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CHAPTER I

TRADITION AND MARRIAGE IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Statement of the Problem: It is generally conceded that prior
to World War II, college marriage was not widespread. Indeed on many 

composes it warranted an immediate dismissal. For example, "Century 

Milstead, an All American tackle for Yale, was suspended on February 12 

of his junior year, 1925, for violating a rule forbidding undergraduates 
to marry." (10:92) However, a change in this situation commenced in 
the middle 1940's. When the veterans of World War II returned to begin 

or to continue their education, they frequently had families— or soon 

acquired them. Even though the phenomenon of married students on campus 

was not encompassed by the college norms of the time, it seems likely 
that these students were permitted to remain for a combination of 

reasons. First, veterans were needed to swell both the student ranks 

and the schools' treasuries; second, married students were very likely 

perceived by administrative officers as being practically identical with 
"veteran", and, thus, a temporary phenomenon at best. With regard to 

the latter point, the predictions of the last decade have proven 
inaccurate.

The "GI's" of World War II were the first students who were also 
married to appear on the campus in significant numbers. Before this 

time the administrator tended to regard married students as a disturbing 

influence on the campus. However, the married students of this era 
appeared to be in fact more "goal oriented" than the unmarried students
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of previous times. Some have ventured the opinion that the academic

success of the married veterans had a beneficial effect upon the other

students as well.1 2 3 Later, when nonveterans began to marry and their

instructors found out that their work seemed to improve, more and more

educators revised their opinions about student marriages. Today, most

universities welcome or are neutral about married students who are
2otherwise qualified.

The housing problem for this group is of concern to many 
institutions. Many married students live in cramped, inadequate, 

temporary buildings or trailers. On many campuses, however, this make

shift housing is being replaced by adequate apartments. This fact is 

one of the most significant indications that married students are here 

to stay, and, moreover, are being tacitly encouraged. (10:92)

It appears that American attitudes toward housing for married 

students are in rather sharp contrast with the attitudes reflected in
3some other countries.

That the married students now constitute a significant part of 

the student population, and that college marriage is both an acceptable

xhe statements concerning the factors of appearance and accept
ance of the married student are in accord with the writings of the follow
ing: Lester A. Kirkendall, Joseph S. Vandiver, Victor A. Christopherson,
Jessie Bernard, Helen I. Buchanan, William M. Smith and others. (See 
Bibliography p. 35)

2This atatmaent is based upon information received from college 
registrars during the Spring, 1959.

3The University of Cambridge, England, granted women students 
equal status with men in 1948 but they make no concessions to the 
University wives. The old dormitory rules remain and the wives can 
neither eat with their husbands in the hall or visit with their men in 
college after 10 p.m. (2:7)
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situation and relatively independent of veteran status, are facts that 

can be corroborated on almost any coeducational campus. However, 

relatively little is known concerning the characteristics of married 

students in college, and relatively few studies have been made. With 
regard to the studies that have been reported, the findings have not i 

always been in accord.

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this study was to provide

a more detailed and comprehensive picture of the married students in 
college than is presently available, particularly with respect to the 
following topics: First, the daily routine of student families;
second, the level of living of student families; third, the attitudes 

of married students toward children and family sise; fourth, the child 

care arrangements of student parents; fifth, parental subsidization and 

other financial resources of student couples; and sixth, the attitudes 
of married students toward college marriage.

Data concerning the national trends in college marriage are

being gathered at the present time in a study underway at The University 
4of Arizona. This information along with the detailed data concerning 

the married students provided in the present study should provide in

formation of significance and value to social scientists, college 
administrative officials, and others interested in keeping their know

ledge of the patterns of family living contemporary.

The material should also be of value to home economists, parti- 4

4The study is being conducted by Victor A. Christopherson, 
University of Arizona; and Joseph S. Vandiver, Oklahoma State University.
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cularly in the area of management, by providing up-to-date information 

about the financial arrangements, distribution of energy, routines, 

skills and attitudes of this college group. College administrative 

officials may also use the information when planning facilities, and it 
should be helpful to academic counselors, whose responsibilities require 

them to keep informed concerning all segments of the student population.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The literature dealing with Investigations of married students 

is limited. The phases of the lives of married students in which there 

is some information available, include financial adjustment, housing, 

fmsily adjustment, and the numbers of married students found in college 
groups.

The Financial Status of Married Students: The financial arrange
ments of student families have been analysed with respect to a number 

of different characteristics. Cushing, Phillips and Stephenson (3:25-26) 
studied the financial status of the students at the time of marriage.
This study was made at the State College in Washington. It revealed 
that:

...They were receiving a combined income of more than 
$200 per month, owned no real estate,or car, and had less 
than $1,000 in savings. They were well insured by reason 
of the fact that, as inductees, government insurance was 
provided.

Riemer (12:802-15) included economic status in his study of the 
married students on the campus of the University of Washington in 1942. 

He stated that the married students are more independent economically 
than the rest of the students. However, Riemer received only a small 

return from hie #eetienmaires and it seems likely that a non-response 
bias may have affected the validity of his data adversely.

Thorpe (14:104) studied the ways in which college students

5
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manage. She pointed out that 95.2 per cent had financial plans made for 

more than a year in advance.

Levels of economic aspiration were investigated by Foreman. 

(5:2082) Single men and women were found to possess higher aspirations 

with regard to material assets than married students. Marchand and 

Langford (9:113-14) mentioned the need for additional data on the source 

and amount of family income. Some conclusions were drawn but they were 

largely of a speculative nature and were not based on the data from 

their study.
The non-academic, popular publications have contained a number 

of articles written about married students# These articles often have 

included conclusions by the authors concerning the economic adjustments 

made by the family. However, these articles have seldom been reports of 

scientific investigations, and for the most part have represented prin

cipally the authors* points of view and reflections.
During the review of literature it became apparent that more 

attention had been directed toward the economic aspects of the adjustment 

and characteristics of married students than toward the other aspects 

indicated below.

Housing; Thorpe (14:104-5) studied the housing of married 
students. He stated that:

...38 per cent of the couples were living in either 
college owned or privately operated trailer camps, while 
30 per cent were living in small apartments, 12 per cent 
in private homes, 11 per cent in single rooms, 7 per cent 
with parents and 2 per cent out of town.

Marchand (9:114) found that the students preferred the college- 

operated apartments of the barracks type as living quarters because of
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their location near the college, and their efficient arrangement and 

compactness.

Other references to housing have been in popular publications.1 
In Time (4:96) the following description is given of the housing 

facilities for married college students at Michigan State College.
...Fertile Valley is Michigan State College's "Vet 

Village," a collection of apartments, trailers and prefabs 
that is as squat and ugly as dosens of other emergency 
campus camps from the state of Washington to Florida...

...Last week, (1947), as Michigan State began its 
spring quarter, 150 wire families had moved into the 
Valley to join the 2,000 young couples already there...
An article on the married student in Newsweek (10:92) offers

further information about housing for married students. :

...The most significant indication that campus marriages 
are here to stay is the permanent housing which is beginning 
to arise. The largest of these projects is at Purdue 
University where 908 apartments are now being built...

...Michigan State University has one permanent 
project finished, accommodating 432 couples and another 
of 508 apartments is under construction...
The references to housing of the married students in the popular 

publications are not designated as scientific studies.

The most complete information concerning college housing to date 
should emerge from the study currently underway by Christopherson and 
Vandiver.

Family Adjustment of Married Students: In addition to financial

arrangements and housing, the study by Marchand and Langford (9:113-14) 

was ..."concerned with the effect of the married women's attendance at

^The investigator felt some articles in popular publications 
were documented adequately and could be used as references.
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school on her own and her husband’s activities."

...When the data were analysed, the Impression 
developed that these young people were fashioning a 
satisfying way of living for themselves and for their 
families. These couples seemed pleased with the co
operative approach to adjustment which they found 
necessary in combining school and family...

Warner (12:802-15) mentioned the co-operative attitude as an

outgrowth of the need for planning and purposeful action of married

college students with regard to economic emergencies. He also stated

that problems and conflicts in the student marriage tend to be
externalised.

...The two partners exhaust their energy in work that 
has to be done to keep out of economic misery and to avoid 
stagnation in their educational progress. Internal 
difficulties are overcome in a more or less subconscious 
appeasement in the face of outside strain.

After reviewing the literature referring to the adjustment of 

married students, it became apparent that previous investigators seemed 

to be in general agreement concerning the adjustment of married students. 

The adjustment achieved by students for the most part was found to be 

satisfactory; however, inasmuch as the available studies were not 

comparable, this conclusion is best considered relative and tentative.

Number of Harried Students: Four studies mention the number of
maediedsstudehtd on the college campuses, liemer (12:804) states that 

5.8 per cent of the students registered as married students on the 
University of Washington campus in 1942. Click and Carter (6:296) in

dicate that in the fall of 1956, one of every four college students was 
2married.Lyle (8:9-12) in her study of the Graduates of Iowa State

ZThie figure seems unusually high. None of the other references 
reflected so high a percentage of married students when both male and 
female were included.
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College, found a sharp and highly significant continuing Increase in the 

number who were married prior to graduation during the years 1933 to 1952. 
She states that:

...In 1933-37, 4.6 per cent were married before 
graduation; in 1938-42, 4.7 per cent; in 1943-47, 9.1 per 
cent; and of graduates from 1948-52, 17.6 per cent re
ported marriage prior to graduation.

The proportion of married students in the student body of the 

University of Oregon frost 1939 to 1956 mein given by Kirkendall. (7:55)
' There has been an increase in male married students from 7.8 per cent in 

1939 to 27.1 in 1956. The increase for the percentage of female students 
was not as great. In 1939 there were 3.5 per cent married female students 

on the campus and 10.9 per cent in 1956.
The variance reflected la the studies above probably should be 

accorded a minimum of significance inasmuch as the number reported in 

studies of these kinds would likely vary with local conditions as well as 
with the year in which the study was reported.

Two articles have been written which point out the need for more 

research on college marriage. Vandiver and Christopherson (14) suggest 

that college married students are now a relatively permanent and stable 

part of the campus populations, and that adequately designed research is 
needed for an accurate interpretation of their characteristics. Kirkendall 

(7:55-63) documents the gradual increase in the numbers of married 
students. He discusses some problems of married students and possible 
consequences of the popular solutions are pointed out. Other problems
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are mentioned in relation to some recommendations of his own about college 
marriage.

The popular publication is a source for considerable information 
about the married college student. However, these articles are not 
necessarily reports of scientific research. Following is a list of some 
of the articles published during the last fifteen years. Elizabeth Pope, 
"Why Do They Marry," Good Housekeeping. May, 1959; Cliff Umschied and wife, 
"Busiest Couple In Florida," McCalls, February, 1955; J. T. Freeman, "Pink- 
house Bobos of Atlanta, Georgia," Ladies * Home Journal, November, 1954;
B. Gunn, "Graduation: Family Style at the University of Oregon," Saturday 
Evening Post, May 15, 1948; K. M. Gwinn, "Postwar Battle of the Campus," 
Christian Science Monitor Magazine. July 26, 1947; R. Wilcox, "Spartan 
Wives: On The Campus of Michigan State College," Ladies' Hone Journal, 
October, 1947; D. H. Beetle, "Go Charts on the Campus,'' New York Times 
Magazine. September 22, 1946. Other entries appear in the Bibliography, 
p. 35.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Construction of the Questionnaire: The research topics investigated

in this study were identified following a review of the literature on 
college marriage. A member of questions were framed under each of the six 

general topical areas. These questions served as a guide in the con

struction of the questionnaire. Copies of the preliminary questionnaire 
were sent to two persons considered to be authorities in family relations 
for suggestions. A second revision was made, and the questionnaire was 

pretested utilising married students in several University classes. Re

visions, based upon questions, suggestions, and comments from the married 

students who responded to the pretest questionnaires, were included in the 
final instrument.*

Selection of the Subjects: The subjects were married students who

were attending The University of Arisons, 1958-59. The names and addressee 

of the married students were compiled and furnished by the University 

Registrar. From the registrar's list several sub-lists were made: First,
a list wherein both husband and wife were enrolled in classes; second, a 

list in which were included couples living with their parents; however, 
the number proved to be so small, this list was discontinued. The third 

list was made of all students who lived in Polo Village, the University

*See Appendix A, p. 37.
11
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housing for married students; and the fourth list was compiled from the 

remainder of the names of married students on the original list. ,

The number of married students on the campus was found to be 

approximately 2,000. A ten per cent sample, or two hundred, was judged to 

be sufficiently large for the study. A third of the subjects were taken 

from each list. Students from each list were contacted personally and asked 

to fill in a questionnaire. It soon became apparent that some sort of a 

control group was indicated. A control group one-fourth the size of the 

sample was considered sufficient. The total sample numbered two hundred 
and fifty four. - - -

The control subjects were matched with the student subjects insofar 
as possible on the bases of age, education, and the estimated socioeconomic 

status of parents. None of the control subjects had been married while in 

college. No statistical tests of significance were applied to the data of 

the two groups; consequently, caution is implied in interpreting apparent 

differences between the two groups.

Location of the Sample: A route sample from an initial spot in the

vicinity of the campus was utilized. Contact was made with all student 

families over the entire length of the predetermined streets. This process 
was utilized for both the off-campus and married student couple groups.

In Polo Village one-third of the desired number were contacted on the street 
on the east side of the village, one-third on the street on the west side, 

and one-third on the street in the center.

The control group was located by recommendation from senior college 
students and young married peoples groups.
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Administering the Questionnaire: The questionnaire were taken to

the homes by the investigator and the couple was asked to complete the 

questionnaire while the investigator waited. If the respondent preferred, 
the questionnaire was left and the investigator picked it up the following 
day at an appointed time. Whenever possible, the questionnaire was filled 

out in the presence of the investigator.

TWo couples refused to answer the questionnaire. Both indicated 
that they did not care to disclose information about their families.

TWo of the quaetlonnalres which were left and picked up the 

following day, were not complete enough to be used in the final tabulation.
' . t V::'A total of 258 hoaMS were visited and 254 satisfactory questionnaires were 

collected.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AMD DISCUSSION

The results of the study have been presented under the following 

specific research topics: First, daily routine of student families;
second, level of living of student families; third, attitudes toward 

children and family siae; fourth, child-care arrangements of student 
parents; fifth, parental subsidisation and other financial resources of 
student couples; and sixth, attitudes of married students toward college 
marriage.

Dally Routine of Student Families: Two hundred and three student

families filled in questionnaires • Of this number forty-eight, 26.6 per 

cent, of the wives were attending college; sixty-three of the wives, 31 
per cent, were employed outside of the home; twenty-one wives, 10.3 per 

cent, were attending college and were also employed outside of the home; 
and seventy-one wives, 35 per cent, were full time homemakers. Table I, 
shows the amount of the husbands' participation in both the student and 

control group, with respect to household tasks, for each of the categories 
mentioned above. In the Table the number participating in each task was 

listed, the total number of tasks was then divided by the number in the 
category to find the average number of tasks in which the husbands parti

cipated. The husbands of the women who were employed and also attended 

college were found to participate in the greatest number of tasks; however, 

the participation was not appreciably higher than the husbands in the other 

categories.
14



' TABLE I

THE NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLD TASKS IN WHICH THE HUSBANDS PARTICIPATED ACCORDING TO
THE WIVES EMPLOYMENT AND EDUCATIONAL STATUS

STUDENT GiIOUP N-203 CONTROL GROUP N-51

TASK Attends
college

Employed 
outside 
the home

Employed
attends
college Housewife

Employed 
outside 
the home Housewife

N-48 M«*63 N-21 N-71 N-10 N-41
Housecleaning 22 36 15 12 5 15
Dishwashing 27 41 15 19 4 19
Food Preparation 17 30 12 15 5 16
Laundry 18 24 12 9 3 4
Ironing 6 7 5 1 2 3
Bathing Children 8 14 4 17 2 18
Baby Sitting 14 23 6 41 4 29
Food Buying 27 41 11 38 4 20
Putting Children to Bed 14 19 5 37 3 29

Feeding Children 11 19 5 20 4 19

TOTAL 164 254 90 209 36 172

Number of Tasks per family 3.41 4.01 4.28 2.94 3.6 4.19
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Figure 1 illustrates the extent to which the husbands in the 
different categories participated in the household tasks. The housewives 
of both groups were noted to have received considerable help from the 

husbands as to the number of tasks, but more than half of this help was re
ceived seldom; therefore, when indicating participation, the extent of this 

participation should be carefully noted. The husbands of the wives who 
were contributing to the family income frequently assumed the major re

sponsibility for specific household tasks. The actual tasks varied from 
family to family; however, all tasks listed were indicated by at least one 
family as being assumed by the husband for a greater per cent of the time 
than by the wife and/or others.

An item of some interest reflected in Table II is the matter of 
ironing— the task presumably least associated with the male role as 

ordinarily conceived. However, in both control and student groups 

approximately 10 pecents of the husbands indicated that they assumed some 

responsibility for this task. While no difference appeared between the 
two groups in this respect, the over-all response of approximately 10 per 
cent might indicate a general broadening of the male role among married 

couples in modern society. Somewhat surprisingly, with regard to the 

matter of bathing children, baby sitting, putting children to bed, and 
feeding children, the control group reflected appreciably higher per

centages of participation. The higher percentage of participation in child 
care may be due to the higher per cent of control group families with 

children. On the other hand, it may be that the student fathers are sub

ject to pressures, largely eminating from school work, of such a nature 
as to encourage a division of labor in the home which frees them from the



Usual, more than 4 days a week 

Frequent, 3-4 days a week 
Seldom, some but less than 3 days a week

I
Attends
college

1
Employed Housewife Employed

i
HousewifeEmployed 

and attends 
college 

STUDENT GROUP
. The Extent of the Husbands' Participation in Household Tasks According to the Wives' Employment 

and Educational Status.

CONTROL GROUP
Figure 1



TABLE II

THE HOUSEHOLD TASKS IN WHICH THE HUSBANDS PARTICIPATED AND THE EXTENT OP 
THIS PARTICIPATION BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

STUDENT GROUP N-203 CONTROL GROUP N-Sl

.. . TASK... . ....._ Number Usual Frequent SeldQm Muab Usual Frequent Seldom
M* Z** N N N N . % N N ... N

Housecleaning 85 42 14 24 47 20 39 3 2 15
Dishwashing 102 50 25 36 41 23 45 2 7 14
Food Preparation 74 36 14 22 38 21 41 4 8 9
Laundry 63 31 9 20 34 7 14 3 1 3
Ironing 19 9 3 2 14 5 10 1 - 4
Bathing Children 43 21 7 13 23 20 39 5 3 12
Baby Sitting 84 41 21 15 48 33 65 4 8 21

Food Buying 117 58 32 59 26 24 47 7 8 9
Putting Children to Bed 75 37 20 32 23 32 63 11 13 8

Feeding Children 55 27 15 18 22 23 45 5 8 10

*N —  Number participating in each task 
**% —  Per cent of participation in each task
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relatively time consuming tasks involving child care.

When both the husband and wife attended college, or when the 

husband attended college and the wife worked, it was anticipated that a 
modification of the traditional sexual division of labor would occur.
Such a modification of sex roles was found to have occurred in both the 

student and control groups to approximately the same extent. It appears 

that the special circumstance of the student couples is not particularly 

significant as a causal factor. It would seem, rather, that the tradi

tional sex division of labor has given way to a more equalitarian arrange
ment whereby young couples, in general, feel free to interchange domestic 
work roles as function of both need and interests.

Level of Living of Student Families: It was found that more student

families own an automobile than any other item investigated. This was as 

expected. The student families also indicated that they were doing very 

little purchasing on the time payment plan. According to the data in 
Table III a greater per cent of the control group own or are buying the 

items mentioned in the Table than those in the student group with the ex

ception of television and high fidelity radio sets. It seems possible 

that these items might serve a special purpose in the student families.
It may be that television saves money which otherwise would be used for 

recreation or it may be "company11 for the wife and/or children during the 
hours when the husband is occupied with his studies. There are other 

possible functions of television in the students' homes, some of which 

are: to act as baby sitter, to keep the children out of the sun in summer 

particularly in hot climates, and to serve as a status defining item among 

the families. Because of the many possible reasons for the television
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OWNERSHIP AND CUMUBH BUYING OF CERTAIN 
ITEMS BY PER CENT

ZABLE III

STUDENT GROUP 
M-203

CONTROL GROUP 
N-51

Item Own
Buying

A m
Buying
now

Automobile 82 16 73 25

Refrigerator 54 ' 5 65 18
Stove 21 1 63 16

Freeser 5 .5 14 2
Automatic Washer 47 5 65 12
Automatic Dryer 1 .5 8 22

Bedroom furniture 49 1 67 14

Living Room Furniture 46 2 57 18

Television 71 3 39

Hi Fi 32 2 10
House 3 6 4 20
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ownership by the student families and because it was so usual, i.e., three 
fourths of the families, there is an indication of need for a careful in

vestigation from which a reliable conclusion could be drawn.
The current income for the control group, as expected, was higher 

than for the student group. Contrary to expectation, however, was the 
finding that the anticipated income reflected by the control group responses 

was also higher than that of the student group. The per cent of current 
and anticipated income by amount are given in Table IV. Anticipated in

creased earning power may not be so potent a motivational factor for ob
taining an education as many believe. In other words, the greatest 
percentage of students indicated a surprisingly modest anticipated income 
level.1

Table III and IV both indicate that the student couples' standard^ 
of living is, in a sense, deferred. In other words the student couples' 

present level of living appears to bear little relationship to their values 
or prestige. The prestige factor, as reflected by the answers to question 
thirty-five on the questionnaire stressed to a greater extent the personal 

and characterological items than the level-of-living items.

Number of Children Desired by Husband and Wife: The number of

children in the fasdLlies in which the members of the student group were 

reared was slightly smaller than that of the families in which the control *

*It seems likely that the income level designated most frequently, 
$5,000— $7,500, was a function of the relatively large number of married 
students who indicated school teaching as their future occupation.

^Standard of living is used here to refer to the values and expecta
tions of the couples as contrasted with level of living which indicates the 
actual cultural-economic pattern or plane of living at any given time.
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TABLE IV

PER CENTS OF STUDENT AND CONTROL GROUPS REPRESENTATIVE 
OF VARIOUS CURRENT AND ANTICIPATED INCOME LEVELS

INCOME
STUDENT GROUP 

N-203
CONTROL GROUP 

N-51

Current*

$1,500 to $2,400 29.6 9.8

$2,500 to $3,400 23.6 3.9

$3,500 to $4,400 18.7 11.7

$4,500 to $5,400 16.3 15.7

$5,500 and above 11.3 58.8
Anticipated* **

Under $5,000 6.9 7.9
$5,000 to $7,500 45.3 41.1

$7,500 to $10,000 23.2 23.5
Over $10,000 21.6 27.4

*Faaily Income
**Husband's Income only
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3group were reared. Table V shows the number of children in the family In 

which the husband and wife were reared. There was no difference between 

the size of families of the husbands and wives of the student group, and 
there was only a small difference between the two in the control group.

The number of children in the families of the control group, however, was 

slightly greater than that of the student group for both husbands and wives.
The number of children desired was appreciably higher for the 

student group than for the control group as shown in Table VI. This finding 
supports the recent observations by desographers to the effect that the 

greatest relative gain in fertility in the last two decades has been made 

by the college-educated segment of the population. (11:89) There was 
little difference in the number desired by the husband and wife in either 

group.

The student couples married a year or more without children differed 

little from couples with children in ultimate expectation of size of family. 

The student families married in 1957 had an average of .5 children by the 
spring of 1959. The control group families married in 1957 had an average 

of one child by the spring of 1959. The number of children indicated as 

desired by the families married in 1957 in the control group was three, 
while the student group was 3.3. The families of the student group were 
smaller than the control group until the couples had been married for ten 

years and then the actual family size was the same.

^Such families are usually referred to as families of orientation 
as contrasted with families of procreation, or those which individuals who 
marry create. However, it was decided to avoid these terms in the tables, 
thus, it seemed appropriate to do the same in the text.
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NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN THE FAMILIES IN WHICH 
THE HUSBANDS AND WIVES WOLE. REARED

TABLE V

NUMBER Husband Wife

Student Control Student Control

one 23 4 22 8
two 62 13 63 10

three 41 10 45 10
four 34 7 33 9
five 9 2 15 5
six 4 3 6 3

seven 6 5 5 -
eight 8 1 2 -

mine or more 6 4 4 4

TOTAL 193 49 195 49

Average number of children 
In the families in which the 
husbands and wives were reared 2.37 2.75 2.37 2.65
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NUMBER OP CHILDREN DESIRED BY 
HUSBANDS AND WIVES

TABLE VI

NUMBER Husband Wife

Student Control Student Control

none 4 2 4 2
one 8 - 5 -

two 41 10 43 10

three 49 15 50 15
four 59 13 60 12

five 16 1 15 1

six 4 6 3 6

seven or more 1 1 2 1

undecided 18 2 , 17 3

TOTAL 200 49 199 50

Average number of 
children desired 3.8 2.86 3.96 2.86
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With regard to the matter of beginning or adding to the family 

while in college, 69 per cent of the responses were favorable; however, of 

the favorable responses, 40 per cent were qualified in some manner.V

Approximately 12 per cent indicated they felt adding to their 

families would be undesirable, and 16 per cent gave economic and social 

reasons for not wishing to add to their families at the present time.
There were fewer qualifications expressed by those who viewed any increase 
in family size as undesirable.

Child Care Arrangements of Student Parents: Reciprocal baby
sitting arrangements by the families was not the usual pattern. This 

finding was contrary to expectations. It had been estimated that recipro
cal baby sitting would be reflected as a convenient way to facilitate the 

rather complicated home and work schedules of the student married group.

The husband and/or wife assumed the responsibility in the majority of the 
instances. This included the times when one spouse was in class. Among 
the families with children in the student housing, only one family had 

regular reciprocal arrangements for child care, and only slightly over 

half of the families with children made any type of reciprocal arrangements.

Fifty-six per cent of the student families and 86 per cent of the 
control group families had children. In the student families with 
children, 8 per cent of the mothers attended college; 15 per cent of the 

mothers worked; 4 per cent of the mothers both attended college and worked;

^The majority of the qualifications were of an economic nature.
The second most frequent qualifications were based upon religious teach
ings, particularly Mormon and Catholic.
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and 28 per cent of the mothers were full-time homemakers. The husbands 

were the most frequent baby sitters for the student families when the 

mothers were out of the home; however, grandmothers, private sitters, and 
nursery schools were also utilised. Ten per cent of the mothers in the 

control group with children worked for wages. The grandmothers did the 

baby sitting for the majority of these families. The other sources in

cluded the husbands, neighbors, nursery schools, and private sitters.

Parental Subsidisation and Other Financial Resources of Student 
Couples: The student fmailiee received their monthly income from a variety
of sources. The source of the total monthly money Income by per cent is 

given in Table VII. The majority of student families received their income 
from two or more sources. Nineteen per cent of the husbands did not con

tribute directly to the income of their families. The government supplied 

part of the income to 52 per cent of the families through the provisions 

of the World War II or Korean War Veterans Bills. Although the amount 
provided by the government was rather standard, the per cent represented 

by this source of the total income for the individual families varied 
considerably. For example, the Korean War Veterans' bill supplied 100 per 

cent of the income for three of the fasdlies, while in three other families, 
the amount provided by the Korean Bill constituted only 5 per cent of the 

total family income. There was a surprisingly large income range among 
the families."* A rather interesting finding was that the number of

"*The smallest income was the amount received from the GI Bill, 
while the largest family income which was indicated was ten thousand 
dollars.



TABLE VII

THE SOURCE OF THE TOTAL MONTHLY MONET INCOME 
BY PER CENT

Per cent of
total monthly Husband1s
money income employment

Wife's
employment

World War 
II GI Bill

Korean War
Veterans
Bill

Wife's
Parents

Husband's
Parents Others

N-S* N-C** N-S N-C N-S N-C N-S N-C N-S N-C N-S N-C N •S N-C

0-5 6 4 1 3 8 1 12 4 2

6-15 . 9 7 1 1 7 12 9 4 4

16-25 28 11 1 16 tmm 7 7 1 1
26-35 17 1 5 2 4 15 3 2 5 1
36-50 36 3 13 3 1 29 4 7 3
51-65 13 1 13 2 10 1 2 2
66-80 14 2 21 1 11 1 1 1

80-99 14 8 6 1 2 2
100 25 36 5 3 4

*N-S —  Number of student group in each category
**N-C —  Number of control group in each category
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parents, including those of both husbands and wives, who contributed to 

the familial income was approximately the same as the number of wives who 

contributed. The amount contributed by the wives, however, was appreciably 

greater in per cent of the total income.

There appears not to have developed as yet a pattern defining 

which expenses the parents of married students are to assume and which 
ones are to be assuswd by the student couples. No instance of full 

financial support by the parents was found. A financial subsidy was re
ceived by 38 per cent of the student families. The subsidies ranged from 
5 per cent of the total money income of the family to 80 per cent.

The source of income in the column listed as "other" was varied. 

There were four families who received all of their income from sources 

they considered to fit in this column. Of the four who marked 100 per 

cent of their income in this category, one has income from a trust, one 

did not identify the source, one was from savings, and one was from savings 
and sabbatical leave pay.

It was anticipated that students would receive hidden subsidization 

in the form of goods furnished or loaned to them by their parents. Table 
VIII illustrates that hidden subsidisation was not found to be widespread. 

The practice did exist, however, and a greater per cent of this subsidi

zation was in the form of items furnished rather than loaned.

The continued reliance by married student couples upon their 

parents for economic security might well be considered another form of 
hidden subsidization. Only 14 per cent of the group indicated they would 

turn to a source other than their parents in the event of an emergency.

Even though the control group showed greater independence than the’student
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ITEMS THAT HAD BEEN FURNISHED OR LOANED TO THE FAMILY 
BY EITHER AND/OR BOTH SETS OF PARENTS

TABLE VIII

STUDENT GROUP CONTROL GROUP

Item
No. Items Items Items
received furnished loaned

No. Items Items • Items 
received furnished loaned

N* %** N % N % N % N % N X

Tuition 147 73 36 18 19 9
Food 188 93 14 7 1 .5 50 98 1 2 — —
Furniture 163 81 33 16 7 3 40 80 6 12 5 10
Rugs 174 87 23 11 6 3 50 98 — — 1 2
Drapes 186 92 15 7 2 1 48 94 2 4 1 2
Vacation

expense 176 87 25 12 2 1 47 92 2 4 2 4
Automobile 165 81 30 15 8 4 46 90 1 2 4 8
Clothing 169 83 33 16 1 .5 49 96 2 4 —
Children's

clothing 164 80 38 19 1 .5 42 82 8 16 1 2
Television 176 87 25 12 2 1 42 82 6 12 3 6
Other 182 80 16 8 5 2 46 90 3 6 2 4

*--Number in category
**— Per cent in category— The per cent numbers were rounded out to 

the closest whole number. This rounding out of the numbers 
resulted in a total per cent for each item of between 99 and 
101.
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group with regard to the probable source of aid In a time of emergency, 68 

per cent of the control group nevertheless indicated that they would turn 
to the parents at such a time.

Attitudes of Harried Students Toward College Marriage: The college

students judged their marriage to be more favorable than unfavorable.

Twenty four per cent indicated that their attitudes concerning college 

marriage were very favorable, and 42 per cent checked the generally 
favorable category. The total per cent of those expressing a favorable 
opinion was 66. The families expressing a generally unfavorable opinion 

made up 10 per cent of the total number, and 4 per cent indicated that 
their attitudes were very unfavorable with regard to college marriage. A 

total of 14 per cent expressed unfavorable attitudes toward college 
marriage.

The student families also were asked to list the specific advan
tages and disadvantages of college marriage as they saw them. A greater 
variety of disadvantages wag-: listed than advantages; however, the dis

advantages were mentioned 367 times and advantages 416 times.

The advantage mentioned most often by student couples was that 

marriage acts as a stabilising factor. This reason was listed by one 

hundred and eleven of the couples. The advantages listed in order of the 

number of couples mentioning them are: common goals, seventy-five couples;
companionship, sixty-nine couples; encourages cooperative adjustment to 

marriage, fifty-nine couples; the improved management of time and income, 

twenty-eight couples; sex,* twenty-three couples; pooled resources, twenty-

*It may be that this item is ranked unrealistically low due to the 
reluctance on the part of the respondents to acknowledge its importance. 
Also the first ranked reason, "stabilising factor" might well have included 
in its meaning, sex. Unfortunately, this answer was not clarified at the 
time the questionnaire was filled out.
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one couples; end love and growing up together, fifteen couples.

The most often mentioned disadvantage was financial hardship. One 
hundred and twelve couples mentioned this disadvantage. While this dis

advantage was frequently acknowledged, there was little Indication that 

the financial strain was unanticipated or unacceptable to the couples. 

Others in order of their frequency were as follows: time shortage and

responsibility beginning too early, thirty-four; the limiting of social 

life, thirty-three; possibility of children, thirty; the longer time it 
takes to get out of school and the lack of time to be together, twenty- 
four; exclusion from college life, twenty-three; emotional tension, 

eighteen; the possibility of termination of education for one or both re

sulting in an uncertain future, seventeen; the lack of good study 
conditions, fifteen; the social isolation caused by low income and the 

need for long study hours, ten; and the interruption of long range plans.

seven



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

Purpose: The purpose of the study was to provide a more detailed

and comprehensive picture of the married students in college than is 

presently available, particularly with respect to the following topics: 
First, the daily routine of student families; second, the level of living 

of student families; third, the attitudes of married students toward 
children and family sise; fourth, the child care arrangements of student 

parents; fifth, the parental subsidisation and other financial resources 

of student couples; and sixth, the attitudes of married students toward 
college marriage.

Subjects and Procedure: The subjects were 203 married couples at

least one of whom was attending the University of Arisons, 1958-59, and 51 
non-student couples who were utilised as a control group. The student 

couples represented 10 per cent of the total number at the University and 

the control group was approximately one-fourth the sise of the student 
group.

Six research topics were identified following a review of litera
ture on college marriage and two forms of a questionnaire were constructed 

based upon the six research topics. The questionnaires were taken to the 

homes of the subjects by the investigator and either filled out at the time 

or picked up the following day. A total of 258 homes were visited, and
33
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254 satisfactory questionnaires were collected.

Results: With regard to the assumption of household tasks by the 

husbands of the subjects, the student group did not differ appreciably 

from the control group*
The level of living, as measured by money income and ownership of 

household furnishings, was net as high among student families as among 

control group families. The anticipated income among student families, 

contrary to expectations, was also lower than among non-student families.
The same per cent of student families owned cars as did control group 

families. A greater per cent of student families owned television and 
hi-fidelity radio sets.

The anticipated family else of the student families was greater 
than the else of the families in which they were reared, and also greater 
than the anticipated sise of the control group families. The majority of 

student couples preferred to wait until after the husband1s graduation to 

begin or add to their families. The reasons given were primarily economic 
in nature.

Student parents assumed full responsibility for child care in a 

greater number of cases than was expected. Reciprocal baby sitting 
arrangements among student parents were not pronounced.

Thirty-seven per cent of the student families were financially sub

sidized by the parents and 27 per cent received help in the form of furnished 

or loaned household items. There were more favorable than unfavorable re

sponses by student couples toward college marriage.
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE

Completed by wife husband

FACE SHEET DATA
1. Time of Marriage: Before college First year of college

Second year Third year , Fourth or Senior year .

Following graduation

2. Year of Marriage .

*3. Indicate person or persons currently enrolled in the University:

Husband Wife______.

*4. Present school status of husband:
Freshman Sophomore Junior , Senior .

Graduate Student
*5. Present school status of wife, if attending:

Freshman Sophomore Junior______, Senior

Graduate Student .

6; Highest grade completed by Husband Wife

7. Do you have children? Yes No .

If "yes" indicate sex and ages: *

*0n the questionnaire for the control group question numbers 3, 4, 
5, 12, 13, and 33 were emitted.

37
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Sex Age to nearest birthday

8. Age of husband age of wife______.

9. Do you attend church regularly? . often? . seldom? .
never? .

Wife's religious preference _____________________.
Husband's religious preference «

10. Did Husband's father attend college? Yes______  No

Did Husband's mother attend college? Yea No.; ;•; .

Did Wife's father attend college? Yes No .

Did Wife's swther attend college? Yea No_______•

11. Using the letters (a), (b), (c), etc., please put the appropriate one
in the spaces provided to indicate approximate amount of parents'

average annual income the last several years. (a) $5,000 or less
(b) $5,000 to $7,500

Husband's parents' income was approximately • (c) $7,500 to $10,000
(d) $10,000 to $15,000

Wife's parents' incoew was approximately (a) $15,000 or more
*12. Husband: attends college full time part time .

*13. Wife: does not attend college attends part time . attends

full time

14. Husband: does not work for income . works part time works

full time (40 hours or more a week) .

• Wife: does not work for income works part time works

full time (40 hours or more a week)

15
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16. In order to Indicate the person or persons who help with the various 

homemaking tasks, please use "W" for wife. "H" for husband, or "0" 

for other, such as mother, baby sitter, etc. More than one of these 

letters or symbols can be used for any given task. For example: 

Dishwashing —  H. W. and 0. or W or H & w.

Housecleaning Food preparation_________________

Dishwashing. Laundry

Ironing. Food Buying

Bathing Children___________ , Putting Children to Bed

Baby Sitting^_______________, Feeding Children________________ __•
17. In order to arrive at an estimate of the extent of the husband's

participation in the homemaking tasks Indicated in the question above 

with an "H". please indicate by the letters 222 for U8Ual (*°r« than 
4 days a week), 2Z2 fer frequent (3-4 days a week), 2211 for seldom 

(some but less than 3 days a week) •
Housecleaning Food preparation_________________ ,

Dishwashing______________ ' Laundry _____________ »
Ironing Food Buying ,
Bathing Children Putting Children to Bed___________ ,

Baby Sitting . Feeding Children _______ _.
**18. Do you expect that after graduation the husband's participation in

such household tasks as those in the item above will be greater?____

less?_____ _ about the same? **

**0n the questionnaire for the control group question numbers 18, 
20, 21, 28,and 29 were restated in order that they refer to young married 
couples instead of student couples.
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19. The income upon which you are currently living falls within which of

the following categories: (check we) $1,500 to $2,400______,

$2,500 to $3.400 $3,500 to $4,400___ $4,500 to $5.400
$5,500 and above______.

**20. The income level which the completion of your present education goals 

will enable you to achieve, based upon the husband's anticipated

income alone, is estimated to be: under $5,000_____ , $5,000 to

$7.500 $7,500 to $10.000 over $10.000
**21. Does the wife plan to work after the family's present educational 

goals are completed? Yes Ho .
22. If the answer is "yes", please indicate when, as follows:

Before children are born. _______
Soon after children are born. _______

When children become of school age. ________
Other (please explain)

23. What will the nature of the wife's work be?

24. Do husband and wife agree upon how many children are desired?
Yes_______No______ .

a. If so, how many are desired? _______

b. If you do not agree, how many are desired by husband? ______;
by wife? ________

c. How many children were there in the family in which wife was

reared? : in which husband was reared? ______.
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25. It has been reported by some that children are a blessing whenever 

they come; others have indicated that there are certain times much 

more advantageous than others for the coming of children. In general, 

how do you feel about starting, or adding to, your family while in 

college? •

26. If there are children in your family, and if the mother is working 
now or has worked after the birth of the child or children:

1. How long after the child's birth did the mother wait before she 
commenced her work? .

2. What child care arrangements were made? ______________________ **

27. If you have children, have you ever worked out any sort of a

reciprocal or mutual baby-sitting arrangement with your neighbors?
Yes______ Mo______.

If "yes", are these arrangements regular? . usual?______,

sometimes? seldom? .
**28. If there are children in the family, and the mother is in school as 

well as the father, what child care arrangements are made and for 

approximately what length of time? (Time meaning the total amount in 

24 hours).

Wife Husband . Nursery school Private sitter
Neighbor Grandmother Other (specify)
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If the wife works, and there are children in the family, what child 
care arrangements are made and for what length of time? (Time meaning 

the total amount in 24 houra) Wife Husband .

Other (specify)
**29• It is assumed that married students derive their income from a wide 

variety of sources. The following questions should help clarify the 

picture;
Percentage of total monthly (money) income (if yearly, divide by 12) 
derived from:

Husband's employment %
Wife's employment %
World War II 61 Bill %
Korean War Veteran Bill %
Wife's Parents %
Husband's Parents %
Other . X

TOTAL 100%
30. In addition to any (money) income, supplied by husband’s and/or wife's 

parents, please check the items that have been furnished or loaned by 

either and/or both sets of parents:
Yes No Furnished Loaned only

Tuition - ________ ___________ ___________
Food ______  ______  ____________________________

Furniture ________ _______ __________ ____________

Rugs _______ ___________ __________ _
Drapes ' _______ _________
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Yes No

Vacation
expenses ______ __

Automobile ______ __

Clothing ______ __

Children's
clothing ______ ___

Television _______ __

Other (specify) _______ __

Furnished Loaned only

31. In the event that a serious emergency should arise, such as prolonged 
illness, loss by fire, etc., to whom would you likely turn for assist
ance?

Wife's parents t Husband's parents : Other
Please explain:

32. Please indicate the items you own, are buying at present, or intend to 
obtain later.

OWN (no INTEND TO
unpaid balance) BUYING NOW GET LATER

1. Automobile ________________ ___________ __________

2. Refrigerator ________________ __________ __________

3. Stove ______________ __________ __________
4. Freeser ' __________ _____ ___

5. Automatic washer _______________ __________ ________
6. Automatic dryer _______________  __________  _ _ _ _ _ _ ^

7. Bedroom furniture



44

OWN (no INTEND TO
unpaid balance) BUYING NOW GET LATER

8. Living room
furniture

9. Television

10. Hi-Fi

11. Other:

*33.

34.

Aside from your own particular marriage, how would you evaluate 

college marriage as opposed to waiting until after college?
Very favorably __________.

Generally favorably .

Neither very favorably nor unfavorably .
Generally unfavorably __________.

Very unfavorably .

It is likely that no matter what your answer to the question above, 

that you still see both advantages and disadvantages to college 

marriage. Could you indicate the more important in each category? 

Advantages:

1.
2.
3.

4.

5



Disadvantages:

1. __ _
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2. __________________ _______ __________________ '
3.
4. ___ __________________________;________ _____________ _ _ _ _ _ _
5. ' _________ ___________ '_____________  '

35* In any coeramlty or neighborhood there are certain things that
represent status, or how one feels about his standing in the community
in relation to others. Please check the approximate status values,
as you estimate them in your own situation, of the following.

Very Slightly Not
Significant Significant Significant Significant

Car __________  __________ __________ __________

Amount of Income

Make & Year of Car __________  __________  __________ __________

How Income is Spent ____________ _____________ __________ _ _ _ _ _ _
Parents* Income __________  __________  __________ __________

Occupational Goal ____________ ____________ __________ _________ _
Degree toward which
Husband is Working ___________ ________

Estimated Intelligence 
of Wife

Estimated Intelligence 
of Husband

Household Furnishings 
and Appliances

Personal Qualities, 
Such as Leadership, 
Friendliness, etc.

Moral Attributes
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Very Slightly Not
Significant Significant Significant Significant

Housekeeping Standards 
Others (list)



APPENDIX B

VERBATIM RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 
25 AND 34

No. 25. In general, how do you feel about ofrtlng. or adding to. your 

family while in college?
1. Had we had e choice we would have waited until completion of college 

to start a family.' He don't have enough room in the Quonset for a 

family of 5. Money is a factor too— not enough.
2. I think its best to wait until after college to have children but if 

starting with children not to add to them while in college.
3. It doesn't matter to me— but so far we don't have any and it would be 

impossible for them to come while in school because we'll be done this 

May.

4. Blessing whenever they come.

5. While having a baby is quite restricting in some ways— still we find 

that we do not miss doing anything that we'd really like to do.
6. Entirely personal.

7. It is advantageous to wait until college is completed. Children may 
cause financial distress and prevent parent from completing school.

On the other hand children may not have as many opportunities as later 

again because student parents can't afford it.
8. Not advisable.
9. We felt that we should wait until we were through with school but now

47
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that we have our family we are glad we did.

10. I would be happy to have one now or out of college (money or not).
11. We both adore children, and if they come while we are still in college 

they would indeed be a "blessing". It would mean more hardships and 

financial worries but we would manage.

12. We,re willing to have our children as nature provided. They were 

desired and wanted.
13. It would complicate things, but we feel sure something could be 

worked out; we would welcome children no matter when they come.

14. Children should be wanted and needed— as soon after marriage as 

possible. The economic position of the parents is not nearly as 

important as the love, attention and general "feeling" of the home. 
Granted, financial problems are increased while families are growing—  

but other compensations such as security, purpose, etc. over compensate.

15. No good— can* t afford on the GI Bill.

16. Because of religious and personal beliefs we want as many children as 

we can afford in a comfortable financial manner whenever they come.
17. I am a junior in college, but since I am not continuing school next 

session (a baby is due in May) I intend to have one more child while 

going to school so the age differences between the two will not be 
too great. As far as the husband is concerned I think it fine to 

start a family if he is a junior or senior. Otherwise, he may never 

finish.

18. Satisfactory if it won't be an extra burden to husband (by increasing 

expenses). Really has to be well planned if wife is in school tool
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No. 34. It is likely that no natter what you answer to the question above, 

that you still see both advantages and disadvantages to college 
marriage. Could you indicate the more important in each category?

1. Advantage: Working together for future. Getting started early. 

Learning to value money, budget, etc. Accepting responsibility. 
Learning to budget time for study, work, recreation, etc.

Disadvantages: Not enough time to be together. Worries over money.

Living conditions below per-narriage standard. Postponing family. 
Trouble with parents not seeing reason for working toward degree and 
undergoing hardships.

2. Advantage: The husbands seem to make better grades than unmarried
students.

Disadvantages: In our society generally speaking the husband should
make the living. To get married before he is prepared to support his 

family financially, as well as have some free time for entertainment, 

is falling down on his part of the bargain. Many husbands compensate 

by helping with dishes, children, etc.— this is very bad in my opinion. 
Marriage should be a happy union spiritually and socially and mentally 
but should never be the merger of two personalities into one— makes 
for loss of friendship— one of the meet important phases of marriage.

3. Advantage: Mutual interests and participation in activities.

4. Do not see "advantages" or "disadvantages" to marriage under any 
circumstance.

5. Advantage: Allows young couples to be together at age when they
apparently need to be very much.

Disadvantage: Probably means beginning marriage on a lower economic
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level. May mean wife has to work. May mean putting off having a 

family. Mate may be chosen by standards of the campus which may be 
shallow and not worth-while.

6. Advantages; Satisfaction and contentment from the relationship.

Good period to learn to depend on each other. Settle down to serious 
study and things. Pooled resources to advantage of both.

Disadvantages: Less outside entertainment. Deprivation of trips to
Europe, etc. Danger of having children and thus interfering with 
wife's education. If early in college, loss of chance to see what 

college life really is. Goals, personality, preferences, often change 
after college— danger of falling out of love. Money and/or time 
shortage. Having to do without a few things.

7. Advantages: If you are in love can be miserable unless you are
married. The husbands study more. You appreciate what you get. 

Disadvantage: Having to depend on others.

8. Advantage: More time for studies— if both are attending college.
Disadvantage; One or both may quit for financial reasons. Wife may 
quit to start a family.

9. Advantages: Settles student. Wife helps with financial assistance.
Disadvantages: Arguments. Financial worry.

10. Advantages: It has been fun and a maturing experience. Gives you
time to decide on a career.

Disadvantages: Tied down too much. Mot enough time to spend leisurely.
Money problem.

11. Advantage: The American males' preoccupation in sex is eliminated.

The American females' preoccupation in husband hunting is eliminated.
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Assuaing both are mature, and know they love each other, why wait?

Each can know and stimulate the other much more effectively 

intellectually. Get more out of college because "prank" stage is 

shortened; thus, a better patriot and citizen, because better 
foundation for learning.

Disadvantages: Very hard to answer honestly, as I was married in my

Freshman year. Children make it rough when they are sick. Family 
obligations of scholar-parent impede the learning process. There just 
aren't any disadvantages other than those I have named. The kids 
make it "rough" sometimea, as to money, study time, and entertainment—  

but is this a disadvantage? I don't think so.

12. Advantages: Working together toward goal makes a couple mature.

Individual weaknesses and strengths become apparent.
Disadvantages: Great emotional strain— for both. Little time for
recreation— no outlet for emotions.

13. Advantages: With no GI Bill my wife helps financially. Live a more 
settled home life.

Disadvantages: Must give family part of your time (sometimes crowds
studying). Expenses are sometimes greater, such as doctor bills.


