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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

. The problem in this study is to test the hypothesis
that‘uaffiageehas a pOSitiVe effect.on schelastic achieve~-
ment of students attehding college. Accbrdihg~to some Writ—k
ers,1 studentslusually attain higher grades after they ﬁarry
dthan they d1d as sinvle students Because grades may tend
:h to 1mprove for most students as they become older and con—’

‘tlnue in eollege, 1t is’ difflcult to determlne any- partlcular'
influence»which‘marrlage has on scholarship, Several studies
have compared‘the seholasticnachievement of married students

with that of slngle students It is reallzed that other fac~

- tors bes1des marltal status may affect the grades of students,

but only a few of these, such as scholastlc aptltude, college

clas31flcat10n, and age, can be cons1dered in this study

‘ -Purpose of the Study
The purpose of testlng the hypothes1s that marrlage

has a positlve,effect on scholastic achleyement is to

1Chapter I, pp. 13- 14
2Chapter II, pp. 13 15, 18- 19
' h 1



détérmihe_Whéther_the role eXpecﬁaﬁions of ﬁafried sfudents,‘
v different from those of éingie students, infiuence the married
'.studénté so that they excel in schoiastic competition. Socio-
‘;logiCally, marriage\can be coﬁﬁidered as a forﬁ of sdcial*
‘interaction in which the Statuses and roles of the partici-

pants are the principal elements .~

The status, or place in

the socia1~strugture, of married students carries ¢orrespoﬁd—
ing expéctedAbehaVior, or'sdcial roles. Attempts ofimaﬁried"
'studehté to fulfiilitheir_rble ékpectations_poésibly resﬁlﬁsb-

in their scholastid superiority.

-~ YFrancis E. Merrill, Courtship and Marriage, (New
York: Henry Holt & Co., 1959), p. vii. S




CHAPTER IT .
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

- Trend toward College Marriage

A In October, 1959, the number of students enfolled
_1n colleges in the Unlted States was approx1mate1y 3,340,000.
‘ Of these students, age fourteen to thlrty-four, 24 5% were
Amarried The Bureau of"the Census classified 30.6% of the
2,187,000 male students and 12, 77 of the 1, 153 000 female
students as Tmarried, spouse present. nl '

| Untll the‘l940‘s and, specifically,»World’War 1T,
tradition‘considered;mafriege appropriatevif'it were an al-
ternetive to college attendance.or if it followed‘college |
attendance Very few people achleved the status of a spouse
- and of a college student at the same tlme -Many colleges:
;would neither accept marrled people as students nor allow’
enrolled students to remain in college 1f they married.
Parents,‘too, hes1tated to contlnue finan01ng,the college
educatlon of a son or daughter who marrled, the students,

[then, 1eft college in order to earn a 11v1ng

. ly, 8,, Bureau of the Census,.Current Population
"Reports: Population Characteristics, "School Enrollment:
October 1959, Series P-20, No. 10l (May 22, 1960), p. 12.




Attitudes of:collegeladminletratore;onenged When-

'World War ITI. and Korean War veterans became ellglble for -
‘government flnanced educatlon Regardless-of the fact that
many of these veterans were married when they enrolled in o
.- college, or soon after, colleges welcomed them as students |
As Chrlstopherson, Vandlver, and: Krueger explalned the veter— 3
‘;ans were accepted as college scudents for they 1ncreased the
enrollment totals and_also'the amounts in the college treas-
uries, 1t was considered patriotic to(accept veterans as '
studengs, and the academic'records of the:veterens_were
Husually commendable o

| Accordlng to these erters,'the ex1st1ng economic
conditions and the manner in which marriage of college -
students WaS'introduced favored‘the‘establishment of college
bmarrlage as a- culture pattern | - ‘

There seems 1ittle doubt that college marrlage emerged
as a result of, or was: fa0111tated by, a number of spe- .-
cial condltlons The high level of prosperity, for
example, which has enabled families to subsidize student -

. marriages, also permitted marriage upon meager economic

~reserve but substantial future economic potential. The-
same condition facilitated the securing of part-time.
work by one or both members of the student marriage.

‘Another condition of considerable significance was
the introduction of the pattern by a special group for
whom institutional expectations were still in abeyarice,
and this in a time charactérized by a kind of general-
ized 'war psychology,' when certain traditional behavior
patterns ‘'and values were in a relative state of flux.

The diffusion of this pattern to and the adoption of it
by the nonveteran student, in retrospect, at least, seems



to. have proceeded in a rapld and orderly manner 1

| The trend toward college marrlage is dlscussed 1n

p books, profess1onal Journals and popular maga21nes Writers
emphasize different phases of the subgect:»economlc aspect85
living arrangments, roles of husband and wife,."adjustment‘" .
;social activ1t1es, children, and academlc achlevement . Many _'
ifstudles whlch 1nvest1gate academlc achlevement of students

“.declare that marrled students maintain hlgher grade averages -

"'and study more dillgently than s1ngle students. Oplnions

'f‘vvary, nevertheless, concernlng the adv1sabi11ty of students

“‘marrying whlle, or before, attendlng college

Oplnlons regarding marrlage of college students. ——Inif'

1956 Klrkendall cons1dered two questlons regardlng marriage
""of undergraduate students Flrst he asked whetherfcollege_
yimarrlages would decrease 1n number as government subs1d1es

- to veterans dlscontinued Klrkendall calculated the per—
centages of married students~enrolledfat'the Universlty'of
Oregon accordlng to fall quarter enrollment statistiCS from
1939 to 1956 . Since World . War IT, Veterans began enterlng thls
funlversity in the late 1940'5, the percentages of marrled men
'and women students had rlsen untll in the fall of 1956 21 1%,.

'of the men and 10. 9% of the women students were marrled

A"‘Klrkendall concluded that college marrlages were not dependentf'

z’.

1Victor A Chrlstopherson, Joseph S Vandlver, and

huMarle'N Krueger, "The Married College Student, 1959,

'f Marrlage and Family L1v1ng, XXII (May, 1960), 122—23.
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~upo‘n government financiel aid; in fact ‘the proportion of
ﬁ marrled students appeared to 1ncrease, although fewer marrledb
students were rece1v1ng government subsidlzed educatlon

Secondly, Kirkendall gave an. affirmatlve answer ‘to
the questlon of-whether it is posslble for students to com—l
.bine educetion and marriage successfully. He recognlzed-thet ‘
1‘efforts'of merried students to'finish college"in the tredi; |
'tional four years and, concurrently, hold a’ full tlme JOb
;‘mlght result 1n straln and tension, as well as poor quallty

'fof educatlon Although not speclflcally mentlonlng grades,

';‘ he expressed che follow1ng oplnlon

Nelther is there any 1onger any debate as to the

5possib111ty of completing a college education even though o

'- married. Too many persons have done it successfully %o
fﬁwleave any doubt: .Not all who have tried have been suc-
‘.vcessful, ‘but so many have and have been so. outstandlngly
- 7 ‘successful that all doubts about the possibility of
- 8ucessfully comblnlng marrlage and a college education‘
have dlsappeared oo k . ,

‘*f In another artlcle published in 1956 Klrkendall
.argued that the trend toward comblnlng college educatlon Wlth
marrlage-was establlshed According to hlm, parents would
become more and more’ w1111ng to. flnance the educatlon of a

son” or daughter who marrled before belng graduated from col—w'l

‘ ,lege. Not only dld;Klrkendall flnd no partlcular reason for

the tradition that'students,ﬁinishtcollege'before marrying,

1Lester Kirkendall, "Married Undergraduates on the
Campus‘ an Appralsal," The Coordlnator, v (December 1956)

54-55,




but also'ne mentioned.that:one result~of‘narriage'oouldvbe |
-a:"franelof mind” by3whioh the,person became a}better‘student
than before marrlage 1 | | ‘ |
Contrastlng w1th Klrkendall's view is that of Mead
‘qfwho 1n a dlscussion publlshed in July, 1960, discouraged
marrlage of_undergraduate.students. Tradltlonally, one re-
duirement'forltne college Students‘-way ofyllfe has been k
'freedom'fromiresponsltilities, Mead:explained; "Civiliéation,
as‘we know,lt. was preceded by alprolongation of the learnlng
‘,periodj.',n} in- whlch young people,,stlll protected and sup- -
ported were free to explore the past and dream of the fu—4
'turef Marrlage, 1nvolv1ng economlc and family responsibili-
dyties; could mean premature 1mpr1sonment of young people,
‘before they have had a chance to explore thelr own mlnds and
' the minds of others. | | e
| Although Mead stated it is not yet possible to de-:l
"termine theﬁlong;range”effeots'of“undergraduate marriages,
" she named~two ominous trends Flrst the couples "take
'11ttle advantage of college as a broadenlng experlenoe _ The&-
start hav1ng a famlly, dependlng on. flnancial ald from par—
ents, and at thlrty they are stlll 1mmature and dependent

J.thelr future mortgaged },. nelther husband nor w1fe

o e 1Lester Kirkendall Too Youn tg_Marry, VOI;_CCXXXVI ,
of New York Public Affairs Pamphlet New York:: New York Public
Affalrs Commlttee, 1956) 2 . o : e 4




‘realizing»the promise that a different kind of undergraduate
"life might hevelenabledveach to }ulfill.” The second, and
more "tragic" trend, is that "the narriage is pased en the
boy's promise and the‘ekbendability of,the(girl;" She goes
to Wdrk'in'order to'support her husband.while he flnisnes
‘school,.but when he'beeomes independent, he leaves his Wife.1
-At Michigan State University; Landiskcanvassed the
oplnlons of both marrled and single students toward college
. marrlage For h1s study publlshed in 1948 544 marrled cou-
”ples fllled out anonymous questionnalres and 600 single.
students answered questions regarding marriage of college
students. When asked whether theylwould'marry in college if
' they were able toystartlcollege over again as single students,’
tno4thirds'of.the merried.men‘and three—fourthsrof the married
women replied effirmatlvely‘ Single’students were aSked |
Whether, if they found the rlght mate, they would marry while
attendlng college;. afflrmatlve replies ‘came frow one-third.
. of the s1ngle‘men and_from not guite.one—half_of the 51ng1e
womenjé | |

Varlous attitudes of groups of students and of in-

div1dual students toward college marriages are apparent 1n

1Margaret Mead, "Is College Compatlble With MarrlageW”
g'Olemson Alumni News, XIII (July, 1960), 8-10. S

: 2J T Landls;‘"On the Campus," Survey Mldmonthly,
- LXXXIV (January, 1948), 7. _ .



S
other articles ’ The following list 1ncludes artlcles wrltten

by married students and by those studylng college marriage. 1

. 1Jeanne Kellar Beaty, ”We Sweat Out Our Campus Mar -
: rlage,“ Saturday Evening Post, April 14, 1956, 58ff;
Christopherson, op. cif., p. 127, Jeanette ‘Hansen, "How We
"Combine Education and Marriage," Journal of Home Economics,
LI (November, 1959), 786-87; Rex Skidmore, Therese Smith, and .
Delbert Nye, "Characteristics of Married Veterans," Marrlage
and Family Living, XI (Summer, 1949), 104; Virginia M. Staudt,
TAttitudes of College Students Toward Marriage and Related
Problems: II Age, Educational, Familial, and Economic Factors-
in Marriage," Journal of Psychology, XXXIV (July, 1952), 106
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Prevalencevof'college marriagesA——It has been. stated '

.'f:that 24 57 of students age 1h e to 34 Who are enrolled in

colleges of the United States are married Of the students
1gattending*college full tlme,llQ,B%‘are married° the propor-
'tlon of marrled part tlme college students is 58 3%. 'For %
‘;those in the same age group, but not enrolled in college, the
"proportion of married people 1s,69.l%. ‘Comparing the marltal
gststus;of‘students enrolleddin college with that of peoplej N
enfolled in neither college nor hlgh séhool; the Bureau of
the Census reported that for ages. 18 to.21, the‘pefcentage
of marrled people in the latter category was nlne times as
large as’ the percentage of married college students 2 Ap—
parently, college students tend to marry later than people~
"Who do not'attend‘eollege ' |
| For an artlcle .on college marrlage publlshed in May,
» 1955, Life maga21ne surveyed twenty ~-two colleges and univer-
Vsmtles in the Unlted States The table on page 11 shows that
'coeducatlonal colleges usually have a hlgher proportlon of
vmarrled students than non- coeducatlonalvcolleges, also, col;
Vleges located,in the Northeast haye proportionately fewer
married students than colleges 1in other sections of the Unlted

- States. _Neither the exact dates the statlstlcs Were collected

. o, AS\, Bureau of the Census, Current Populatlon Re—
ports s Populatlon Characterlstlcs, loc “¢it.

2.

Ibld 5 p 4
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nbr.whefhen the enrollment totals uSed'inéluded part-time.

as well as full timeKStudents’Wasystated inlthé'ar§ic1é;"
' TABLE 1

. PERCENTAGES OF MARRIED UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS
- AT TWENTY-TWO COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES®

College or;ﬁniversit&(f‘"yv_.Pefcéntagé:qf Married Students

- Coeducational

"~ Cornell . . P P

 University of Callfornla at Los Angeles e e e e e
University of Georgla e et e e e e e e e e
Indiana "o . o e e e e 6 v e s e e e e e s e w e e
MidAIEDULY o v v o v e" o o o ete e ae e e e e e e .
University of Mlchigan o e e e wm e e e e e
University of North Carollna-l’; o el e ee e e e e o1
Pomona. e e e . L e e e e e e ' '

e

O H EJUTW O+ H\OUTUI
FW 00U = OYONO Ut o UT

St. Louis

Stanford . . o . 4 s ¢ ¢ e o o o o . . . (estimated)
Swarthmore - e e ee e e e e s e e e e e e
University’of WlSCODSln ’ '
_ Non- coeducatlonal y
C Y Women's oo
Bryn-Mawr 3.7 -
Radeliffe o v v eie veis aibe e e e aee e 6.0
SCPIPPS i e et ey e A e s 3.1
Smith . . . T T 1.0
Sweet Briar . 0.2 -
f CMen's S T e e o
Bowd01n‘-;:.f.';'. P G I~
Claremont . o . e e . - L. -12.2
Harvard o el T 2.1
Kenyon-. . . . ... o 3.2
3.6

Tl"inity : e e .'l_o ",o e e ,n -

aErnest Havemann, ”To Love, Honor, Obey, and Study,“
Llfe, May 23, 1955, p. 156 . : .



’The follow1ng table‘lists percentages of marrled
’students at ten colleges or unlver31t1es, accordlng to fave
{sources The dlscrepancy of almost 20% between the per-
Xcentages of marrled students at Cornell as reported by Llfe

-and by Parade may reflect dlfferent bases for calculatlons

as well~asvd1fferent years;forkcollectlon.of the‘stat;stlcs. .
. TABLE 2.

PERCENTAGES OF- MARRIED STUDENTS AT
. TEN COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

College or University '~ .Percentage of Married Students
Antioch College . . & . .+ . . ;4.f;(undergraduates) 102
- Georgia Tech . . . o 0 v e v v e e e e e e e e e . 1T
~ Michigan State ... . ... . . . 0l 0w e 0 e 24-
‘Purdue . . e e e e e e E e e e el s ce a e e 15

. Towa State College e e e e e e e e e e e e ... . 25BC
Santa Barbara College . « . . « o . + .« . . . . 10 to 209
Moravian College',.; S N A
.Texas Unlver31ty 21§
Corniell . . . . v . e e e e e e e e e e e e 25
Wayne . 0 o o v v e e e e et e e e e e e e e e . 33°

a”Sub81d17ed Marriage, " Ladles' Home. Journal LXVI
‘_(Decembers 1949), . oh, . A .

' b”The Marrled Student " Newsweek March 4 1957, p. 92;

. CEverett M. Rogers, "Effect of Campus Marrlages on
, Partlclpatlon in College Llfe,“ College and Unlver81ty, XXXIII

(Wlnter, 1958),A193

- dJoseph E. Lantagne, ”Do Married Men Succeed in College°
College Marriage Inventory,” The Journal of School Health XXIX
v(February, 1959),. o

S €31d Ross and Ed Klester, ”College Marr1ages~—Good or
, Bad9" Parade, June 5, 1960, : _



At the Unlver51ty of Arlzona durlng first qemester
of 1958 59, 8882 students were enrolled in daytlme classes
Of these students, 267 were married Table 3 shows the dis- -

».tPlbUtIOﬂ of the married students by class standlng or college.
TABLE 3

" PERCENTAGES OF MARRIED STUDENTS ENROLLED IN DAYTIME CLASSES
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA, FIRST SEMESTER, 1958 -59

‘Classification , 'Percentage'of Married Students
A1l students enrolled o _ '
in daytime classes . . . . . . . . L oo .. ..o 26.0
Class- , ' ‘ _ o
SENIOT v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e v. . 36,0
JUNIOY . . v 4 o v e s s e e e s s e e e e e e e e . 25,0
SOPROMOTE . . v v « & v o & o e 5 o o o o o o o o . 16,2
Freshman . . « v v o o o o o o o o o o o o o o« o o o« 8.7
College . . , :
Graduate. . .« w2 e e e e e 4 e e e e e e . 4 . . . 60.2
LAW . v wie e e 4 e e e e e e s e e s e e e 4 . . . 59,8
2

PharMacy & o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 4 o . . . 36,

Scholaréhipfgg_students,

tSeveral studies support the contention that‘married
studentS*make higher grades than Single students. In 1947,
Landis and Landis compared the‘high school with the college
grades of 3-000 students . Thelr survey of eleven colleges
showed that the men Who were marrled in oollege had hlgher
grade averages than the single men, in hlgh school the for~ﬂlﬂ
‘mer group had had lower averages “than the latter The;marrled
womep in college attained much hlgher grade averageé than the

single college women; in high school, the grades for these



uldtwo groups had been approx1mate1y the same Ekplaining the
superlor scholastlc achlevement of the marrled college stu-'”t
‘vdents, the Landlses mentlon the p0581b111ty of selectlve .
’factors determlnlng Whlch students marry, the more settléd
schedule, and 1ess partlclpatlon in tlme consumlng social
act1v1t1es for the marrled students Ry . : |
| | Lantagne's 1nventory,vto whlch 70% of the marrled meny
.atcending Santa Barbara College responded, also indicates
.superlor grade p01nt averages subsequent to marrlage F'For.
“the 27& cases collected durlng the- two school years, 1955 . to
‘h1957, the mean 1mprovement was from about 1.31 when the stu-
'dent marrled to above 1. 78 When he answered the questlonnalre;'

The’ typlcal student twenty flve years . old at the tlme of thel‘

,Mquestlonnaire, had been marrled for three years 4 Most of the_:

'~‘hstudents had, attended college for a while before they marrled;"‘

FA’Although for 12% of the cases. grade averages remalned the same,]?fﬁ

.and for 8% of the cases grades were admlttedly lower, for~the't

807 magorlty grade p01nt averages ‘were hlgher after marriage 2

' Cla881fy1ng the 5315 undergraduate men at the Unlver—
o s1ty of Wlscons1n as (l) marrled veterans, (2) single veterans,>;'

_or (3) nonveterans, Rlemer tabulated the grade averages for

1Judson T. Landls and Mary G Landls, Bulldlng a
. Successful Marriage (Englewood CllffS, New Jersey' Prentlce A
“Hall, Inc., 1958), b 180 ‘ _ :

2Lantagne,.op .t,, pp..83+85.
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each category during second semester of the 1945-46 school
'year.: For this semester the married and the Single veterans,
'797 of the undergraduates, achieved higher averages than the
"dnonveterans, The married veterans, 2% of the veterans, ae
.chieved‘higher averages than the single veterans. Of 147
married veteranslliving in trailer camps,'437 had children
ﬂGrade averages of the veterans Who had children were higher

than those of the others 1n the trailer camps who had no

B children

| Riemer comments on the disclosure that the married
veterans.attained higher’scholastic averages than the»s1ng1e
veterans. He ponders whether married‘nonveterans would be
1ikely tovexceltwhen compared to.single nonveterans or
whether war experiences cause particular motivations in refer~‘
ience to scholarship Also, he’ speculates on a possible rela-
,tionship between age of(students and.academic success. From
this study of‘scholarship at,the»University of Wisconsin-and
from his prewar study'of studentlmarriages at the ﬁniversity
of'Washington, Riemer concludes that married students may be
a select group, perhaps more intelligent and more sure of
their profess1ona1 ambitions than Single students 1.

In 1949, members of a conference on college marriageS\ :

' at,the UniverSity of Illinois outlined some 1nfluences of

1Svend.Riemer, "Married Veterans are Good Students,"
Marriage and Family Living, IX (February, 1947), 11-12.

R
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- marriage on grades  The consensus of" the conference members
was that»grade averages of married students generally surpass
those of 51ngle students and that the married students W1th
bchildren achleve hlgher grades chan those without children.
‘eIn their estlmatlon,»the dlfferentlal in‘grades'reflected
several 1nfluences (i)'tneigeneral'reSults‘of colleée mar-
.rlages, (2) a. selectlve factor,,the students Who marry ‘being
,especlally mature,‘respons1ble, and serlous-mlnded (3) the
.motlvatlon which marrlage affords, (4) increase=in time for
'marrled students to study, as they aré no longer datlng, |
- (5) the husband's reallzlng the»necesslty.for education, and
(6) a limited education for the wife. 1
Aocordlng to both Rlemer s study at the Unlver31ty
‘of Wisconsln and the conference on college marriages at_the
Universlty Of.Illinois, marrled.students‘with children attain;
hlgher grades than those w1thout chlldren During tne‘summer,
ulof 1950, three years after Rlemer’s ‘article was published,
sChristensen and Philbrlckvlnterv1ewed 346 marrled couples
'liviné in the student.housing area'at Purdue-University. The
" couples were asked Whether chlldren were an a1d or a dlstur—
‘bance to their marrlage adgustment 1n college Children aided

in marrlage adjustment accordlng to two fifths of the couples,

L v 1Proceedlngs of Conference on Campus Marriages, Cham-l
paign, .I1Tinois, The Young Men's Chrlstlan Ass001atlon of the
Unlvers1ty of Illinois, May 5, 1949




.1_another'twoefifths of the'conplesreplied;thét'presence orh
'aosenCe of.children héd‘no effect_on.adjnstmentg»that-chil—
dren distﬁrbed marriege adjnStment for'college students was
the opinionvof_oneffifth bf the respondents. Husbends.and
wives usnally-gavejsimilarvanswers§ howeVer, wives tended to
say that one child aids, but that two children disturb mar-
riage adJustment in college i |
Christensen and Philbrick also asked fathers whether :

children were: an aild or a dlsturbance to successful accom-I

‘1plishment of college Work Almost two fifths of the fathers-"

.,thought'that children were a disturbing 1nfluence;,one—fourth°‘:'"‘

of those asked replied that children were an aid; the others
expressed no’ definite opinions More of” the fathers of ohe
| childlsteted thettchildren;aided, Whilelfathers of two or
more ‘children tendedfto'consider'them‘asde distnrbence.to
accomplishment of college work d ‘7 Ad -

In both. of these Situations, ‘the effect of childrén -
om marriage adgustment 1n college and the effect ‘of chlldren\
on successful acoomplishment of college Work the college
students reported that increase in number of children re -
sults in a corresponding 1ncrease 1n disturbing 1nfluence
The couples who ranked higher on a marriage‘adgustment’scale
were more\likely to think of children‘asfan‘aid to marital

.edjustment in college and to succeSanlly accomplishing
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‘fcollege Work 1 |

‘ Contrasting with the opinions of the Purdue Univer-
.51ty students, that an increase 1n number of children results
in increased disturbance to college Work are those of fifty
1aw students and their w1ves, discussed by Reid HlS survey, E

”Fifty Pre Practice Partnerships What Law Students Can Learn

o From Them,” summarizes 1nformation collected during the

school year 1958 59 from one hundred respondents and repre—'

'sents law schools in twenty one states The responses are

'tabulated and organized as a group, poss1ble 1nfluences of'

| isuch factors as classification ‘in law school, grade average,

s and marriage adgustment are not specified -

| The law ‘students and’ their wives who stated that

- children disturbed studying did not-think that either the
number or the ages of the children"necessarily affected the
l'amount_of the disturbance to the accomplishment of college

: Results of a study by Jensen and Clark tend to contra— :

dict the claim that married students' grades are superior to.

those of single students.' In 1957 the res earchers selected,

- ' 1Harold T, Christensen and Robert E. Phllbrick ‘

+ "Family Size as a Factor .in Marital Adjustment of College
-‘Couples," American 8001olog1cal Rev1ew, XVII (June, 1952)
© 310-11. _ .

o 2Dennis N Reid, "Fifty Pre- Practice PartnershipS°
- What Law Students Can Learn From Them," The Student . Lawyer, v
‘ (June 1960) > . ,
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from the"Brigham-Young UniVersitrsclass‘of graduating sen-
1ors, the thlrty six men who -had been married throughout

:the four undergraduate years By~the criterla of age and
'.;ablllty,<accord1ng to score on the Amerlcan Council on Edue
oatlon Psychological Examlnatlon, these marrled students
_were matched w1th thlrty-s1x 31ngle senlors Although com-~
’parlsons of cumulatlve grade averages for the two groups
‘-dlsclosed that the mean for the students WhO had been single
throughout college was sllghtly hlgher, the dlfference was
;not statlstlcally signlflcant A control group of one hundred
::students randomly chosen from the senior class had exactly

“f_the same mean grade average as did the thlrty~31x marrled e'h

s students 1

” Foreman compared 1evels of asplratlon of marrled and
.;s1ng1e students in. flve different areas: academlc achleve-
‘ ment, vocatlonal, marital, ‘life goals, and materlal assets
" Por respondents to his questionnaire, Seattle Paelflc College
. students’provlded the random-sample'Which'eonsisted of 75
"marrled couples,lel single Women, and 109 s1ng1e men. The
study, completed in. 1957, showed marrled men to have hlgher
jaspiratlons in llfe goals, vocatlonal areas, and academlc v.

‘areasy slngle men_sought material assets. Married women were

y _ Iyern H.’Jensenmend‘MOnroe H, Clark, "Married and Un- .
gmarrled College Students: Achievement, Ability, and Personali-
ty," Personnel and Guldance Journal XXXVII (October, 1958),

123-25. ‘ , , o , _ :




mOre'interested in their'life goals, conversely, single Women ‘

" looked more for achievements in materlal assets, academlc,‘

"”~dent condltlon

7vmar1ta1, and vocatlonal areas In evaluatlng hlS .study,- Fore—,
man concluded‘that‘the hlgher academlc‘and other asplratlons
"‘of narried men were aiCOnsequence of marriage, nOtianiantece—
1 R o . R
Many factorsilnfluence the scholastlc achlevement of -
fstudents At JaoksonV1lle Univers1ty,,where one—thlrd-of the -

?_daytlme studentS'either are married or have homefresponsibil--‘

'171t1es and where four-flfths of the evenlng college students

t.iare marrled Morton 1nvest1gated the college performance of
»hmarrled and slngle students The p01nt of view of Morton's
“'artlcle, publlshed 1n 1958 is that of college professors or

ﬁadmlnistrators . Favorlng the college performance of the

"“marrled student he 01ted these factors stabilmty, construc-‘

tive. motlvatlon, dlllgence, sense of responS1b111ty, maturlty
of thought and ablllty to- relate classroom materlal to llfe
s1tuations Hlnderlng the achlevement of the married student
"he llsted several 1nfluences preoccupatlon Wlth hlS family,

ﬁ'economlc concerns,‘lnterest and responsiblllty 1n the com-'

: *munlty,'frequent emergencles of 1llness or accldents, and

ftaklng trlps Results of Morton's interV1ews and questlonnalres ul

o 1Clyde M. Foreman, "Levels of Asplratlon and Marltal
Status on the College Campus," Dlssertatlon Abstracts, XVII
:(Un1vers1ty of Washlngton, 1957), 2082, ;
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" disclosed no sharp correlation between marital status and
‘effective work in college He fouhd instead, that "strong
interaction occurred between the home status of students

v-and Thelr college programs 1

Summefy;

Thlsichapter proVides a description.ofsthe current
trend toward marriage of students attending college, and it
discusses‘several‘studles)of scholarship of married students
Although oonclu31ons of these Studles glve ‘one the impression
‘that marrlage may 1nfluence the level of studencs' academlc
achlevement the preclse effect and explanatlon of it 1s

'ggenerally not clearly spe01fied

- lrichard X. Morton, ”College Tfalhlng and the Married
Student," Associlation of Amerlcan Colleges Bulletln, XXXIV
(December, 1958), 624-25 . , ‘ o




CHAPTER. III
" METHOD OF STUDY

AAGeneral Method

The general method used to measure the effect of'
7;marr1age on scholastlc achievement 1s comparison of grade

averages of marrled and single students Grade a¥erages are

N compered for the same students before and after,thelr mar-

"_riage and also for»married and single students individually

.matched by scholastic appltude test'sc0res ‘ Though the
‘v"method was modlfled for the data avallable and for dlfferent
.?’aspects of the problem, one procedure was used throughout the -
study1J A descrlptlon of this procedure can consist of four
partsrmassumptions ;n spudy, se}ectlon of populatlon, types
ofvdata,lahdjtreatmenh of'data;, | L |
;dProcedure” .

AL Assumﬁtionsfin study74¥This'Study inVessigates

»the effect of marrlage on scholarship of students cons1dered :
to have approx1mate1y equal scholastlc ablllty The method
- of 1nvest1gatlon is based upon three pr1001pa1 assumptlons

L(l) Grade averages prov1de a valld measure of scholastlc §

fr'fachieVement (2) The crlterla, such as aptltude test score,;

‘class, magor subgect, and age, for matchlng single and marrled

22
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.students are suitable“and reliable (3) The‘grade‘averages‘
of the students are typlcal of those for marrled and S1ngle

) students WhO become senlors in - college

B. . Seleetion of pobulstion‘i-several factors influ-

'“enced'the ch01ce of a populatlon from Whlch grade averages
fﬁof students Would be taken. It was 1mmed1ately de01ded that
Vthe grade HVerages Would,be those of University of Arizona o
.[students. Thefpopulstion,ﬁtentatively, was expected to be

) selected from theftotal number'of undergraduate students.v“
enrolled in daytime classes. Probably, too, the latest |
_avallable grade averages would be preferred _

Three specmflc attributes were sought in the popula—ll
tion Flrst,,as the method of study was comparison of grades
of marrled and single students, results would be more reliable
if these students were as egually matched as posgible.
Secondly, in order. to coupare grade everages of students be -~
:.fore and:after‘their;marrlage; aoademio'records of‘seVerel o
semesters ! study Wwere needed, Thirdly, essuming that the u‘
number of married students would be‘fewer than the number of
single students, a population with the highest possible num-
h'ber;of.married students_shOuld give a 1arger and, probably,

: morevrepresentative Sample‘
| ’ Of the populatlons cons1dered, all married students
“_hcompared w1th all s1ng1e students or married students in a

'partlcular college compared with s1ngle students in the same
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'college or class, the senior class of 1958 -59 appeared best

%o meet the above quallflcatlons The records for_this class

were avallable'and.nearly current. 1Since~the'married:students.'~’~

automatica11y~matohed'the'single ones by:claSSifioation, thej
JﬂShould,have‘similar;soheduies‘of”studyr gRecords onSeniors,ﬁnfpt
. for as‘muoh'asteight,Semesters, Would'be 1onger than those

of any other undergraduate class. Also, as this class cons1s—

ted of the older students, it probably Would have more marrled .

A students thanlthesclasses conslstlng of students 1ess advanced F

in age and in college‘olassification.t

- C. Types of data --For this comparlson of grade aver-' fvrf

ages of marrred and s1ng1e students, dlfferent types of data
were used. Llsts of students and their academlc records came
i fromttne offlce of the reglstrar The grade averages of the .
‘fstudents were. computed by multlplylng the grade for each
. ecourse by the number of unlts the course carrled and then by
leldlngAthe sum,of;these products by the sum of the units of
,_a11 courseS~taken during a'given time. Final'grades range
,from "1;" superlor, to ”5 " fallure For comparlson of -
;grades before and after marriage, knowledge of marriage dates
‘Jwas necessary, marrlage dates Were either on the student re-’
Acords kept in the alumnl offloe or on cards fllled out by the .
- students’ and f11ed at the Un1vers1ty press bureau As a |
.measure of scholastlc.aptltude, seores on»the Amer;cen Coun_

cil on Education psyéhOlogical'examination, 1946 college
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edition, were used. Total scores for the quantitative and
linguistic parts of this test, available in the psychology -
departmeht, were recorded in deciles, Decile scores range
: from_"lO,Viindicating hlgh aptitude, tod"l,” indicating low -

 scholastic aptitude.

Q,' Treatment of data —-The folloW1ng chapter dis-

“1cusses specific variatlons in the treatment of data,

Throughout the study, however the senior class of 1958 59
A-was the populatlon'from'whlch the married and slngle students
Were selected. Single students Were matched with married
students according to certainrcriteria, guch as aptitude test
score, oollege,_major subject,_age, and grade average for the
‘firStbsemester of the,junior'year, The study did not con-
~'sider grades of‘students whose records showed them to be’
f‘widowed orfdiVorced-or‘to be ‘from countries other than the
";Unlted States M | | | |

| Results of these comparlsons of grade averages are ‘lu
presented for the three lelsions of the researoh and also
"jare summarlzed for the study For each of the three d1v1s1ons,
'the results show the mean grade average for each group of a
marrled and of s1ngle students, the range of- the grade aver-
ages, and the trends for the magorlty of students in each
category. After these results are summarized, there is a

-statement of tentative conclusions.



CHAPTER IV.

 DIVISIONS OF THE RESEARCH -

Introductlon

A chronologlcal surVey of this study Whlch attempts
to»illustrate the effect of marrlage on scholarshlp w1ll show'
the basis for d1v1d1ng the student populatlon into three cate—

’ gorles Although the general procedure used 1n the research

was comparlson of ‘grade averages of .married and s1ngle stue

dents of s1m11ar ablllty, the same magor subgect, and the same

"year 1n college, the method was: modlfled to flt the data

avallable : R o |

. From a llst of over 1, 000 seniors of 1958 59, the 344
who had begun college in fhe Unlver51ty of Arizona freshman

'class 1n 195455 were 1solated ~ Th1s group was taken for-two
reasons (1) Grades of marrled senlors, presumably represented',
in th1s populatlon,'mlght be compared before and after the - |
students marrled (2) Scores on an aptltude test, requlred

‘of beglnnlng freshman, would ‘gerve as a standard for matchlng
married and single students in scholastlc potentlal

| Investlgatlon of marital status for these 344 stu— o

dents disclosed that seventy, or about one—flfth marrled by

. second semester of the senlor year,» Of these married students,

”,26
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- twenty- -seven. had marrled between May and September {mmediate -
ly before thelr senlor year; elght had marrled before enter-
,1ng:the Unlvers1ty as‘freshmen, Because the educatlonycollege -
“had a’majority, seventeenIOf the twenty—four married women; o
‘and the englneerlng college had -The- largest number, twelve of
the forty—s1x marrled men . these two colleges appeared as
vcategorles sultable for comparison of grades of" married and |

‘>single students In both of these colleges the number of

"‘marrled students whose grade averages could be compared w1th

those of 51ngle students was fewer than antlclpated Eather
Jgno aptltude test score was found for the marrled student or B
- the student took very few courses in the senior year

’ A thlrd category compared grade averages of students
before and after thelr marrlage ,Thls category'was organlzed
not -only because the number of student'grade averages in thev‘
former categories was small but‘also becausej using a dif-
‘ferent'approach 1t might discloSe new results. . Forty-three
students, fourteen women and twenty nine men formed thlS.
~category These students, selected from a list of the hoT
married senlors, had marrled between their Junlor and senlor'
years and had been enrolled at the Un1vers1ty of Arlzona for
‘both of these years.

The follow1ng sectlons will dlscuss these three d1v1-

sions of the research the sections w1ll descrlbe egch. part

- and tell the results of each
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.Educatlon College'

'é, Descrlptlon —-For twenty seniors, Women students

~ . in the college of educatlon, senlor year and cumulatlve grade

~averages wete vecorded 1n a comparlson of scholastlc achleve—
| -ment of marrled and s1ngle students . Ten single senlors were '
t'matched with ten marrled senlors by aptltude test score and o
‘,maJor subgect Table 4 on page 30 shows the two grade aver-‘
ages for each'student (l) the senior year average, the mean
grade for the two semesters of that year and (2) the cumula— |
tive average, the mean grade on all courses taken for cred1t~
at the Uaner51ty_of Arlzona; ‘On_thls table, and on others,

U designatesta manried_student,and "s," a single'student,

§ . Results --The mean grade;averages, the range of
the grades, and the trend in grades for the maJorlty of stu— i
dents serve as measures of scholastic achlevement for the‘ |
;fmarrled and single,seniors, 'The mean»grade average for the
senior year was higher for the married students, 1.5701, u;'an
for the single students;Jl 8&92 The range of the senior year
averages. Was hlgher for. the marrled students, l.OOOO,to 2,0000,
7than for’the slngle students, 1.5000 to E.MOOOf The senior
year.average for>siif0fhtheEten married students,fcompared-"
a with that for four of the ten s1ngle students, was above the
mean for- thelr group >>> |

Because uhe marrled students in this category were h'

single until their senlor year,'comparlson of their senior



K Wlth a s1m11ar comparlson of grade averages for the single‘s

29
fyear average With thelr cumulatlve average 1nd1oates Whether

'54they achleved hlgher grades as married or as s1ngle students

=)

:i,senlors, calculatlons can then show (l) the mean amount in

eaoh group by whlch the senlor average is hlgher than the c

At'fcumulatlve average and (2) the number of students in each

:3ggroup for whom the senlor average 1s hlgher than the cumu -

"latlve average ' For both the marrled and the 81ngle senlors,_'f"

‘Jtthe senlor average tended to be the hlgher of the two aver-
vages The mean dlfferenoe between grades for the ‘senior yeari,i

'v:and for the freshman through the senior year was greater for d'
vthe marrled senlors, O 4120 (from 1.9821 %o l 5701), ‘than
fov the Slngle senlors, 0. 1662 (from 2.0154 to 1. 8492) a1
'ten marrled senlors and elght of the ten 31ngle senlors
-’attalned hlgher averages for the senior year than for the

1 total of the four yearsA It was reallzed that the cumulatlvei
average for the four years overlapped with the senior year

‘ average, the former average Was selected 1nstead of the
haverage for the freshman through the junlor year, because it
nwas more readlly avallable and because results would be s1m1—'

B lar 1n the oomparlson of elther of these oumulatlve averages

*gw1th the senlor year average.

'g, Summary ——Two statements can summarize the results '
”’of thls survey of grades of ten marrled and ten s1ng1e senlors

‘:ﬁln the college of eduoatlon : For these marrled and s1ng1e



TABLE 4

SENIOR “YEAR AND CUMULATIVE GRADE AVERAGES
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

395

Decile
Jof .
" ACE

)‘Major

Married Sr} Year;

Single Sr. Year.

‘Senior
Average

Cumu—
‘lative

_Average‘

Senior .
Average

Cumu -

lative
~ Average

* special Ed L3777 2.10M1

- Elem. Ed. :
Elem. Ed. - 2.1071 . -2.544k
Elem. Ed. e e e e e
. Kin. Pril. Ed. 1.4642 1.6185
. El.& Kin.Pri. . . .. ...
" Elem. Ed. 1.8024 - 2.2566
Elem Ed. ' Y. ...

1.8692 2.6080
1.6964 2.0650
1.8516 2.e857
. 12,4000 2.2330
‘Special BA.© . 1.4785 - 1.5703
English _ e e e e e
 Elem. Ed. . - 1.2142% 21680
CElem. EA. . ... aeele

1.5000  1.3785

% 2lobodt 1ikis0
L7435 L )

a T e

. Elem. Bd. Y 1.4502
Elem. Ed. - L L. -
. Elem. Ed..  1.6071°. 2.0168
“Speech T P T T
Kin. Pri. Ed.  2.2000% 1.6875
'.Elem Ed. e e e e e

{_128686‘_.2i4606
1.3142 -
S L.9k50 20861

 Elem. Ed,\if“"*i.oooéa° 2.1111
"Elem. Ed. . . . e e

=
o
Bt "'lff”~' Vv‘ﬂq L ‘ S A ‘ R
OO VWO WY NN OO . YO\ U1 =i T I

' 221671 2:1@06»

. .Total . . 15.7014 19,8208  18.4915 20.1540

U Mean .0 15701

1.9821 © 1.8492 = 2.0154

 8average for first semester, only.

15007
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women students who nere‘matched byvsptitude test score and
major subject, it was found that (1) the mean senlor year
avere’:n%'.e was higher for the married‘students'than,for the.
ASingle'students, and (2) the difference between the mean
seniorvyear average and the cumulative average was larger
for the married seniors than for the s1ngle seniors, al-
though for both groups the senior average was the higher of

the two averages

eEnglneering College

‘s’§,~ Description,-—For thirty four seniors, men stu-

dents in the college of engineerlng,/cumulative grade averages
were reoorded in a seoond’comparison of*soholastic aohievement,
that of students Who‘were single while they,attended,the Uni-
versity of Arizona With that of students who Were married
throughout‘the»time they attended the University. AAlthough
students 1n this category 1nclude those who transferred to
the Univers1ty as Well as those Who entered as beginning
:tffreshmen, the cumulative average for each student represents
(:from seven to ten semesters at the. Un1vers1ty of. Arizona

"The seventeen married students had been married from two months
' to three years before they entered the Unlvers1ty; the mean
length.of the marriages~was one yeariand ten months before en-
rollnent‘at.the University. The married students were matched
with single students by aptitude test‘soore‘and major subject.

Cumulative averages of these engineering students are shown
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by the table on pages 35e3§;
‘ B. Results -~The mean cumulatlve average for. the
s1ng1e students, 2. 5273, was higher by 0. 0832 than that for'

the marrled students, 2 6105 The cumulative averages for

the s1ng1e students ranged from 1. 7382 to 3.1538; for the '

"55; marrled students che extreme grades Were both hlgher and low-

1. 6666 to 3. 3734 Seven of the seventeen 51ng1e students_,f;{h

'fand elght of the seventeen marrled students attalned cumula«

."tlve averages above the mean for thelr group

_ To dlscern whether the averages of s1ng1e students a-e'f"'

'lywould be hlgher than those of the marrled students w1th Whom f'{”

- they were matched in both the low and the hlgh aptltude ranges,s
_the two groups Were subd1v1ded-1nto four groups. -The d1V1~_.
51ons con51sted of marrled ‘and s1ng1e students Wlth.aptltude

gtest scores 1n dec11es 2 through 5 and . marrled and 31ng1e

n.students with scores in de011es 6 through 9 In both the 1ow'

i and the hlgh de011e ranges, ‘the mean cumulatlve average was

hlgher for the S1ng1e students than for the marrled students,
out more dlfference eXlsted between the averages of marrled
and,51ngle students }n.the low than_in‘the high decile range.
For the,tenfsingle students scoring in deciles é through 5‘the:e'
mean,eumulativefavéraéefwas 2.547&; for the cerresponding
mahriedhstudentsdtheﬂmean}was 2'6878 the difference of O. 1404
'faVoriné theisingle‘students For the. seven single students

‘scoring in: deciles 6 through 9 the mean cumulatlve average
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Was'2 4987; for the corresponding'married students the mean
was' 2 5000, the dlfference of O 0013 favorlng the S1ng1e'

Bstudents

€. Summary . @-From'thisisurvbyrof'cumulatiVevaverages’

fof seventeen marrled and seventeen slngle englneering students S

-,,,

”fhaving s1m11ar aptltude test scores and maJor subgects, 1t

. Tbecame ev1dent that (1) the mean cumulatlve average was

'{sllghtly higher for the s1ng1e men than for the marrled men,
and (2) compared Wlth marrled students ‘with correspondlng
'aptltude test scores, s1ng1e students in both the low and the -
Jilhlgh range of aptltude test scores achleVed the superlor grades;

‘Less dlfference d1d appear between the grades of the marrled

7wh° and the slngle_students who had the hlgh aptltude test scoresc,,”7

- D Comments —-The dlsclosure that the mean cumulatlve
zevaverage for a group of s1ng1e students ‘was- sllghtly higher =

"fthan that for a. matched group of marrled students is in accord

”7?3W1th the results of Jensen and Clark's study of cumulatlve

ol

averages “of married and s1ng1e men at Brlgham Young Un1vers1ty
‘?:By matchlng the two groups by age and by ACE score, the wrltersu
'{attempted to prove thatg.other thlngs belng equal ‘married

. students would not necessarlly attaln better grades than s1n; :

‘gle students 1 Thelr results -are, contrary to those of for o

LJensen and Clark, loc. cit.
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ilnstance,Rlemer, whose comparlsons of grades of all married
.land all single veterans for one semester at the Un1vers1ty
mof.W1sconsin-showedrthat the.marrled students-had‘the hlgher f:
averages 1‘ Because .the studles are conducted with different

‘eropulatlons,‘on dlfferent bases, and at dlfferent tlmes,‘it ,,\

“is hazardous to declare w1thout quallflcatlon that research
'Tf_shows either married or single students to be ‘the better S

 ‘scho1ars k . | ' 4
The second result of the- survey, that dlfferences in

grade“averages between the groups of married and of smngle
“,students»were less for those with hiéhAthan with low scholas—e‘
tic aptitudea might Warrant further investigation.. Both the
.differential in'the‘averages and the nunber of studentsvrepe
'resented were quite‘Sma11° consequently a conclusion that in
scholastlc competition with their 81ng1e counterparts marrled‘
>i students w1th 1ow scholastic aptltude have less chance of
‘cw1nn1ng than those of hlgh aptltude may ‘hold only for thls

TVnstudy. -

lRiemer, loc. cit,



. TABLE 5

. CUMULATIVE GRADE. AVERAGES
" COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING

35

- Case = ACE Decile  Major

Married

f Cumulative Grade Average .

- Single

Ny O Ul EEOEECFEE WS W W W N oo |

Mech v‘.
Civil,

CMech.
Elec.

‘Mech;

Mech.

Mech.
Mech.

‘Mech

Mech.

" Elec. :
. Eng.

Elec

. Mebhf
- Mech,

Civil
Mech.

" Mech.
~ Mech.

_Elec°
Elec.

Mech.
Mech.

Mech.

Mech.

Eﬁg{

Eng.

1Eﬁg

o

Eng.

Eng.

Eng.
‘Eng.

Eng.
.-Engf
Eng.

Eng.

' Eng.

Epg;

Eng.

Eng .

Eng.

Eng.

Eng .

Eng.

Eng.
Eng .

Eng.
Eng.

3.3734
2.1678
2.6950

3.0476

2.6783

°

3.2773
33,0844
/'!2;5h72_

o.3hol

2.0779

2.1532

1.6666

2.

7876

8055

7500
7515

1538
L0753
8383

ied
.7382
5629
.olek

L9071
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" Case

'ACE Decile

,Major‘

Cumulative Grade Average

- Married  Single
iy 7 Mech. Bng.  ° 3.1005 . . . . -
813 7 Mech. Eng. - . 3.0724
M, 8 Mech. Eng. ~  2.0000 L
'814 8- Mech. Eng. e .. 2;6474
M, 8 . Mech. Eng. 2. 7062 C .

. sig -8 ~ Elec. Eng. . . . 2.0000 " -
Mo 9 Mech. Eng.  3.3493 C
518 9 Elec. Eng. c. 2.8159 .

' M17 9  Mech, Eng. 2.1145 C
Sy 9 Mech. Eng. e 2.0357

"”Z;Total ) 4k, 3796 42,9649

. Mean '

. 2.6105 .

' 2;5273
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Senior Class

g,' Descriptlon ~~For elghty—51x seniors, students in
seven colleges of the Un1vers1ty of Arlzona, Junlor year and -
senior year grade averages were. recorded in a thlrd comparlson

f scholastic achlevement that of the year before and the‘
year after marrlage Grade averages of forty-threevstudents-'
who were s1ng1e durlng the~junior‘year but married through-
out the senior year 111ustrate thelr scholarshlp for the two
 semesters before and the two semesters after marrlage Grade
averages of- the other forty three students who Were s1ngle

durlng the Junlor and the senlor year 1nd10ate usual changes

in grades for single students between these years By,cempar—‘,_-

ing the ohanges in grades in each group of'studentszand be—
| 'tween the;twe groups, one can evaluate the tfends; The groups
xef'marriedusnd,single students were-matched by sex, college, |
“major subject,Agrade aVerage‘for first semester of the Jjunior
year, and age at the end of the senior year.‘ For the students
‘Table 6 on pages,Mifuhlshows the mean grades for each year,

calculated'fromrthe'th semester averages of - the year.

,Q;%'Results,--Though-gradesffor'bdth'greups of students o

‘ became highef,‘the~mean#change:in gradelaverages.from‘the Jun-
lor to the senlor year was slightly 1arger for the students' |
‘who were single during both years than for those who were
married throughout‘the senior year. The mean»dlfference in

grades between'thedjunior and the senior year was for the
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kfvmarrled senlors, O 2668 (from 2. 3443 to 2. 0775), and for the

,51ng1e senlors, 0. 2825 (from 2.4456 o, 2.1631). 5 Investlgatlon o

h_showed that the changes 1n grade averages between the bunlor

i

}and the Senlor year Were 1arger for the marrled women and the

°t51ng1e men senlors than for the q:Lngle women and the marrled

‘"’f,men senlors The mean differences in grades for the two years-;ijf

‘“,fwere for the marrled women senlors, O 33&2 (from 2. 0349 to

>1 7007), and for' the 51ng1e Women Senlors, O 1749 (from 2. 1218nev
_“to 1 9469) For the marrled men the dlfference in grades be—
'”tween the two years was O, 2343 (from 2. 4937 to 2. 2594), and.
for the single men senlors it was 0.3345 (from 2.6019 to
e, 2674) | o E
Con81der1ng ‘both the. Junlor and the Senlor year’aver— .
‘agesy the range of the grades was hlgher for the group whlch

married than for the group Whlch was 31ngle Grades for . the

: students who mere marrled throughout the senlor year ranged

.'-from 1 000 to 4 000; the range for the 51ng1e students was
from 1.1934 to 4. 1666 | | )
_Grade'everagesvof e’majorityjofrstudents in both
:groups were higher for the senior year than for therjuniort
._hyear;‘but“for'a iaréerrprOportion‘of the married seniors the_f
,grades for thls year were hlgher - Of the forty~three marrled o
7senlors, thlrty-two had hlgher averages for the senlor than
;: for the Junlor year, of the forty three single senlors,_f;

'vtwenty—elght had higher,averagesxfor the.senlor year;



:iInvestigating majorlty trends for the men and the Women |
*students separately, twenty of the twenty nine married men
vand twenty one of the twenty—nine s1ngle men had hlgher aver—
‘ages for the senior year ' Twelve of the fourteen marrled
'women and seven of the fourteen s1ng1e women had higher aver-tf

-ages for the senior year than for the Junior year

‘“‘g,ﬁﬁsummary,LeIntthis comparisonfof;junior year grades

"»*with senior Year grades for'forty-three‘single'and for forty— '

ﬁthree married senlors of 1958 59,'an effort was made to match

:s1ngle seniors w1th married seniors of the same college, maJor
h;tsubject, sex, grade average for flrst semester of the Junior
year, .and age, A survey of the grade averages 1nd1cated that
:'_(l) although grades for both the married and the single seniors X

were hlgher for the senior than for the junior year, the pOSl—

'dtive change was larger for the group which was s1ng1e during

" the- two school yearsg and (2) 1n each d1v1sion, s1ngle versus -,"

".?married men seniors and single versus married women seniors,-

"”grades of the 51ngle men and of the married women showed the

A‘larger pos1t1ve change between the two years

”'Q} Comments ——Realizing the difference in population,'f

'tbas1s, and time 1nvolved in thls study and in Lantagne's study_t?:“

‘1;}of grades of men before and after marriage, one can compare o

,b,two»of the results Lantagne, whose artlcle is summarlzed on

'pagetlu and this study agree that grades for 70 to 807 of men
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students became higher after tﬁan tefore their marriage
'k_Lantagne also states,,”Grade p01nt averages of married men

'are hlgher and contlnue to 1mprove over those of men that
vremaln single whlle 1n college nl ThlS study odmpared dif-
tferences between grade averages for the Junlor and - the sen-
ior year. The grades of the Junlors who remalned s1ng1e
 improved‘more.than those of the Junlors who marrledibefore
4:the senibr'year Lantagne, like Riemer, may have been con-
51der1ng all marrled men versus all s1ng1e men instead of a

matched group of marrled and 81ng1e students. )

1Lantégneglggf>cit§, p.'91, ’
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- JUNTOR.AND SENIOR YEAR GRADE'AVERAGES, SENIOR CLASS -
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‘SYTABLE 65fContinuedu

1st

o L 3 : - Semester  Junior . Senlor
- . College and Major Case Age  Jr. Year Year Year
‘ o , : SR Average  Average Average
‘Education o R . |
" Special Ed. - My, 22 2.0625  1.7450 1.3778
. Special Ed.  Syp 223 3.071h 2.4940 1.7750
.-Fine Arts   ' :. e : - ' >
Art Ed. 13 22 1.8823  1.8358 1.9816
Avt Ed. - Sj3 22 © 12.3333  1.9902 ~2.004k
Liberal Arts o S | -
~ Journalism. . = My 22 2.7058 2.3529  2./1764"
‘Journalism, .- :814‘: 21 2,2666v_, 2.3098. 1.7678
© Men
.Agricultufé' . '
Agr. Economics . . M; 22% - 3.3750 .3.3051  2,1824
Agr Economlcs,_"vﬁl 0223 . 1.5000-°  ©1.7500 .  1.8166
Agr. Economics  M2 ﬁﬁﬁéﬁ ~ 2.8888 2.9110 . 2.8084
| _General Agr. . 85 21% 2.6666“ 2.5833 " 2.4105
Bus. & Public ‘Adm. IR : _ I
Business Ed. . . M 26 - 2.8125 2.9356 3.1050
General Bus. s3 . 23%  2.7692 2.91ko 24154
General Bus.  ° My. 22 . 2.2000 1.9750 1.6580
Gengral Bus. = 8§y 211 2.3333 | 2.7500 3.1762
General Bus. - Mg 22 . 3.6875 3.2723° . 2.5625
General Bus. . Sz 203 '3.4615 3.4676 2.5294
- General Bus. M. 24%  4.0000 4.0000 ©  3.2770
‘General Bus. S 23" 3.8333 3.1666 2.4166
Educatlon L | - o R ,
Recreation M_7 - 23 3.7777 3.4797 3.6622
S 3.2142 2.9012 ~  2.8611

L.A., Gen. Studies ’7. “21%',
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. TABLE 6--Continued

1st -

o : _ Semester  Junior Senior
College and Major Case Age Jr. Year Year ' Year
o : Average Average Average
R ; Ehgineerihgf7‘ , o o S
© [ Civil Eng. . Mg ,’26%;.'f2,75oo 2.8125  2.1404
Civil Eng. - Sg = 253 2.6666 2.3690 1.9642
. Civil Eng. - 'Mg 23 3.0714 3.1071 3.3547
- Civil Eng. S8 2l 3.2666 3.1333 2.8235
Civil Eng. My, 24 2.1873 1.7701 1.3470
' Civil Eng. 810 _22% 2.,6470 2.8235 2.8235
Clvil Eng. - Myq 23 2.1666  2.1421 - 1.8284
Civil Eng. . S11 24 1.8461 ©  2.2802  3.1785
" Elec. Eng. » ‘M12 22k 3.2142 . - 3.2737 . 24338
- Elec. Eng. . - 875 . 21.. 2§9444 ~.2.8610 -2.3990
‘Elec. Eng. My 21  1.3333  1.2292 1.475M
Elec. Eng. ©8j3 . 22 1.2777  1.2500 11.1934
 Mech. Eng. My, 24k 3.5000 36875 2.0125
Mech. Eng. 8y, 25 “3.6470 3.7235 = 2.5026
Mech. Eng., ' Mjs 24  3.0000 - 2.5938 ©  2.9112
Mech.iEng. - Sj5 ' 223 . 2.6666 2.,7083 1.8364
Mech. Eng.  Mjg . 23 - 2.0625  2.4756  2.6496
Mech. Eng. Sl 223 - 2.2500 2.4583 L 2.0411
‘Fine Arts - | , : : | | . S
- Music Ed. -~ My, 23 2.1111 2.0556 ~  1.5000
Music Ed.. . 837 21F 1 2.5000 = 2.2500 . 1.6250
Speech Cor. . Mg 22 2.0000  1.6000 1.5166
- Speech . 8yg. 21z - 2.1538 2.3582.  1.9706
"Libefal Arfs l‘f ‘1"  o  "- e o ‘ :,, a.i
English .~ ~  Myg  22% . 3.0769 3.0884 | 2.,7666,
‘English =~ 8jg " 22 ©3.2307 3.1154 - - 2.2250°



| TABLE 6--Continued

1st

_ , SR , Semester Jﬁnior ’ Seﬁior

College and Major - Case Age Jr. Year . Year - Year

e ' Average - Average . Average

" “Liberal Arts SR = . o
' Gen. Studies Moy 21%  2.0000 . 2,1333 2,1250
‘Gen. Studies .85 - 22 . 1.6875  1.5790 1.8326
History . My 23 3.5000 2.9166 2.5941
~ History | - 85y 243 3.3636 2.5484 1.7500°
History oM, 22 2.1176 2.2532 . 1.9372
History S55 233 2.1333 2.4490 2.2294
‘Mathematics . M,y 21k  1.2500.  1.2614  1.0000
Mathematics .~ S35 22 2.7000 ' 2.4083; . ‘2.6979
Physics M, 28  2,6875  2.8438 - h.0357
Physics . s3y 2k 3.2500 3.0138 . 2.6666

Soclology ~ ' Mps 21F  2.1428  2.1008  1.6490
Sociology ‘ Spg 21z - 4.8333 / 4.1666 . 2.5992

Mines R E R RS S .

' Metal. Eng. My 22 2,6842 2.1362 1.7301
Metal. Eng. - 856 - 21% . 2.3529 - 2.2598 2.2598
Min. Eng. . Mpy 21k 1.1111 1.1746 1.0500

~ Min. Eng. 857 22 1210 1.5914 1.6121
Min. Eng. Mg 27 1.8000°  1.7500 = 2.0062

- Min. Eng. S58 29 2.5000 - 2.3382 1.9563
Min. Eng. My 25 2.1176 2.0338 2.2053
{ 253 2.2777  2.2388 . 1.9442

. Min. Eng. , 829




CHAPTER 'V
CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY -

Conclusions

"From“the exact‘resuIts of-the-fesearch shown by
Tables T and 8, ohe‘can drawvoonciusiohs fof\this stud&l
*Parts 1 and 2 of Table T llst mean grade averages for groups
of- students w1th 81mi1ar scholastlo aptltude and courses of'
study, 1t is evident that- (1) women. who marry 1mmedlately~
before thelr senior year attaln hlgher grade averages for
that year ‘than do s1ng1e women, and (2) oumulatlve averages
'of s1ng1e men are sllghtly higher than those of marrled men.
_ For studentsitaklng-s1m11ar coursest parts 1 and 3 of this
table show that} (3) in‘comparison with seoiofvyear grades of ,}
single meo'and womeo, senior‘yesr gredes ére lower for the '
men, but hlgher for the ‘women. Who marry Just before the senlor
year Table 8 llsts the number of students in partlcular
:groups for Whom grades are hlgher for the senlor year than for -
‘-’other,years It shows that (4)‘compared with an equal number
'fof singlefmen and women, fewer.maffied men andgmore harried_
WOmen attaiovhigher'grades for,the.year'eftertmarriage than
they had(befofetmarriage ’ Grades for a majority of- both. |
marrled and s1ng1e students become hlgher as the students con-

tinue in, college :

s
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TABLE 7

SUMMARY: OF MEAN GRADES

- No. of o Difference for
S o "M or S ' . — '
‘Category - Stu- Married Single.- Married Single
o ' ' dents - P i o

1. Education College = B
' Sr, yr. average .. 10 . - 1.5701 .1.8492 . 0.2791 .

- Dif. in sr.- . o y . . el
- cumulative av. - 10  0.4120° Q.1662 0.2458
2. Eng. College . - : ‘ " N - . .
~ Cumulative av. 17 2.6105 2.5273 . . . 0.0832
Cumulative av. S : : ' .
decile 2-5 10 - 2.6878 2.5474 . . . -0.1lb4o4
Cumulative av. O I : | .
decile 6-9 - . 7. - 2.,5000° 2.4987 . . .. 0.0013

3. Senior Class .
Dif. in jr.-~-sr,

yvear grade av, - - ¢ - ‘ R

a. men and women . 43 °  0.2668 0.2825 . . . 0.0157
b. women’ BRSNS 0.3342 021749 0.1593 . . . .
c. men’ ‘ - 29 0.2343 0,3345 . . . 0.1002




v
TABLE 8

. NUMBER OF STUDENTS WHOSE SENIOR YEAR GRADE. AVERAGES
' ARE ABOVE 'THEIR AVERAGES FOR PREVIOUS YEARS

Possible. " No. of

_Categoryf ‘ . Total.for M S Total for Students
g : Mors .. . M&S in Sample
Educatlon College L L = SR
Cu.-sr. average - -~ 10 10 8 18 . 20
Senlor Class TJV', | S S S : ,
Jr.-sr. for all - 43 32 28 60 . 86
- Jr.-sr., women. 14 12 7 19 28

Jr.-sr. men P29 - 20 21 41 ' 58

‘vc&SuggestlonS for Further Study

| Conclu51ons of thls study of the effect of marriage
'on’scholastlc~ach1evement‘indlcate'that;marr;age has a‘pOS}—
tiﬁe effect on ﬁhe'grades éf women and a slightly negative»
:effecf on thekgrades»of'men ‘Unlees.these cohciuQionS cen be
?fsupported by other studles, they should ‘be con81dered as ten- -
"tatlve, true only for this" partlcular study ThlS llmltatlon-v
.ion the valldity of. the conclus:.onQ 1s necessary for two reasonc;!'

‘(1) other 1nf1uences besides marital status, likely affected

the grade averages,kalthough they were not accounted for in

.  'thlS study, and (2) because the populatlon con81dered was a

‘selected group, not a random samples the dlfferentlal found

1n the grade averages can 1ndlcate only a trend Had the}
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'*ibopulatlon cons1sted of a random selectlon of marrled and
'31ngle students, one could have determlned whether or. not
d:dlfferences in- grade averages were statlstlcally s1gn1flcant.
| Developments in thls study suggested other feaS1ble .
"approaches to the subJect of scholarshlp of marrled students,fh
‘FlPSt, a. longer survey of students' grades, pOSSlbly for two'
years before and two years after marrlage, mlght prove use—“
.ful, In the. present study comparlng senior year averages,
'one—third of - the marrled women in the educatlon college fln-’
fished:ln‘one semester, one thlrd of the marrled men 1n the = :
:.nsenior class had not flnlshed by the end of the two semesters,g\;
although all of the 81ngle ‘men. had been graduated by that »

, t1me . If there 1s a. trend, as was 1ndlcated 1n the fourth

:i‘conclus1on of thls study, for students to have hlgher grades

1as they continue in college, perhaps the results’ are blased

'tln favor of the marrled women and agalnst the marrled men

| The case study method mmght be used also to 1nvest1—w |

”aigate reasons for the dlfferentlal in grades between marrled
vand s1ngle students and between marrled men and Women stu—
'gdents Fleld 1nterv1ews w1th students should dlsclose other ~
Zlfactors besides marltal status, such as part or full t1me :
iemployment and non-academlc 1nterests which affect thev'i

dnjgrades of students . 'g; » de' \

| Although thls study showed no cons1stent pos1t1ve

correlation between ACE score and grade average, another 8
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- approach tovthisksubject would be to determine whether mar-
' riage has a different effect on students' grades, depending

upon. their scholastic aptitudes.
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