata in this paper. IPEDS is an annual series of 

interconnected surveys collected by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for 

Education Statistics (NCES). The surveys encompass every college, university, technical, and 

vocational institution that participates in federal student financial aid programs. The Higher 

Education Act of 1965 requires these institutions to report data on enrollments, graduation rates, 

institutional prices, and student financial aid. IPEDS reveals trends in higher education in the 

United States, including student enrollment, university staff compositions, degrees earned, and 

dollars spent on scholarships. IPEDS includes over 7,500 institutions per year, with both public 

and private institutions participating in annual surveys (IPEDS website 2017).  

 Institutional characteristics, including tuition and fees, room and board costs, and average 

enrollment comprise the first network of integrated surveys in IPEDS. Admissions information 

collected through IPEDS reveals information on average standardized test scores of applicants, 

applicant yield, and admission selectivity indices. IPEDS captures data about student enrollment 

and individual demographic characteristics, to include veteran status. The surveys ask institutions 

to report the number of veteran-affiliated students and Post-9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries. IPEDS also 

captures student persistence and success through graduation rates, retention statistics, and degrees 

conferred. 

 Almost two dozen sub-data sets comprise the 2015 IPEDS. Of particular interest is a data 

set entitled, “Military Service members and Veteran’s Benefits, 2014-2015.” “Number receiving 

Post-9/11 GI Bill Benefits - graduate students,” “Average amount of Post-9/11 GI Bill Benefits 

awarded - all students,” and “Total amount of Post-9/11 GI Bill Benefits awarded - undergraduate 
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students” are examples the variables in this sub-data set. I analyze only the institutions offering 

Yellow Ribbon Program benefits in order to determine whether a higher proportion of YRP tuition 

benefits results in a higher proportion of veterans enrolled.  

 In addition to IPEDS data, I use data from the US Department of Veterans Affairs obtained 

through a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request. The data set encompasses quantitative 

spending data from 2014-2015, both aggregated at the national level and organized by institution. 

The data contain institution names, locations by state, the number of Yellow Ribbon Program 

beneficiaries at each institution, and total YRP payments made at each institution. This data set is 

distinct from IPEDS because it specifies particular spending on the Yellow Ribbon Program, rather 

than on the Post-9/11 GI Bill at large. Merging the data sets enables the generation of such 

variables as the proportion of average Yellow Ribbon benefits to total tuition costs and the 

proportion of beneficiaries enrolled.  

Finally, I incorporate a third data set containing only the total number of military personnel 

stationed in each of the fifty states. I expect that higher military personnel in a state is associated 

with a larger proportion of YRP beneficiaries in an institution 𝑖  (in a state 𝑠 ).	Together the data 

sets provide the necessary information to examine a basic relationship between the proportion of 

tuition covered by the Yellow Ribbon Program and the number of YRP beneficiaries enrolled, 

while accounting for key control variables.  
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 This paper seeks to determine the specific impact of the Yellow Ribbon Program on 

beneficiary enrollment in a given institution, which I expect to be positive. I perform this cross-

sectional analysis for one academic year: 2014-2015. At the start of the 2014-2015 academic year, 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill and Yellow Ribbon Program had been in effect for five full years. 

Furthermore, at the time this paper was written, the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 

System (IPEDS) included complete survey information only through 2014-2015. In sum, the 

academic year 2014-2015 is a suitably representative year for which complete data sets are 

available. To test my hypothesis, I perform several statistical tests based on Ordinary Least Squares 

(OLS) regressions, which can be written such that: 

𝑌' = 𝛽* + 𝛽,𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡_𝑛𝑐 + 𝛽'𝑋' + 𝜀'

5

'67

 

whereby 𝑌', 𝑙𝑦𝑟𝑝_𝑛, captures the logarithmic transformation of the number of beneficiaries 

enrolled in a given institution (i). The independent variable is 𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡_𝑛𝑐, which is the logarithmic 

transformation of the amount of tuition not covered by the Post-9/11 GI Bill and Yellow Ribbon 

Program (or, out-of-pocket tuition costs). In sum, I use a log-log model to discern the basic 

relationship between out-of-pocket tuition expenses (to reflect the generosity of Yellow Ribbon 

Program amounts) and the number of beneficiaries enrolled in a given institution. Additionally, I 

include a vector of control variables denoted 𝛽'𝑋'5
'67  to capture relevant confounding factors. 

Finally, 𝜀'captures the error term.  
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Table 2. Empirical Framework 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE DEFINITION 

Beneficiaries  
(𝑙𝑦𝑟𝑝_𝑛) 

Denotes number of Yellow Ribbon Program beneficiaries at a given 
institution; in log form 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE(S) DEFINITION 

Out-of-Pocket Tuition Expenses 
(𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡_𝑛𝑐) 

Amount of tuition not covered by the Post-9/11 GI Bill and Yellow Ribbon 
Program; in log form  

POSSIBLE CONTROL VARIABLES DEFINITION 

Institution Characteristics Type of institution (private/public); selectivity controls; tuition prices 

Institution Location Includes state fixed effects (for an institution’s location) 
Beneficiary Support Controls for varying levels of beneficiary support at institution (𝑖) 

*For a comprehensive list of control variables, refer to Table A2.1 in Appendix 2.  

 The first category of control variables encompasses institution characteristics. I include 

controls for whether an institution is private or public, as well as its selectivity. I use two variables 

in the IPEDS data set, 𝑎𝑑𝑚𝑠𝑠𝑛 and 𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑐𝑛, to create categorical variables to capture institutional 

selectivity. I create these selectivity variables by dividing the number of admitted students by the 

number of students who applied to an institution (𝑖). I also include a dummy variable for whether 

a school is ivy league, since these schools have tuition policies likely to impact college choice 

separately from VA education benefits. This category of control variables includes the affiliation 

of the institution, such as whether an institution 𝑖  is public or private, not-for-profit (this study 

excludes for-profit schools). Finally, this category of control variables contains categorical 

variables for tuition price. I use College Board’s tuition categories to represent common price 

buckets through three tuition cost variables: “high,” “medium,” and “low.” Refer to Table A2.1 in 

Appendix 2 for a complete list of selectivity controls, including specific definitions of these 

categorical variables. 

 The second category of control variables includes location since location likely influences 

beneficiary enrollment choices. Barr (2015) uses geographic location to help explain the effect of 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill on enrollment, particularly regarding how the cost of living in different 

regions affects benefit use in those areas. I suspect that institutions in states with high relative 
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numbers of military service members may experience higher relative beneficiary enrollment. Barr 

(2016) incorporates control variables for southern states in his analysis of how credit constraints 

impact the decision to enlist or go to college, due to the region’s demographics. Similarly, I suspect 

that southern states may display a unique relationship between the dependent and independent 

variables, so I include state fixed effects in the models. Additionally, I incorporate categorical 

variables for the numbers of military personnel in a particular state, in order to capture the effects 

of “high military presence,” “medium military presence” or “low military presence.” Sub-

regressions determine the impact of military personnel in a state 𝑠 	on beneficiary enrollment in 

an institution (𝑖). Specifically, I want to discern whether institutions in a state with relatively large 

numbers of military personnel see higher numbers of beneficiaries enrolled.  

Finally, I account for the level of beneficiary support at institution (𝑖). Martorell and 

Bergman (2013) explain that perceived benefit complexity is a barrier to recipients using the Post-

9/11 GI Bill (see figure A3.2 in Appendix 3). Elliott (2014) controls for social and institutional 

support in analyzing educational achievement among military veterans. The IPEDS surveys 

include a dummy variable for whether an institution (𝑖) accepts credit for military training, whether 

a university employs support staff for Post-9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries, and whether a recognized 

student veterans’ organization exists on campus. An institution’s level of beneficiary support 

should influence a beneficiary’s decision to attend that school, especially because higher levels of 

support may soothe uncertainty about the benefit structure or transitioning to civilian life. While 

it is not possible to assign causality to military support variables, correlation can inform institutions 

whether to conduct further research about their impact on enrollment. I include an index of support 

indicators to determine whether high levels of military support measured in this way bears a 

relationship to the number of beneficiaries enrolled.  
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
 

For this thesis, I use both 2014-2015 academic year Integrated Postsecondary Education 

Data System (IPEDS) microdata, as well as microdata from the VA specifying Yellow Ribbon 

Program expenditures and beneficiaries during the 2014-2015 school year. This analysis is cross-

sectional because I only have 2014-2015 data from the VA. IPEDS is an annual series of 

interconnected surveys collected by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for 

Education Statistics (NCES). The surveys encompass every college, university, technical, and 

vocational institution that participates in federal student financial aid programs, totaling 7,647 total 

institutions for the 2014-2015 school year. IPEDS includes public and private institutions, for-

profit schools, not-for-profit schools, and vocational institutions (IPEDS 2017).  

 Each college or university in the IPEDS possesses a unique institution identifier. 

Institutional characteristics, including tuition and fees, room and board costs, and average 

enrollment comprise the first network of integrated surveys in IPEDS. Admissions information 

collected from IPEDS incorporates information on average standardized test scores of applicants, 

applicant yield, and admission selectivity indices. IPEDS captures data about student enrollment 

and individual demographic characteristics. The surveys require institutions to report the number 

of Post-9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries and Department of Defense Tuition Assistance (TA) recipients. 

Almost two dozen sub-data sets comprise IPEDS. Of particular interest is a data set entitled, 

“Military Service members and Veteran’s Benefits, 2014-2015.” This dataset contains information 

on critical indicators, such as:   

• “Number receiving Post-9/11 GI Bill Benefits - graduate students,”  

• “Average amount of Post-9/11 GI Bill Benefits awarded - all students.”  

• “Total amount of Post-9/11 GI Bill Benefits awarded - undergraduate students.”  
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I analyze the institutions offering Yellow Ribbon Program benefits in order to determine 

whether a higher proportion of YRP tuition benefits results in a larger proportion of veterans to 

non-veterans enrolled.  

IPEDS data contains only a dummy variable for the Yellow Ribbon Program, indicating 

whether an institution participates in the program. Furthermore, IPEDS reveals the number of Post-

9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries, but does not enumerate YRP recipients, which is why the VA data are 

vital to this analysis. Unfortunately, the VA does not distinguish between beneficiary types in this 

data set, so it is not possible to analyze specific enrollment effects across categories, such as active 

duty personnel, dependent beneficiaries, and student veterans. Active duty personnel are able to 

use their Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits instead of or in addition to using DoD TA, so there may be 

active duty personnel who also participate in the Yellow Ribbon Program. In short, this analysis 

applies to all Yellow Ribbon Program beneficiaries, regardless of military affiliation. The FOIA 

data set from the US Department of Veterans Affairs contains the following key variables for 5,024 

institutions during the 2014-2015 year: 

• “Institution name”.  

• “Distinct client count” (renamed 𝑦𝑟𝑝_𝑛), which is the total number of YRP beneficiaries 

at a given institution. 

• “Amount” (renamed 𝑦𝑟𝑝_𝑡), which is the total YRP benefit payment amounts from a given 

institution  

By default, the data set obtained from the VA includes only participating Yellow Ribbon 

Program institutions. However, a participating institution may not enroll any Yellow Ribbon 

Program beneficiaries during a given academic year, which explains why some observations do 

not contain any YRP expenditures in 2014-2015.  
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 This thesis focuses on private, not-for-profit, and public institutions, since legislation that 

requires universities to charge Post-9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries resident tuition at public schools did 

not apply during the 2014-2015 academic year. Therefore, I include all private, not-for-profit, and 

public institutions that participate in the Yellow Ribbon Program.  

 The data presented here include five of the 2014-2015 IPEDS: Directory information; 

Educational offerings, organizations, services, and athletic associations; Student charges for 

academic year programs; Admissions considerations, applications, admissions, enrollees and test 

scores (fall 2015); finally, Military Service members and Veterans Benefits 2014-2015. Due to the 

lack of YRP-specific scholarship, I believe it is better to examine the relationship between Yellow 

Ribbon Program generosity and beneficiary enrollment only at participating institutions. I merge 

the IPEDS data with the VA data by unique institution name, reducing the number of observations 

to 1,777.  

The following data description applies to the merged data set containing 1,777 total 

institutions. Table A2.1 in Appendix 2 provides the name and description of key variables from 

the merged data set, while Table A2.2 provides their summary statistics. The data distribution is 

right skewed with few outliers (see Figure A2.3 in Appendix 2). I generate the key independent 

variable of interest from these data sets, 𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡_𝑛𝑐, which is the average amount of tuition not 

covered by the Post-9/11 GI Bill and Yellow Ribbon Program. This variable captures the leftover 

tuition after accounting for the basic Post-9/11 GI Bill benefit and YRP subsidy at an institution 

(𝑖). On average, the Yellow Ribbon Program funds 63.5% of unfunded tuition costs beyond the 

basic Post-9/11 GI Bill benefit, leaving the beneficiary responsible for 33.5% of remaining tuition. 

The dependent variable is the number of beneficiaries at a given institution, 𝑦𝑟𝑝_𝑛, which equals 
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the number of YRP beneficiaries at an institution (𝑖). On average, beneficiaries comprise 3.65% 

of enrolled students at participating institutions.  

 The average tuition for the schools included in this sample is $27,169.11 per year for full-

time students. Institution size is a categorical variable based on number of students enrolled with 

the separate categories of under 1,000; 1,000 to 4,999; 5,000 to 9,999; 10,000 to 19,999; 20,000 

and above. 51.83% (638) of schools that report institution size fall in the category of 1,000 to 4,999 

enrolled students. The average tuition amount for full-time students at this sized institution 

(category 2, or 𝑠𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑙_𝑠𝑜𝑚𝑒) was $28,491.71 in 2014-2015. The average amount of total benefits 

per Post-9/11 GI Bill/YRP beneficiary at category 2-sized schools (those where 𝑠𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑙_𝑠𝑜𝑚𝑒	 = 

1) equals $18,462.22 per academic year. On average, VA education benefits cover 64.8% of total 

tuition costs at YRP-participating institutions. Examining only the Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits 

reveals that graduate students receive a higher proportion of tuition covered by Post-9/11 GI Bill 

benefits. Unfortunately, the VA data do not distinguish between graduate and undergraduate 

beneficiaries, so I am not able to determine whether that relationship is also true for the Yellow 

Ribbon Program. The correlation coefficient between the number of program beneficiaries and the 

average YRP benefit equals 0.0597, revealing a slightly positive linear relationship between the 

two variables. Testing the relationship between total Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits and beneficiaries 

reveals a correlation coefficient of -0.1260, displaying a slightly negative linear relationship 

between total average education benefits and enrolled beneficiaries.  
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EMPIRICAL RESULTS 
 
Baseline Regression Results 
 
 Tables A1.1 through A1.9 in Appendix 1 display detailed results from all regressions run 

for this paper, including robustness checks. This section includes only statistically significant 

results. The baseline regression model specifications elucidate whether there is an empirical 

relationship between out-of-pocket tuition expenses (the amount of tuition not covered by the 

Yellow Ribbon Program) and the number of beneficiaries at a given institution. The regressions in 

this iteration unanimously contain 944 observations. Regressing the logarithmic transformation of 

the number of YRP beneficiaries (𝑙𝑦𝑟𝑝_𝑛) on the log transformation of out-of-pocket tuition 

expenses (𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡_𝑛𝑐) produces statistically significant results. Doubling out-of-pocket tuition 

expenses is associated with a 5% increase in the likelihood that a beneficiary will enroll in an 

institution (𝑖). This suggests that other factors, such as location, school affiliation, and external 

scholarships affect beneficiary enrollment more intensely than the amount of tuition covered by 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill and Yellow Ribbon Program. Even after including additional control 

variables into my baseline model, the results are quantitatively identical.  

 Though the amount of tuition not covered by the Yellow Ribbon Program is the key 

independent variable, institutional characteristics also affect beneficiary enrollment choices. On 

average, an institution’s public affiliation is associated with a 43% increase in the likelihood that 

a beneficiary will enroll at an institution (𝑖), holding all else constant. An institution’s 

categorization as an ivy league school is associated with a 143% increase in YRP beneficiaries 

enrolled. It appears that school selectivity and prestige affect beneficiary enrollment. No other 

institutional characteristics display statistical significance until I add state fixed effects. When 

controlling for the tuition cost, an institution in the medium cost category (tuition costs between 
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$15,000 and $30,000 dollars per year) is associated with a 33% decrease in the likelihood that a 

beneficiary will enroll. However, this result appears only after including state fixed effects in the 

regression. Including controls for school selectivity, affiliation, and price does not substantively 

affect my baseline results. There is almost no change in the coefficient on the log of out-of-pocket 

tuition expenses (𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡_𝑛𝑐).	 

 Controlling for an institution’s state discloses the relationship between geographic location 

and beneficiary enrollment with minimal change in the effect of the principal independent variable. 

I include an indicator variable for each state to capture its fixed effects. Many states reveal 

statistically significant results, but I include the effect in three states with the highest numbers of 

military personnel assigned there. A school’s location in Texas is associated with a 239% change 

in the number of beneficiaries enrolled. A school’s location in North Carolina is associated with a 

211% change in the number of beneficiaries in an institution (𝑖). Finally, a school’s location in 

California is associated with a 178% change in the number of beneficiaries in an institution (𝑖). In 

almost all cases, state indicators bear a statistically significant relationship to the number of 

beneficiaries enrolled. However, the coefficient magnitudes are particularly large in states with 

considerable numbers of military personnel. The effect of out-of-pocket tuition expenses 

(𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡_𝑛𝑐) remains consistent in magnitude and statistical significance throughout these 

regressions. Again, it seems that other control factors contribute more intensely to beneficiary 

enrollment decisions than an institution’s Yellow Ribbon Program rates. The following sections 

discuss results with variation in the dependent and independent variables, as well as sub-regression 

results to test the robustness of initial findings.  
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Models to Test Variation in the Dependent and Key Independent Variables 

 Regressing the absolute number of beneficiaries in an institution (𝑖) on the log of out-of-

pocket tuition expenses produces similar results to the baseline regressions, except with 

coefficients smaller in magnitude and more difficult to interpret. Doubling out-of-pocket tuition 

expenses is associated with an increase of one beneficiary enrolled. When regressing the number 

of beneficiaries (not-logged) on the log of out-of-pocket tuition expenses, a school’s ivy league 

affiliation is associated with an increase of 53 beneficiaries. This coefficient has little meaning 

when considered apart from the total enrollment of each school. Regressing the log of beneficiaries 

enrolled on non-logged out-of-pocket tuition expenses (in dollars) reveals a statistically significant 

and confusing result. A $1 increase in out-of-pocket tuition expenses is associated with a .002% 

increase in YRP beneficiaries enrolled. Examining the results of these models validates the 

application of a log-log model to analyze the relationship between out-of-pocket tuition costs and 

beneficiary enrollment.  

 An alternate approach regresses the log of beneficiaries enrolled on the log of average 

Yellow Ribbon Program grants (𝑙𝑦𝑟𝑝_𝑎), rather than on the log of out-of-pocket expenses. 

Running a series of regressions with the log of YRP amounts as the independent variable produces 

statistically significant effects that are substantively higher than baseline models. Doubling Yellow 

Ribbon Program amounts is associated with a 40% increase in the number of beneficiaries enrolled 

in an institution (𝑖). I run this model without logging the dependent and independent variables. In 

this case, a $1 increase in Yellow Ribbon Program funds is associated with a .003 increase in 

beneficiaries enrolled in an institution (𝑖). While these results are statistically significant, they 

likely soak up the effects of alternate funding sources that institutions offer beneficiaries. 
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Individual-level data that includes information about all tuition grants would better illustrate the 

relationship between Yellow Ribbon Program funds and beneficiary enrollment.  

Subgroup Regressions: Institution Characteristics 

 When running baseline regression models on subgroups, the results for the key independent 

variable remain substantively consistent and statistically significant. Doubling out-of-pocket 

tuition costs is associated with a 6% increase in private schools and a 12% increase in public 

schools of beneficiaries enrolled. When running baseline regressions on selectivity sub-groups, 

only the “somewhat selective” institution category (schools admitting between 50% and 75% of 

applicants) displays statistical significance for the key independent variable. In these schools 

doubling out-of-pocket tuition costs is associated with a 12% increase in beneficiaries enrolled. 

These robustness checks support the findings of the baseline regression series.  

Subgroup Regressions: Military Concentration Categories 

 For states with low and high numbers of military troops, the coefficient on the key 

independent variable aligns with baseline regression results. For example, institutions in states 

with a large number of military troops (over 60,000), doubling out-of-pocket tuition costs is 

associated with an 11% increase in beneficiaries enrolled. In institutions located in states with a 

medium number of troops, doubling out-of-pocket tuition expenses is associated with a 1% change 

in the number of beneficiaries enrolled in an institution 𝑖 . Overall, these findings support other 

empirical results.   

Models to Test the Effect of Military Support  

  Other independent variables may affect the number of Yellow Ribbon Program 

beneficiaries at a given institution, including: whether the school accepts military training for 

credit (𝑣𝑒𝑡2), whether an institution has dedicated beneficiary support services (𝑣𝑒𝑡3), and 
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whether a recognized student veterans’ organization exists on campus (𝑣𝑒𝑡4). I use an index 

(𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥)	of these dummy variables to test how levels of support affect beneficiary enrollment. 

In institutions that accept credit for military training, the coefficient on out-of-pocket tuition 

expenses is .08, similar to baseline models. In institutions with dedicated beneficiary support 

services, the coefficient is .06 and in institutions with a recognized student veterans’ organization 

the coefficient is .08. Similarly, in institutions with two of these beneficiary support measures 

(𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥 = 2), doubling out-of-pocket tuition expenses is associated with a 9% increase in 

beneficiaries enrolled. In institutions with all three of these support mechanisms (𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥 = 3), 

doubling out-of-pocket tuition expenses is associated with an 8% change in beneficiaries enrolled. 

These results are unsurprising, but it is erroneous to assign causality to the index variables. Perhaps 

an institution contains veteran and beneficiary support simply because YRP recipients enroll there 

anyway, reinforcing a need for these resources. These sub-regressions do highlight the requirement 

for further research to discern the effects of beneficiary support, VA education grants, and external 

tuition grants on beneficiary enrollment choices. Logically, a school with many measures of 

beneficiary support may be more likely to offer institutional grants to student veterans. In other 

words, these schools may be “veteran friendly.” Without controlling for external aid sources, it is 

difficult to identify the exact economic motivations behind beneficiary enrollment. In any case, 

when accounting for beneficiary support measures, the results are compatible with baseline 

models.   

Strikingly, my results stand up to a battery of robustness checks. When including all control 

variables, doubling out-of-pocket tuition expenses is consistently associated with a 1% to 12% 

change in the number of beneficiaries in an institution (𝑖). This is heartening for statistical 

legitimacy but does not imply substantive significance or academic closure. Furthermore, I would 
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expect the sign on out-of-pocket tuition expenses to be negative when considering their effect on 

beneficiary enrollment. Though the positive sign is counterintuitive, the coefficient magnitudes 

are relatively small. Also, I predict that including a variable for external funding grants would 

change the effect of VA education benefits on beneficiary enrollment, as explained in the 

“Discussion” section to follow.  
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 LIMITATIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 

 The Post-9/11 GI Bill is considered the most prominent resource available to service 

members transitioning from active duty military service to civilian employment sectors (SVA 

2017, vii). Therefore, this benefit has economic, social, and political implications for service 

members, military dependents, taxpayers, legislators, and institutions of higher learning. 

Traditional discussions about VA education benefits focus on the Post-9/11 GI Bill’s economic 

gains compared to its costs. While this measure is significant at the macroeconomic level, alternate 

outcome measures provide stakeholders a clearer picture of the GI Bill’s immediate return on 

investment (SVA 2017, 3). For example, postsecondary degree completion serves as one success 

measure of the Post-9/11 GI Bill and Yellow Ribbon Program. This indicator becomes more 

significant when considered in the context of degree attainment and earnings.  

In 2011, College Board published a finding that those with a Bachelor’s degree earn a 

median $21,100 more per year than those without a college degree (SVA 2017, 4). Therefore, 

obtaining a college degree is associated with increased wages. The American public strongly 

approves of this country’s veteran population and supports improving their outcomes, especially 

employment prospects during the transition to civilian life. For example, a Pew Research Survey 

from April of 2017 reveals that 75% of those surveyed would increase spending on veterans’ 

benefits and services if they controlled the federal budget (Pew Research Center 2017). 67% of 

those surveyed claimed that they would also increase federal spending for education (Pew 

Research Center 2017). The Post-9/11 GI Bill directly impacts veterans in the space of higher 

education, which is a politically relevant and sympathetic subpopulation. This education benefit 

receives a large share of the federal budget, VA resources, and public attention. Additionally, the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill significantly enhances the educational outcomes of service members and their 



	 29 

families. For these reasons, every aspect of this program requires thorough analysis of whether it 

achieves its intended effects.  

 According to the Student Veterans of America (SVA) National Veteran Education Success 

Tracker (NVEST 2017), the Post-9/11 GI Bill has positive results for student veteran degree 

completion and shortens the average time to achieve a degree (SVA 2017, 42). Over 70% of Post-

9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries complete a degree in higher education while using the benefit (SVA 

2017, 41). Over 25% of beneficiaries obtain these degrees in business, marketing, or management, 

while 14% complete degrees in science, technology, engineering, or math disciplines (SVA 2017, 

48). In its short period of existence, the Post-9/11 GI Bill has increased degree completion, 

enrollment rates, and affected the types of degrees that beneficiaries pursue. Despite the 

widespread and commonly accepted positive benefits of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, heretofore missing 

research could have significant policy implications. 

 For example, the public holds a pervasive misconception that GI Bill beneficiaries can 

attend school for free without exception (SVA 2017, 4). As this paper elucidates, many institutions 

exceed the thresholds of the Post-9/11 GI Bill. The SVA’s NVEST survey excludes any specific 

mention of the Yellow Ribbon Program, though it maintains the need to study the impact of student 

debt on GI Bill beneficiaries. The Yellow Ribbon Program is intimately related to conversations 

centered around national student debt and academic achievement, to include types of degrees 

pursued and fields of study. Student veterans, service members, and dependent beneficiaries 

represent an impactful, albeit small, subset of the American population. Both public opinion and 

federal discretionary spending reflect the widespread political will to care for and serve student 

veterans. The VA spends over $3,800 on each Yellow Ribbon Program beneficiary, presumably 

to make expensive colleges more affordable. It is also logical to propose that the YRP encourages 
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enrollment, much like merit scholarships influence enrollment choices for civilian students. 

However, without dedicated research to the specific effects of this particular tuition subsidy on 

recipient behavior, the VA spends almost $200 million dollars annually on a program with 

potentially conflated effects. 

 Taxpayers, beneficiaries, the government, and the VA comprise the majority of 

stakeholders in the question of whether the Post-9/11 GI Bill and Yellow Ribbon Program achieve 

their intended results. However, participating institutions themselves play a large role in the 

success of the Yellow Ribbon Program, as they fund half of the YRP’s tuition subsidies. If 

institutions want to attract more student veterans and beneficiaries, they need to know whether 

higher Yellow Ribbon Program amounts incentivize enrollment among recipients. Furthermore, 

participating institutions renegotiate Yellow Ribbon Program amounts each Spring with the VA. 

Administrations can use the results of this research and future research to either increase Yellow 

Ribbon Program amounts or decrease them in order to meet the university’s beneficiary enrollment 

goals.    

 The research in this paper suggests a relationship between Yellow Ribbon Program funds 

and beneficiary enrollment. The logical explanation is that Yellow Ribbon Program funds soak up 

effects of external grants offered to YRP beneficiaries. Without explicitly examining institutional 

grants and Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits at the beneficiary level, it is difficult to discern the actual 

effect of each tuition subsidy. However, this paper highlights a significant research gap in Post-

9/11 GI Bill literature and in the relationship between external scholarships and VA education 

benefits in influencing beneficiary behavior. Perhaps institutions wanting to encourage student 

veterans and GI Bill beneficiaries to enroll do not need to offer higher Yellow Ribbon Program 

amounts but should offer other discretionary grants instead. Without further and more detailed 
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research, recommendations to the VA, institutions of higher learning, and lawmakers remain 

rooted in assumptions about what motivates beneficiary school choice.  

 There are two principal limitations to this study: that the data do not bifurcate beneficiaries 

between beneficiary type and that the data do not include institutional grant amounts. Dependent 

children and spouses can use Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits transferred to them (to include Yellow 

Ribbon Program funds), but neither the IPEDS data sets nor the VA data indicate these beneficiary 

categories. Therefore, I cannot discern the effects of the Yellow Ribbon Program on enrollment 

choices on different beneficiary sub-populations, to include dependents, active duty members, 

undergraduate students, and graduate students. I hypothesize that factors such as out-of-pocket 

tuition costs affect enrollment choices differently for financially-dependent beneficiaries than for 

active duty service members, student veterans, or other financially independent recipients of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill. As for the second limitation, Yellow Ribbon Program participants likely receive 

aid other than VA-sponsored education benefits to offset out-of-pocket tuition costs. Since I do 

not have access to institutional grant amounts, it is not possible to separate the effects of these 

grants from the effects of the Post-9/11 GI Bill and Yellow Ribbon Program tuition subsidies. The 

omitted variable of institutional grant amounts relates to both the dependent variable and key 

independent variable in my empirical models. As a result, this omitted variable likely produces a 

positive bias, since the calculated out-of-pocket tuition costs (𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡_𝑛𝑐) in this paper does not 

reflect external aid that makes tuition less costly for the beneficiary. The external aid for which we 

cannot control likely makes out-of-pocket tuition costs seem positively correlated with beneficiary 

enrollment.  

Future analysis of the Yellow Ribbon Program should include controlling for the type of 

degree pursued, which is not possible with these particular data sets. I would control for whether 
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a beneficiary is an undergraduate student, a graduate student, a PhD student, or pursuing a 

certificate. Furthermore, I would control for whether a student is attending part-time, full-time, in-

person, or online. These factors affect benefit levels, so they are relevant to the percentage of 

tuition covered by VA programs. I would examine whether there are differences between graduate 

students and undergraduate students in terms of the relationship between YRP benefits and 

enrollment choices. For example, a full-time undergraduate student at Georgetown University for 

the academic year 2017-2018 receives YRP benefits of $5,000 from the school. This results in a 

tuition subsidy of $32,805.34 (out of $52,300 total tuition) for an unlimited number of Post-9/11 

GI Bill beneficiaries. However, veteran students qualify as independent students and likely receive 

additional aid based on income, illustrated below. Considering that some institutions provide 

ample financial aid may complicate the analysis of YRP benefits on enrollment choices. However, 

I believe this distinction is very important in analyzing how graduate students and undergraduate 

students may consider YRP benefit offerings differently when making enrollment choices.  

 At a school such as Princeton University, for example, when a student visits the Admission 

and Aid section of the school’s website, there is an option to use a calculator that elicits inputs 

about country of residence and the financial status of a student’s parents. The calculator also 

contains an option for financially “self-sufficient” students. The Self-Sufficient student worksheet 

requests information about income, number of dependents, and a student’s aggregated assets. 

Inputting income for 2016-2017 based on the allocated housing allowance associated with the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill, a full-time, self-sufficient Princeton University undergraduate student would 

receive $65,860 (from the school) of the estimated $70,010 yearly cost to attend the university. On 

the VA’s YRP website, the amount is $5,000 from Princeton (matched by the VA) for an unlimited 

number of undergraduate students. At first glance, this appears to leave almost half of Princeton’s 
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$49,330 tuition amount for a beneficiary to fund out-of-pocket. However, it is likely that a 

beneficiary, especially a student veteran who is older and financially independent from her parents, 

receives income-based aid from Princeton University. If a beneficiary simply visits the VA’s YRP 

website, she will not know the true amount of aid available to subsidize tuition between the Post-

9/11 GI Bill, Yellow Ribbon Program, and the school’s tuition aid policies.  

 Conversely, a full-time graduate beneficiary at Princeton University receives “unlimited” 

funds from the school toward the Yellow Ribbon Program, rendering tuition free for the student. 

A simple visit to the VA’s YRP website would tell a vastly different story for undergraduate and 

graduate students. However, similar to a school such as Georgetown University, the graduate 

school at Princeton University “does not provide central funding for master’s candidates 

(https://gradschool.princeton.edu/costs-funding).” That Princeton University does not provide 

income-based aid to graduate students may explain why the Yellow Ribbon Program funds are 

more generous than for undergraduate students. Princeton University’s out-of-pocket tuition 

expenses are relatively small for both undergraduate and graduate students, though its YRP 

amounts differ greatly between the two subgroups. This funding structure, common at top-tier 

institutions such as Princeton, likely affects the decisions of undergraduate and graduate student 

Post-9/11 GI Bill beneficiaries differently. I suspect the data may not reveal a negative relationship 

between low YRP amounts for undergraduate students and beneficiary enrollment, especially 

among older, non-traditional student veterans, due to financial self-sufficiency and its associated 

income-based aid.      

At schools such as Georgetown University and Princeton University, where undergraduate 

veterans receive money based on income levels, the impact of the YRP may be confounded with 

other tuition subsidies not directly related to Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits. However, analysis of other 
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sub-populations of interest, to include graduate students, PhD students, as well as including 

interaction terms and controlling for the financial aid policies of institutions could separate the 

effects of YRP subsidies and other form of tuition grants on enrollment decisions.   

Between academic years 2011-2012 and 2016-2017, the only category of tuition grants that 

grew notably was that of institutional aid grants (College Board 2017, 3). Colleges and universities 

grew their aid packages from $44 billion to $59 billion, a 32% increase (College Board 2017, 3). 

Similarly, between the academic years 2009-2010 and 2014-2015, the average increase in 

institutional aid grants for first-time undergraduate students at private, not-for-profit institutions 

covered the increases in tuition for the first time ever (College Board 2017, 3). In 2014-2015, 73% 

of first-time undergraduate students at private doctoral universities and 92% of first-time 

undergraduates at master’s universities received institutional grants (College Board 2017, 4). The 

positive trend in institutional aid grants highlights the need to incorporate controls for external 

tuition subsidies in future analyses of the Yellow Ribbon Program, since program beneficiaries 

could receive these subsidies. As previously mentioned, I would include institutional grant 

amounts in a future analysis in order to separate the specific effects of the Yellow Ribbon Program 

from the effects of other types of tuition grants on the enrollment choices. Though the coefficients 

on out-of-pocket tuition expenses are substantively small, they appear positively biased. Including 

the omitted variable of institutional grant amounts could reduce this positive bias and produce the 

sign I expect.   
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CONCLUSION 
 

 The Post-9/11 GI Bill’s Yellow Ribbon Program provides an avenue for institutions of 

higher education and the VA to make tuition more affordable for beneficiaries. However, the 

dearth of research about the program obscures its effects. This study provides little clarity to how 

each additional dollar of Yellow Ribbon Program funds affects the likelihood that beneficiaries 

enroll in a given institution, since regression coefficient signs are opposite of those predicted. 

However, this paper does contribute to a foundation of research underlying future scholarship on 

the Yellow Ribbon Program. With the passage of the Harry W. Colmery Veterans Educational 

Assistance Act of 2017, the “Forever GI Bill,” it is evident that there is political will to continue 

improving education benefits for military members and their families. This adjustment to the Post-

9/11 GI Bill alters the bill’s benefit structure according to feedback from beneficiaries over the last 

8 years. For example, there is no longer an expiration date on using VA education benefits (hence 

the name “Forever GI Bill”). The Post-9/11 GI Bill has evolved significantly since its ratification 

and lawmakers will likely adjust its provisions in the future.  

As a result, is imperative for lawmakers, institutions of higher learning, service members, 

taxpayers, and beneficiaries to understand the impact of the Yellow Ribbon Program and whether 

it incentivizes enrollment. Future studies should determine whether Yellow Ribbon Program 

contributions complement or crowd out other institutional grants available to beneficiaries. Last, 

depicted in A3.2 in Appendix 3, many veterans do not understand their education benefits well, 

which may affect how and when they decide to use the Yellow Ribbon Program. Perhaps the 

Yellow Ribbon Program would have a substantial positive effect on enrollment if beneficiaries 

possess a clearer understanding of the benefit. Nevertheless, the Yellow Ribbon Program remains 



	 36 

a substantial measure to increase educational affordability for recipients, even if we still do not 

know its exact effects. 
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APPENDIX 1: REGRESSION RESULTS TABLES 
 

Table A1.1. Baseline Models (1) 
Effect on Log of Beneficiaries Enrolled 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
       
Out-of-pocket tuition 0.0519*** 0.0574*** 0.0491*** 0.0478*** 0.0526*** 0.0527*** 
(log) (0.0113) (0.0176) (0.0113) (0.0115) (0.0113) (0.0114) 
Public   0.430***     
  (0.128)     
Medium-priced   0.0733     
   (0.227)     
High-priced   0.354     
  (0.256)     
Ivy league   1.430***    
   (0.377)    
Highly selective    0.413*   
    (0.230)   
Somewhat selective     -0.0853  
     (0.0847)  
Selective      -0.0786 
      (0.133) 
Constant 1.981*** 1.645*** 1.986*** 1.986*** 2.016*** 1.986*** 
 (0.0848) (0.227) (0.0849) (0.0846) (0.0926) (0.0850) 
       
Observations 944 944 944 944 944 944 
R-squared 0.023 0.042 0.033 0.028 0.024 0.023 
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Table A1.2. Baseline Models (2) 
Effect on Log of Beneficiaries Enrolled 

 (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
VARIABLES Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12 
       
Out-of-pocket tuition 0.0534*** 0.0622*** 0.0617*** 0.0636*** 0.0627*** 0.0635*** 
(log) (0.0116) (0.0182) (0.0181) (0.0181) (0.0183) (0.0185) 
Ivy league  1.513***     
  (0.374)     
Medium-priced  -0.307*** -0.297*** -0.339*** -0.326*** -0.331*** 
  (0.109) (0.109) (0.108) (0.108) (0.108) 
Low-priced  -0.375 -0.357 -0.419 -0.390 -0.403 
  (0.289) (0.289) (0.288) (0.289) (0.288) 
Private  -0.450*** -0.444*** -0.446*** -0.443*** -0.440*** 
  (0.138) (0.138) (0.137) (0.138) (0.138) 
California  1.776*** 1.712*** 1.583*** 1.768*** 1.736*** 
  (0.247) (0.248) (0.266) (0.249) (0.251) 
North Carolina  2.107*** 2.090*** 1.915*** 2.119*** 2.090*** 
  (0.251) (0.250) (0.265) (0.254) (0.253) 
Texas  2.394*** 2.390*** 2.233*** 2.395*** 2.358*** 
  (0.256) (0.255) (0.274) (0.255) (0.262) 
Less selective 0.0499     0.0599 
 (0.0910)     (0.0892) 
Highly selective   0.377*    
   (0.228)    
Selective    -0.209   
    (0.129)   
Somewhat selective     -0.0274  
     (0.0831)  
Constant 1.954*** 0.757*** 0.742*** 0.994*** 0.769*** 0.771*** 
 (0.0985) (0.176) (0.177) (0.204) (0.176) (0.176) 
       
Observations 944 944 944 944 944 944 
R-squared 0.023 0.206 0.199 0.198 0.195 0.196 
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Table A1.3. Variation in Dependent Variable 
Effect on Beneficiaries Enrolled 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES Logged Normal Normal Ratio Ratio 
      
Out-of-pocket tuition 0.0622*** 0.880** 0.632 -0.00120 0.00113** 
(log) (0.0182) (0.395) (0.621) (0.00107) (0.000518) 
Ivy league 1.513***  52.86* 0.0359*  
 (0.374)  (32.08) (0.0216)  
Selective   -11.75 0.00189  
   (11.94) (0.00635)  
Somewhat selective   -11.13 0.0158***  
   (11.66) (0.00556)  
Less selective   -11.09 0.0216***  
   (11.86) (0.00659)  
Medium-priced -0.307***  -11.32*** 0.00502  
 (0.109)  (3.828) (0.00526)  
Low-priced -0.375  -25.22*** 0.00319  
 (0.289)  (8.297) (0.0100)  
Private -0.450***  -10.25** 0.0448***  
 (0.138)  (4.610) (0.00627)  
California 1.776***  13.38 0.0489***  
 (0.247)  (9.284) (0.0176)  
North Carolina 2.107***  16.91* 0.0340**  
 (0.251)  (9.227) (0.0149)  
Texas 2.394***  37.03*** 0.0737***  
 (0.256)  (13.22) (0.0256)  
Constant 0.757*** 19.18*** 34.32*** -0.0313*** 0.0307*** 
 (0.176) (2.890) (10.90) (0.00993) (0.00416) 
      
Observations 944 944 944 943 943 
R-squared 0.206 0.006 0.171 0.211 0.005 
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Table A1.4. Variation in Independent Variable (1) 
Effect on Log of Beneficiaries Enrolled 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      
Out-of-pocket tuition 0.0640***     
(log) (0.0183)     
Ivy league 1.386***  1.386*** 1.405***  
 (0.439)  (0.438) (0.441)  
Selective -0.282  -0.209 -0.221  
 (0.267)  (0.275) (0.270)  
Somewhat selective -0.119  -0.00580 -0.0388  
 (0.249)  (0.268) (0.253)  
Less selective -0.0676  0.0292 0.00594  
 (0.254)  (0.276) (0.258)  
Medium-priced -0.310***  -0.373*** -0.318***  
 (0.109)  (0.134) (0.113)  
Low-priced -0.399  -0.518 0.00121  
 (0.288)  (0.327) (0.363)  
Private -0.445***  -0.280** -0.346***  
 (0.138)  (0.124) (0.123)  
California 1.603***  1.905*** 1.861***  
 (0.267)  (0.247) (0.239)  
North Carolina 1.948***  2.276*** 2.235***  
 (0.265)  (0.249) (0.241)  
Texas 2.246***  2.565*** 2.551***  
 (0.276)  (0.268) (0.257)  
Out-of-pocket tuition  2.48e-05*** 1.70e-05   
  (6.01e-06) (1.22e-05)   
Out-of-pocket tuition    0.878*** 0.730*** 
(ratio)    (0.283) (0.153) 
Constant 1.037*** 2.190*** 0.881*** 0.935*** 2.242*** 
 (0.291) (0.0505) (0.311) (0.295) (0.0443) 
      
Observations 944 944 944 944 944 
R-squared 0.208 0.021 0.198 0.204 0.022 
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Table A1.5. Variation in Independent Variable (2) 
Effect on Log of Beneficiaries Enrolled 

 (6) (7) (8) 
VARIABLES Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
    
Average YRP 0.00365***   
 (0.000756)   
Ivy league 56.41*  1.319*** 
 (30.89)  (0.364) 
Low-priced -16.07**  -0.158 
 (7.081)  (0.257) 
Medium-priced -2.058  0.0108 
 (3.908)  (0.110) 
Private -7.935**  -0.209** 
 (3.366)  (0.103) 
California 12.87  1.359*** 
 (7.873)  (0.232) 
North Carolina 15.40**  1.654*** 
 (7.667)  (0.247) 
Texas 32.58***  1.921*** 
 (10.71)  (0.238) 
Average YRP  0.396*** 0.584*** 
(log)  (0.0408) (0.0832) 
Constant 9.169 -1.031*** -3.429*** 
 (6.167) (0.320) (0.596) 
    
Observations 944 1,402 944 
R-squared 0.198 0.115 0.286 
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Table A1.6. Institution Characteristics Subgroups 
Effect on Log of Beneficiaries Enrolled 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
        
Out-of-pocket tuition 0.0644*** 0.117*** 3.620 -0.982 0.0665 0.109*** 0.0326 
(log) (0.0227) (0.0301) (0) (1.299) (0.0657) (0.0262) (0.0302) 
Ivy league 1.325***       
 (0.452)       
Highly selective 0.170 1.424***      
 (0.264) (0.503)      
Selective -0.108 -0.0736      
 (0.154) (0.503)      
Somewhat selective 0.0433 0.105      
 (0.105) (0.225)      
Medium-priced -0.245** -0.440  -7.966 -0.944** -0.0828 -0.349* 
 (0.118) (0.363)  (12.58) (0.436) (0.156) (0.181) 
Low-priced -0.519 -0.985*    0.167 -0.822** 
 (0.526) (0.564)    (0.442) (0.412) 
California 1.775*** -3.598***   0.690 0.187 -0.588 
 (0.295) (0.844)   (0.662) (0.713) (0.672) 
North Carolina 1.902*** -0.197  0.968 1.814*** 0.0728 -1.079* 
 (0.303) (0.831)  (1.591) (0.598) (0.711) (0.553) 
Texas 2.472*** -1.433**  0.930 2.614*** -0.357 -0.276 
 (0.300) (0.715)  (0.883) (0.611) (0.795) (0.607) 
Private    0.506 -0.428 -0.614*** -0.178 
    (0.719) (0.500) (0.202) (0.239) 
Constant 0.353* 3.260*** -32.52 11.54 1.372** 2.539*** 3.315*** 
 (0.191) (0.719) (0) (12.35) (0.567) (0.708) (0.513) 
        
Observations 711 233 8 48 125 441 330 
R-squared 0.242 0.392 1.000 0.508 0.438 0.239 0.317 
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Table A1.7. Military Concentration Subgroups 
Effect on Log of Beneficiaries Enrolled 

 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES Low Mil Medium Mil High Mil 
    
Out-of-pocket tuition 0.0857*** 0.0108 0.113** 
(log) (0.0231) (0.0341) (0.0463) 
Ivy league 1.250** 1.952***  
 (0.546) (0.673)  
Highly selective -0.0298 0.149 0.396 
 (0.364) (0.495) (0.486) 
Selective -0.00510 -0.413 -0.141 
 (0.187) (0.278) (0.309) 
Somewhat selective -0.0508 -0.180 0.279 
 (0.125) (0.163) (0.265) 
Medium-priced -0.244* -0.797*** 0.178 
 (0.139) (0.207) (0.288) 
Low-priced -0.205 -1.835*** 1.467** 
 (0.369) (0.466) (0.619) 
Private -0.666*** -0.536** 0.306 
 (0.174) (0.258) (0.310) 
Constant 2.970*** 1.746*** 1.097** 
 (0.402) (0.377) (0.449) 
    
Observations 497 286 161 
R-squared 0.188 0.244 0.126 
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Table A1.8. Military Index Subgroups (1) 
Effect on Log of Beneficiaries Enrolled 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
     
Out-of-pocket tuition 0.0697 -0.00626 0.0869** 0.0948*** 
(log) (0.0783) (0.0540) (0.0400) (0.0256) 
Ivy league 3.064*** 1.832*** 0.765  
 (0.496) (0.570) (0.666)  
Highly selective -0.0605 0.839** 0.593 0.780* 
 (0.444) (0.333) (0.607) (0.412) 
Selective 0.261 -0.155 -0.159 0.0840 
 (0.312) (0.300) (0.262) (0.369) 
Somewhat selective 0.152 -0.0715 -0.00344 -0.0971 
 (0.279) (0.203) (0.164) (0.167) 
Medium-priced 0.686* -0.369 -0.697*** -0.325 
 (0.394) (0.258) (0.191) (0.211) 
Low-priced -0.676 -1.269* -0.557 -0.0669 
 (1.014) (0.732) (0.632) (0.428) 
Private -0.643 0.598 -0.0638 0.00662 
 (0.896) (0.667) (0.337) (0.210) 
California -0.586 1.269** -1.406*** -0.329 
 (0.807) (0.589) (0.408) (0.751) 
North Carolina 1.162 1.969*** -1.281*** 0.621 
 (1.071) (0.666) (0.315) (0.748) 
Texas -0.634 0.954*** -0.454 0.0958 
 (0.893) (0.338) (0.423) (0.736) 
Constant 2.131* -0.0734 3.581*** 2.951*** 
 (1.191) (0.732) (0.284) (0.725) 
     
Observations 160 193 264 327 
R-squared 0.445 0.381 0.417 0.371 
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Table A1.9. Military Index Subgroups (2) 
Effect on Log of Beneficiaries Enrolled 

 (5) (6) (7) (8) 
VARIABLES Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
     
Out-of-pocket tuition 0.0703*** 0.0777*** 0.0584*** 0.0764*** 
(log) (0.0176) (0.0185) (0.0212) (0.0252) 
Ivy league 1.128***  0.802 0.646 
 (0.418)  (0.521) (0.485) 
Highly selective 0.306 1.376** 0.625** 0.102 
 (0.216) (0.589) (0.294) (0.316) 
Selective -0.0509 -0.404** -0.0370 -0.0567 
 (0.135) (0.188) (0.183) (0.260) 
Somewhat selective -0.0390 -0.0774 0.0613 -0.0251 
 (0.0881) (0.106) (0.112) (0.151) 
Medium-priced -0.412*** -0.539*** -0.502*** -0.430** 
 (0.105) (0.125) (0.131) (0.187) 
Low-priced -0.351 -0.489 -0.302 -0.339 
 (0.266) (0.339) (0.306) (0.410) 
Private -0.00200 -0.526*** -0.283* 0.0356 
 (0.138) (0.144) (0.156) (0.193) 
California 1.199*** 1.506*** -0.806 -0.702 
 (0.255) (0.296) (0.521) (0.684) 
North Carolina 1.734*** 1.805*** -0.278 0.113 
 (0.253) (0.272) (0.559) (0.710) 
Texas 1.876*** 2.083*** 0.166 0.216 
 (0.243) (0.331) (0.529) (0.646) 
Military index 0.446***    
 (0.0420)    
Constant 0.0184 1.469*** 3.259*** 3.153*** 
 (0.221) (0.236) (0.505) (0.636) 
     
Observations 944 638 641 423 
R-squared 0.305 0.289 0.289 0.307 
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APPENDIX 2: TABLES AND FIGURES 
 

Table A2.1. Variables from IPEDS, VA Data, and Troop Data Sets 

Variable Label Source Description Notes 

Admission Admssn IPEDS, NCES (2015) Admissions-total Total applicants admitted 

Amount not covered Amtnc Generated from merged data (Total published tuition) – 
($20,235.02) 

Uses the “Chg3ay2” variable; 
Amount not covered by Post-9/11  

Applications Applcn IPEDS, NCES (2015) Applicants-total Total applications received at a 
given institution 

Out-of-state tuition Chg3ay2 IPEDS, NCES (2015) Total published out-of-state state 
tuition and fees 

For 2014-2015 school year (in 
dollars); includes private schools 

Military troop 
concentration 

Mil_low Generated from merged data Total military personnel stationed 
in a state < 10,000 

Includes all services 

Military troop 
concentration 

Mil_medium Generated from merged data Total military personnel stationed 
in a state is between 10,000 and 
60,000 

 

Military troop 
concentration 

Mil_high Generated from merged data Total military personnel stated in 
a state is over 60,000 

 

Tuition costs Price_low Generated from merged data Total tuition and fees < $15,000 
per year 

 

Tuition costs Price_medium Generated from merged data Total tuition and fees between 
$15,000 and $30,000 per year 

 

Tuition costs Price_high Generated from merged data Total tuition and fees greater than 
$30,000 per year 

 

Institution type Private IPEDS, NCES (2015) Private, not-for-profit This report excludes for-profit 
institutions. 

Institution type Public IPEDS, NCES (2015) Public institution   

Average Post-9/11 Po9_a IPEDS, NCES (2015) Average Post-9/11 GI Bill amount 
per beneficiary  

IPEDS data do not include Yellow 
Ribbon Program figures 

Post-9/11 
beneficiaries 

Po9_n IPEDS, NCES (2015) Number of Post-9/11 GI Bill 
beneficiaries  

IPEDS data do not include Yellow 
Ribbon Program figures 

Total Post-9/11 Po9_t IPEDS, NCES (2015) Total Post-9/11 GI Bill amount at 
a given institution 

IPEDS data do not include Yellow 
Ribbon Program figures 

Total beneficiaries Po9yrp_n Generated from merged data Total Post-9/11 and YRP 
beneficiaries 

 

Total benefits Po9yrp_t Generated from merged data Total Post-9/11 and YRP amount 
at a given institution 

 

Average total 
benefits 

Po9yrp_ta Generated from merged data Average total Post-9/11 and YRP 
amount per beneficiary 

 

Institution 
selectivity-ivy 

Ivy Generated from merged data Whether a school is ivy league  

Institution 
selectivity-normal 

Sel Generated from merged data Institution accepts more than 
25%, but less than 50% of 
applicants 

For all “sel…” vars = 
admssn/applcn 

Institution 
selectivity-high 

Sel_high Generated from merged data Institution accepts less than 25% 
of applicants 

 

Institution 
selectivity-less 

Sel_less Generated from merged data Institution accepts more than 75% 
of applicants 
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Variable Label Source Description Notes 

Institution 
selectivity-somewhat 

Sel_some Generated from merged data Institution accepts more than 
50%, but less than 75% of 
applicants 

 

*Tuition not covered 
by the YRP 

Tuit_nc Generated from merged data Amtnc-yrp_a; amount not covered 
by Post-9/11 – average YRP amt 

 

Military support 
index 

Milindex Generated from merged data Milindex=vet2+vet3+vet4 Milindex=0, 1, 2, or 3 for each 
institution  

Military training Vet2 IPEDS, NCES (2015) Dummy variable for whether 
institution accepts military 
training for credit 

 

Veteran support staff Vet3 IPEDS, NCES (2015) Dummy variable for whether 
institution has dedicated veteran 
support staff 

 

Student veteran 
organization 

Vet4 IPDES, NCES (2015) Dummy variable for whether 
institution has student veteran 
organization 

 

Average YRP 
benefits 

Yrp_a Generated from U.S. 
Department of Veterans Affairs 
(2017) 

Average Yellow Ribbon Program 
amount per beneficiary 

 

YRP beneficiaries Yrp_n U.S. Department of Veterans 
Affairs (2017) 

Total Yellow Ribbon Program 
beneficiaries 

 

Total YRP Yrp_t U.S. Department of Veterans 
Affairs (2017) 

Total Yellow Ribbon Program 
amount at a given institution 

 

* Denotes key regression variables. Yrp_n is dependent variable of interest. Tuit_nc is independent variable of interest. All core 
regression models will incorporate the logarithmic transformations of both variables, resulting in log-log models.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table A2.1 (Cont.) 
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Table A2.2. Basic Summary Statistics for Key Variables of Interest 
VARIABLE N MEAN SD MIN MAX 

 

Published Out-of-State 
Tuition  1226 $27,169.11 $10,133.91 $770.00 $51, 008.00 

Institution Size 1231 2.45 1.14 1.00 5.00 
*Out-of-Pocket Tuition 

Expenses 708 $8,190.59 $6144.68 $2.76 $28,070.98 
Proportion of Tuition 

Covered by YRP 944 0.64 5.83 -79.04 78.35 
Proportion of Yellow 
Ribbon Beneficiaries 

Enrolled 
981 0.04 0.06 0.00 0.51 

Average Yellow Ribbon 
Program Benefits (per 

student) 
1402 $3,670.74 $2,991.94 $0.01 $21,091.01 

*Total Yellow Ribbon 
Program Beneficiaries (per 

institution) 
1529 21.11 89.94 0.00 3134.00 

Total Post-9/11 and YRP 
Beneficiaries (per 

institution) 
983 194.95 577.24 0.00 13,352.00 

Average Post-9/11 and 
YRP Benefits (per student) 981 $11,061.29 $5286.29 $500.00 $96,488.35 

*Bolded variables denote the independent variable of interest and the dependent variable in the regression series. 
Limited this variable to those observations > 0. 
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Figure A2.1. Histogram of Yellow Ribbon Program Beneficiaries 
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Figure A2.2. Representative Coefficient Plot 
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APPENDIX 3: ADDITIONAL DATA VISUALIZATIONS 
 

 
 

Figure A3.1. Benefit Take-Up Over Time 
(Visualization created by author of this paper using data from the VA and NCES) 
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Figure A3.2. Benefit Comprehension Pie Graph 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



	 53 

 
(Includes private and public ivies. The Yellow Ribbon Program is a voluntary funds matching program, where schools help fund 
tuition costs beyond the Post-9/11 GI Bill threshold of $22,000. To be eligible, students must attend private institutions or public 
institutions as an out-of-state student. Visualization created by author of this paper using data from the VA and NCES.) 
 

Figure A3.3. Tuition versus YRP Grants at Public and Private Ivies 
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Average tuition for public ivies: $36,555
Average Yellow Ribbon grant: $4,553
YRP grants covered 32% of leftover tuition. 
(YRP grant / (Tuition - Post-9/11 GI Bill threshold))

Average tuition for ivies: $46,634
Average Yellow Ribbon grant: $8,144
YRP grants covered 33% of leftover tuition.

Dartmouth is the standout ivy league Yellow 
Ribbon Program participant, with the most 
generous pledged grants.

Michigan wins the day for public ivies, especially 
in contrast to UVA, which has comprabale tuition 
costs, but offers much less in YRP grants. 
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Figure A3.4. Beneficiary Support at Participating Institutions 
(Visualization created by author of this paper using data from the VA and NCES) 
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APPENDIX 4: YELLOW RIBBON PROGRAM CONTEXTUAL DISCUSSION 

 
In 2009, approximately 700 institutions elected to participate in the Yellow Ribbon 

Program. The Yellow Ribbon Program became popular with schools seeking to increase the 

number of veterans enrolled (Redden 2009). Institutions can limit the number of students they are 

willing to sponsor under the Yellow Ribbon Program and establish separate matching agreements 

with the VA for undergraduate and graduate students. An institution may also vary its funds 

matching for each college within a school; for example, the College of Arts and Sciences may 

pledge a different amount than the School of Business. Furthermore, the VA and participating 

schools renegotiate Yellow Ribbon Program contributions before each academic year.  

For eligible Yellow Ribbon Program beneficiaries, participation in the program is largely 

assured if an institution specifies a cap of “unlimited” on potential recipients. Consider an example: 

for the 2017-2018 academic year, Georgetown University’s McCourt School of Public Policy 

pledged $5,104 per Yellow Ribbon program student per year; per the Yellow Ribbon Program, the 

VA assured an equal amount to each student. Now consider a fictional first-year student of public 

policy who will use Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits at McCourt; her name is Alejandra. Alejandra would 

receive tuition subsidies of $22,805.34 + 2($5,104) = $33,013.34, paid directly to Georgetown if 

she enrolls at least half-time. Alejandra will see $33,013.34 credited against her tuition balance 

and receive living and book allowances separately in her account. At the end of the academic year, 

Alejandra will have 36 – 9 = 27 months of eligibility remaining. If Alejandra were an 

undergraduate student, 36 months of eligibility enables her to complete four years of full-time 

academic study, ostensibly to receive a Bachelor’s degree.  Alejandra can access the VA’s website 

in order to determine the amount that Georgetown University will provide in Yellow Ribbon funds, 
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bifurcated by each subsidiary school. Furthermore, the Yellow Ribbon Program tables reveal the 

maximum number of students each school will sponsor under the program.  

To further illustrate the variation possible even within singular institutions, consider a 

second graduate student by the name of Jaime. Jaime wants to attend the McDonough School of 

Business at Georgetown University for its two-year, full-time MBA program. Jaime is eligible for 

100% benefits under the Post-9/11 GI Bill, just like Alejandra. However, Jaime will receive 

$10,000 from the McDonough School of Business, making his total tuition subsidy $42,805.34 

(the national maximum for private schools + 2($10,000)). The McDonough School of Business 

pledged almost twice as much per student than the McCourt School of Public Policy toward the 

Yellow Ribbon Program for the 2017-2018 academic year. Conversely, unlike the McCourt 

School, McDonough limited Yellow Ribbon recipients to 50 total students this year. The first 50 

applicants receive Yellow Ribbon Program benefits, so program participation relies upon “first 

come, first served” at the McDonough School of Business. Jaime will certainly receive the 

$22,805.34, but if he is tardy in his appeal for Yellow Ribbon Program benefits, he risks “losing” 

$20,000 per year toward tuition.  

This policy deserves examination in how it influences college choice. Approximately 1.2 

million former service members received benefits in 2015; the average Yellow Ribbon program 

cost per beneficiary was just under $2,000. In 2015, the Yellow Ribbon Program cost the VA $2.4 

billion, or 2% of total spending on education benefits (Wenger et al. 2017). Both the VA and 

institutions of higher learning may want to know the true effect of how negotiated tuition matching 

affects veteran college choice.   
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