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ABSTRACT o .

o
Ethnographic interviews were conducted with sixteen full-time. .

. . & . .
' married doctoral etudents (eight maf%s, eigh;-females).agésAés'and
under and their non-enrolled-ﬁut;employed sbbusés over a,éix-ménth
. . t ‘perioq. Concepts of ethnographic anal&éis were qpployéd.to discﬁver’
. v meaninés and relationships and to aia in fbrﬁulating hypdthgseé about

/‘. married student life. ¥Four major recurrring themes were discovered:
L} . . . B . . .

(1) support from spouse and péfents (financial, emotional/psychological,

academic, and basic needs); (2)'ﬂE§tors éffecting marital'stability, !

o . : i . N e
including differences,in spouses' educational lévels and interests, f??;
. . s ’ | e . . ) o

nancial problems, time pressures, children, cbmmunication, sexual con-

«

ﬂﬂﬁ' - cerns, Qeéision-making, role conflict, and physical and emotional sep-

aration; (}) social relationships and inéeractign, whicﬁ’are influenced

by changes in student's interests and status,- integration into univer-

»

sity and residential éommunities, absence of peer group comprised of
married studeﬁts, support role of family, speciai-needs of non-student ,/
(e.g., not growing intellectuaily with spouse),. changing expectationé -

of ffiendships aénstudent matures, fears associated with terminating .

- relationships upon gfaduétion; use'of professionals in resolving per-’

sonal problems, financial problems; and children; and -(4) s;atus,7which e

may bg-affeéted by couple's living arrangements; student-spouse role ]

‘conflicts; tendency :to use enrollment and geod grades. to measure status;’

pérceptiop of sﬁud&_in enhancing pzofessioﬁhl skills and stagus;”locus 6@

- . v
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;ﬂhtroduction - o s o, , &;T a
R ’ : : . s .
'f . The interebt in this project arose out of what had initially been con-
N .4 L - . ) . ) s ’ : .
cern for- how students ‘whose marriages are disrupted while in ,school cope with
’ . . . . ._ - ’

: ) . , )
their pew roles as single persBs and perhaps as single parents. Finally,
it was decided that rather than look &t the termination of .marriage itself,

emphésis should focus instead on how the married studént'couple'copes'with
.
the’ educational experience, how enrcllment affects marital/family stability,

«

. whether enrollment creates role conflicts, and how such conflicts are re-

solved Those interests formed the basis for the present study. THe re-~

»\\ . -
k - .

'searcher felt that a* study about haw the married student resolves the dual
T ~ :
demands .created by.the student-marriage combination may have broader higher

educatien and student personnel implications'hnd applicability than a study )

-

of the already disrupted marriage that results from combining school and -

X - . . . . -
marriage. ) : T B I S

.The data obtained have theoretical meaning, but enough is not known about
the married doctoral student's interpersonal relationships tofbe able to deter-

mine relevant problems and hypotheses or to test them. Such hypotheses have
i . ’ ‘®
been discovered through these research dara. However, this study does mot pur-

port to test these hypotheses; that is a wmatter for further study. Instead,

. - »

it generates hypotheses and makes assumptionskabout married student 1ife.
‘ The major purpose of this study was to conducg{an in—depth investigation’
) into th& effects of the graduate experience on the intra- and fater-family

relationships among married doctoral student couples and to discover how

L4
-

these students cope with the dual student-spouse role and make meaning of

- —~—

their experiences, as well as’ assesS how these students describe the quality"
- - o ’

- -

“of their lives.

The prohlems investigated lends itself to the utiliaation of the natural-

< ’
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istic approach for investigating social interactions. A gualitative methof

153

' dological approach applicable to determining'how pegple engage in social’ l\

\activities involves four aspects (Lofland 1976) (1) intimate familiarit
(2) focusing and- describing the -prime situation confronted by the individuals

(3) understanding interactional.strategies and tactics used in confronting

4

such situations, and (4) develogﬁng and melding qualitative episodes into
disciplined aBstractions. ~ Two other’ aspects include treatment of the data

collected prlmarily as they relate to the data's practical utility and theo-

(

retical consideration in relation to other studies.

ThlS study employed techniques of ethnographic interviews in collecting

. a

and analyzing data. It represents a "search for the parts of a culture, the

relationships among the parts;.and their.relationships to the whole" (Spradley,

°

1979, p. 142). .This nethod enabled the researcher to discover”questioﬁb‘to be

-

asked in each'interview,,and'eacﬂ succeeding intefview differed from those

?

which preceded it, since the researcher was guided by newly.discovered mean-
. & L

ings that emerged.from each interview. ',
. &
Ethnqgraphi~ interviewmg is 'best thought of "as a series of friendly

'conversations into which the researcher slowly introduces new elements to
& . : _
assist informants to respond as informants" gSpradley, 1979,_p. 58)., Further,
. : . e ' . . \. . .
the three most important elements of ethnographic interviewing' are its ex--.

—

plicit purpose, repeated explanations to the informants, and ethnographic ’

questicns, which ask the informant forquller explanations and descriptionsg,

allow for discovery -about the basic parts of the informant's-cultural knowledge,

P : -

and Help determine what an informant means by native.terms (Spradley, 1979)V

o :
e

Ethnographlc research’ follows a particular sequence which differs from

> c P

s
that employed in most social science research (Spradley, 1979) It includes «_
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.
a

Ehe following processes: (1) selecting a.problem, (2) collecting cultural
.data, (3) analyaing cultural data, (%) formulating ethnographic hypotheses,.'

- and (59 writing the ethnography. Although the five steps appear 3s a strict-

4
° 1y linear step-by—stepéprocedure many of the steps are often repeated before t

. “the collected ethnography data are written in final form. . The discovery of

relationships in the data collected enables the ethnographer to formulate

///ffj~— certain hypotheses or propositions which are tested by going back and colm

'lecting more cultural data, analyzing them, formulating new hypotheses, and
\ .. repeating these stages if’ necessary. Even ag_the ethnographic report is writ—

ten, new hypothese may surface, thus causlng the ethnographer to engage in

still more field work. e ) : | '

Four strategies comprise ethnographic analysis ' (Spradley, 1979, p. 94):

(1) domain analysis, (2) taxonomic analysis, (3) componentfal analysis, and
(4) theme analysis.‘ . '

2

. N . - s - . . . '
Ethnography seeks to systematically understand human culture from the

point of view of those who have learned their culture. The researcher learns

from the’ informants rather than.merely study them. Ethnography leads ‘to
an‘understanding of-another wdy-of life from the perspective of the individual

whose way of life is“being investigated (Spradley; 1979). o1

< Sample Selection: The participants in this study are American-born, full—

. time married doctoral students ages thirty-five and under who were, enrolled

in the Graduate School

\
quarters, 1982, and the

I
a

The Ohio State University during Wintér and'Spring

on-enrolled spouses. All students Wwere matried %at

the time Jf enrollment and residé\in the home with their spouses. (Commuting

per wpek or weekends witi spouses were -

-

students who spend at Lleast two da
LN . ) R .
included.) :

.
4




~Grgduate Sé¢hool
telephone survey o .

(Appendix A) was used to determine each student ] eligibility for. participat-

a .

' ing in the study. A call wAs made to all students w! had given written
consent during registratipn to be contacted by phonesfor a fuller explana-_

tion of the stud§ and of their prospective participation. - ) .
» \ [ L.

The names of students who remﬁined eligible for participation were ar-.

3

ranged alph abetically into one of the four ma;or,&trata according tp demographic

‘data they had provided: male and female students whose spouses are not en-’

*

rolled but.are employed and who have children; (2) male and-female students

P

whose spouses are not enrolled but are employed and who do not have children.
- h oy

"Using a table of random numbers, four couplés were assigned to each of ‘the four

-

categories, resulting in sixteen couples participating in_the study.

~

Separate and joint interviews were held with the couples. A total of -

frpm six to eight hours were spent with each couple over a six-month period *

from February through August, 1982. All interviews were taped, and analyses

were made from tape transcriptions. _ - . ',p

. -

The use of structured interviews was felt to be’ inappropriate for an

ethnographic study, and, therefore, a broad range of- issues and questions was

devised to help guide the interyiews. These questions (Appendix B) were
» N = . ‘

developed from information taken from a review of releVant literaturée on

student marriages, and questions were developed and revised as the inter-

kviewstprogressed. ‘ . Q

e .« -



~

Importance of»ﬁUrther Study on Married Doctoral Students:

1. Married students rEpresent appyoximately 25% of the college student o .
. pogulation. L - )

2. Married students have traditionally been ignored and not offered ser-
.vices that contribute to their holistic development. Further, their
spouses and children have received little ifs any abtention from the

university. < _ L

" 3. There is a need for developing a set of criteria to be used as indica-

tors of marital stability and happiness in student marriages, as tradi~ . _
tional criteria used to measure happiness in conventional marriag
appear to be inappropriate for asisssing student marriages. \ei
4. The postgraduate effects of doctoral study, which is a critical point
in the individual's development, should be studied. THe adjustment
period immediately following graduation may lead to dissatisfaction
with: the divis1on of labor adopted as a student couple and with the non-~ -
student spouse's new role. The strong-support role played by the non-
student wife, if no longer necessary, may displace her. A study is
- needed\to determ1ne how the new roles differ and why they change, and
the long term?effects of doctoral study en marriage and family,
5. " How does the student couple reenter the larger American culture upon
-completion of the docterate? What "rites ‘of passage" exist, and what
- are their components? How is the transition made from "marginality"
to integration into the larger community?.

6. The doctoral student couple 1acks valid norms to help the couple begin-
ning doctoral study dévelop appropriate expectations about this new life-
style and judge the appropriateness of their actions and decisions. These
students express that they are often uncertain about the appropriateness
of what they are. doing, yet. they lack norms to aid them in ‘shaping their
behaviors.

7. .As more and more studies are conducted,. it may becodL possible to/;evelop
taxonomiés about married student life and make some general predictions
~about their lifestyles and behawiors. These may prove to be effective in

orientation and counseling services to thefnew student couple. ~

8. Are there differences in the couples' experiences according to major
field;iof study.? fields which emphasize interpersonal relationships
and -offer opportunities for peer interactign account for different kinds
. of experiences and. attitudes among their students ‘than among stud ts in
other fields? . ‘ e
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Greater definitnpn of the institution's. role with regami_to married stu~
dents is needed.” It may prefer to refrain from becoming involved in mar-
) ried students' lives, or perhaps it is unclear about what its role should

, be. - The student. tends to prefer minimal involvement from the institution,
yet the need for some intervention hds been demonstrated, This may be met
through the provision of campus psychologists or personnel with a medical
background, since couples seem to prefer these. ' Further, personnel should .
have knowledge, understanding, and appreciation for non-traditional marriage
forms, as techniques used for conventional marriages may not apply.

10. 'Various support services are needed to aid the . student couple in meeting
i¢és new demands, including child care, marriage counseling, more flexi-
ble class schedules, and more relevant campus activities which appeal to:
married students. K

11. "As more and more older students enroll, there is likely to be a coqcomi- .
1

. tant increase in the ‘number of married students. Their return could
..drastically alter family functioning. . .
. . ) , ‘ _ e

12, Thexiack of attention institutions give to the large number of married
:«. . >—students suggests that a tremendous human resource potential is not be-
ing fully developed. Moreover, the coping skills developed by these
couples may be modified and applied to other situations which create
stress among students.

13, The role of married student housing needs to be investigdted in terms of
its effect on the marriage and on the development of important support

systems.

14,'vGiven the spouses' interdependence and the couple 8 independence and au-

tonomy, a certain level of separation from the institution seems "healthy"
and necessary for the student' s continued personal development. ‘

 15. To what extent does the student s feeE&ng of "loss of control" in his or
her school life affect family functioninz and the student's own =senea of
well-being? s




/” "A. Support Systems

. ) - , o
The primary stabilizer for the doctgpral studen? couple is the support'

“

: received from the non-student spouse and parents, with thatsof the Spouse

being the most important.‘ The family is usually considered to be-a net-

¢ .

b . work resource willing or able to provide advice, support, or feedback (TOlS*

>

dorf, 1966), and it'is the most accessible of all support,systemsl(Caplan,
1974). This was supported by findings on doctoral student couples.

1, Support from~Spouse: The 'spouse provides financial, emotional/ |
1] -

psychological academic, . and basic needs support.

-

-

. a. Financial suppprt. ' This enables the student to remain in school

and allows the family to continue functioning. Because of the importgnt
- . . . &

role marriage plays as a source of finangial support, it is viewed as' being

very compatible with marriage, as a large percentage of married graduate -
. o - . .

- ~-students are supported in part by their spouses’ income (Feldman, 1975).

(1). . Employment of nor-student spouse: The spouse's’émploymenﬁ

= u
. -

" serves as the main source of income, although the student usually also works;

>

-

The student wife always works, and hem decision to return to school is based

on her ability to.loCate.adeﬁuate support for her education, which usually

A\

- - “ .
comes from stipends, and fellowships. The need ,for her to be able to support
i ~

2

her own education is a reflection of the traditional ‘view of a woman's graduate T,

] : ) . a .
education as being what Rernard (1964) refens to'as an "économic luxury." St
When the husband enrolls,” the wife assumes the chief support role, Some~ .

times it is the first time she has worked but usually she 5ﬁready holds.a o S

« ’

job. Her job usually has low prestige and few opportunities for advancement.l

~ McCoy (1979) describes the wife as frequently in a state of,undértalnty, delay- ,

ing her own development,lworking at an unchal}enging job:to;supgprt her hus-

12 ‘ L




- . . ,

»

band's education or supporting small children on an inadequete budget..
- The wife's new position in the chief support role-precludes risk-taking ~
" " on tha job which might threaten job security. Usually, however,  she is satis-

“ field in her dew role and views it as a short-term investment toward long-term

A Y

gains.m
) .
The hu;band ndw assumes noreAresponsibility‘for managing the household
- and caring for the children. He does not exnerience feelings of inadequacy
; as a result of no- longer being chiefly responsible for the support of his

- ->>fam11y, ‘which conflicts with earlier findiné; by McCoy (1979)

’ This may be due to the wife's tendency to, minimize her support role. VShe
v1ews her contributionlas helping naintain the family and not toward eending
her husband_to school, ‘It is speculated that cognitive dissqnance accounts
for the wife's attitude, i.g., if the marriage.endé.after graduation, she-

;is.less"likely.to feel cheated if she minimizes her support role. Also, she

seems to feel it is necessary to confirm her nusband s independence, which

reflects traditional views about ma1e~independence.

Student marriages seem more vulnerable to conflict CAller, 1963; Christen-.
sen & Philbrick 1952; Dressell, 1965; Hall & Valine, 1977; Khan.& Sharpley,
1976;,Marchand & Langford, 1952; Marshall & King, 1966; Medalia, 1962; Rice,
i979),[butbrhere are no data on the rate of divorce ahongwstudent marriages
fRice: 1979). It appears that sucn marriages wculd also be more vulnerable
td.postdoctcrate divorce since the non—stndent wife may lose an inportant

support role when her husband completes school. . . ,

* Mueller (1960) suggests that the wife may: become resentful about the
tremendous sacrifice she must make during these'critical years of her de-

~ velopment. jeIn fact, she may be plagued by the "degree-followed-by divorce"




o] h - 9
. ' : . - \n

syndrome., However, the doctoral student wife in thisnstudy exhibits no such

]

‘feafs and, in féct, seems, pleased with her new role,: She kains increased
A .
“ability to influence outcomes and to negotiate important Qecisions,’and she*

¢

becomes more autonomous, independent, develops new skills and interests, clari- .

]

fies career objectives, and improves her own educaticnal skills via inter-

action with her husband. - Further, her husband develops a.heigh;ened}apprecia-

N ¢

tion for her as a result of her commitment toward supporting his pursuits.

4 .

Sex role conflicts may occur, and the family frequently experiehces ro%e
reversals (McCoy, 1979). However, the .changes $8 what Rice (1979) fefers to
as the "power structure'" within the family aoes not seem to affect marital
relations. In facf, the student wifé couple; which is typically more egé{ita:i-
an, experiences few sex role reversals upon enrqllment. The studenf husband
géﬁgié becomes more cohesive and interdependent as a result of the role changes. .
The husband is usually employed when his wife enrolls. If her schooling
means that the family must relocate, he is wiliing to move bu; only after
giving careful consideration fo his own career and.after deVi;ing a ﬁlan in
which the move (1) does not penalize him professionally, (2) will not require
extensive job-seeking effért on his part, and (3) will be for a two-’or‘three-
year period of time, after which the coﬁple will réiocate to a ;ite determinei
by the wife's ability té-f;nd employment commensurate with her do;torél train—
ing. His professional career is usually advanced %hen the family relocates, |

A

for the wife's matriculation.

—

The non-student wife, however, usually follogs her husband without'fg-
gard for her own professional development. Hembrough’(1966) says Her ﬁobiIiEy
is often determined by his éhﬁnge 1n-emplo§ment, which also pteclﬁdes her en-

rollment. She may find it difficult to find a job in the new area and must

4

o
.




"children are compatible.

10

r

often take a job lower in status than'the one she left.

+(2) Delayed gratification: A primary form of financial sup-

port is th%“Fouﬁle's delay in acquiring gooas and services during matricula-

tion. 'The nature of the "investment" concept reserves all resources for the

. o . . : .
student's use, although this is.not so prevalent among the student wife couple . -

since it has fewer financial councerns. This couple tends to maintain its

Y v

former standard of 1living after enrollment.

The tendency t;wardfdelayed gratification is also p;esent\in the student
husband.coup¥e's decision about having qhildren. Despit; the wife's'inbréas-v
ing age, the dec;sidn ha; usually already beéh made'tooppséppne having children
uptil after gfaduétion, and littlg will change th@é deciéioﬂ until aftgr the

student has been admitted to candidacy. The student wife family is not in-

fluenced by this concept with regard tc having ¢hildren and feels school and

b. Emotional/psycholggical support: This form of support includes
encouragement, listening to problems, sharing frustrations,-and making'the

home more conducive for study by assuming certain.iespoﬁsibilities for man-
: I

- aging the housechold and becoming more indepgndént in making personal and

I
RS

financial decisions so as to free the student from them,
The psycﬁological investment the.ébbuse makes.may prove disadvantageous
to the student wﬁ? may contemplate éo;tponing or aba;doning doctoral stu&y
but is.m;de to feel guiltyvfor not wahting to comﬁléte.the degree.\
Tﬁe wife &end§ to give up all'outSide interests and friends.if she feéls
they interfere with her support role. She is accessible to her husband as
his needs‘demand. T?e non—stgdent husband, while extremely helpful and sup-

portive, is less likely to give up outside interests and activities, which may

lead ¢o greatér marital astisfaction, aa\§sfaus‘(1980) found a close relation-

. 15
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ship between satisfaction in leisure and leisure-time activities and marital

satisraction, especially for husbands. -

The level of emotional/psychological supportnis higher if the husband\

already holds the doctorate since he has undergone a similar“experience. It

, is reduced if the spouse has had no college experience at all, which precludes

N an understanding about certain aspects of being a student.

- "e. Academic support: A similarity of professional interests and/or

academic backgrounds or levels between spouses allows for greater intellectual
stimulation. The wife becomeslne;;ily involved in her&nusband's‘school work,.
€.8e, reading or typing papers nnd discussing ideas with him, These help
reduce her feelings of lsolationj; give her a greater sense of purpose with
regard to her support role minimize the differences in educational levels;
improve her ability to interact with him, his peers and professors; and re.-
duce the likelihood that he will turn to othérs for support. |

The wife admits that ar rimes she may provide ecadenic support so as to -

reduce opportunities for which her husband may have to turn to female class-

It is known that school provides an increasing number of @ -
’

opportunities for the husband to interact with younger persons, especially
' ) ) c

g

mates for help.

those of the opposite sex_(Rice, 1979).
: : S : ’ '
The husband is only minimally involved in his wifa's school work, and she

prefers 1£ this way. She viaws her education as a private matter althougzh a -
joint undertaking and tends to use her accomplishments in school as a way .
enhancing her own seif-esteem, independence, and competence, Anxiety about

criticism fron her husbandlfegarding her school work is also a fector inlher .

desire to work alone,

A ‘large percent of married students have high grade point -averages,
4

| ’
which supports earlier findings (Bergen & Bergen, 1976). The docjéral

student’s anxiety about making high grades lessensas more'time‘isf*pent'




,an opportunity foa,;nteraction. The wife, on the other hand, can find

or perhaps the unhappy and insecure Vife may absorb herself in SChOQl;ﬂS}k,

| L

in the program.
The wife's high level of involvement in her husband's work would appear
to enhéﬁce his academic achievemeéf more greatly than the student wife's

performance, as she recéives little acadébic support from her husband. %\lso,
he is freed from more household responsibilities, which permits himlﬁore

study time. But Von der Embse & Childs (1979) found that marital status is.
. — . - . ‘
‘not a significant factor in men's academic performance although it is for .

k]

-

women. No comparisons of grades were made among doctoral student couples._

- s

The wife's rolg in helping her husband with his studies, he feels, resultew

in improvéd performance and may also enhance marital relations by providing

studying to be an isolating activicy. Aller (1963) suggests that the wife

. : ’
who does well in school may do so at the expense of neglecting her family,

4 . \

and strive for high grades to compensate for her dissatisfaction. The )
. v ‘ - . .

doctorai student wi{s\seems to do well despite her various respensibilities

and lack of academic help from her husband. The egalitarian qus}ity of the

-marriage is, no doubt, a reflection of her indepéndence, which is also mani-

[P

_ fested in her study habits.

If the husband holds the doétorafe, which is likely in student wife cou-

+  ples, he may provide’emationallpsychological support, since he has undergohe

a similar experience, but academic support is usually not given unless their -

fields are very.closely related. No difference in the level of emqtionai sup-

(«—\4

port according to the non-student spouse's educational level was perceived.

d. Basic needs support: The student's increased absence from the home

and involvement in school work while at home creates additional household

responsibilities for the spouse, IEading‘toia greater neéed to share roles

o~

. .
%! . .
.
‘ ( . . -
.
— . . . ; . S s
. :
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and to possible conflicts regarding the need to prioritize roles. Basic needs

" . support include household or domestic duties, handling of family finances,

. and child care. o .

- (1), Household duties: The student wife family is characterized

K
~

as highly egalitarian in terms of its. sex role orientation, and this factor

seems to facilitate her ability to enroll. The husband is likely to assume

’

14

. . [
shared responsibility for household tasks, while the student husband is
likely to refer to his role as merely "helping out." Her enrollment, however,

* . increases the likelihood that she will resume traditional roles.because (a)

of, her more ‘flexible time schedule, (b) she feels guilty about not contri--

buting a greater share torfamily'income, (c) she wants to remain an'important -
and functioning family member, and (d) she actually feels that her husband’

lacks sufficient time to assist with household chores.

The student husband is less likely to feel guilty about not assuming a’
more active role in household management and usually expects his wife to be-
’ ‘come more accommodating as his needs demand,"She may perceive inequity and ' :
unfairness in their new roles as time passes, whichﬁleads to negotiations -

about a more equitable distribution of work assignments.
iy .

(2)! Child care: The husband, whether enrolled or not, assists, .

greacly with child care responsibilities gWhich is related both to the enjog:-\

ment he derives from spending "time.with his children, and the need to care  for

‘children so that his wife may work, even though it sometimes interferes with

-

© ™ his ability to‘study in the home. The spouses coordinate their class and

work schedules and usually do not participate &n outside activities without'
> , , :

first conferring with each other. The husband's participation in child care

LY
is greatly improved 1f negotiations” regarding his role as parent are made

.
.
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prior to. the birth of the child. : S

"

(3) Income management and budgeting: Management of.family in-

Come‘is usually performed by the non-student spouse regardiess of sex or of

e

-which had this requnsibilitx‘prior to school. The student wife, howevet, may

- -~

™ - assume this task so as to free her husband of worries associated with her loss
2 ¥ . : : T

S . " .

of income, or she may give up this responsibility because she bften feels that
her right to influence financial decisions decreases as her contribution to

family inqpme decreases.’ , . g . .

~

2. Parental Support: Relatives are Seen as primary sources of afd dur-. _

« | ‘.ﬁng grises, and friendship and ki@ship t}es are extremely importaQF (QOlléns &
Paqéoaét, 1976). Sussman and Burchinall (1962) yigw the kin.faﬁiiy negwbrk
as an essential structure in family functionings after.marriage ;any couples
continue to be involved in a netwgrk of mutual assistance with;fheir;familieé,
especially with parentsi\\Ihé role‘q% parénf;i support among doctoré1\§ﬁudenﬁ ?'
a coupies is-indicative of aq'extendedlfamily support n;twork.. ’
- ) Pérentai Essisq?nce‘i§ seldom needed fof baéicrgéeds Support,‘ana often
fhé greatest form of support they prévide 13 the és§ufaqc9 ofrthéiffavailg—
bitity in tﬁz event fﬂe& are needed. Siﬁce most parents;havé not attended
college, they lack sufficient unde;standing aBou; what ;tudy toﬁéfd the
ddbtoraée eritails, Moreover, they rarely'dnderstand a successful son's or

daughter's motive for returning'to school but yet remain supportive. Regard-

. RN ' . - .
ing financial support ‘from thém, the student husband is not likely to receive

mor, ‘om his parents but does get other forms of financial assistance from
e i
. N Ve - B
them. 2 usually does not ;accept money from his own parents because of his
wife's :ment objection, which arises out of her (a) pride in being able to

support the family, (b) fear that her husband will becéme dependent, (c) de-

N .15
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sire to remain free of indebtédness and parental influences, and (d) her
tendency to compare her husband'sand her father's levels of ‘independence.
. ﬁergen-and Bergeﬁ (1978) found that there is a greater tendenc& for the

-/spoqsesuto disagfee on major deé!sions when the husband's family is a major

sou}ce of income and é'higher quality of marriage wheq the wife's baréq;s

p}ovide support than when the husband's.parents do. This.is supported by
couples in thié study, in that the stﬁdent husband's acéeptancg‘of éﬁpporf\
from- his p;rents leads to marital confliéts,.initiated by the wife's
#ggﬁpgsit;on; However, she readily dccepts Suppor£ fro; her.o;n family, and
v , . .
_ he does not feel threatened by their cffers to help, although he does consider
. . ) .

it a matter of personal pride,tb'not have to rely on them for support.

Parents of the' student husband may provide support out of guilt that the

L3

wife now has to support the family or to repay her for the "sacrif;ée" they
perceive she is making toward théir son's education., . |
N The student wife couple rarély receives support froﬁ-pargnfs, aé the

family is ugually self-supporting and does not fequife aéditionaL suppprt.

' Periodically gifts may be ;ent for speéial.occa§ioﬁ§; The cpupli?uses sav-

| ings and then a lending institution i;stead o%,parents to meet finéncial
needs. The couple who experienced what aspgared to be the highest level

of dissatisfaction relies on loans as a méjbr source of ?ESQﬂé.) There was
;eﬁsion'about how such loans were to be repaid and abgzztﬁhe inadequate
7Income that forced the couple to rel& on loans. This finding iends support
to'the conclusion that there is a ﬁore frequent tendency for disagreément
and dissatisfaction when loans[are a source of income (Bergen & Bergen, 1978).

These data confirm findings that marriage’ often frees the couple from parental

support (Greenberg and DeCosgef,-1976; Latange, 1962; Straus, 1980), and they

é




aw

* e

must learn to support themselves.

\ﬂ . . . . . c_- -
- B. Marital Stability , -, ) , . .

¢
'The wife' S return to school may precipitate threat of or an actual divorce,

»

influenced by her new economic and professional rkles .which may resSult in a

g
*

‘new power structure i the family (Rice, 1979), sex rolelconflicts, and role o
reversals (McCoy, 1979) as she acquires increased ability to significantly

influence outcpmes and to negotiate important- decisions. Another factor which

’ <

affects marital stability is duration of marriage. Because of the doctoral
» .

student s age, his or'her marriage is likely to be of longer duration which’

o

may also be related to lower ‘marital satisfaction (McKeon & Piercy, 1980).
?;‘ [y
Since college study" an& preparation\years represent a temporary situation

(Christensen & Philbrick 1962 Reimer, 1942) the doctoral student may also
experience extremely high feelings of temporariness and marginality in this

environment, which some ‘researchers say 1s designed primarily fdr the unmanried

young adult (Greenberg & DeCoster 1976; Flores, 1975; Moore et al., 1972).

Despite problems faced by married students, there are positive, factors
/ -
in operation which seem_ to be more forceful thansthe problems encountered

and which* help to sustain the marriage (Khan & Sharpley, 1980) ., ‘ ' N

Few studies have actually matched married students with non-student couples

to determine 1if marital adjustment problems of married students are any greater
than those*which exist among married couples in general (Selby, 1972).

Studies show advantages of student marriages are.more prevalent thah dis-
°

advantages. Advantages are stabilizinéﬂeffect, common goals, companionship,

v

improVed management of time and income, sex, pooled resources, love, ma-

incentive-to'Succeed,.home comforts, fewer social pressures, and more settled

21 ‘
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life tﬁTler,-1963). Disadvantages,include.finapcial hsrdshios, time shortage,

early responsibilities, limited social 1life, children, delayed completion of

- degree, exclusion from college life, emotional tension, dropping out, inade- °
l - ) ‘ A . a N . .
quate study conditions, socfal-isolation caused by low income, and interrup-

Reconciling the dual and often conflicting demands of_ the student-spouse
¢ -
role may help enhance’marital stability rather than compiicate ‘marital re--

tion of long-range plans (Christopherson et al., 1960) .

lations. Several factors affect marital stehility. An earlier study ;_"
(Selby, 1972) had reported that the doctorél‘husband's marital problems .

)
R)
.

s

stress than the young couple in which the: husband‘is employed:}n a business. ¥

are not influenced. by his studies, and that the couple experiences no more

1. Differences in educational levelsf Despite earlier findings that

~—

?

differences in educatipnal levels may threaten maritaf*stability (Bergen &
. . 1
Bergen, 1978), the docgnral'student's spouse does not feel threatened by the

husband's or wife's enrollment and shows 1itt1e;interest'in returninéﬂto

- - -

school to help compensate for whatever differences may exist which refutes

o
earlier findings (HembrOugh 1966; McCoy, 19763 Schlundt, 1962; ‘Selby, 1972)
P
THe student senrollment may, in fact, conviace the spouse not to pursue en-

rollment, particularly if it has adversely affected the marriage. The stu~ -

dent's matriculation«&oes seem to lea&'to clarification ‘of the spouse's career _
I" .~
._goals, which _may then lead to a decision to pursue additional studiesf or some -

v

form of training to meet specific career goals. - . The differences in educationai “

“levels may threaten onme's self-esteem when there is- interaction between the

y . .couple and student peers and/or professors. In Suchﬁsettings the student

shows great concern for ensuring that the spouse feels at_ease and may seek to -
include the spouse in«conversations so as to reduce feelings of isolation and .

W

¢




»l

18

—
)

) . .' 'S . \ -
to-enhance the spouse's acceptabijity to the group. Ultimately the spouse
b . : o ;

may resolve the matter by simply not attending-such events unless necessary.

»

&
Bergen and Bergen (1979) found that when only ane spouse is enrolled, the

> Ji ~
quality of the marriage is higher if the husband ~\\§he student and considerably

less when only the wife is, enrolled Also, a negative\éorrelation between

4
quality of marriage and husband s educational leve1 up to the master .8 level

',fwag found,’ However, wives in graduate school may rank higher because thein »

educational levels more nearly approach theix husbands'.' The non-student wife

is not likely to already hold the doctorate, but the non-student husband doee.

“ g Q

)

.'McKeonv& Piercy (1980) found no-significant difference in marital adjustment
by sex of enrolled spouse when only'one spouse is in school. This study of
doctoral'students revealed no perceived differences in marital happiness by
sek}of_enrolled spouse or educational,level of nOn;student spouse; |

_The spouse may feel that the husband or wife is outgrowing him,or her, but

such fears do not appear serious or to threaten the marriage, and they usually

dissipate once the epouse.dewelops greater confidence in personal or profession-
.Tf al skills, recognizes his‘or her importance to the spoﬁSe s completion of'the de-

gree, orengages in personal development activities sb as to minimize the dif-

ferences in educational levels. The student may minimize this role at home,

. which could create a continuing need for the student: to sublimate achievements
in order-to appease the less well-educated spouse. The student may also help
allay_fears by complimenting the spouse's support role and recognizing that
though the content of their hnowledge may differ, the quality of it does not .«

- The non—student husband is not likely to experience‘fears°since’he usually
holds the doctorate and/or a prestiguous, well-paying p:ofessional position.

In marriages where the wife is matriculated marital adjustment appears °

-
o
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to be positively determined by one's'selffconcept, and this i3 especially true
' nhen only the wife is enrolled‘tﬂail &.Valine, 1977). The study confirms
this notion since.the husband nas a degree or position which enhances his self-
concept prior to the vife's enrollment. Thus, he feels less threatened by his
wife;sieducation than the non-student wife feels aboutiher husband's.

’

2. Financial problems: Adequate financial resources are one—possible

determinant of marital adjustment (Bergen & Bergen, 1978), although stud}@s

show that among married students financial problems and marital adjustment have

. v

a negative correlation (Christopherson et al, 1960) This was supported among.

doctoral studeats. Financial problems of married studeats are an important

* area of study since such problems adversely affect maritai adjustment of students °
(Ailer, 1963), but this Seems true only when the couple who has not previously

had financial problems now experiences serious ones, Married students also

~

have higher expenses than single students and often must borrow money, become
employed, or have the spouseswork (Geiken, 1972). Their expenses result from

Ld

school, nowever, and not ‘from additiqﬁalvpurchases.— Financial problems rank

high anong married students (DeLisle, 1965; Graff & Horne,*1973; Gruver &

LaBadie, 1975; Khan & Sharpley, 19805, and married students need additional..

income,.but‘ghese do not lead to marital instability,. e

N

" Most problems identified by married students are financial in nature

(Greenberg & DeCoster, 1976). Financial problems are also important in in-

fluencing the duration of graduate sf%dy (Wilson, 1965). But doctoral students'

matriculation does not appear to be negatively affected by restricted income.

» <

Among doctoral students in this study inadequate finances-=-though of pri-

mary concern--enhance rather than reduce marital stability. The couple's -
' 3

financial condition is accepted as a necessary aspect of graduate student 1life

-
b
s




with which they must cope. ‘Happines$ and the quality.of life are not seen
\ .

as being related to money, unless the coup1e has severe financial problems.

Status is deqined in terms of one's position as a doctora1 student and the

potential beJLfits to accrue upon completion of the degree, not on financial

standing. This conflicts with earlier research reports that inadequate )

income is one of the chief concerns of mau ried students in that it gives rise

-

A

-

&
ta.? variety of other day—to-day needs and wishes, such as academic pressures,‘.

s

anxieties about postgraduation employment, and’ diverse domestic disturbances
* ] R . .

(Gottlieb 1981). | B S S

- ' ' ‘3' CEo

Thekmppiermarried graduate students.are thaﬁe/witﬁout financial con-
]

.xf'v
concerns, since freedom from' such copeérns helps stabilize their personal and-
" emotional lives and enables th (to shape their future AQcording to othervim- )
' o LN . _ .

portant needs (Latange, 1962 ), Among doctoral student coup1es‘however, it

is the concern for financial and other "external" problems that act lly seem

to enhance marriage. The couple becomes more tolerant of its economic

N \\ ", ;
tion and deve10ps a more- cooperative relationship as a way to cope ‘with fi\\

" nancial strain brought on by their efforts to achieve an important,life goal.

The couple's income,. though it usuallyfdecreases upon enrollmefit, may ac-

K3
Pod

tually improve as a result of increased effort to budget and the couple's o

-

'modified spending habits., Actual income may also increase.if (a) the student s

stipend is tax free, (b) if the spouse's employment represents a new and
L . . -

additional income, and (c) if the coupbe relocates in order for the wife to

attend school. : , g ‘ ‘ .

a. Attitugﬁs toward financial stress: The couple is not, debilitated

N ~ -

.. , . . - a .
or overly concern d about financial’problems. Lack of prior experience with

such problems may cause the student to characterize itself as poor and lead

to some marital problems The wife tends to accept their condition and does not

Q ‘ . - . N - . . 25 ~
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usually apply pressiure on her husband. to finish school unless (a) he has Y

" been enrolled for‘three years, (b) he has been enrolled .continuously since ™

4

completion ‘of the naster s, (c) thay Have or want children, or (d) she feels

Tt
- ’

'ne is enjoying the]student role more than,the prospects of returning to work.
. Coe e e e N R
The couple selfdom-makes installment purchases, and their standard of living

is well’below'wﬁat it is expected to be after'graduation, which the couple

-
-

' — .
feels will be the onset of a higﬁe;hgtandard of living. Christopherson and

-

others (1960) found.there is'a lover aspiration for material items, andkmost N

seem willing to settle for posﬂﬁi;ns that stress security, even if it means.
they forfelt greater financial'rewardsl -Mo&t of their happiness relates to'’
4 . ~ D . . : : R N

their hope for advantages'ahéad‘(Mueller,leGO); which is reflected by the

married student couple's recognition that the campus prestige system 1s not

h P . Ky

bagéd on. their income and "that éheir situation is only temporary. Thegz

he i

. l

couples describe~their lives as being "qn hold‘ and they feel that financial

\ # 1

problems are but a part of the price to pay for the eventual transition to
. \ '

a better way of life., L, .
‘ b . o Taeo e

b. Coping behaviors- The couple budgets its.income,Jalthough it does

‘not rigidly adhere to its plan, as Straus (1980) also discovered. Major

purchases the couple desires are’ house and cdr followed by clothes and appli-

-ances, Installment purchases are seldom made since this means committing in-

come that has not yet been earned. :
‘ r v

" The husband usually manages his own income and uses it primarily to support

.his education. The wife, however, tends. to uiew hers as a part of the total

. family income and is less likely to désignate it for education.-alone, . .. . ...

-‘The.student wife couple is more financially secure than the student hus-

-

band couple, as measured by home ownership and locatioch of home in a preStit

guous or suburban neighborhood. It seeks to maintain its former standard of

.

i "
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'ltving,’which is dsually possible, although not so with the student husband

couple, One of the first activities the couple gives up as a result of laéer

income is outside entertainment, which may lead to some marital problems since
v "' '

. the couple considers occasional "getting away from it a;f" to be conducive to

stability. The couple usually preceives ite financial conditfon to be better
than that of other doctoral student couples, which is an effective coping
mechanism. Moreover, the current way of life is valued more highly than the
couplets lifestyle prior to enrollment or than any alternative lifestyle the
couple gﬁuld‘otherwise be engaged infb "Stress optimizatiOn"; "stress mitiga-
ting strategies"i(Skinner, 1980), and ''tension management techniquee" (?alome;

1971) helpy the couple in accepting financial problems more readily:

3. ‘Social Relationships: Financial problems.reduce the couple's ability

to develop social relationships since there is a reduction in 3etivities

that provide-opportunitiesufor neeting new penple and socializing witn friends.
The -couple may begin to rely on home entertainment more, but this may cauee
problems for the non;student wife who may be embarrassed by the inadequacy of
the home and its furnishings.‘ Relationships Wiith friends obtained prior to

enrollment are nnt necessarily affected by the couple's lower income.

4, Time Pressures: While some married students can be.toéether on a
regular basis in pnrsuing outside.interests, exchenging ideas, discussing
issues, laughing together, and working nn projects.(Bergen & Bergen, 1978),
one of the most significant problems facing married.graduate students relates
to time: to stndy, to spend with family, for leisure and relaxation, for'comr
pleting household responsibilities, and‘fpr meeting other demands of their
dual roles. Marril.ed students.have little time to spend with~eAch other (BuS-

selen & Busselen, 1975). Time represents the couple s most important problem-

'fatigue, can t get everything done, can't find time to be together, and hus-

. ‘ . R
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.~ band's unwillingness to do his share of household responsibilities (Muelleg,

1960).' Lee (1960) found time to be the source of most problems shéqg married -

students.

A,méjor‘complaint of doctoral student couples relates to time problems,.

- i)
.

i.e., demands of hoﬁe; school, apd work, which leave little time and'opportunity )
~for the sﬁouses\to te together orcwith‘thei; childreﬁ, to develop or cqgtinue |
social teiationships, or to participate in social activities. Time problems
are usually exacerbated whs§§thildren are presentvbecause of the a?dgdﬁchild
care and household responsibilities they create. Scheduling time becoies an

. 1lmportant matter in resolving time conflicts.

a. Time management: School may actually increase the amount of time

the couple has to spend together, as the'flexibility of time enables the spouses

to coordinate their schedules more easily.

“
-

o

Scheduling and routinization are required to cope with all the demands

lest the couple finds itself in an "iron grip" YBusselen & Busselen, 1975).

\ -
Because time is so limited, ‘the couple is likely to feel free time should be

'pgotected and spent wisely. Activities, individuals, and other factors which

N
do not aid the student .in accomplishing goals are viewed as intrusions ‘or

-~

. obétadiés. The couple may lose interest in activities unrelated to school or

_co&blg}ion of the degree, which may further isolate the couple and alienate

them from acquaintances and peers. . \

The role siven priority at.any\gge time is usually the one which has the
greatest level of immedfate importance or urgency, and this méy,alternate from
v ‘ X : :
 home to school, and vice versa. Primarily it is through cooperation, under-

standing, awareness of each other's needs, and regiect for each other's in-

vglvements in individual pursuits‘thpt the couple 1is able to meét the demands

v



efficiently and effectively, . ’ ~ y

b. Spending time nith spouse: The husband and wife may have to

Q

employ various strategies to obtain even a limited amount of time together

'(Schiavo, 1978). The physical and emotional separatinn caused by echool also ;

1eads to sex and communication problems, the 1atter of which relates primarily ﬂ

to lack of time to talk (Gruver % Labadle, 1975). . L
"Tunnel vision," "myopia," and "obsession" with eomnletiOnﬁof.the degree

-

are all terms used by students and their epqgses to suggest the importance of

the gtudent roies. Usually the non-student wife is the first to become aware
. \ ’ .

-of the increased physical and emotional separation and to‘seek means for re-

vereing this situation, as she experiences the separation more severeiy.

One way to resolve the dilemma is to schedule time to be‘together, which
involves eliminating outside activities that may occur during times not already
committed to school or work. The routinization of the student s school life
seems to faciiitate scheduiing in one's personai life. ‘ . ‘

Scheduling time to be together may not always be feasible, and there is
always the likelihood of interruptions and cancellations, both of which pro-
.:duce additional anxiety. .

One or both spouses may become possessive about the time designated to -
be spent together, and often special permission must be gained from tae
other in order to be exenpted.f Violatione of the agteement may lead to
resentment and anger. The_non-student spouse expects that study time yill
be spent wisely so that it does not interfére with time to Bb spent alone.

Yamamoto (196°%) iound'that married student'housing residents rarely co

engage in creative activities and that social activities are not of major

concern to them. Thus, although spending time together is considered im-

-

. R3
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4
portant; how it is spent is often of minor importance. Usually the couple

engages in non-creative activities, e;g. movies, television dinner,-and talk- _'

ing one another. Going outside the home for entertainment is usually re-

s ' for special occasions, The presence of children,‘inadeauate financigl

resources, and time constraints reduce the couple's ability to ¥hgage in out-

side activities. . : .
The doctoral student couple shows little tendency to have engaged in out-

side activities even prior to enrollment, which mdy'mean that doctoral pro- !3

.grams are disproportionately represented by students having low social needs.

Moore and others (1972) suggest that their social needs are low because the

couple's basic needs have not been met. "

7

5. Communication: Patterns of communication may be-altered as a result
of unavailability ofjtime, preoccupation with school-related denands and . u:3~
expectations, and the physical and mental exhaustion which may reduce thel-
desire to talk or listen, The results may be increased friction and disagree-
ments. A spouse may withhold feelings for fear of hurting the other, since
; sufficient time is not'ﬁqai:aile for fu11 exploration of feelings and atti-
‘ tudes or to resolve any problems which night erupt.. However, these ccnditions,
especially time constraints, may lead spouses to becone more concise aud fo-
_cused in communicating with one another. Seiby (1972) found that doctoral
study has no effect on marital communication between couples.
Topics of conversation revolve around home, school, and children, if any,
and seldom include world and”political events unless.the student is majoring
in an area where such events are enphasized. 'Conversations.about scheol and
work are seldom discussed in technicallterms. which may ha§e é negative ef-
fect on the'quality and level of communication. - )

’

' As more time is spent in the marriage relationship, the spouses become more-
)
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at ease, and there is greater tendency to be open and" caniid withOut—feqxh
of hurting or offending one another. This would appear to be a result. Jf/'

/

imp?ECed marital relatioms. However, earlier studies suggest that there 1is a
negative corrslation between mutual marital satisfaction and iength of marriagé,.
with marriages of five years duration or less having significant ; ‘higher

marital adjustment scores and mutual marital satisﬁfction than those-of’more;
than five years.(Chu & Bergsma, 1978; McKeon & Piercy, 1980). Thus, it seems
that the longer the coupie's martiagc (over five years), the léss improved
marital relations become. Among doctoral studentchup]es, however, durationj

A -

of marriage seems to correspond positively with marital satisfaction, and/it

.t

is the challenging experience of doctoral study to which many couples in part
. A
" attribute the success of their marriages. . : 4

In couples in which only the husband is enfolled, communication is seen as
a positively more serio!} problem, due in oart to the lack of involvement of
both spouses in the same kind of life (Price-~Bonham, 1966) . Though not' enroll-
ed, the wife 1is highly involved in her husband's schooling, which would seem

to enhance communication, especially w1th regard to school The earlier

finding, thetefore, cannot be supported. . ‘ ) _ : \\\N‘
6. Children: The presence or number of children does ‘not negatively

affect marital stability among doctoral‘student couplzs, Earlier results,

"however, show that children are seen as having a potentially negative effect on

marital adjustment (Chu & Bergsma, 1978; Marshall & King, 1966; -Price-Bonkam,
N

1966) . Parent gouples. in this.study, however,'seem to feel that having
children actually improve the marrigge. The non-student wife who, does.not
have children seems to become less satisfied with the decision not tc have
children as she approaches or pa;ses age thirty. Continued delay may create
31
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some conflict among husband and wife, since she may view the possibility
of never having children becohing mgre likely as her age increases. . "'J/

Low income and the added responsibility of écademic work are pri-=

mary reasons for the added psychological aﬁd emotional burden of parenthood
< : . .
among married university students (Hurley & Palonen, 1967). Doctoral

[N
o

student couples, however, refute the notion of chiléren contributing to family

A

problems, with the exception of some ‘child care considerations which may lead

to a more confining and restricted lifestyle.

‘a. Family planning: An important problem of student couples concerns

discipline of children and whether or not to have children (Gruver:/ & Labadie, -
1975). " There are conflicting opinicns held by student husbands and student
wivds on this issue of having children while enrolled.

(1) Student husband: Children are viewed by the childless couple

as consuming exhorbitant amounts of time and money, to the extelt that they

§ - Loy e s

are bhelieved to iﬁterfere with the husband's.ability.po continue in school.

His'wife, however, desires to have cp{ldren before.herAake becomes a facto?

in riskqgassociated with childbirfh.~ She is more fearful abou£ ppstpoﬁing.Hav-

ing children until his graduation if she:is nearing or ﬁas passed-age thirty. |
Children"aré seen és a‘financiai burden, as interferiné wiéh study time (Mar~

shall & King, 1966) andhare reasons for emotional strain (Holmstrog‘& Holmstrbm,

1974). These represent the ;tudent husband's major concerns about having

children while in school. As he nears completion he develops a more ‘relaxed

attitude about having children, sincé they are now perceived as less disrup- .

.tive to his continued schooling. The couple may become less careful about

. -
using birth control methods although will not usually make a conscious deci-

sion to have a child. Both spphses begin to develop more positive feelings
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"about having children, but economic reasons continue to be“ihe primary rea-

_son {for wdhfing to postpone children until after graduation, a finding that

has been supported by preyious study (Christopherson et al., 1960).

o (2).Student wife: She is ﬁot'likely to postpone ﬁaving chil-
| dren. Primary reasons are inﬁreasing age and greater flexibility of time
for prsgnangy andhcﬁildrearing.’ She sees being in school as an épportune
time go have.children. Schlundc'(1962)Afound children to be one of the main'
reasons wives do not retufn to schooi.’ Unwanted pregnancies have delayed or
eliminated college altogether-for some wives (Lee,'1960), which 1ga&s to
resentment (Aller; 1963). ~The doctorai student wife, however, .does not drop
ouE,of schoél_because.of children, whicﬁ makes previous findings tenuodus.
| Having children while in schqol seems more typical of the upper‘social
‘class, éincé the student wife fam;ly is more liiely to consider school and
children as being.compgtiblé, and she has a higher socioeconomic standing.
Eshleman and Hunt (1967) had found that having children while in colilege vi-.
olates upper social class norms and that lower socioeconomic class students
were more likely to have children while enrolled.

- ’

b. Effects of Children on Studying and Attendance: Parental fespon—

sibilities appear to be more demanding for student wives than for student hus~-
bands. However, the egalitarianism ?f the siudent wife couple means that she '
is freed from many housg?old respoasibgiities. .Despite the many responsibilin
Yties assumed by4thé-nonvstudent wife, sﬁe seems to provide greater amounts '
. 0f basic needs; emotional/psychological,.and academi¢ support to her husband
than the non-student husband prov:»ld‘es.h*is wife.
‘Children are viewed as distractions from studies because of_ﬁhe student's
desire to spend time with them. Because #hild care 1§ oféen so exhausting, it

_precludes studying in the home. Childrea do not appear to affect school
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atténdance since both paren%s éoogdinate\schoql and work schedules so weli.
The amouﬁt of time devoted to studying does not seem to be affected by chilf#( ’
dren, but place for studying often i;, as Eshleman and Hunt (1967) found.

c. Effects of'Parept's Schooling on Children: A major problem is _

lack of time‘to spend with children because of gradhaté.student responsibili— :;
ties (DeLisle, 1965). Aside from children's diséppointment over a parent's
inability to spend more time with them, scho;I aoesbnot appear to_have an
ostensible negative effect on children. wThe rédﬁction in family income a§ a
result of a parent'; enrollment may create feelings of guilt, espeéially‘if the
student feels he or she has prioritized educational needs above the child's.

d. Child Cars: The need for outside child care is greatly reduged as
a result of inadequate financial resources and time constrainés.‘ Neverfheless,

>

studies (Flores, 1975; Graff & Horne, 1973; Hembrough, 1966) have found child

¢

care to be a major problem for married students who have children. The couple

usually cannot locate or afford suitable child care and does not have the time
for outside social engagements. Thus, children may négéfIVEI?‘Effect-marital~'~Uu
relations since the couples congider it essential to occasionally have time

alone away from the children.

e. Effects of Cﬁildren on Spcial Relationshipg:. Becaue children of;

ten confine the.couﬁle to the home, they reduce the couple's éa&tiéipation in )
activitié:'whihh couldkfoster tiie development of new reiationships or enable
the couple.to maintain present ones. They reduce spontanei;y in social par-
,ticiégtion, thus perhaps lessening the couple's associlation with qhildless.
couples because of the need to plan. Children may, on the other hand, help
fésté?\social interacﬁion between parents and otﬁers with children of similar

ages. Mutual interests in children creates ¢pportunities for conversation and

participation in child—rela;ed activities. Children, however, have little

I4 '
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influence on the development of close or supportive relatioqehips between

parents,which'negates Gotclieb's (1981) findings, Tﬁeﬁstudent,couple;,
especially when the wife is enrolled, enjoys a lifestyle that is incongruent
with the more traditional lifestyle of its neighbors, which makes them feel
"out of sync" with neighbors. They associate with them only minimally and for
specific short-term purposes, and do not show mutual support or caring.

f. Effects of Children on Parent's Opportunity for Privacy and Intimg;z;

Schiavo (1980) found that children detract from the quaiity of the.immediate
interpersonal experience among couﬁles by ingerfering with the; spouse's dis-
. play of affecticn; inhibiting discussion of certain issues, ard limiting their
engagement in activities seen as essential to the marltal relationship.
Parents’ usual confinecent to the home because of time, money, and other

factors associated with children may. requi*e that they create opoortunities

~ for privacy and intimacy within the home, which may be extremely difficult

to accomplish unless strategies are devised. Such tactics include sending the
child outside to play, taking advant;;e of time in which the child is engaged
in activities away from the, home, and perfofiing household tasks together, ‘
While the parents may sometimes neeh to be authorifetive with olher children

so as to ensure ha;ing'some time alone, they must alsdéd make sure there are ' .
opportunities to include children in some diggussions and activities so that
“'the children will not feel alienated or neglected.

7. Role Conflict: Married students have specific problers germane

to their combined roles of student and spouse and perhaps also as parent and

' employee (Falk, 1964; Large, l9§?). Resolving these roles may affect marital

_relations. _ ' o Co

Feldman (1975) found that the extent to which married students adhere to

traditional sex roles determines the degree of conflict between their dual
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roles. He speculates that scme women may reﬁaiﬁ single so as to avoid the
possible student-spouserule'cogflict,’and”that'others’meyﬂend“their”marriage' T
to alleviate conflict caused by these roles. in: terms of ending the marriage

-

to resolve role‘conflict, data on doctcraiucouples do not support this.
Yamomoto (1965) found.thet heshends spent most of their time studying

and the least amount ofrtiﬁe performing‘household work and child care.
Wives speht most of their time at vork, and perforﬁing hocsehold Qork and
child care, ﬁhich is supborted by doctoral student wives in this study.

The dcctoral student ccuple lacks a peer grocp of married student cohples{
The partner{fdevelop a high level of confidence. in the epproptiateness of
their lifestyle as a student couple. Thef do not feel it is deviant or allow -
others' opinions to.shape their behaviors or degisions. They may ccnveniegtly .
breach societal marriage patterns in'ordef to/develop a lifestyle that is
congruent with their needs and interests.~ The fluidity_end.anonyﬁity of
student 1ife often makes certain behaviors acceptable- that would be un-

.

acceptable in the larger culture, e.g., a non-student wife going out a;one
<

with one of her husband's fellow male students. Behaviors may be justified
on the basis eL’the fﬁolding pattern" oualitﬁathey ascribe to their lives.

8. Sexual Problems: The couple s sexual life may be affected by the

demands’ created by conflicts in school and work schedules, and to a lesser
extent, by exhaustion. One spouse may begin to initiate sexual relations
more frequently than in the past, Sex may be viewed by an exhausted spouse
as a means of stimulating oneself and it may slso be viewed as a pleasurable
way fof both spouses to become tired together, Conflict in sleeping patternﬂk
may alter sexual activity;not neceefarily its frequency. Each recognizes and

accepts that at times sex may be engaged in for the benefit of one spouse and
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not the other. The need'to "show love" was presented as an importan. factor

’

in marital happind@s, and the couple is likely to engage in 'romantic"

2]

*

behaviors frequently. These findings support earli°r studies (Latange 1962)

about. satisfactogy sex lives among student couples. Gruver & Labadie (1975)

<

- however, found sexual problems to be the number one complaint among married

“college students,_due‘p:imarily to frequency and time of day. & major problem

was fatigue and not "showing love" (Bergen & Bergen, 1978).

. -

9. Decision-Making: Multiple demands on the couple's'time and energy

.

may result in one sbouse, especially the non-student spouse, having to make

decisions with only minimal input from the other. Immediate.decisione may be --

made alone, but "important" ones usually involve some contact between spouses.

The process 1s informal and expeditious.

. / |3
Fnrollment may actually reduce the student's influence on decisions and-

increase the spouse's, such as when the non-student wife begins'working and

making concomitant financial decisions. The student wife, however, may

relinqdish some of her influence on decisian-making because she tends to

feel that her riéht to influence decisions is based on the amount of her

financial contribution to family income. She may withdraw her influence as

-

the proportion of her income decreases. +
Financial decisions made independently are usually'guided by a oreestab—

. T 3
lished dollar amount which neither spouse may exceed without approval.

C. Social Relationships and Interaction:

The university environment offers increased opportunities for the student
to meet and interact with fellow students and faculty, but—it does not neces-

sarily facilitate the development “of intimate relatignships.' Establishing

k]

social relationships with ones peera, however, is not of major concern to the

¥

3 ’;’ ) E g . ‘
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doctoral student couple, Peers serve a temporary and sparodic function, and
the relationships often lack the quality dnd purpose for becoming enduring
and meaningful relationsdips. ﬁoore and others (1972) state that perhaps
basic needs are given. higher priority“amoné married students, andhsogial néeds .
may not be fulfilled bbcausg basic heeds have not bden met, - Further, based
on.findingf'by Gottlieb (1981), heavy participation in extraeurricuylar
activities greatly reduces one's success in developing heanidgful support -
networks..,éince the family is.the\primar} duppért systeﬁ,'its maintenance
precludes a high level of social interaction elsdwhere. Lee (1960)‘holds
that the demands of deing a-spdugé simply lggve little time for'peer.intef-

action, recreational activities, and othérs which contribute to personal

development.

Mgeller (1960) found that where socializing is desirable, a top priority

(3

~

among married*itudepts is in reéreation, and this,usualf} involves getting
together with neighbors. But he added that they feel isolated from partici-

pation in such activities. Emotional strain and lack of_financial resources

4 were found to be deterrents to regulgrparticipdtion; Among married doctoral
students, financial and time constraints are the major factors which préclude
interaction in recreation and leisure time agtivitieé. Associa%ion with

neighbors is limited by what the student couple perceives as an incongrufty.

-

in their individual lifestyles.

Like studentsin Geiken's (1972) study, married octoral students view

campus activities as unsuitable, seldom participate in them, and rank th®m
AN

lower than do single students. They do express some interes; in meecing

other doctoral student couples with whom they may share éxperiences as

student.c0u§1es. However; no .aggressive efforts are initiated to identify

Q" . . ' ‘ ;363 4 o : P “;
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such couples or to establish social interaction. The doctoral~student tends

to see the initiation of social relationships as a potential intrusion on

one's time and for this reason is reluctant to form new ones,
The student's matr;culétion may in ways isolate him or her from working
couples..Dressell jﬁgﬂSB suggests that they lgck accésa go’young m;;ried_

. couples in the professional or business world and may feel isolatad, insecure,
and uqdble to.live up to the social obligations of these other cD;ples. Th;
doctoral student couple, however, seeﬁs to not desire association wifh‘wétking
couples since sucb intera;tion may necessitate reqiprocaﬁfod of elaborgte

. . . .

: : A . .
entertainment and activities which the student couple simply cannot afford.

- 1. Change in Student's Interests: Married students have less time than

unmarried students to spend ‘for activities unrelated to their goals, and

.

they areAmore vocationally oriented and tend to éngage primatily in acti?ities-

that will help them achieve their goals (Busselen & Buséelen, 1975). Indeed, -

enrollment brings about new incerests, attitudes, and behaviors, which-may ———— -

’

alienate old friends. Also, school demands limit the student's availaﬁility
for social participation. The new environment leads‘;o greater spontaneity~in-

association between students and increased interaction with fellow students, and

new a3sociations are,}ikely to be formed as a result of tﬁé students' mutual
interest in school. These may replace fofﬁer rela;ioﬁships,‘and interaction
with old friends becoﬁ;s less freqﬁent and more irregular. Individuals are
;morellikelfvto develop mutually supportive relationships with others who share
.similar experiences and lifestyies (Gottlieb, 1981), The purpose serQed by -
former friends no longer exists or it contiﬁues to be fi;led by irregulat '
associatién with fhem.

Attainment of the degree becomes a central focus of the student ééuple's >
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-, life,and those activities, individuals, and interests which interfere with

degreetcohpletion may simply be abandoned or neglected. Educational interests

7

and objecrlvee replace fnterest in social activities and the development of

. social relationships. Former friends may lack thorough undérétanding about the
student's new life. Association becomes even more infpequenr,_(a) if ‘former
-assoclates develop a negative-attitude about the studenris enrollment, (2)

- if they are engaged ld behaviors that are not.sociallyia;ceptable or.:hich the
student feels will loterfere'with hie or her completiod of the degree, and (3)
if they do not aspire toyard higher;goals. The studeor may_even.Qiew them as
deterrente to goal accomplishment. The bonds that held the relationship to-

gether begin to dissipate. as school takes on a more important role.

Former associates themselves may decrease interaction with the student

if they view the student role as representing a lowering in status. On the

other hand, the student role may actually enhance one's sooial status. New

.

and old acquaintances may be reluctant to develop or sustain relationships
| with the doctoral student becauSe gf the aura associated with doctoral etudy.i
Pursuit of the degree; thus, alienates some former frieods and prevents new
relationships from forpidg because of . differences in educational leveISc‘
Social support networks are essential to one'e'social adaﬁtabllity and
bersonal well-being (Gottlieb, 1981). Further, he_buggested in rhe”study
toat when individuals are.facedAyith a crtsis or distress situation, their

emotional organization and relarional arrangements must be altered, new ways

K

to deal with the situation muet be devised and new sources of support must

be found to enhance their well-being. Inapprokﬁlate former relationships
may be abandoned or altered and new ones developed. Concerns, goals, and
r - ¢

sense of self may have to be modified. In a transitgpn state they may find

that friends .and family do not shaﬁe their new situation and that their
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problems are uniquely different from those experienced by others. in the_conhb
munify. They may feel marginal to the community and sociaily isolated. .Tbus,
it becaqes important for them to have access to a temporary community comprised

of othérs in a similar situation who ‘are able to identify with their experi-

ences and‘accept.them (Caplan &°'Killilea, 1976).

. The married étﬁdeﬁt éouﬁie; therefore, may be forcéd to Aeyelop relation- ,
. ships wiih.others having similar. circumstances,'e.;., bthér'students, since
friends outside the‘univefsity may neither Qndérstahd nor gpprecia;g the
married student's new situation or be ab1e>to.émpathize ;r prdvide the |
appropriate help'whep necessary. Married sﬁudents may”experience'isolatioq.
and find it nece'ssary to adopt a new sense of self as étudent.;.This nev iden=-
tity ma} in itself be bainful. It’is dﬁriné this timg that association ;ith
fellow stydents wduld‘seem of utmdstfimporfance in helping the student make’

the transition and to accept the new identity., If former friends alienate the“

’ \

student and criticize the.new rolg; the change becomes more péinful and trau-

matic; since alienation fs seen as helping to confirm a loss of status.
- . ) - e P . B
The non-student wife is likely to abolish relationships with, former friends-

because her interests -tend to change to become more congruent with her hus-

band's. She may discontinue associaéing with those friends who' do not under-

stand or appreciace'her new interests. . o .

The‘student may also consciousi;‘limit the extent of associdtion with fellow -

L
)

' students because of a need for greater diversity so that life does not totally
center around school. The student's age, sex, race, and whether or not he or
she has children are but some of the factors which might interfere with the de-

velopment of close social relationshibs with one's peers.

4.
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2. Absence of Peer Group of Married Doctoral Students: The married .

student couple's problems m;y be exacerbated by their tendency to compare

their® behavior With,that of other nog;atudent nouples; Because they lack x

a reference group comprised of other married students by which behavior can
| be modeled, they may be unable to identify coping skills applicable to tbe1r

new sit uatlon.

For the married student couple tne.single student's more liberated and
caoual lifestyle is inappropriate. However, efforts are not made to develop
relationships with married students, and one reason is because they are per-
ceived to be under similar time and financial constraints, which preclude hope
of finding mutually-convenient times for interaction.. Floree (1975) found that
married_student§ do attach some importance to participation in activities that
allow them to develop meaningful relationships, and interaction with other .
student families is considered a serious problem among married etudents )

(Greenherg & DeCoster, 1976).

3. Support Role of Spouse and'Family: Some married students with' personal

prcblers may isolate themselves.from peer contacts and rely instead only on
spouse, kin, or professional services for help. (Gottlieb, 1981). The support
provided by the spouse and parents leaves few unmet needs. Social interaction
~with peers is, then, given a low.priority. :This high level of interdependence
and cooperation increases to the extent that tle need for friends as a source

:'ot social support is significantly.reduced. Former acquaintances plaf a less;
important role as the marriage becomes nore cohesive and gains_Pore strength. .
This; of course, may create a strain on the relationship, since lack of inter-
action with ‘others may cause one partner to develop unrealistic ekpectations
about the relationship and about the role of the other spouse.

‘Parents also provide support and opportunities for social interaction.

They may serve as a social outlet and as intimate friends, which further

4z
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- decreases the need tp»relj on peers for support and social interaction.

4. Special Needs of the Non-student Spouse: The‘pon-studént spouse's

self-concept may complicate attempts to make new friends if he or she doves
not feel at ease in the presence of the spouse's fellow students. The differ-
‘ences in educational levels, feelings of isolation from the university

_community, and the need for one to have his or her own friends may affect the

@ 4

dévelopﬁeht of new relationships with other stuﬁénts. The non-student may feel
insecure or inferior about the differences in educational levels- This may
‘lead to the need to.hAQe oné?s ;wn"peer group separaté from the university
commuﬁity. School associateé may be rejected if the non-student spouse feels

they do not share or appreciate his or her individual interests and goals,

Most of the couple's friends are likely to have been developed throﬁgh the

student spousé, which supports Feldman'; (19755 findings. q'gy are‘éither
formed through schoel or student employment, énd this is ttte regardless of
the student's sex. Thé.ntn-student spotse is likely to have few, if any,
friends of his or her o&n:'even though the need for having one's own ﬁriendé
may ftom time to time seem\important, especially to the non—studeﬁt wife.
Feldman (1975) found that th husband tends to feel his wife spends too
mﬁch time with friends, and the wife seems more concerned that he has differ-

"ent friends. These findings could not be supported by data on doctoral stu- -

-

dent couples.

fhe non—stuéent wife has greater proclivity for developing relationships
with her husband's classmates than with his female classmates. The female stu-—
dent may feel that the wife represents the traditional female role from which

K

she as a student may be trying to escape. The non-student wife may feel

threatened by the female student's independence and may view her as repre-

sentative of what the non-student wife herself cannot or has not become.

45
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His'ﬁale classmates are less threatening and may even gerve as somewhat of
an outlet for her at social engagements since she does not usually have her
own friends. The non-student huéband is more like{; cha; the non-student
wife to have his own outside interests, which reduces the need for reliance

on his wife's classmates. He tends to spend little time in the university

community, thus further feducing the possibility for interaction with students.

5. Expectations of Friends and the Role of.Former Friendships: Both.
the student and- the non-student husb;ndé have highrexpectaEGPns of ;§iends,
which decreases the likelihood for for;ing lasting telationshipslin the uuail-
versity-or residential community. Social relationships are likely to remain
somewhat superficial, and interaction may be sporadic. he does nét aggres-
sively seri. o:w friendships and does not feél that new acduaintances éan tuke
the place of his long-lasting friendéhips, thch are based on many years of

association and various situations in which the friendships have been tested

and proven genuine.

4

6. Fear of Ending Friendships:  Since the student and newly formed

friends are likely to pursue differeht career paths subsequeﬁt to graduation,
the potential for having to end association with friends may not justify mak-
ing new ones; The pain associated with ending friendships way be so trau-'

’

matic that the student prefers superficial relationships and perhaps even
isolation and loneliness during the periodrof study rather than risk ending
them after a few years. Such fears are even more pronounced if the student

has already relocated in order to attend school.

7. Role of Professional Helpers in Resolving,Persoﬁal Problems: Mar-

L)
.

ried students seldom use college'coun;e}ors and other helping professionals
(Geiken, 1972; Gottlieb, 1981; Greenberg & DeCoster, 1976; Horne & Wagner,
1974; Oppeit, 1965). Couples show a preference for friends, faculty, and rela-

tives rather than on-campus, counseling resources (Greenberg & DeCosEsF, 1976).
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Married students' infrequent use of counseling services’may indicate :ne§‘
use other social re1ationships to meet their counseling needs.” Or perhaps
they have'an increased ability to cope with emotional problems and'tensions
more capably than unnarried students' (Oppelt, 1965). It is the latter that
is substantiated by findings on doctoral students. - LT

The support role of the non—student spouse and parents eliminates need for
outside support groups in resolcqng crises and making decisions. The couple
tends to rely upon an outside professional resource‘rathef than friends when
personal problems develop. Having close friends ir~.ervene in personal matters

s

is potentially damaging to the relationship, and one's personal friends ‘are

not likely to understand the unique circumstances of the doctoral student
couple, '

Professional resources are seen as unbiased by the couple, but campus
counseling services are viewed as being partial since the student's associa-
tion with the university removes the neutrality of this resource. Often the
couple forgets the availability of campus counseling services, and perhaps
this is related to isclation from the univexsity community.v Since one or

“both of the spouses has usually sought professional help in the past, this
" resource. is simply renewed when personal problems develop during enrollment.

8. Financial Concerns: The change in the student couple s financial

circumstances may not affect the maintenance of former relationships but
does interfere with the development of new social relationships. 01d friends
tend €0 maintain)their same standard of living, which often does not pre-
clude the student couple s participation in some activities with them.

9. Children: Children's association with one another in the neighbor- 4

hood and at school may lead to some interaction among parents but not neces-

L]
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sarily to lasting friendships. Children can also restrict their parents'ftee- :
dom to participate in social activities, and the need for child éare limits
spontaneity and requires additional expenses which the couple cannot affcrd.

i0. Integration into Community: The student couplé has little if ‘any

desire to become an integral part of the communi?&. Time, effort, and money.
restrict participation in activities that would permit association with other
families. Since the student couple feels that neighbors are involved in a _

more conventional and therefore very different lifestyle, the couple is con-

,straiﬁzarln its attempts to broaden its social affiliation with them.

D. Status:

The student role comprises only one aspect of the married student's total .
identity. There are other important roles and responsibilities which also

help to define one's status, including that of spouse, parent, and employee.

1. Iﬁportante of Other Roles: To the extent that one sees the student

role ss being demeanipg or ﬁnfulfilling, it‘becsmes increasingly nesessa:; that
other tasks and responsibilities be altered in order to improve ome's feglings
of self-worth. One may become more heavily 1nvoived in‘wo;k and/og{assume

greater family responsibilitiés 80 as to develop_or maintain a seﬁse of purpose

and importance. Having other roles to play minimizes the student role such -

that self-esteem is maintained even if a loss of status is experienced ﬁhen

- s
—1

becoming a student. 4 R '

2, Attitudes Toward Student Role: If the student feels that the knowl- -

edge and skills gained from pursuit of the doctorate will assist in becdmingv
a professional or will lead to more challenging career opportunities, then
becoming a student takes on greatéf 1mpo:tsnce. The ability to realize dreams

‘and set new goals for oneself 1ncreﬁsgs the.likelihogd that ‘the student role

L 48

1

v



42
will be perceived as meaningful. As a result of succéssful progreééion through
the dqctoral érogram, the student may actually improve his or her self-confi-
dence. Many students (and their spouses) report heightened sélf-esteen as a
result of pursuing doctoral study.

1% the student views the doctorai program as representing a series of
"jumping through hoops", then becoming a student is demqnaiizing and repre~
sents perhaps the lowest form of étatus. It may arouse anger and resentment
and lead to fgelingé of helpléssﬁeés or to loss of éontroi of one's life.
Sometimes this loss in stétus may be moderated by the high value the student
attribute;fto othér roles or to other accomplishmeﬁts in areas that arelun—
related to school work, suchlas owning one's 6wn company. or having publishéd.

3. Need'to‘Separate Personal and Academic Life: The student prefers

to be divorced from thHe college environment, There is a desire to interact
within the college .envivonment and a desire to rot have one;s personal

life affeqted by parietal regulations and influences. This is\démonstréted
in both the student's tendency to not participate in cémpus activities and .

in the decision to live away from the campus\area.>

‘Married s do not feel that intervention from the un}versity should

‘ Y
be imposed to help foxter greater social interaction. They exptsss self-

reliance, social competence, and spontaneity in social processes (€ottlieb

eing academic and\do not

\

The couple also may not

e
s

1981). They see the role of the 1nstitutfe“

expect it tc meet their sacial or personal needs.

want to be influenced by traditional student activities or to subj?ft‘the

’ /
family to the limitations inposed by campus living. Further, living off

campus helps the student perserve those other identities beside that of .

student. .
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4. Prioritizing Student and Other Roles: gThe demands associated with
being a étudent often forces other roles further down one'’s 1list of pribricies.
The commitment to school and the "sa;tifices" that the student and family have
already made toward degree attainment‘keep the stuﬁent role in high priority.
Sometimes othey roles maf be neglected alt;gether becguse of the importance :
ascribed to the student folé. This maj cause role conflict, éspecially if the
other areas of one's life are neglected toq,severely. ‘But such conflicts ar;’
egsily resolved since 1¥Aividhals in»th;sg other areas, e.g., spouse and
children, do not feel that they have been abandoned altogether, énd there has f

been scme prior agreement that the student role will gemerally always be given

highest priority. The non-student spouse may have a passive attitude about

‘having to take the "back seaj" in the relationship and feel quite satisfied

that the spouse eventually gilves the attention desired. Thié, of course,

may lead to further neglect if the siudent takes ;he:mQ:;iagé for granted or
assumes "it will take care of -itself." This 1s_like1y to occur during the
early phase of one's enrcllment, whén beéﬁming aéclimated‘fs the university
environment and one's new roles may be so overwhelming that it leads to gross
neglect.of other responsibilities, or when thg student becomes.quroséeﬁ in
complgtion of the dissertation. Pfioritiziﬁg roles is a coﬁtinuous prbcess,

r

and such decisions must be made on an ongoing and constant basis.

Married women seem to be able to successfully énage their dual roles so
that academic performance is not diminished, and thje—*d &gpecially impdrtant

when underétood»in the context that marriage adds increasing responsibilities

‘and time demands for the married woman student (Lee, 1960). She has a great-

er tendency'to want to end the student role, and perhaps this is associated
with the differential in sex role responsibilities. The student'husband tends

to enjoy beiﬁg a student more than does Fhe student wife. Being marfied and

45
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in school provides greater advantages for the student husband than for the

student Qife, whose responsibilities may actually increase when she enrolls.

’

5; Use of Enrollment anlerades as Measures of Status: The studeﬁt

~may view purs;it of the degrée aé.a scale 6n which to measure one’s sdccess

or status. Grades ﬁay be seen as an iﬁdication of success, and the tendency
to compare gradés‘so as to measure one's worth helps to support the s:udent's.
.belief that enrollment enhances one's status.A”Grades are seen as a mQre ac-
furate indication of one's ability to perform since each studeat ;uppoéedly
has equal opportunity to earn grades and to excel. The one who does well aca-
demically receives confirmaéi%p in the‘form of high grades. Or, the merelfac;. .
thag one is enrolled in a doctoral program seems to confirm statﬁs, since the
student believes that thosé with less superior qualit;es are not admitted;
Even if one dées not complete the degree,\he or she feels that acceptaﬂcq in-
to the program and matriculation in it are signs of accomplishmént. To oth-
ers the énjoyment.of the student role and’ the learning proce?S‘méke purSuit
of #he degree worthwhile.

Completion of the degree is belié&ed to definitely enhance qne's st;tus
even if ;he student does not consider this the n;mber one reasbh.for enrolling in
the program. The concept of "invesfment" confirms the student(s belief that .
khe degree will bring benefits, which are desc;ibed as iﬁproving‘one's life-"'
stylé, enabling éne to make Bettet‘choicés, having a greater variety of ogtions
available, enjoying a greater degree of personal freedom, and makiﬁé the student

more acceptable: professionally since the doctorate has credentialing ability.

6. Non-student Spouse's Perception of Status: While the spouse does

not feel that he or she will perceive the student any differently after com-.

pletion of the degree, there are feelings of pfide associated with'the spouse's
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enrollment. The non~student spouse's self-perception is not expected to
C Xp

change after the degree has been:completed, since his or her identity is T ’3- i

not usually defined in association with the student, which refutes Feldman's

(1975) findings, but instead is determined through one's employment.

- 7. Becoming Professional: Pursuit offthe degree is seen as ‘a means

Q

. for enhancing one's-'skills and capabilities. From the selection of courses

taken to the tasks assigned through the graduate associateship, the student

is 1ikely to view his or her education as being beneficial for attainment

of career goals since it leads to professiomal development and career ad-
vancement. There is‘réduced preoccupation with making'high grades as the
student comes to place more and more emphasis on obtaining kncwledge and
deyeloping important skills. e |

Both the courses and contacts. one makes with other individuals while pur-
suing the degree areimportant to professional development. They help the.stu-
dent acquire important skills for entry into the profession. From faculty,
co—w0rkers, and other students one learns about appropriate roles and expecta-

tions associated with future professional employment. If the student feels

~

ttat making important coni:;;s is more beneficial than the actual course of

study, then thgre is less datisfaction with the course content, and more time ig

spent cultivating relationships that will be prpfesséanally rewarding both

'
now and in the years ahead.

The graduate. associatdship is viewed as an opportunity for professional
growth and development, and it may be personally gratifying and challenging.
Satisfaction with this work is closely related to satisfaction with one's
graduate program.' The student. may, in fact, come to identify hinself or her-

self in relation to the position as a graduate associate more than as a student.
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The student's relationship with faculty and advisers is conducive to
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developing the knowledge and behaviors that will contriﬂﬁte to professional

development. Professors and advisers who do not spend time with their students’
: . Lo : v _

are not seen as helpful and may cause the student to become resentful. The

' helpfulAadviser or faculty is one who serves as an example and who provides

gulidance to the student in:making career decisions. He or she also chal;ehggs

el

the student .to expend more effort than the séudent might otherwise‘and helps
the student grow from an apprentice to a profe;éional.

Opportﬁnitieé made available through the associateship contribute to the
" student's professional'deveiopment if thé'aséignments o? the position offer
challenées for growth. If not, dissatisfaction is aroused, and the studenf
is likely to perceive his or her responsibilitfgé as perfunétory;andnnoﬁ-

beneficial. When there is a good match, the student Eends to view the ’

associateship and the program of study. as beiﬁg highiy complementary.
; -~

8. Locus 6f Control: Becoming a student means that one has to conférm
to certain university rules.and regulatiops,and expectations which may restriét
one's sense of personal freedom. The "political” natﬁre of the aéa&évig en- .
virénmept may cause thé student Zo feel helpless in shéping th; direc;ion of
his or her life. The demands from instructors an& the iﬁstitution accord tﬁe:
'student reduced freedom in making important decisions or énggging in.#étivities
associated with professional development. Selection of courses is restricted
somewhat, although some degree of freedomiis allowed since thg student‘may take

courses outside the prescribed program of study. The student may also have

little choice about work assignments 4s a graduate asspciate, which confirms

o 3

loss of control of one's life.

The confidence the student has in thé ability of the persons making deci- -

o1
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sions helps reduce the intensity of Ioss of power and control. Or the student

2
may personally invent some strategy for pla g ‘his or her ouwn games 4n a sense

of "one-upmanship,”" Finally, the student may simply adopt the attitude that the

importance of the degree is much higher than the loss of freedom associated with
.3

‘having to comply with the controls established by someone else. s
The powerlessness felt in the academic world does not manifest itself in

other_aspects of‘the student'’ s‘life. Sinee other roles are also of value and

the student role may not be felt as Intensely or

importance, loss of cofitrol

be as debilitating. Further,) the loss of control is dealt with in a variety

~

of ways so that the student is not debilitated by no longer heing able to make °

_important l%fe decisions.

~ The non-student.spousey, especially‘the wife, may experience a lack of cgp-

trol in one's own life because of the constraints imposed by the student's

matriculation. The non-student husband is less likely to feel a severe loss
of control since his wife is expected to adhere to a time schedule for comple-
tion. ‘HE has little need to postpone his career plans while his wtfe is

enrolled. The non-student wife, however, often has to postpone her\own

plans and goals and rely on her husband's complétion of the degree before

-

. . ’ ¢
she may make career decigions or moves. Thus, she experiences a greater .

loss of control.

Because of the freedom associated with choosing a major, with select-

ing courses, committee EEmbers-and class schedules, and with making career

‘decisions, the student may feel that becoming a student offers.an oppor-

tunity for one to take charge of his or her life. There is a sense of free-
dom associated with béing a student that exceeds the freedom one may experi-
ence on the job. Further, by phrsuing a course of study the student is able .

to make and follow through on important life and career decisions.

-t
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~While a "married student culture" was originally felt to exist, the
findings of this study on married ‘doctoral students revealed -that these
students closely resemble mainstream Americana and do not exist as a

separate culture. Their problems and concerns are in many ways similar .

"to those éxperiénced-by married cooples in the larger society. Yet there
: ' ' ' s
remains some traits which are uniquely characteristic of married students.

These confirm the notion of "marginality," and it is these students' mar-

ginality Ehat sets them apart from the larger society. They refer to their

lives as being "on hold" and perceive a definite chsnge (usually a lowering)

in status as a result of changes in income, loss of control of one's life,

~

conformity to university regulations and expectatioos, and gbfoﬁ. They-qre,

in ‘a sensé,sbecoming professionals, althoﬁgh many Qf them have previously "

woried in professional positions. Completion of the doctorate allows them

to re—enter society as credible professionals,'and'receipt‘of the degree is .

viewed as a necessary step ‘to their successful re-entry..

Their marginality is what Van &énnep (in Spradley & McCurdy, 1980) re-
fers to as-"trsnsition." He proposed_threp phases in the "rites of passage'':
separation, transition, and incorporation.- Kottak (1982) refers.to them as

. - .
separation, margin, and aggregation.- The doctoral student, them, passes

through three separate phases: - (1) separation from the larger culture, e.g.,

| leaving one's job, neighbors, and friends; (2) margimality or tramsition, in-

" which he or she adopts the student role and carries out the activit\ss neces-

»

- sary for preparation for re-entry into the larger society; and (3) ggrega-

integrated
\

i »
loyment,,’
4

tion, integration, or incorporation, in which the graduate becomes

or incorporated back into the larger society, such as by resuming e

becoming acﬁive in the commuhity, moving off campus, and esCablishin%reiE:~;~‘/
tionships with a new set of peers and colleagues.

-~

. o . —
5 3 ' - r //
- S H— .
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Conclusions ’ .

Four. major aspects of the married doctoral student's experiences may
be used to describe behaviors, attitudes, perceptions,  and relationships:

(1) support, (2) marital stability, (2) social relationships, and (4)

- -

status.

Support: The most important source of support theAstuden; possesses is
from the spouse, who provides financial, emot%onal/psychological, aﬁd basic -
needs support. | C ‘ '

Finan;ial'support is derived from the non-studeﬁt spouse's employmept and
the couple's modif{cation of';pending patterns, resulting in delayed grafifi—
cation behaviﬁrs. Pursuit of doctoral study is seen as an investment in ;he .
couple's futuré,'whicﬁ necessitates extreme and sometimes burdénsome commi t-
ment from the non-student spouse, often to the:extent of aﬁaﬁdoning friendsq v

and losing career mobility and professional gfowth while the student is en~

rolled. Enrollment may-also reduire relocation of the family, with littie
. - - .

-

[} . - . .
consideration being given to the non-student wife's career prospects but
S ' .

)
full consideration for. the non-student husband's career opportunitiés ‘such ’ .
that he is not pénaiized professionally and, in fact, actually advances his

professional career as a result of the move. , o .

~ There are differenced in socioeconomic status by sex of the enrolled

. spouse, with the student wife couple having significantly greatér finankial

resources than the student husband family. .

i.

. Emo;iohal/psychologicél support is provided in the form of encouraggment,’

listening to the student's prdblems, sharing concerns and frustrations, and
8 { ;

.making important decisions independently- so-as &é free the student from undue

4

worry and’ anxiety. Sexﬁhl differences pxist.gmong students with regérd to

ability to'regiprocate emotional/psychelogical éupport to the non-ggudent

’
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spouse.' The non-student wife receives a. lower level of support than the
non-stndentﬁnusband, and‘tnis méy lead to resentment and anger |
Academic support is provided to facilitate completion of school-related
gemands. Similarity of spouses'tprofessionai interesta and .educational back-
grounds and levels help to determine the quality of academic support.
Basic needs support includes performance of household tasks, child care,
financial management, and other home and family related natters which make
the home more conducive for study and relaxation. Thé student wife famil& is
considerably more egalitarian than the student husband family in its sex-role
orientation, which seems to be a factor in the wife's decision to matriculate. -
' The student wife's participation inAhousehold tasks is also related to her need
to continue to be perceived as an important. and functioning member of the family.
Parents also provide financial emotional/psychological, and basic eds
support. Level of support often depends on parents' educational level » Sex

of student, and whether or not the couple has chtidren.

Marital Stability. The stability of the‘marriage can be threatened by the

college environment, which is often perceived as being deleterious‘to mar-
4riage. The process of negotiating role demands and developing skills to cope
with these demands may enhance the marital relationship. Facto;s which af-'
fect marital-stability irclude differences in spouses' educational levels \
and interests, financial problems, time pressures, children, communication,’
sexual concerns, decision-making, role conflict, and physical and emotional -
separation. ﬁeightened awareness of these factoi;}may lead to greater co-
ordination of time schedules, appreciation for each other's involvements, .
and the tendency to evade‘or neglect activities andfassociationS’which do

not contribute to goal attainment. This tendency leads to what the student

refers .to as "myopia" or "tunnel vision", which may further isolate the o

(%)
C:
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couple socially but bring the spouses closer to one another.

Social_Relationsﬂfps and Interaction: The university offers inq;eased

opportunities for the stﬁdent.to meet and interact with fellow students and
faculty but does not necessérily foster the development of intimate rela-
fionships and friendships. Relationships whiqh are.developed do not serve
an important support role beyond that of’initially helping the student be-
come acclimated to the university enyironment. Since most sopiai needs afe
met within‘the family unit, theére is little need for or likelihood to develop
f . .
close associations with one's peers. - Factors which influence tﬁe development
of social relationships include changes in the student?; interests and per-

ceived status, extent of integration into university environment and local

community, absence of peer group comprised of otheYsmarried student,, support

. b

role of spouse and family, special needs of the non-student spouse, changing
expectations of friendships as the student matures; fears associated with
terminating relationships upon graduation, use of professionals in resolving
personal or marital problems,'financial concerns,.and children.
Status: Enrollment may alter the student's perceived or actual status
- » .

in either a positive or negative way. Adopting the student role may be pain-

ful, especially if the student has been empioyed in a professional position,

LY

and can cause conflict as the student attempts to retain identity as a spouse,

parent, ewmployee, or some other role while also accepting the role of stu-
_dent. The extent to which becoming\a student is perceived by friends as

heightening or lowering status will also affect the nature and, quality of -

”
.these associations. Often enrollment disrupts these relationships drasti-

.
H

cally.

4 s

Status may be affected by one's need to reside away from the university

community so as to preserve a former identity or one's present identity in



52

some role other than the student role. The need to prioritize student
and family roles also affects status, with the student often ﬁaving to al-

ternate from one role to the other, depending on which has the most immedi-
. Pt &

‘ate or urgent demands.

Status comes to be measﬁred in terms of oné's enroliment in a doctoral
program as opposéd to enrollment in a lower level_proéram of study. Grades
help to enhance one's status as a studen;. If the student, views the doc-
toral prograﬁ’;s’helpihg to ephance his or her skills and knowledge, then
status as a student is much more acceptable than if the student views the
st;dent role as one in which the student simply re§5onds to the varfing de-
mands of respective professors or fulfills responsibilities in a perfunctory
manner. Locus of control is altered,as a result of one's enrollment, since
the sfudent comes to feel that others, e.g., professors and advisers, make
iméortant decisions- about his or her lifestyle, leaving few opporfunities
for one to make individual decisions. On the other hand, enrollment allows
one to make important decisions about what classes to take, when ;né'will
schedule classes and other activities, and to make decisions about an im-
portant life role that is certain to enﬁance one?s future.

Changes in financial condition may alsd affect status{_but the student
spouse vie&s reduction in income as essential to the investment being made;
Often, on the other haqd, the couple experiences what it considers to be an
aétuél increase in income after becoming enrolled. The pciential loss of
one's place in the family may also occur if thé student's e;rollment removes
him or her from the home, minimizes the role formerlz played, or ‘leads to his
or her replacement by the spouse in an.important family role.

>Finally, one's status’is'measured by the level and qualicy qf aga{gnmenté

of the graduate/teaching associateships the student is given.

[

) . . .5'/
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Implications for Higher Education .

1.

9.

10.

What is the institution's commitment to serving the nczds of married

[

students and their families?

What role should student orientation have in acquainting student cou-

pPles with the experiences they are likely to face in their new roles as

‘student and spouse, especially those which may be deleterious to the

marriag:

To what extent a;é faculty, staff, and administrafors'knowledgeable
about the 'unique experiences and concerns of married students? ~
What are the long-term effects of doctoral study on marriage and family
relationships, and~how‘can higher education help to minimize the negative
impact of matriculation on family functioning?

To what extent are present services and resources designed to assist the

' married student both now and with re-entry into the larger ‘society?

What Friterié can be used to assess the nature and quality of student -
marriages and other nontraditional family forms, e.g., dual-career mar-
riaées, so that conventional assessment criteria are not used to determine
married student proélems and needs?

To what extent is the university responsible for helping the married
student d%velop important support necw;rks with fellow married students?
What is the institution's role in helping the larger community recognize

and address the needs of married $tudent§?

What is the effect of the increasing number of older students, many of .
whom are married, on family functioning, and what are the effects of

enrollment on these students' retention and performance?

Married students constitute approximately 25% of the student population,
thus representing a tremendous human resource potential that may need

help in optimizing the university experienca.

55 - ,
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APPENDIX A

Telephone Questionnaire

Age:
Sex: Male - Female .
Race: White [-

Black or Afro-American g

Mexican American or Chicano

Puerto Rican -

Other Hispanic or Latin American origin »
Oriental/Asian American

Native American, American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut

Other (specify)

‘

Number of years enrolled in Ph.D. program:

Number of years married:

Are you a logai student? Yes _ No

If you are not a local student, what is your permanent address? (city (/ ——
and state only)

o s

A Y
Academic departmenq\ig/#élch you are enrolled: ; 0

Number of children: ) - .

Children's ages:

Is spouse:enrolled in sghool? Yes " No
Is spouse enrolled at OSU? . Yes ° ‘No
Is spouse enrolled full-time? Yes . No

Spouse's highest level of education attained:

_ High school diploma
Some college but no degree received

Associate degree
__Bachelor's degree
Master's degree
Doctorate degree
Professional degree (e.g., law, medicine)

° A\
6.4



15.

16.
17.

18.

19.
20.
21.

22,

23.

24.

60

Are you employed: Yes No

If answer to 15 is "yes",~coﬁplete 16 and 17; if "no", go to 18.
Are you eﬁployed full-time _, or part-time 7

What kind of position do you hold?

Is your sbouse employqu Yes "No
Ig your spouse employed full-time ' or part-time ?

What kind of position does your spouse hold?

Describe your living arlangements: _ :

:ezge, and children (4f any) live alone
. ™17 parents ' :
£ spouse's parents
i cthe relatives
.4ith friends '
{specist)

Does you: immediate family (parents) live in proximity to you?

Yes " No

B e ey

Does your spouse's immediate family (parents) 1live in'proxigity to yoy? —

Yes No

wWhen do you expect to graduate?

(quarter) - v ~ (year)
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APPENDIX B

Interview Guide 1

Routine, daily activities: How are they carried out, who does what, when
are they done, are sex roles altered, what happens when there is not

. enough time to complete: duties, how is class and study time allocated?

Communication patterns: Do spouses talk to each other much, do they talk
to others, when, how often, where?

Social‘participation. How do spouses spend leisure time/recreation time,
with whom, where, how often; who do they visit how often, why; do they
attend campus events, why(or why not?

]

Employment: . Where is the student and his or her spouse employed; how
many hours do they work; what are their feelith'about employment?

Enrollment: What is the sex of the enrolled spouse; how does non-~student
spouse feel about not being in school; what advantages/disadvantages are
there to one or both spouses' enrollment; how do school-related demands af~

fect home life? ‘ .

Children: How many are there; does enrollment influence" childrearing prac-
tices; how old are children; what are the couple s perceptions of child's
feelings about them as students; what child care arrangements have been
made; does presence of children interfere with school work cpmpletion,

with marital satisfaction?

Finances: Are they sufficient; what areé\ sources of income;vhow are fi-

nances distributed; do income levels influepce marital satisfaction; hcw
does couple deal with need to delay gratification’

Relatives.‘ Where . do couple s families reside, ave they nearby; do’ they

assist with children, finances, etc.; .are they supportive of student's en-
rollment? : .- '

i
i

. J *
Other: What are other unexploted areas of couples' lives that affect or

are affected by enTpllment? ; .
|
F e
N e
. i ;!\‘/ — M
-t /‘, \\ _ 6 6 . g, \
\.J';__._,,)



APPENDIX B

Interview Guide II.

)

1. Describe your average day.

e

2. How do you spend your free time?
3. With whom do you spend your leisure time? -

4. What time pressures co you feel as a result of your role as student ahd/o
spouse? :

5. How do you go about meeting your firancial obligations? Who makes these
decisions? u ) '

6. How_do you feel about your student role? .

7. Describe your relationship with your children. How has your being in
school affectad your relationship with them, the amount and qualMity of
time you spend with them, your childrearing poractices and behaviors’

8. How does the student role ‘affect your role as spouse? -

9. Do you and your spouse talk much? about what? when? who initizes the
conversation? '

10. How have familial responsibilities been affected by your enrollment?

1. What major decisions must be made for the family? Who makes them? .How? [’\
: =\

\
\
\

12. Who do you talk to when you have problems and concerns with your children? \
With school? witn your child 's school? With parents, in-laws, spouse? \

£

13. Do you and your spouse spend time together ‘away from the children? How
often, where, how long? .

14.. Do you participate in community life? How, how often?
15. When and where do you study. Why did you choose this place.for study?

16. How much time do you spend weekly on studie‘? At work? With family’ At
leiusre?

17. How often/do you visit your neighbors? How often do they visit you?

18. What activities do- you engage in with neighbors?

o

- 19. Wnen you want to have fun, "hang loose," etcn, who do’ you call? Where do
you go? What do you deo? — . :




20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

27.

28.
29.
30.
31,

32.
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~

Who are yourlclosest friends, and where do they live?
How—often are you in touch with yowr c;wéest friends?
Do- your closest ﬁfiends have children?

Do you bo?row from and/or share with_&our neighborsé What? Héw 6ftéﬁéﬁ.
How many of your neighbors. do you know by name? How many know you by name?

What day-tOﬂday-activifigs do you participate in with neighbors, e.g.,

~sharing babysitting, E@; pooling, shopping, attending worship services?

Whe do you call most on the telephone? Why? How often? What do ibq-.
talk about?

What is your primary life role right now, e.g., parent, spouse, employee,
student? How is this determined?

Why do you live here? S <
Describde your typical &a&. |

How ofter do you.visit your parents? Your spbuse's parents?

Do yoh often go out of town on weekends alone? with.ydur spouse?

If you could live your life over, what would you prefer to be doing now?



