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Abstract = - .
_— . .
"University records of 1048 randomly selected
students were examined to determine differ-
ences among students who received financial
aid, student&twho applied for but did not re-’
ceive aid, and students who did not apply for
"ald. No differences were fournd between stu-
dents who received aid and those who' did not
receive aid in high school rank, Minnesota
Scholastic Aptitude Test scores, and cumulative
grade point average and total credits at the
University of Minnesota. Large significant
differences were found in father's occupation
and educational level. Those who received aid
came from significantly lower socio-economic
backgrounds than those who did not receive aid.
Students who applied for aid but did not receive
aid tended to have higher aptitude test scores
than both those who did not apply for aid and
those who received aid. ) -
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~Who Gefs Financial Aid? | . C .
- - '-T - Stanley R. Strong‘ S : .
| . Student Life Studfeé

UniQensity‘of Minﬁesota  ' .

' o ‘ o E L S
As tuitions at the University of Minnesota have gpisen in

’:_rgcenf years, mofe state funds havelbéen.provided‘ﬁo directly aid '
g_‘ | . - students with their expenses. .Thé putpdse Qﬁ'the increases in
staté aid tdhéfL&ents hasbeeft to defféy the impact of raiéing
' ' B ' -
tu%tions onvbéréons'ﬁith least’pesources apd thus to‘grevenf the

" rising tuition ftom barring students With'few.financial'resourpes

14 ; from access to the Universit&. The purpose of this‘étudy was to
5 ' #. Y ! . .

-

de&érmiﬁe the effective criteria for financial aid dispersed through

the Office of Student Financial Aid at the University of Minnesota ¢

.4 - ’ . : . B . /
. ' by comparing'family'backgfaunds; pre-college academic performances, . .}

and academic performances at the University of students who received .

a4 -

aid with students who did not receive aid. C
& : ) : . ¢ . ’
. i . §
L . - Me thod ) -7 : : .
: T4 - ‘ ) ' K
One .thousand forty-eight students were randomly, selected,f?dm
: . - - . i A . - cot »“ l; L
the active files of students at the University ofiMinneso;é. This

IS

samplé'wés also used as a,basis of another stbdy of fingnciég aid
' by Hendricks and Skinner (1975). The ome restriction im drawing the

X

Sample;&ﬁb that graduwate students.were temo?éd. Thus, the sample

contained undergraduate'sthdents from upper,andllowef division and
. ) ' . - ) . .
, professional schools at the Twin Cities Campus of’ the University of

> -
]
-

" Minnesota. ’ *

A speciaL computer program was written to retrieve information

LY . .
on family background, high school performance, and academic perfqormance

. " »

o +
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,: " at the Univérsity.ffom ﬁhejcqmputer files of Admfssibns‘and'Records %
a# the.University of Minnesofé. For each studeng,‘existihgvréédrds
U ,we%e searched for father's occupation, mother's occ&pation; father's

educational level, mother's educational level, high school rank,

Y

Minnesofa Scholastic Aptitude Test score, cumulative grade point .aver- .

”

\

|

|

|

|

. | 1

age at the University,-and total credits taken at the University. ' )

.
\
|

Cumulative grade point average and total credits were found for all

. - .h ’ .
students. Mother's education and occupation were available .for so

few students that -the information was dropped from further consider-

3 - . ) - - .
ation.\\Father's occupation and educational levelwere available for

52% of the sample. High school rank:was availlable fof,43% of the

> .

sample, and Mimmesota Scholastic Aptitude test scores were available

" for 41% of the sample. FEinally, the filés of the Office for Finan-

cial Aid were éea:ched to determine~which of the 1048 students had
appiied for aid a;d whic¢h had reéeived aid. ‘Overall, 220 of Ehe.

1048 studen;s'in the sample had applied f@r ?qd received aid from

'the Office for-Finaﬁcial A;q and an additional é6 students had applied

" for but-not received aid. Table 1 presents the distribution of
;‘ students in the sample by college of enrollment and financial aid status.

{

+

o

. ) Insert Table 1

-
»

Students in 'the sample represented eighteen Colleges,  Schools or | .
Institutes in the University of Minnesota. The largest numbers were
from the College of Liberal Arts, Institute of Technology, College M

of Agriculture, Forestry and Home Economics, and General College.

-~
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Results , -

College of Enrdllmédt

g

The last column of Table 1 presents the percentage of aid
\

recipients in the sample by College, School or Institute of enroll-.

-

‘ment. As many of the Colleges were represented by a very few students,

the d;stribution‘can only be’ suggestive of the percentage of stﬁdvnts

from various Co;leées, Sc;ools or Institutes who receive financia;‘

aid. The obtaiﬁed,percentages vary widely from é ﬁigh of 757 in )
_Medical Technolbgy (four students‘in.the sample) to a low of Den;ul
Hygiene, 0% of a total of fivetstudents in the sample. -Overail. the

| medical sciences and professional‘schools seemed heavily represented
in'thé_upper part of the gid recipient distribution, whilé 17 to

» 26% of the students in the. large four-year undergraduate Colleges re-

ceived financial aid.

~

The Colleges were organized és to whether they were professional
schools, upper division schools or four-yedr schools. The percentages

of students who did not apply, éppliéd’but received no aid, or re-

S

ceived aid within each of thesé three groupings are presented in Table 2.

- -
- .

-

+

' -

ihe largqst pércentage of aid recipients is in. the professional schools

) (30%), the ﬁpqu dividion colleges or schools are intermediate (26%),a
{ : ‘ : . ' ,
) and the four-year institutions are least (18%). The variation between

’

the groupiﬁgs is statistically significant at the p < .01 l$vel
. ! : )-

x% = 11.42, df = 4). - | - ‘ .

. _ ' ' . Insert Table 2 , Ji
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'Berformance at the Univérsity of Minnesota

Cumulative gxadé pofnt averages for students who did not apply
for finaqcial aid, éﬁplied but- received no aid, and queived aid:

‘are presented in Table 3. The percentages for the three grdhps_aré

Insert Table 3 .-

.
- . ate

. ,’ . N .
reasonably similar, with only 6 to 7% of the students’ falling into -
the lowest range (0 to 1.99 grade point averages) and 20 to 30% falling
into the other ranges. No statistically significant differgnces were

found between the groupings in Chi Square comparisons of thogz who did

not receive financial aid (whether they had applied or not) versus o

.

) ' ’//’those who feceived aid, those who recived aid versusvthose wh'o applied

for but did not receive aid, and those who did not apply for aid

1

. versus 45;3e who applied for but did_nog receive aid.

v

Table 4 presénts the'percentage distributions of toté} credits

] . .
’

for students who did not apply for aid;y applied for but-digd not receive

- . -

Insert Table 4 : 7 ¢

‘

aid, and received aid. For all these groups, the largest ﬁefcentages

are in the category of 0 - 44 credips'and, with few exceptions, the

percentages of students decrease as the total number of credits in-
creases. None of the differences among the distributions of the three .

groups we found to be statistically bigniflcant using the Chi Square
e’

~statistic.

- ) Pre-college Performance .

! Table 5 presents the percentage distributions of high school’

.
A . .
‘
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ranks for students who did not .apply for financial aid, applied for ' -~

but did. not receive aid, and .received aid All three distributions

| S

: Insert Table 5 - o

L]
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show the lﬂigest-numbers of students in the top range ofbhigh
school ranks, between the 80th and 99th percentiles. The distribu—

tions are similar and Chi Squares bvaluating differences among the

-— -

distributions failed to reveal statistically significant differences

i .

Percentage distributions of the Minngsota Scholastic Aptitude

Test scores for students ‘who did not .apply for financial aid, applied

but did not receive aid,'received aid are presented in Table 6.

Insert Table 6

‘.

The distributions of students in the score ranges are similar for
.

those who did not apply for aid and those who received aid, while the '
distribution for those who applied’for but did not receive aid appears
different from the other two distributions In Chi Square\analyses,
no statistically significant differences were found between the dis—'
tributions of those who 'did not -apply and.those who received aid,

while statistically significant differences'were found between the o

distributions of'those who applied for but -did not. receive aid and

the.distributions of, those who did not apply for aid (X2 + 11.62, -

df = 4, significant at the p « .02 level) and those who received'aid
(x2 = 10.61, df = 4, significant at the p < .05.1level). The differ-..
ences mostly reflect differences in the 50 to 90 and the 40 to 49 score

ranges. More students who did not receive aid but applied for it had
- . -0 .

-

./ f? | ”'v | | )
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MSATvscores in the 50 to 59 range than éid éither those who did not
. . N ~ e

apply or those who received aid, while fewer_had scores in the 40 to

49 range than either those who  did not apply or those_who_feceived/aidQ...

'Family background /

fFathers"educatidﬁal levels are presented in Table"7. for students
- in the threé financial_a}d groups in f}ve categories ranging from

professional éﬁd_graduate degrees to less than a high ‘school degréé.

N A~ . °

R . . e
. ‘ > InSert Table 7 ; ’
. . - . J/F )
s o
: " . A smaller percentage of students who.- did not apply for financial aid

than those who.did apply had fathers with less than a high schqol

) degréé 9% versus 15 and 227% resbectively). In con;rast, fewer of

.those who applié& for aid had fathers with the highest educat}onal
1év;1 than did those who. did not'apply_for aid (2 and 6% versus 18% -
respectivelf). »Thésé‘dinerences are reflected by a statistically |
significant Chi Squafe between those who did not receive aid wheﬁher
or not they appl?éd for if and whose who received financial aid

.. - [
* v (X2 = 24374,‘df = 4, p £ .01 level). All other Chi Square comparisons

were nbf‘significant. Thgtgroup which applied for aid but did not

receive .it was not significantly different from either those who re-

ceived aid or from those who did not apply for aid. - . ’ : : ‘
. T ‘ fable 8‘presents-the.peréentage distributions of,f;thefs' occupa-’ -

tions for students who did not apply for finmancial.aid, applied.but 7

\ {

- '_ Insert Table 8
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did not recéive aid, and received aid : The distributions are similar o
to the educational level distributions. Fifty-one percent of fathers f
L N

bf those who did not apply for financial.aid are in the professionaﬁ;
i

!

,managerial occupations while 227% of those who recelved aid .are in .. , '

-

/ ’ e

b
! &
-2 - these occupations. Conversely, only ll/ of fathers of .those who di -
Y ' ‘
\ not.apply for aid- aré in the Service, unskilled and "other occupa—‘

) ’ ’f'

tions while .21% of fathers of those who received aid have these ! T iﬁ
’ ' “ -
_ Dccupaﬂions. A Chi Square comparing those who received aid with those e

who. did not, whether or not they fiad applied is highly significant." T
¢ . : )
(X = 30 26 df = 3, significant at the p <f 01 -level). No other Sy h;ﬁ
. comparisonv as statistically significant. The grOup who appﬁied for '!"‘ #
ol ‘[l 1

a ¢ %
\ either th%se whd received aid or those who did not apply ?brﬂfinancials‘

aid. . .' R c ‘ : L0

Fs

‘ < v ’ . EY A S ‘7;
. ' . Discussion" : -.'f' S R
Results of this study support the following statements: * # ;,'ff} s

‘1. A greater proportion of students in profession&l and upper Qﬁ-

division-schools receive financial aid, than those in four—year and

lower division schools." ' .
- R .’ ‘.

2. Financial aid }ecipients‘do not differ from:pog-recipients.

. . . LI
in academic performance at the University of Minnesota. -

=

* : - . . "
Financial aid recipients do not differ from n9n~recipients
v n , |
in performance in high school or~inhsdholastic apsitude. . : .

F . -
4. Students who apply for financial aid but doant receive aid .

tend to have somewhat higher academic aptitude test scores than. those |
. L0, ' Lo :
who do not apply for aid and those who receive aid. )

5. The biggest determiner of a student's receipt of financial .




o ‘ '~ Findncial Aid . '
o L 2 o -, B o . ) - . B R
A Lo i : . . : . 9 RS o .
;f +. .- ald is father's occupational level. The second biggest deterhiner '
' is‘father's éducational level. A ' . ¢ "¢
v ; ' . 6/ Students who receivé financial aid> come from family Back-  ~ '
- rgrounds with lower - occupatiOnal and educational levels than those who
o do not'receive aid T . o ’
. / : : .’/
' . ' L 7. Finaﬂcial aid ac the Qniversity of Minnesota is dispersed to'_,f ’
- students on the basis of financial heed (as indicated in this'study ’ ‘ .
o 'by father s dccupational and educational levels) in accordance with R
the purpgse of state aid. ‘ ) ' o
v ,,', . ] \
8] <
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. Table 1 C

) R . ' ’

i ) Distribution by Collegé or, School of Enrollment of students who did not . o
apply for financial aid, applied but received no aid, and received aid, o ’
and percentage of aid recipients to total enrollment by college.

. . c
% , ' ' . ,
' . School or College Not Apply No Aid Aid Total Percent Aid
: .o B . Recipients
f .. ~ T . .
Medical Techmology . 1 0 3. 4 75
’/ﬁbterindry Medicine . : 2 - 3 . 5'* 60
A " Nursing | 8- . 0 7 15 . 47

Medical o 31 Y 4t 21 T se ~38
Mortﬁary Science D Tl 1 3 . "33
" °  University - 2 o 1 3. "33
Law - 14 3 7. . 29

Education. - 39 - 317 ©59 - ; 29

" General . 55 - 5. 21 8l .26 .
v | .Buéineés’Administration. ‘ 424 é 12 56 o 21 |
~ jAgrQCUlture, Fobestry ) 72 ;;11 18 }61 . 18
and Home Ecpnomics . : * . o
o0t Institute‘qf Techﬁdlqu 78 11, 20 E 109 . IBEﬁ
| Liberal Arts  © 337 - 30 ' 80 - 463 }r
,Dentistry - IR 10 4 26 15 .
Biological Science * | 16 S T
Public Health - 6 - 1 1 - 8 L,
« Pharmacy 7 i1 9. 11
‘ '.Dental‘Hygiené" ce 5 o . .0 5. 0 j
, ‘ $ P

Totals
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. j - . Table 2'

L

Percentage distributioms of students by enrollment in profess1onal
schools, upper division colleges or foUr year colleges for those
who: did not apply for financial a1d applled but received no aid,

s ".. L;\ - . ‘. Co- . » e : '~ .
| Enrollment Not Apply = No'Aid  Aid  Number in
_  a - Sample - g

Professional Cos3w. o pii o 307 0 124 AR

¥

-, e : ; _ <
‘Upper Division .70 s % . 171 '
v ‘ .' ' ] B - . .Y‘ " 3
" Four Year 14 A - - . 18 754
. . . - ) X .
— ’ - _ - A R
”’”"éw ’ t - . | . . .
Number -in Sample 742 . 867 . 220 . 1048
ks ] P
o s ' - ’
a T ‘- - ' _"' .
L8 - g . ) .
. v . )
Q*JI .
S * R . . . »
. , I S . o
’ 5. » ’
; . k
» f , . . .
’ ' ) . .‘/
Ld .
4‘ B : . . ’



Tahie;3,

Pércentage distributions of cummulative grédé—ppint . v . '2
average of students who did not apply for financial G
aid, ‘applied 'b}it; received no aid, and received aid. o

k + o : ’ ¥

GPA Range ~ Not Apply - - No Aid ‘Aid N

—

3.5 - 4.00 o 14% 24% . 14%
3.0 - 3.49 - 25 o . 29 &

2.5-2.99 32 823
2.0 - 2.49 22 A T 27

0.-1.99- . 6 6 7

" Number with data 741 T 221

o
- * 14 i
: . o
o |
e L
[
P |
» '
) B
4 .
X : |
(= N
. 1]
L 4
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Table 4

Percentage distributions'of total credits of students

‘. ,f’ . - who did not apply fgr_financial aid, applied but-retjgved
-~ % no aid, and received aid. o _
:gs_ ) . .V“ ' * -~
Total Credits Not Apply No Aid - Aid
170 - 10% 7% - 127
( 135 - 169 . C11 7 9
| ) R 3 |
g 90 -"134 20 15 19
" 45 - 89 26 23 25
0 - 44 33 48 35
’ .
Number with data . 741 86 “221
L} w '
.

)y ?




and received aid.

Table 5

Percefitage distributions of high school ranks of studerts who
. did not apply for financial aid, applied but recalved no a1d .

’

R

-

No Aid Aid

12 . 9

High School Rankd  Not Apply ‘
“ ‘ ‘ 'ti

80 - 99 - 50% . 68% . 60% |

. . . L

60 - 79 27 15 19 < <
40 - 59 11 w6 12 ., e
0 - 39 12 -




Percentage distributions of MSAT scores of students who did not
aid, applied .but. received no aid, and received

-apply for financial

" Table 6

-

aid.
\
MSAT Score Not Apply No Aid Aid
— - ' -
60 - 8% 6% 14 %
. 50°- 59 24 44 23
40 - 49 32 9 23
.. ' < o
30 - 39 24 32 22
" - 29 12 e 9 18
§ . : _ | 4 "".ri_.
.. Number with data 310 34 90 .
fy : - . .
¢ .
2"
¢ .
o / J
. 1 . -
. y .
|
§




Tab1e 7

4

Percentage dlstributlons of fathers .educational - 1evels for
students who did not apply- for financial aid, applied but

received no aid and received aid,
. . - »

Educational Level | Not Apply . No Aid

Professional/Graduate degree 18%

College degree/some Grad-{ 25
uate work *

SomefCollége?Businéas-or ‘ 21
Trade Schbol'

igh School Graduate

Less than High School Grgduate

<

" Number with data




Table s"g""" o S

~ Percentage distributlons of father:s occupations for students who
7 _ did not apply for financial aid, app11ed but received no aid and
N received aid, .

" _ Occupations ' . Not.Apply No Aid " Aid
Professional./Managerial‘ ’ © 517% 34% 22% °,
' Farm | | 4 13 10 : :
" Sales/Clerical Office = 16’ 18 - 21 o .
Skilled Trades. . 18. o 26
. N ' . R ; ,
" Services/Unskilled/Other 11 ) 11 1 -
Number with data . 393 . 38 115
A
‘ ld




