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Hospital Revenue to Total Revenue: Only one HEI, a 4YPv had a ratio greater 

than 100 percent. In researching the institution’s 2009 financials, this percentage was 

correct due to the investment losses incurred, causing total revenue to be less than 

hospital revenue. 

Population & Geographical Proximity: IPEDS provides the county code, county 

name, and coordinates, longitude and latitude, for institutions starting with fiscal year 

2009. The county code and name were necessary to retrieve population numbers from the 

U.S. Census and the coordinates were needed to calculate the distance of other HEIs from 

each closed and merged school. In order to populate my database prior to 2009, I had to 

first convert zip codes to a five digit number to eliminate any additional four digit 

extension. I then used the U.S zip code website4 to retrieve, in groups, the county name, 

and longitude and latitude coordinates for that particular zip code. Once my database was 

populated with these variables, I was then able to use the state and county name to 

retrieve the applicable county code and county population from the U.S. Census database. 

Because there are similar names for counties in different states, I used both state and 

county name to retrieve the correct information for a particular institution.  

Research Recommendations 

 The limitations in utilizing the IPEDS database have been previously 

documented. Jacquette and Parra (2014) guide researchers with information to understand 

parent/child issues, handling mergers, and limitations with the Delta Cost Project (DCP). 

 
4https://www.unitedstateszipcodes.org/zip-code-database/ 
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HEIs, such as U.S. News & World Report. For 2YP, this ratio is capturing the educational 

path choice of these students. It is less about the school being selective and more about 

the economic intent of the student when applying. For example, constraints, such as 

location and finances play a role in student decisions. Also, to consider with this ratio is 

the trade-off or zero-sum game between the 4-year schools recruiting in (inter)national 

markets. When a student accepts one school, the other admitting schools lose.  

Location: Location was another important variable in Teixeira et al. (2014). To 

further understand the composition of my data, a graph of the number of institutions by 

sector in each of the designated IPEDS location categories is represented in Figure 5. The 

four-year privates and publics are mainly located in cities and suburban areas. More 2YP 

HEIs are found in a town or rural setting than their 4-year counterparts. 

 
Figure 5. Location across sectors 
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NCAA member: The results indicate that 4YP HEIs are more involved in NCAA 

athletics than 4YPv or 2YP.  Accordingly, the mean percentage for NCAA membership 

is significantly higher for 4YP than both 4YPv and 2YP.    

Percent tenure: Tenure refers to the permanence of a position. This ratio is 

utilized in lieu of any available information on the number of doctoral faculty per 

institution. I expected 4YPv to have a greater percentage of tenured or tenure-track 

faculty, however 4YP are about twenty percent higher than 4YPv and twenty-three 

percent higher than 2YP. Further analysis is needed into whether these results are the 

effect of greater unionization in public institutions or 4YPv running leaner organizations 

due to less state funding. Correspondingly, the mean tenure percentage is significantly 

higher for 4YP than both 2YP and 4YPv.    

Percent of instructional expenses to total (Prestige): 2YP spend more on 

instruction than 4-year HEIs, suggesting that the former devote few resources to research 

while the latter spend on both research and instruction. Further analysis is warranted.  

Percent of instructional to institutional expenses (Excellence): The findings 

suggest that public HEIs spend more on instructional than on institutional outlays, in 

contrast to 4YPv. Institutional costs consist of administration such as, legal, finance, and 

operational support for the institution. Institutional advancement expenses for fundraising 

and alumni relations are also captured as an institutional function. It is likely that 4YPv 

spend more in this area due to the lack of state funding. Costs for additional amenities 

that students at private institutions expect in return for the higher tuition price, such as 

technology, campus and recreational centers, including workout gyms and climbing 
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walls, would be captured as a function of student support services instead of institutional. 

Hence, the mean percentage of instructional to institutional expenses is significantly 

higher for 4YP than both 2YP and 4YPv.    

U.S. News & World Report publish an annual college ranking based on eight 

categories, one of which measures educational expenses per student with a weight of 10% 

and another measures faculty resources with a weight of 20% comprised of elements such 

as faculty salary and class size (Morse & Brooks, 2018). I have previously noted that 

measuring educational costs per student can be flawed in that the smaller the denominator 

(e.g., drop in the number of students), the greater the instructional expenses will be for 

each student, which gives a false sense of academic excellence. Comparing their rankings 

to the results of my “prestige” percentage and “excellence” percentage would not be 

equivalent due to their weights, categories, and methodology. For example, the 2017 U.S. 

News & World Report ranked Princeton and Harvard first and second (Bowerman, 2016). 

However, out of 1,663 4YPv from my database for the same year, Princeton is ranked 

1,192 for “prestige” and 298 for “excellence” and Harvard is ranked 1,296 for “prestige” 

and 881 for “excellence”. Schools ranked highest in my sample are the non-research 

intensive HEIs, specifically the specialized 4YPv and 2YP, such as health professional 

institutions, teaching colleges, and theological seminaries. HEIs like Princeton and 

Harvard have greater total expenses because of the inclusion of research, which would 

cause them to have smaller ratios than institutions without these expenses. The ratios in 

my study are attempting to capture institutional characteristics and are not meant to 

provide a ranking, as there are limitations to these measures. Further complicating this 
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comparison is that schools are not required to complete the U.S. News & World Report 

survey; however, any institution eligible for federal financial aid (Title IV funds such as 

Pell grants), must complete the IPEDS survey.  

Percent of research expenses to total expenses: The results indicate that 4YP 

spend more on research expenses than their counterparts, both privates and 2YP. This 

coincides with the results of the Carnegie classification explained later in that a greater 

number of doctoral/research institutions are 4YP. 

Instructional expenses to net tuition and fees & Institutional expenses to net 

tuition and fees: An analysis of these two ratios together suggests that HEIs in all three 

sectors are spending student tuition dollars more on instruction than on institutional costs. 

 Instructional expenses to state appropriations & Institutional expenses to state 

appropriations: The focus of these two ratios are for public institutions receiving state 

appropriations. Like the analysis with tuition and fees, the results suggest that both 4YP 

and 2YP use state taxpayer funds more on instructional expenses than administrative.  

Percentage change in endowments: The results suggest that the percentage 

change in endowments for 4YP and their affiliates, if applicable, is higher on average 

than their counterparts, even though the average ending balance is higher for 4YPv by 

$49 million. In addition, 2YP reflect a greater change than the 4YPv. This may suggest it 

is not about the size of endowment, but more about the intention of the investment 

strategy, spending policy, and donations. The change in endowment is a combination of 

these three, which makes it difficult to identify the specific driver of that change. A graph 

of the distribution of endowment ending values as of fiscal year 2017 by sector is 
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presented in Figure 6. Figure 6 reflects the small number of institutions with large 

endowments found in all sectors.  
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           Figure 6. Distribution of endowment funds by size as of fiscal year 2017 
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