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The Feminine Mystique and Higher Education
Among the many negative effects Friedan ascribed to FM, one she considered particularly alarming was the supposedly major decline in young women’s enthusiasm for a college education. “[T]he disuse of, the resistance to, higher education by American women finally began to show in the statistics,” she wrote (p. 151). Most of the responsibility for this alleged deterioration was said to lie with the post-war marriage and baby booms, though a good share of the blame was also pinned on the “sex-directed educators” at all levels of the education system who were apparently encouraging young women to prepare for getting pregnant rather than getting a degree. 

What follows is an analysis of a series of higher education statistics that Friedan brandished as indicative of this “retrogression” (p. 385). A number of non-statistical claims she made on the attitudes of college women will also be examined. Most of the numerical data presented fall roughly into two categories: those that measure the propensity to go to college (enrolments, number of women’s colleges, continuing on from high school to college), and those that measure behaviour once in college (graduating, dropping out, fields of study). Unlike the analysis of births and marriages, however, where for obvious reasons almost every statistic pertained only to women, the issues raised here will in many cases involve comparisons with men against a general backdrop of growing educational levels regardless of sex, evidenced particularly in the increasing numbers of overall college enrolments and degrees granted. 

This comparative element requires that some account be given of the special circumstances affecting college life in the United States in the late 1940s and 1950s. No aspect of higher education during those years can be fully understood without reference to the impact of the GI Bills, referred to briefly in Part I. More than 3⅓ million ex‑servicemen—for all but a very few were men—went to college on veterans’ benefits under this legislation, about two-thirds of them on the basis of World War II service and the other third after serving in Korea.
 With tuition and books paid for and living expenses heavily subsidized—about $5.5 billion
 were disbursed to Second World War veterans alone—male college enrolment and degree figures were bound to soar in the years following each of the two conflicts. The colleges themselves chipped in with plenty of support in kind, which took the form of relaxed entrance requirements, refresher courses, advance credit for military training and flexible class scheduling. Every attempt was made by the administrators of higher education institutions to smooth the former GI’s way to a college education.
And then there was the returning veteran himself. Older, more mature and more determined than his fellow students who went to college straight from high school, he was highly motivated to study and less likely to be deterred by academic or personal problems. Finally, college opportunities for veterans also received a huge if indirect boost from GI Bill benefits for secondary school completion, which opens the door to a higher education. 

These factors were bound to seriously distort just about every college education statistic for almost two decades following 1940. The wartime conscription that preceded post-war demobilization also skewed the data in the opposite direction, and the Selective Service System caused similar statistical complications on a smaller scale throughout the late 1940s and 1950s as many young men’s college studies were delayed or interrupted by military service.

Although there was no simple way to adjust for these phenomena in order to expose the “true” trend in any given education data series, their consequences for such indicators as the relative number of female college enrolments and graduates during the 15 years or so after the war should at least have been acknowledged. Friedan did make fleeting references to GIs “fill[ing] the seats in colleges and universities” (p. 185) and to their great “scholastic performance” (p. 370). But in analogous fashion to her mere passing mention of ex-soldiers marrying on the GI Bill (see Part I, Section 5), she did not in any way integrate these observations into her statistics-based allegations on women in higher education. Nor did she temper her negative interpretations of the numbers with any significant appreciation of the special context created by military service and the veterans programmes, despite the many references to them in her sources.

Principal Sources

As with the analysis of vital statistics in Part I, much of the basic data used here on education were reprinted in the Census Bureau’s Historical Statistics and the annual editions of the Statistical Abstract. Other official sources referenced in the yearly Abstract volumes included the Bureau’s periodic educational attainment and school enrolment reports published as part of the Current Population Survey (CPS) Series P-20 and the regular publications of the federal (and now-defunct) Office of Education such as the Biennial Survey of Education, the annual Earned Degrees Conferred, and various college enrolment report series. 

Friedan herself cited no official sources, either American or international, for her education data. Much of her information was taken from the books discussed here in the Introduction: Newcomer, Myrdal and Klein, and the ACE conference report and associated papers. Other sources she used were The American College, a hefty volume of studies edited by Berkeley psychologist Sanford Nevitt, and the writings of sociologist Mirra Komarovsky.


*                *                *

1. College enrolments
The most basic measure of women’s determination to get a higher education relative to men’s is the percentage women accounted for in total college enrolments. Friedan made two statements dealing directly with this point:

Q21
The proportion of women attending college in comparison with men dropped from 47% in 1920 to 35% in 1958. (p. 16; repeated on p. 385)

Q22
In the very years in which higher education has become a necessity for almost everyone who wants a real function in our exploding society, the proportion of women among college students has declined, year by year. [Italics in original] (p. 162)

The percentages for 1920 and 1958 were taken from a table in Newcomer, reproduced here in Table 23. But whereas Newcomer included six different years spread over the 38‑year span, Friedan chose to report only the two years marking the beginning and end of that period. This effectively concealed any trends that may have emerged during the intervening four decades. The data thus omitted suggest that women among total enrolments had already started declining at some point in the 1920s, long before the era of FM, and were on the increase again in the middle and late 1950s, when FM was in full swing. By citing only the 1920 and 1958 figures, Friedan was encouraging her readers to falsely conclude that the plunge in female enrolments was a purely post-WWII phenomenon attributable to the feminine mystique.


Table 23. Percentage of Women among Total College Enrolments: Newcomer vs. Friedan
	YEAR*
	Newcomer’s

table
	Friedan

	1920....................................................................................................................
	47.3
	47   

	1930....................................................................................................................
	43.7
	

	1940....................................................................................................................
	40.2
	

	1950....................................................................................................................
	30.2
	

	1956....................................................................................................................
	34.6
	

	1958....................................................................................................................
	35.2
	35.2



* Percentages for 1920 through 1950 are academic-year enrolments for the year beginning the previous fall (e.g., “1920” refers to 1919-20); percentages for 1956 and 1958 are “opening” enrolments as of the fall of the indicated year.

Sources: Newcomer, p. 46. Friedan, pp. 16 and 385.
To fully assess the trends behind Friedan’s claims in Q21 and Q22, we must turn to more complete statistics on college attendance given in regular U.S. government publications and summarized here in Table 24. At first glance, the figures appear to confirm that the percentages of women on America’s campuses in the 1920s and into the 1930s were relatively high. But further information, some of it also found in Friedan’s sources, reveals that these seemingly impressive numbers were more apparent than real. According to Newcomer (p. 191), enrolment data from this era were inflated by “the large number of women attending normal schools which, in the early years of this period [i.e., of the period 1900 to 1950], were rarely degree‑granting institutions.” Womanpower explained (p. 196) that “many young women who intended to teach attended college or normal school for only one or two years, which were then sufficient to meet the requirements for certification.” As a result, even though women accounted for close to half of all higher education students in the 1920s, they were earning only about one‑third of the first degrees (see Table 26).

Table 24. Women among Total College Enrolments, and Veterans among Male and Total College Enrolments (%)
	YEAR*
	% women among total enrolments 
	VETERANS
	YEAR*
	% women among total enrolments
	VETERANS

	
	
	% of male enrolments
	% of total enrolments
	
	
	% of male enrolments
	% of total enrolments

	1919-20....
	47.3
	-
	-
	1949..........
	29.6
	49.5
	34.9

	1929-30.....
	43.7
	-
	-
	1950..........
	31.7
	36.5
	26.5

	1931-32.....
	42.2
	-
	-
	1951..........
	33.9
	27.8
	19.7

	1933-34.....
	41.7
	-
	-
	1952..........
	35.4
	16.8
	11.5

	1935-36.....
	41.3
	-
	-
	1953..........
	36.4
	19.6
	12.9

	1937-38.....
	40.5
	-
	-
	1954..........
	36.2
	23.1
	15.5

	1939-40.....
	40.2
	-
	-
	1955..........
	34.8
	25.8
	17.2

	1941-42.....
	41.7
	-
	-
	1956..........
	34.6
	24.6
	16.4

	1943-44.....
	49.9
	-
	-
	1957..........
	34.7
	22.3
	14.8

	1945-46.....
	44.7
	-
	-
	1958..........
	35.2
	18.0
	11.8

	1946..........
	31.8
	76.2
	52.0
	1959..........
	36.1
	12.5
	8.1

	1947..........
	29.0
	67.7
	48.0
	1960..........
	37.1
	7.6
	4.8

	1948..........
	28.9
	59.6
	42.4
	1961..........
	37.7
	†
	†



* Percentages for 1919-20 through 1945-46 are academic-year enrolments; for all other years they are “opening” enrolments as of the fall of the indicated year (see note 
). Enrolment figures for end-of-decade years (e.g., 1919-20 and 1929-30) were the only ones for years previous to the early 1930s that were adjusted by the Office of Education to be compatible with those for later years.

† Data not available as of the end of 1961.


Sources: 1919-20 to 1945-46, Biennial Surveys of Education 1938-40 and 1940-42: Statistics of Higher Education, Table 1 and Biennial Survey of Education 1948-50: Statistics of Higher Education, Table 1. 1946-60, Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1960: Analytic Report, Table 5. 1961, Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1961: Institutional Data. Veterans, Statistical Abstract: 1949, Table 145; 1950, Table 150; 1957, Table 311; 1961, Table 348.

Data from the official Biennial Survey of Education
 shed further light on the scale of this gap. In 1920, when female enrolments were ostensibly at their height, 41% of them were registered at teacher-training establishments but only 4% of their female “graduates” earned bachelor’s degrees. Indeed, the other 96%, who received lower-level diplomas typically requiring no more than two years of study, actually outnumbered female bachelor’s degree recipients from all higher education institutions combined.

By 1930, the situation had evolved considerably. While enrolments had increased dramatically at other types of colleges, the number of women at teachers colleges and normal schools had stagnated, accounting that year for only 28% of all female college students. As was apparent in Newcomer’s table, this evolution was reflected in a noticeable drop in women among all college enrolments, from 47.3% to 43.7%. Nevertheless, teaching-diploma recipients in 1930 still made up a sizeable 46% of all female “graduates”, and women who earned bachelor’s degrees accounted for 39.9% of the total for both sexes, almost 4 points less than their share of enrolments.
The downward drift in women among all college enrolments continued slowly through the 1930s. By 1940 only 18% of female students were at teacher-training institutions, and the proportion of women among students at all colleges had fallen into line with that of women among degree recipients at about 40%. It is this figure which more truly represents the position of women in higher education before World War II. Friedan’s nostalgic celebration of 1920 as the heyday of feminine zeal for advanced learning was thus quite unjustified, based as it was on the large numbers of women in non‑degree teacher-training courses.

For the years following 1940, Table 24 shows that the female share of college enrolments went on something of a roller-coaster ride. Not surprisingly it shot up during the war, reaching a high of 50%, but once the fighting ended, rather than simply returning to the 40% pre-war level as might have been expected, the figure kept falling till it finally crashed out at just 29%. With one-half to three-quarters of all male enrolees in the late 1940s made up of veterans,
 women remained below 30 out of every 100 students for three straight years, and only slowly recovered as the flood of men progressed through their degree programmes. 

The reason for this unexpected development was explicitly identified in a table in Myrdal and Klein that Friedan cited (p. 385) in her comparisons of U.S. college enrolments with those in other countries. The international aspects will be examined later in Section 11; what is relevant here is the two authors’ note to that table on the American figures in the 1950s, where they explained that “[t]he relative decline of the proportion of women students in higher education, in comparison with 1937, is due to the post-war veterans’ enrolment scheme” (p. 33). In other words, the GI Bill with all its benefits for college-goers as described here earlier. Friedan, however, chose to ignore that explicit annotation. 
At the time, of course, this situation was expected to be temporary, but no sooner had the female enrolment percentage begun to regain ground in the early 1950s than another rush of GI Bill veterans, this time from the Korean War, hit the nation’s campuses. The return of women to their pre-war share was set back once again. The impact of this second wave was considerably smaller, however, and we have already seen how Newcomer’s table showed that women’s presence in colleges in the mid-to-late 1950s not only stayed clearly above that of 1950 but was growing again. Yet Friedan ignored that, too. Still, it was not until 1960 that subsidized former GI’s finally fell below 10% of male students; for 10 of the previous 14 years it had stood above 20%. But the proportion of women did finally begin a steady rise in 1957, and the federal Office of Education considered that rise important enough to single it out as one of the highlights of its 1960 fall enrolment report:

The number of women students is rising more rapidly than the number of men students. Women’s enrollment, which in 1960 was about two-fifths of all degree-credit enrollment, showed an increase of 9.0 percent from 1959 to 1960 as compared with 4.5% for men. Since 1955, relative increases in enrollment were 43.8% for women and 29.9 percent for men.
 

Thus, by 1961 female enrolments were approaching 38% of the total (Table 24), not far behind the level of 1940. This figure, the decline in non-degree-credit teaching college courses in the 1920s and 1930s, and the effects of the GI Bills in the late 1940s and 1950s are all essential for putting the evolution of women at college since 1920 into its proper perspective. Only by closing her eyes to these phenomena and relying on fragmentary information from second-hand sources (which she then misrepresented) rather than consulting official publications containing the full set of annual data as here in Table 24 could Friedan erroneously conclude that “the proportion of women among college students has declined, year by year.” 

*

In times of significant variations in enrolment patterns, a particular group’s proportion of total enrolments, important as it is, may not be the best indicator of its determination (relative to some other group) to go to college at any precise moment. This is because total enrolment figures for a particular year include students at all levels of undergraduate and graduate work who began their studies as many as 10 years or more earlier,
 a period of time easily long enough for significant shifts in attitudes to occur. A more sensitive measure of changes in (in this case) young women’s relative enthusiasm for embarking upon a college education at a given point is their proportion among first-time enrolments (also called entrants, more or less equivalent to freshmen). 

As with total enrolments, data on first-time enrolments were found in the Office of Education’s annual enrolment report and are shown here in Table 25. In 1939, the only pre-war year for which numbers were available by sex, women constituted 40.2% of those enrolling for the first time. Predictably, this figure declined sharply as World War II ended under the crush of male GI Bill enrolees, and fell again slightly following the Korean War, but as the decade came to an end the report noted a 5-year upward trend paralleling that observed in total enrolment: 

Recent increases in first-time enrollment have also favored women. Beginning with the enrollment increase from 1955 to 1956, the relative gain in women’s first-time enrollment each year has been greater than that for men. From 1955 to 1960, the relative gain was 50.8 percent for women and 29.7 percent for men.
 
These gains were such that by 1958, the female share of first-time students had drawn level with the pre-war percentage and continued edging up beyond it in the years that followed. Indeed, since the figure had climbed every year after 1955, an observer in 1961 would have had no difficulty concluding that women among total enrolments (Table 24) would also continue to rise into the 1960s, and barring another GI Bill would soon return to their pre-WWII high.

Table 25. Women among First-Time College Enrolments (%)
	YEAR
	Percent
	YEAR
	Percent

	1939...................................................
	40.2
	1954...................................................
	38.8

	1946...................................................
	28.2
	1955...................................................
	38.0

	1947...................................................
	32.5
	1956...................................................
	38.3

	1948...................................................
	35.0
	1957...................................................
	39.0

	1949...................................................
	36.0
	1958...................................................
	40.0

	1950...................................................
	38.1
	1959...................................................
	40.7

	1951...................................................
	38.9
	1960...................................................
	41.6

	1952...................................................
	39.7
	1961...................................................
	41.9

	1953...................................................
	39.7
	 
	



Sources: 1939-1960, Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1960: Analytic Report, Table 6. 1961, Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1961: Institutional Data, p. 1.
*                *

The enrolment statistics examined so far, because they compared women with men (and did so through an era of generous financing of male veteran students), effectively masked what was in fact a rapidly growing propensity of women in the FM era to seek a college education. This growth could be seen in another indicator for which a set of data appeared right alongside the enrolment figures Friedan quoted from the aforementioned table in Newcomer: the number of enrolled women in proportion to the college-age female population. According to those data, in relation to all American women aged 18 to 21, enrolees in pre-FM 1940 were 12.2% but rose in the post-war years to 17.9% in 1950, 21.0% in 1956 and 23.0% in 1958, prompting Newcomer to observe on the facing page that “the proportion of women of college age that are enrolled in some institution of higher learning continues to increase” (p. 47).
This population-based statistic was regularly featured in standard Office of Education publications such as the Biennial Survey of Education and the post-war annual enrolment reports, and provided a reasonably good general indicator of the changes over time in college-going among young women. A complete set of data for the period, published in the 1960 enrolment report, is given here in Table 25A. It confirms the trend that was already evident from Newcomer’s percentages just quoted above.
 By 1960 the proportion had exactly doubled since 1946, and had risen close to 2½ times since 1939.

Note, however, that although the population base for this statistic was women 18 to 21, the statistic itself was calculated using the total number of female enrolments regardless of age. This means that the annual percentages so derived were biased upwards by the presence of  many students who were in fact older than 21. Nevertheless, as an index of the changes over time, these percentages would still be reliable as long as the numbers of those older students—in practice, those still in the twenties—did not grow disproportionately. 

It was the view of the Office of Education that this method of calculation was indeed valid,
 but an alternative set of data was available in the Census Bureau’s annual school enrolment reports that broke down enrolments by age. With this information a series of percentages could be established using the 18-24 age group for the years beginning with 1946 (these reports did not give breakdowns for students 18 to 21 until 1959). In addition to providing a good index, this series expresses the true annual proportion of women 18 to 24 who were enrolled in college. As can be seen in Table 25A, the percentages are lower than those calculated with the Office of Education statistic, in part because students over 24 are excluded
 and also in part because the population base is broader. But in either case, the enrolled proportion doubled over the 14-year period up to 1960. Thus, whichever of the two indicators is used, it is evident that the feminine mystique was not only not driving young women in the 1950s to abandon their aspirations to go to college but in fact was happily co-existing with their increase.


Table 25A. Female College Enrolments as a Percentage of Women Aged 18 to 21 and 18 to 24
	YEAR
	AGE 
	YEAR
	AGE 

	
	18 to 21
	18 to 24
	
	18 to 21
	18 to 24

	1939................................
	11.4
	-
	1953................................
	19.2
	10.3

	1946................................
	14.0
	6.5
	1954................................
	21.0
	9.3

	1947................................
	14.6
	7.1
	1955................................
	21.7
	9.2

	1948................................
	15.1
	6.7
	1956................................
	23.2
	11.2

	1949................................
	16.1
	7.0
	1957................................
	23.9
	12.7

	1950................................
	16.2
	8.7
	1958................................
	25.3
	12.5

	1951................................
	16.4
	7.8
	1959................................
	26.4
	12.9

	1952................................
	17.7
	8.2
	1960................................
	27.8
	13.2



Sources: 18-21, Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1960: Analytic Report, Table 9. 18-24, CPS P-20, No. 110, Table 5, and corresponding tables in earlier issues of the CPS annual report on school enrolment.
2. Decline of women’s colleges
Friedan thought she saw further evidence of women’s supposed retreat from higher education in the decline in women’s colleges: 

Q23
Five women’s colleges had closed; 21 had become co-educational; 2 had become junior colleges. (p. 385; see also p. 151).

It should be obvious that such observations were at best anecdotal. In fact, even had it been true that women’s enrolments were falling, the disappearance of women’s colleges would not necessarily confirm it. On the contrary, it could very well coincide with rising female enrolment—which, as it turns out, was precisely what occurred. In Newcomer’s discussion of the issue (p. 38ff), which Friedan was relying on, a table on enrolment by type of institution (p. 49) showed that while students in women’s colleges slipped from 106 thousand in 1939-40 to 98 thousand in 1956-57, female students in all higher education institutions jumped over the same period from 601 thousand to 1.02 million. 
Moreover, Newcomer’s comments suggested that the closure of women’s colleges began well before FM. The very paragraph Friedan was quoting began by noting that “the number of private, independent, four-year liberal arts colleges for women, other than the Roman Catholic institutions, has declined since 1930” (p. 38). The next paragraph started with the observation that “[T]he men’s colleges of this class show a similar trend” and went on to explain that the decline in single-sex colleges was initially the result of the fall in enrolments experienced by some of them due to the Depression. When this trend reappeared in the post-war period, however, it was the result of a general shift towards co-education: 

The principal reason given by both men’s and women’s institutions for making the change [to co-education] is declining enrolment. A second important consideration has been pressure from local residents of the excluded sex who cannot afford to go away from home for their college course. A third reason, mentioned by the presidents of both former men’s and women’s colleges in a few instances, is that they wished to go on record as being opposed to “segregation.” (p. 38)

Yet another reason behind the decline was the practical convenience for couples of being able to go to the same college, itself a reflection of the new tolerance of married students on post-war campuses which actually favoured growing enrolments of women. And finally,  

Now that women are freely admitted to the great majority of institutions, the original function of the women’s colleges is not important. The public coeducational institutions are cheaper. And it is clear that the majority of students—men and women both—prefer coeducation today. There is no indication that the majority of women ever preferred the separate institutions (p. 50). 

In short, nothing in Newcomer linked the disappearance of women’s colleges to a fall in women going to college: on the contrary, the closures were shown to have coincided with an increase, and were attributed to an array of factors suggesting a general decline in the attractiveness of the often-elite single-sex institutions. 

3. College degrees 
In Section 1 it was seen how the significance of trends in college enrolments was ultimately governed by the extent to which those enrolled were studying for degree credit. This hardly needs explaining, for earning a degree is the principal goal of a higher education. In any comparison of women’s and men’s college-going tendencies, an obvious indicator if not the most important one would therefore be the percentage of women in the total number of bachelor’s degree recipients. As might be expected, this statistic received considerable attention in Womanpower (pp. 196-199) and Newcomer (pp. 47-48), yet curiously, Friedan never mentioned it.
 A table in Womanpower provided the figures for the years through 1955, which are assembled here in the middle column of Table 26 together with additional data extending the series to 1960.

The 1920 figure, and in some measure that of 1930, confirm the extent to which the high female enrolments for those years (see Table 24 above) exaggerated the presence of women in college by including non-degree teacher-training students. The post-WWII degree trend was broadly consistent with enrolment data, but as with the latter it also reflected the negative impact on college women’s numbers of the GI Bills. In the early 1950s women graduates began to rebound from the first wave of veterans, but between 1957 and 1960 the female share of the bachelor’s degree total was once again depressed by the second, Korean wave of ex‑servicemen who had entered college a few years earlier. From 1953 to 1957 these men constituted anywhere from 12% to 24% of all male entrants.
 As already noted, ex-GIs generally had much greater personal resources and outside financial support to see them through a four-year course than did the average girl of 17 or 18 fresh out of high school.
 It would have been surprising, then, had the proportion of women degree recipients not been lower than the pre-WWII level in the late 1950s. But by that time the number of first‑time veteran students was dwindling, and with female enrolments rising, it could already be predicted that taking into account the four-year time lag, women graduates would return to the 1930s level of 40 percent within a few years.
 


Table 26. Women Earning Bachelor’s Degrees
	YEAR
	 Number
	Percent of

total
(both sexes)
	Percent of

all women

aged 22

	1920..................................................................................................
	16,642
	34.2
	1.7

	1930..................................................................................................
	48,869
	39.9
	4.3

	1940..................................................................................................
	76,954
	41.3
	6.6

	1948..................................................................................................
	95,563
	35.3
	8.0

	1949..................................................................................................
	102,466
	27.9
	8.6

	1950..................................................................................................
	103,915
	24.0
	8.9

	1951..................................................................................................
	105,009
	27.3
	9.1

	1952..................................................................................................
	104,895
	31.6
	9.2

	1953..................................................................................................
	104,037
	34.1
	9.4

	1954..................................................................................................
	105,380
	36.0
	9.6

	1955..................................................................................................
	103,799
	36.1
	10.0

	1956..................................................................................................
	111,727
	35.9
	10.9

	1957..................................................................................................
	117,609
	34.6
	11.2

	1958..................................................................................................
	122,800
	33.6
	11.7

	1959..................................................................................................
	130,283
	33.8
	12.1

	1960..................................................................................................
	139,385
	35.3
	12.4



Sources: 1920-1955, Womanpower, Table 17 (p. 197). 1956-1959, Statistical Abstract, annual tables on earned degrees conferred. 1960, Summary Report on Bachelor’s and Higher Degrees Conferred During the Year 1959-60 (September 1961). Population data for women aged 22 in the 1950s derived from [10a], Table 94.

*                *

If Friedan said nothing specific about how many women were getting undergraduate degrees compared to men, she did comment in more general terms on the supposedly growing numbers of young women without higher education or training. Her remarks in the two following quotations were made in the context of some statistics on women in the labour market; the references to college graduates or professional training are underlined. 
Q24
From nearly half the nation’s professional force in 1930, women had dropped to only 35 per cent in 1960, despite the fact that the number of women college graduates had nearly tripled. (p. 242).
Q25
Considering the growth in the population, and the increasing professionalization of work in America, the startling phenomenon is not the much-advertised, relatively insignificant increase in the numbers of American women who now work outside the home, but the fact that two out of three adult American women do not work outside the home, and the increasing millions of young women who are not skilled or educated for work in any profession. (p. 388).

The observation that women college graduates had tripled, presumably referring to the fact that the number of female bachelor’s degree recipients in 1960 was 2.85 times higher than in 1930 (see Table 26, first column), was intended by Friedan to demonstrate that under the influence of FM, large numbers of them, and therefore of potential professionals, were turning their backs on professional work.
 Her claims on that issue will be examined in Part III; what is of interest here is that she either did not realize, or just shrugged off, the potential of this statistic on the great growth in graduates for contradicting her argument that women since World War II had lost all enthusiasm for higher education. Friedan did appear to recognize in Q25 that over a period of population growth (or decline), absolute numbers of educated and uneducated young women would only have meaning when expressed in relation to the size of the population, yet neither of her above two statements so expressed them, and in the second one she went on to refer to those in the uneducated category merely as “increasing millions.”
The problem was certainly not with her sources, for data relating college graduates to the population were conveniently set out in Womanpower, in the same table just used here above for the comparisons with men. The figures presented annual female bachelor’s degree recipients as a percentage of the number of women in the general population aged 22, taken as the typical age at graduation. They are shown here for 1920 through 1955 in the third column of Table 26 along with additional data bringing the series up to 1960.
 What they reveal is that over the 20 years since 1940, the number of women graduating as a percentage of all 22-year-old females increased by almost 88%. 
The raw bachelor’s degree numbers also appearing in that Womanpower table (and here in the first column of Table 26) lay behind what for present purposes was an extremely important comment by the study’s authors regarding the influence of the marriage and baby booms, which had unexpectedly resumed after the initial “understandable” effect of the returning World War II veterans. Noting that the number of women graduates had varied little between 1949 and 1955 (the latest data available to Womanpower) despite a then-slightly declining number of 22-year-olds, they concluded that “[t]hus far, the decline in the average age of marriage and the earlier onset of childbearing, for example, have not apparently cut down the number of young women completing college” (p. 264). As is apparent in Table 26, this observation was all the more applicable to the years that followed. By 1960, there was an increase since 1955 of more than one-third in the number of women getting bachelor’s degrees, and due to a modest late-1950s upturn in the population of 22-year-olds, a smaller but still very impressive 24% increase in female graduates as a proportion of the latter. 
*

Another population-based statistic that relates the actual number of degree holders, and therefore potential professionals, to the size of particular age groups is the percentage of those groups who have completed at least four years of college. This indicator was published in the Census Bureau’s periodic CPS reports on educational attainment. The figures for women in all available years are set out here in Table 26A for the two youngest groups old enough to have completed a degree, the most relevant ones for the study of FM. For women in the 25-29 age bracket, the percentages grew steadily throughout the post-war period, jumping over the 19 years since 1940 by 55%. For the 20-24 bracket, the proportions themselves were lower because most of those aged 20 and many aged 21 who were destined to graduate had not yet had time to do so, but the rise over the same period was similar at 57%. These results, together with those above on annual graduates among 22-year-olds, should banish any suggestion that young women in the 1950s had lost the desire to get a college degree. 
Table 26A. Percentage of Young Women Aged 20 to 24 and 25 to 29 who are College Graduates

	YEAR
	20 to 24
	25 to 29

	1940………………………………………………………………………………………
	3.2
	4.9

	1947………………………………………………………………………………………
	3.0
	5.4

	1950………………………………………………………………………………………
	4.6
	5.9

	1952………………………………………………………………………………………
	*-
	6.7

	1957………………………………………………………………………………………
	4.7
	7.5

	1959………………………………………………………………………………………
	5.0
	7.6



* See note 
.


Sources: CPS P-20, No. 15, Table 1; No. 45, Table 11; No. 77, Tables 1 and 2; and No. 99, Table 1.
4. College dropouts
An important indicator of college enrolees’ commitment to higher education is the extent to which they drop out before graduating. For Friedan, the dropout phenomenon was particularly significant because of her belief that most young women who went to college in the 1950s had little interest in it as an intellectual or professional experience and were attending just long enough to find a husband.
 

The incidence of dropping out is typically measured in terms of a dropout rate, usually defined as the percentage of students who, having at some point enrolled in a college, leave definitively without completing a degree. In its simplest approximation it is calculated by subtracting from 100% the graduation rate, that is, the number of bachelor’s degrees conferred in a given year divided by the first-time college enrolment four years earlier and expressed as a percentage. Thus, the two rates are the “opposite” or mirror images of each other. The graduation rate, and therefore in effect also the dropout rate, constitute the linkage between enrolments and degrees, the two main measures of higher education already discussed in previous sections. 

Some of the qualitative aspects of dropping out will be discussed later in Section 11 below; here, we concentrate on the quantitative side of Friedan’s allegations. Her specific references to a female college dropout rate are found in the following three quotations:

Q26
By the mid-fifties, 60 percent [of female students] dropped out of college to marry, or because they were afraid too much education would be a marriage bar. (p. 16)

Q27
Two out of three girls who entered college were dropping out before they even finished. (p. 150)

Q28
In the fifties, women also dropped out of college at a faster rate than men: only thirty-seven percent of the women graduated, in contrast to fifty-five percent of the men. By the sixties, an equal proportion of boys was dropping out of college. But, in this era of keen competition for college seats, the one girl who enters college for every two boys is “more highly selected”, and less likely to be dropped from college for academic failure. (p. 162-3) 

All three of these statements imply similar female dropout rates of 60% to 66%, and apply, explicitly in the case of the first and third ones, to the 1950s. The first statement (Q26) is reminiscent of Friedan’s claim regarding the number of teenage marriages (Q10) in that, by starting with the words “by the mid-fifties,” it suggests that the percentage had grown since some previous (presumably pre-mystique) period, yet neither it nor the second statement (Q27) mentions any percentages for an earlier time that would justify such a conclusion. As in so many other cases, this lack of appropriate historical comparisons meant that neither of the two could say anything about the impact of FM. In the third quotation, Friedan attempted to show that the impact on dropout rates emerged over the course of the FM period itself. This fuller statement is also the only one that cites any sources, and will thus be the main focus of the rest of our analysis on the dropout issue.
We begin with the actual numbers. Q28 contains two separate comparisons of male and female graduation rates, the first one said to be for “the fifties” and the second supposedly applying “by the sixties.” The first pair of rates—37% for women and 55% for men—was taken from a well-known study of specialized manpower resources headed by the prominent psychologist Dael Wolfle that was published in 1954. These percentages appear in the bottom row of a table in the study, reproduced here as Table 27, containing data on the educational attainment of teenagers who had achieved very high IQ scores on the U.S. Army General Classification Test (AGCT). Wolfle interpreted these data in the accompanying text:

Students who receive doctors’ degrees average about 130 on the AGCT scale, a score substantially higher than that of the average college graduate, and far above the average score of the population at large. Less than 7 per cent of the population scores as high, and only slightly more than a quarter of college graduates scores so high. 

   Information on how well the United States is educating this top-level group is given in Table VI.13 [see Table 27 below]. Of approximately 2,200,000 persons who reach the age of 18 each year, some 152,000 score 130 or higher. The intelligence distributions of boys and girls are nearly the same, so each sex can claim approximately half of this group. At this intelligence level the number of boys who finish high school is approximately the same as the number of girls. But thereafter a large sex difference appears. Nearly two-thirds of the boys enter college and 55 per cent graduate. But only 42 per cent of the girls enter college and only 37 per cent graduate. (p. 182) 

The first point of significance regarding this passage is that the rates Friedan was citing related to a very restricted group: less than 7% of the general population, who would have accounted for little more than a quarter of all college graduates. Only about 18% of all those who entered college were members of this exclusive club.
 

More fundamentally, the cited percentages were not the graduation rates of persons who had actually entered college, the concept of interest here, but rather the rates at which a cohort of the population (or rather, a rarefied subset of it) continued through all three stages of the college degree process: high school graduation, college entrance, and finally, college graduation. As can be seen from the middle two rows of Wolfle’s table, many of the persons included in these data who did not earn a college degree could not have been college dropouts for the simple reason that they had never started college in the first place. 

Obtaining college dropout rates from Wolfle’s numbers was just a matter of dividing the number of graduates by the number of entrants (i.e., the bottom row in Table 27 by the row just above it) and subtracting the result in percentage terms from 100%. The rates thus derived for men and women are identical at 12.5%. The “large sex difference” that Wolfle referred to appeared in his data not in college but rather at the transition point between high school and college. The 18-point gap between the 55% of boys and 37% of girls who eventually got degrees was thus entirely due to the fact that a larger proportion of female than male high school graduates in this elite group did not enter college at all. 

This sex difference in college entrants was, of course, an issue of genuine concern, and will be taken up in the next section. But not going to college and dropping out of college, for all that they might be related, are two very distinct phenomena with different causes and measures, and simply substituting one for the other would render any numerical calculations or comparisons totally meaningless. It seems that Friedan, firmly committed to the idea that women in the 1950s were going to college mainly in order to get married, seized upon what she thought was statistical reinforcement for this notion in the form of a high female dropout rate without properly examining the data. For what Wolfle was in fact saying was that male and female college dropout rates were the same.

Table 27. Facsimile of Table in Wolfle (p. 183)

Table VI.13. Estimated Educational Attainment of Boys and Girls with AGCT Scores of 130 or Higher
	
	Boys
	Girls
	Both Sexes

	
	Annual

Number
	Per

Cent
	Annual

Number
	Per

Cent
	Annual

Number
	Per

Cent

	In age group of 2,200,000
	76,000
	100
	76,000
	100
	152,000
	100

	Finish high school
	74,000
	97
	74,000
	97
	148,000
	97

	Enter college
	48,000
	63
	32,000
	42
	 80,000
	53

	Graduate from college
	42,000
	55
	28,000
	37
	 70,000
	46



But since these data applied only to an unrepresentative 18% of college entrants, or less than one in five, of much greater interest would be Wolfle’s analysis on entrants as a whole. This was found in the following paragraphs (p. 163-4): 

In the fall of 1952, 60 per cent of the students who were attending college for the first time were men and 40 per cent were women. There was a slight remaining influence of the wave of veterans from World War II and an unknown number of men students who were getting into college before being called for induction. Normally the male percentage could be expected to be a little smaller, but what is “normal” now is largely a guess. Of all students enrolled during the academic year 1952-53, 65 per cent were men and 35 per cent women. These figures were influenced by the presence of 233,000 World War II veterans who were still in college and universities. Of the non-veteran population, 60 per cent were men and 40 per cent women. The same ratio obtained in 1941.


Among college graduates, the normal sex ratio can be estimated at 60 men to 40 women. During the years since 1942 there have been great departures from that ratio, and the ratio itself has been slowly changing over time. In 1900, 32 per cent of bachelors’ and first professional degrees went to women; in 1920, 34 per cent; and in 1940, 40 per cent. Men are more likely to graduate from college than are women, but the difference is diminishing.
Briefly put, Wolfle estimated that women generally constituted about 40% of college entrants, total enrolments and graduates. In other words, women in his view were maintaining the same proportion from first-time enrolment through to graduation. This necessarily meant that the male and female dropout rates for students of all ability levels combined were equal. 

For present purposes, however, the significance of this observation is severely limited by its obviously approximate nature. Wolfle’s estimate of 40% is simply the pre-WWII figure already noted here in previous tables, which had come to be considered by education experts as the “normal” percentage of college women in that era.
 Unable, as he admitted, to determine what the “normal” post-war proportion would be owing to the complicating presence of so many GI Bill veterans, Wolfle had little choice but to assume that the 40% figure continued to hold. That he did not have any more precise information at his disposal is reflected in the fact that the two passages from his study just quoted here above contain virtually his only statistics on male-female differences in educational attainment. All of his other data referred to young people generally, without distinction by sex. 

Once one is aware of these assumptions, the numbers for high-ability teenagers in Table 27—the same ones used by Friedan—can be seen for what they really are. In the bottom two rows of the table, females make up exactly 40% of the total who both enter and graduate from college. Wolfle was simply applying the 40% rule of thumb for college students as a whole to those who were members of this elite ability classification. Whichever set of Wolfle’s results one used, then, the dropout rates derived from them would be, to use his words, largely a guess.

But perhaps most damaging of all to Friedan’s allegations is that given Wolfle’s explanation in the above-quoted passage, his dropout data could not be said to refer in any specific way to “the fifties,” nor even the early fifties when he published his study. Wolfle intended them to serve as broad estimates of a general tendency, not firm statistics that could be attributed to a well-defined time period. Needless to say, then, such estimates could not tell us anything about the impact of FM.

This very approximate quality of both the time reference and the graduation percentages themselves was consistent with the nature of Wolfle’s research, which Friedan was evidently not aware of. Undertaken as a wide-ranging survey of highly trained personnel in the U.S., his study devoted considerable effort to determining the level of education reached by young people in the various ability categories, with little concern for sex differences. Because of the many difficulties inherent in deriving education data broken down by ability, a very general, composite picture had to be pieced together using a disparate collection of intelligence tests and follow-up studies. As Wolfle pointed out in various places in his book—notably the preface, Chapter VI, and Appendix G—most of this material dated back to the 1930s and 1940s. Indeed, the dropout study he considered the most valuable for his work was completed in 1940 and reported on young people in a single Midwestern city who had reached college-entrance age in 1929, long before the FM era had even begun (p. 311).


*

We now consider the second of the two male-female dropout rate comparisons in Q28, which came ultimately from an Office of Education publication by Robert E. Iffert. Unlike Wolfle, Iffert’s study was dedicated entirely to the college dropout problem and his report was the most in-depth and nationally representative source of data on the subject that had ever been undertaken. His central conclusion—that male and female dropout rates were about equal—was presented by Friedan as applying “by the sixties.” The source Friedan cited, however, was not the Iffert study itself but rather a brief, second-hand account taken from a late-fifties review of then-existing research on student “attrition” (i.e., dropping out) prepared by Cornell University psychologist John Summerskill and included in The American College. Describing Iffert’s investigation, Summerskill wrote (p. 630) that 

this survey covered attrition among a sample of 12,667 students who entered 149 institutions of higher learning in 1950. The central findings indicate that these schools lost approximately half their students in the succeeding four years and graduated only 39.5% in four years. 

On the facing page was the actual sentence Friedan was referencing:
The most recent nationwide survey found attrition rates of 61% for college men and 59% for college women, a difference that is not significant according to Iffert (1957). 

As is evident from these excerpts, Summerskill explicitly stated that the Iffert study was published in 1957 and covered students starting college in 1950. How did Friedan overlook these two obvious indications, in the very location she was citing, that the data could not have applied to dropouts “by the sixties”? The only sixties connection in sight was the irrelevant fact that the book containing Summerskill’s article was published in 1962.

Friedan thus somehow mistook the time reference of the dropout data in Iffert as well as in Wolfle, and in doing so found herself facing an imaginary dilemma. If Wolfle showed the female dropout rate “in the fifties” to be 18 points higher than that of males, and Iffert then demonstrated that “by the sixties” the rates were about equal, the implication—she reasoned—was that the 1950s actually witnessed the elimination of a large college-dropout gender gap rather than the creation or worsening of one. But this was totally at odds with the image of FM and its effect on women in higher education that Friedan wanted to promote, so somehow the later Iffert result had to be explained away. 

The “explanation” she came up with (in Q28) was that the dropout rates of men and women had equalled out “by the sixties” simply because female enrolments had dwindled by then to a hard core who were “more highly selected” than the male students. Since we now know that the two studies in fact agreed that male and female dropout rates were very similar, an examination of this attempted explanation will throw no new light on the actual post-war dropout situation, but the exercise is interesting for what it reveals about Friedan’s methods of analysis. 

Note first of all that the quotation marks around the words “more highly selected” were Friedan’s own. This strongly suggests she was quoting a passing reference containing those exact words in the paragraph in Summerskill immediately following the one she cited on male and female dropout rates just analyzed here above. That passing reference consisted of the following single sentence (p. 632):
College women are more highly selected and are characterized by better grades and less academic failure (Harris, 1940; Sheeder, 1939; Summerskill et al., 1955; Wayne University, 1955). 

But as with her other Summerskill quotation, the dates of the sources listed explicitly at the end of this sentence ruled out all possibility that any of them could have related to students “by the sixties.” With no data to represent that period, any information in the two 1955 sources, even though they both dealt with the period around 1950, would be of no use, for what Friedan had to prove was not merely that female students were more selected than males at a particular moment in the 1950s but also that their selectedness had increased relative to men’s over the course of that decade. As for the Harris and Sheeder studies, it hardly needs to be said that by virtue of their publication dates—1940 and 1939, respectively—they were totally irrelevant to Friedan’s purpose. It remains only to be added that even if studies truly spanning the whole decade of the 1950s were found, they would not only have to use comparable methodology for measuring selectedness but would also have to be reasonably representative of students across the nation. This was certainly not the case with either the two 1955 studies or the one from 1939, which were all based on just one institution—a serious limitation that applied to almost all dropout studies, as we will see later.

In Q28 Friedan also linked the greater selectedness of female students to the fact that only one girl went to college for every two boys. In effect, she was picking up on the general principle that student selectedness is inversely related to the proportion of the population who are students. Since the numbers of males and females in any population are (barring special circumstances) always roughly equal, this principle implies that a decline in the ratio of female to male students means female selectedness in relative terms has increased. Such a decline was, of course, just what Friedan already believed was taking place over the course of the 1950s, when in fact, as we saw here in Table 24, the ratio over that period was generally rising. If anything, this suggested that women students’ relative selectedness during that decade had slightly decreased.

It is clear, then, that Friedan’s greater-selectedness argument could not have explained the closing of the fifties-to-sixties dropout gender gap, had such a gap actually existed. Moreover, the very notion that the difference between male and female dropout rates could change by 18 points in a single decade should have raised Friedan’s suspicions. It seems more than likely that she simply jumped on Summerskill’s brief observation about selectedness as a convenient means of explaining away the imagined contradiction between Iffert and Wolfle and its implication that women’s dropout rates were in fact declining. In the end, it was just a contradictory attempt to salvage her basic allegation of high female dropouts by arguing that the female dropout rate was rapidly declining.

*                *

Having cleared away these many contradictions and misinterpretations, we can now return to the real issue of how FM-era dropout rates generally compared to those prevailing before World War II. The single useful dropout datum in the discussion so far is Iffert’s finding that in the early 1950s, women and men were dropping out at about the same rate. This by itself is of some interest in that it corrects the false notion women’s rates at that time were much higher, and the study’s unprecedented depth and coverage made its results the undisputed benchmark on the issue for the period. But what is now required is an estimate or estimates relating unambiguously to the pre-war era that are compatible enough with Iffert’s for reasonable comparisons to be made.

Something of a comparison of pre-FM times with Iffert’s post-war results was actually given by Summerskill in the sentence quoted below, which appeared in his essay immediately following the statement Friedan falsely attributed to “the sixties” (p. 631). Though she made no direct reference to this comparison, preferring to attempt a contrast with Wolfle’s data, it may well have influenced her erroneous conclusions. 
Studies over the years at men’s, women’s, and coeducational colleges have either shown little sex difference in attrition rates (Cummings, 1949; Iffert, 1954; Johnson, 1954; Pattishall et al., 1957; Suddarth, 1957; Summerskill et al., 1955) or somewhat less attrition among women at certain colleges (Cuff, 1929; Hoffman, 1939; Wayne University, 1955).

Brief and unspecific though this comparison was, the dates of the nine cited studies seem to imply, if rather weakly, that women’s dropout rates had indeed deteriorated relative to men’s since World War II. For whereas all but one of the seven studies postdating the war—including Iffert’s, of course
—were said to have indicated “little” sex difference, those attributed to Cuff and Hoffman, the only two predating the conflict (and, exceptionally, the Wayne University study postdating it), apparently found the female rate to be “somewhat” lower. 

But before he presented these or any other results, Summerskill warned (pp. 629-630) of several “shortcomings” in dropout studies generally, two of which were particularly relevant: variations in the very definition of the dropout rate, and significant differences in rates from one institution to the next. “Variability in attrition rates among colleges is great,” he cautioned, “ranging from 12% to 82% in the 35 studies reviewed by the writer” (p. 630). He did not attempt to identify the factors behind this variability and there was perhaps nothing to suggest a priori that their impacts on men and women would not be the same. But as it turned out, there was fairly solid proof that their net effect on the sexes was, in fact, significantly different. The evidence was contained in a 1938 report by Office of Education official John McNeely, recognized by Summerskill himself as one of the two “major” dropout studies conducted over the previous decades by a federal agency (the other one, not surprisingly, being Iffert’s). 

Curiously, however, while Summerskill mentioned the pre-war McNeely study several times in his survey, he did not do so in his comments quoted above on sex differences, even though, as we shall see, it was far more informative on that issue than either Cuff or Hoffman. For the moment, though, we simply note the finding, to which McNeely drew special attention, that at Massachusetts State College, 51% of women dropped out compared to just 42% of men whereas at Pennsylvania State College, only 31% of women dropped out while 47% of men did. At the other 20 coeducational colleges he examined, the variations were distributed somewhere between these two cases.
 Clearly, then, dropout variability from institution to institution was not only significant for students generally but between the sexes as well. Which meant that single-institution studies could not be relied upon for making comparisons with nationwide data such as those collected by Iffert.

With the foregoing in mind, we now check the two pre-war reports Summerskill did cite in the above-quoted passage that apparently found women’s dropout rates to be lower than men’s. The one by Hoffman (1939)
 can be immediately dismissed, for it turned out to be nothing more than a brief technical note on some methodological differences in dropout calculations that used as its single illustration McNeely’s percentages for Pennsylvania State College just given here in the previous paragraph. In other words, it reported the same results of a single institution appearing in the very study used here to demonstrate the unreliability for national comparisons of single-institution results.

Summerskill’s other pre-war investigation reference, the 1929 Cuff study,
 was based on a mere 292 students constituting the entire 1928 freshmen contingent at Eastern Kentucky State Teachers College, a small rural establishment that had only recently been upgraded from a normal school to a four-year degree-granting institution. No actual dropout rates were divulged, the report merely commenting in one brief sentence that the unstated percentage of female freshmen that showed up for second year was “greater” than the also-unstated percentage of male freshmen who did. The author did explain, however, that all but a handful of those (not broken down by sex) who did not come back reported that they had never intended to stay more than one or two semesters, a finding he attributed to the fact that 16½ [sic] semester hours of college credit were all that was then required in Kentucky to obtain an elementary school teaching certificate.

This last point harks back to the other problem referred to by Summerskill, which was the differences between studies in how dropouts were defined. Since local laws governing the qualifications for a key job category led many entrants at Eastern Kentucky State to leave within, or upon completion of, their first year of study, defining dropouts as those who did not return for second year had particular relevance for that college. But it was obviously a very limited metric, in sharp contrast to the Iffert results which captured the full dimension of the college attrition problem as it developed over the whole four-year undergraduate degree cycle. Thus, the Cuff study, in addition to being confined to a single institution with very particular characteristics, had a very narrow focus that made it totally incompatible with Iffert’s much more complete appraisal of the magnitude of the dropout phenomenon. 

It is therefore clear that neither of these two pre-war studies mentioned by Summerskill were of any utility in making the desired comparisons. There remains, however, the above-cited McNeely study, which contained detailed information on the students who enrolled for the first time in the fall of 1931 at 22 coeducational colleges. Though still a modest number, these colleges were chosen from various categories of higher education establishments located across the country, which in the author’s view ensured the results would “in a measure be representative” of student attrition nationwide.
 Iffert, too, recognized that it was the only previous dropout investigation which had “national implications.” Nevertheless, since the findings of any study must be considered “in context,” he prudently declined to compare his own results with those given in McNeely or any other earlier reports, concluding that “to make comparisons without analyses of semantic differences, procedures, and historical factors would be superficial and misleading.”
 

For what it is worth, then, we simply note here what is undeniably a striking similarity in the numbers the two Office of Education officials arrived at two decades apart on sex differences in the basic dropout indicator. Whereas McNeely found for the entering classes of 1931 that 60.8% of women and 62.6% of men had not completed their degrees after four years in college, Iffert found for the entering classes of 1950 that the same was true of 59.5% of women and 61.2% of men. So if, despite the inherent complications, any approximate result could be gleaned from what were easily the best and broadest studies of their respective eras—and the only two that attempted to be nationally representative—it was that as of the early fifties, in the middle of the FM era, male and female dropout rates were not only about the same but had not changed significantly since the pre-FM early thirties. 

A final comment on one of Summerskill’s observations is in order. Referring to college students generally, that is, regardless of sex, he concluded that the attrition rate appeared not to have changed appreciably in the previous forty years—going back, that is, roughly to 1920. If it were true that women’s rates had significantly changed over that time, men’s rates would have had to change in the opposite direction and by just the right amount, taking into account any shifts in the two groups’ relative proportions among enrolments, in order for his conclusion to hold—a mathematical possibility, to be sure, but had it been the case it would have been a remarkable coincidence. In other words, Summerskill’s own view strongly implied that not only the overall rate but also the male and female dropout rates separately had remained more or less constant for decades. Friedan either missed this point or simply dismissed it, even though it appeared on the same page (p. 630) she quoted from.

*                *

An alternative approach to the dropout rate issue is just to calculate the graduation rate using the routinely published official figures on first-time enrolments for a given year and degrees conferred four years later, the same figures used here to derive the percentages in Tables 25 and 26. Although this method does not allow for the tight control and correction of the data that is possible with dropout studies which gather their information directly from participating institutions, it does have at least two advantages that are important here. First, these data series include all colleges across the country and thus are nationally representative virtually by definition; and second, they are available on an annual basis so that a complete trend over a period of time can be established. A third benefit is that national data automatically internalize the problem arising in institution-based studies of apparent dropouts who in fact have merely transferred to colleges not covered in the investigation.  
Though simple enough to derive, a ready-made table of historical and current graduation rates was also routinely published in the Office of Education’s annual report on earned degrees conferred. The first entering class for which the necessary data was available was that of 1944, and the latest for present purposes, considering the four-year time lag involved, was 1956.
 The figures, shown here in Table 28, reveal that women had been completing their degrees at a more or less steady rate fluctuating between 50% and 54% since the end of World War II. Though this does not tell us anything directly about the dropout situation before the war, we would expect any negative impact on women dropouts due to FM to result in a significant ongoing decline in the female graduation rate as the mystique took shape over the 12‑year period. The absence of any such trend suggests either that the FM attitude to a college education emerged fully blown the moment the war ended—an unlikely occurrence—or that there had not, in fact, been any real change in the tendency to drop out since the pre-FM era.

There is no sign that Friedan was aware of this statistical series, but if she had been consistent she would likely have tried to explain it away by resorting once again to the greater selectedness argument, claiming that female students over the period had fallen to a rump group of the most academically able. In this case, however, the necessary concept would have been the absolute selectedness of women students rather than their selectedness relative to men. The former is most simply indexed by the trend in enrolment as a proportion of the female college-age population. But as we saw earlier in Table 25A, this proportion, rather than falling, had been generally rising at least ever since the first annual CPS school enrolment survey in 1946. This suggested that college women’s absolute selectedness was, if anything, actually declining. Yet far from intensifying the allegedly depressive effects of FM on the graduation rate, the two phenomena together were unable to have any significant impact on it.
Interpreting the corresponding graduation rate series for men, also given in Table 28, is made difficult by the twin impacts of war-time mobilization and returning GIs. As the Office of Education itself noted, in some years these two factors were responsible for male rates much higher than would otherwise have been the case.
 The least distorted figures are for those men who entered college for the first time in 1949 or 1950, by which time the bulk of the Second World War veterans intending to go to college had already started, and those who first registered in 1956, at which point the same was true of Korean GIs. The graduation rates for these entering classes showed a gap between men and women of 4 to 7 percentage points, far smaller than the imaginary 18 point-gap Friedan thought she found in Wolfle’s analysis.  

But even in 1956 the influence of GIs was far from negligible, for ex-servicemen still made up somewhere between 14% and 24% of first-time male students.
 As the Office of Education had observed in regard to World War II veterans, these men were “reputed to be unusually persistent in obtaining their degrees.”
 It was found, in fact, that between 67% and 72% of them completed their degrees, a considerably higher proportion than for other students.
 

The significant presence of veterans through the mid-1950s would thus account for at least some of the gap in these graduation rates between the sexes, as it did for the closely-related relative decline in women earning first degrees (Table 26 above). This underlines one of the distinct advantages of Iffert’s study: by excluding GIs from his data, he avoided comparing girls straight out of high school with a male student body that included many highly subsidized, life-hardened former soldiers. In that sense, his finding that dropout rates for men and women were about equal was more trustworthy than the comparisons in Table 28.


Table 28. College Graduation Rate, by Year of First-Time Enrolment (%)
	YEAR
	Men*
	Women

	1944....................................................................................................................
	82.5
	53.1

	1945....................................................................................................................
	97.5
	49.6

	1946....................................................................................................................
	66.0
	52.8

	1947....................................................................................................................
	69.8
	54.4

	1948....................................................................................................................
	61.4
	52.8

	1949....................................................................................................................
	56.2
	51.9

	1950....................................................................................................................
	58.6
	53.5

	1951....................................................................................................................
	65.5
	54.1

	1952....................................................................................................................
	61.7
	52.4

	1953....................................................................................................................
	64.6
	51.9

	1954....................................................................................................................
	62.9
	50.2

	1955....................................................................................................................
	60.9
	50.8

	1956....................................................................................................................
	57.3
	50.3



* Data unreliable; see discussion in text.

Sources: 1944-55, Earned Degrees Conferred 1958-1959, Table 1 (percentages for 1953-55 corrected using figures on first-time enrolments and Bachelor’s degrees; see sources for Tables 25 and 26 herein). 1956, derived from figures in sources indicated for correcting 1953-55 percentages. 
5. High school graduates continuing on to college
Yet another statistic used by Friedan as an indicator of women’s interest in higher education was the percentage of high school graduates going on to college. This concept was at issue in the following three quotations: 

Q29
Of the brightest forty per cent of U.S. high-school graduates, only half went on to college; of the half who stopped, two out of three were girls. [italics in original] (p. 161)

Q30
Of the top ten per cent of graduates of Indiana high schools in 1955, only 15 per cent of the boys did not continue their education: thirty-six per cent of the girls did not go on. (p. 162)

Q31
The extent of the retrogression of American women can also be measured in terms of their failure to develop to their own potential. According to Womanpower, of all the young women capable of doing college work, only one out of four goes to college, compared to one out of two men; ... [italics in original] (p. 385)

The first of these statements was based, according to Friedan, on the Wolfle study. Wolfle did indeed find that only about half of the brightest 40% of high school graduates go on to college (pp. 150, 152, 174, 176 and Appendix G), but nowhere did he say anything about how the other half broke down between men and women. And like his other data discussed here in the previous section, Wolfle’s figures on high school graduates and college entrants were highly approximate and referred to an ill-defined period encompassing both post-war and pre-war years, meaning they were useless for making judgements about FM.  

The second statement is also of little use as it stands: however lamentable the situation in 1955 might have been—in Indiana, at any rate—Friedan again gave no pre-war comparison from which to draw conclusions about FM.

As for the third statement, by referring to a “retrogression” Friedan was implicitly acknowledging the importance of a historical comparison, but as with the other two statements, she did not provide one. Furthermore, she misreported the figures taken from Womanpower (p. 208), which explicitly referred to the proportion of high school graduates capable of college work who graduate from college, not simply enter it—a very different issue, of course, as she herself recognized virtually by definition in her frequent references to college dropouts.

It should also be noted that in all three cases, the data Friedan quoted was confined to young people in the higher ability categories. A number of investigations of students classified by marks or intelligence level were carried out in the 1950s, reflecting an understandable concern with the waste of youthful intellectual talent, but they were fraught with methodological difficulties and their respective results were not directly comparable with one other. This is well illustrated by the three studies Friedan cited in these statements. In Wolfle (Q29), as we saw in Section 4, teenagers were classified by intelligence test scores and it was assumed that an equal number from each sex was in the top 7%. The Womanpower figures (Q31) referred to all teenagers “capable of college work” and involved a similar assumption about equal numbers from both sexes.
 But in the Indiana study (Q30),
 high school students were classified according to their marks, and the authors found that in the top 10% the girls outnumbered the boys by a 2-to-1 margin.
 In the end, however interesting the results of these various investigations might have been, problems of non-comparability would almost certainly have prevented their use in analyzing the impact of FM on high school graduates going to college even had Friedan found data from ability-based studies for the pre-World War II period. 

A rough but direct method of estimating how many high school graduates go on to college that lends it itself readily to the construction of a trend over time consists simply in expressing the number of first-time college enrolments in the fall of a given year as a percentage of the number of high school graduates that same year. The Biennial Survey of Education considered this indicator “probably the best approach to the question on a nationwide scale”
 and routinely published it in a historical table. The percentage was always given for the two sexes combined but it was a simple matter to derive separate figures for each one. These numbers would tell us nothing about students of a particular ability level, of course, but since FM was a general social phenomenon the results for young people as a whole were presumably much more relevant.

The necessary data were available for 1939 and every even-numbered year from 1946 through 1958. As shown in Table 29, just under 25% of female graduates from all high schools went directly on to college in 1939. During the late 1940s the proportion was about 32%, rising steadily thereafter to almost 40% in 1958. Over the whole 19-year period, the increase was just under 60%. Female high school graduates were thus going on to college in ever-increasing proportions during the 1950s, and in considerably higher proportions than before the war. In this sense at least, young American women were definitely not in “retrogression.”


Table 29. High School Graduates Continuing Directly on to College
	YEAR 
	ALL HIGH SCHOOLS 
	PUBLIC

HIGH

SCHOOLS

	
	Men*

(%)
	Women

(%)
	Ratio,

women to

men 
	Ratio,

women to

men

	1939...........................................................
	41.3 
	24.8 
	0.599 
	-  

	1946...........................................................
	  107.0 
	32.1 
	0.300
	0.297

	1948...........................................................
	65.5 
	31.6 
	0.482 
	0.482  

	1950...........................................................
	55.6 
	31.0 
	0.559
	0.558 

	1952...........................................................
	56.4 
	33.6 
	0.596 
	0.595 

	1954...........................................................
	64.1 
	36.7 
	0.573 
	0.578 

	1956...........................................................
	65.0 
	37.2 
	0.572
	0.582 

	1957...........................................................
	-
	-
	-
	0.601

	1958...........................................................
	63.9 
	39.5 
	0.618 
	0.629 

	1959...........................................................
	-
	-
	-
	0.652

	1960...........................................................
	-  
	-  
	-  
	0.675 



* See text on reliability of figures for men beginning 1946.
Sources: All high school graduates, 1939-48, Biennial Survey of Education 1946-48: Statistical Summary of Education, Table 12; 1950-58, Statistical Abstract 1961, Table 162. Public high school graduates, 1946-58, Biennial Survey of Education 1956-58: Statistics of State School Systems, Table E; 1959, Statistics of State School Systems 1958-59, Table 3; 1960, Preliminary Statistics of State School Systems 1959-1960, Table 3. First-time enrolments, Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1960: Analytic Report, Table 6.
Comparing the proportions of female high school graduates who went on to college with the corresponding figures for males is more complicated. For a start, there was the influence of a changing economic structure to contend with. As Newcomer noted (p. 46-7), before the war many boys traditionally went into manual work where training was given on the job, and therefore had little incentive to finish high school. For girls, on the other hand, a high school certificate qualified them for clerical work and in some cases even as teachers. The result was that fewer boys than girls would stay on to finish high school, and the boys who did were therefore more selected for higher studies. It was thus not surprising that in 1939 more male than female high school graduates went on to college (Table 29).

But in the post-war era, high school graduation was becoming more and more important for boys, while for girls, opportunities were expanding in a wide range of white-collar jobs and careers both for high school and college graduates. In the face of such changes, it was difficult to evaluate what the “normal” relationship should have been between male and female high school graduates going on to college in the 1950s for purposes of making a fair comparison with the pre-war situation. 

As for the data themselves, military service again had the effect of blurring the evidence all through the late 1940s and 1950s. The varying numbers of young men from year to year who were inducted into the armed forces straight from high school or who returned to civilian life and college study affected the trend shown in Table 29, yielding, in the extreme case of 1946, a nonsensical figure of 107%. And as was demonstrated earlier, veterans drawing GI Bill benefits still made up 14% to 16% of all first-time male students as late as the fall of 1957.
 This not only exacerbated the complicating influence of male college entrants who were not coming straight from high school, but also raised the total number of men who were qualified to enter college. 

With these complexities as an unavoidable backdrop, the proportions of female and male high school graduates going on to college can be compared over time by expressing them as a ratio for each year, as shown in Table 29. When data from all American high schools are employed, the ratio of female to male college-bound graduates works out to be 0.618 in 1958, the latest year available and the one most removed from the distorting influences of military service and GIs. This figure is slightly higher than the wholly undistorted 1939 ratio of 0.599, suggesting that by the late 1950s the college-going ambitions of female high-school graduates relative to males were slightly greater than for females relative to males in the pre-war period.

Because of the delays involved in collecting data from private schools, this trend could not be extended to 1960. But a similar trend based on the 89% of all American high school graduates who attended public schools could be calculated biennially for 1946 through 1956 and annually thereafter. The result, also shown in Table 29, is a series of ratios that are very close to those for the all-schools series through 1958, and reveal a further increase in 1960 as fewer GIs and more women entered the nation’s colleges.
 Thus, by 1960 the data were definitely signalling a level of determination among female high-school graduates to go on to college that had grown relative to that of males since before the war. 
6. High school dropouts
The foregoing discussion of high school graduates going on to college inevitably raises the question of how many young people drop out of high school before they graduate. Though strictly speaking this is not a higher education statistic, its significance for higher education is obvious. Friedan commented on high school dropouts in the following quotation:

Q32
It is more than a strange paradox... that as higher education becomes available to any woman with the capacity for it, education for women has become so suspect that more and more drop out of high school and college to marry and have babies;... (p. 67-8).
No source was cited for this claim, nor does there appear to exist any published statistics that quantified in compatible terms how many female high school students were dropping out to get married or for any other specific reason at different dates in the pre-war and post-war periods. As with college dropouts, the complexities involved in establishing such data would have greatly complicated any attempt to determine a national trends over a significant span of years. But if the phenomenon of girls dropping out to marry and have children were truly significant, it would have shown up in the figures on dropouts generally, that is, without reference to any particular cause. To test this claim we therefore present three sets of statistics for measuring high school dropouts. In similar fashion to the college dropout case, these metrics actually determine the trend in high school graduation, the mirror image of dropping out.
The first set of statistics, which appeared regularly in the Biennial Survey of Education, is the number of graduates as a ratio to the number of 17-year-olds, the age at which high school students typically graduate. As the Survey noted, “[w]hile some students, of course, graduate from high school at an age other than 17, the ratio of graduates to population 17 years of age provides a convenient historical index as to the proportion of the population completing high school,”.
 It did not break down the proportion by sex, but the actual numbers of male and female graduates were always given so separate percentages for boys and girls could be readily calculated. As it turned out, however, the calculations were already set out for 1940 and 1950 through 1956 in a table in one of Friedan’s sources (Womanpower, p. 169). They are assembled here in Table 30 together with the those for a few additional years to obtain a series embracing the period of interest. They show unambiguously that the proportion of girls who completed high school in the late 1940s and 1950s was on the increase, meaning obviously that the proportion dropping out was in decline. 


Table 30. High School Graduates as a Percentage of Girls Aged 17 
	YEAR OF GRADUATION
	%

	1940.............................................................................................................................................................
	54

	1946.............................................................................................................................................................
	53

	1948.............................................................................................................................................................
	57

	1950.............................................................................................................................................................
	61

	1952.............................................................................................................................................................
	60

	1954.............................................................................................................................................................
	62

	1956.............................................................................................................................................................
	67

	1958.............................................................................................................................................................
	68



Sources: 1940, 1950-1954, Womanpower, Table 13, p. 169. For other years, high school graduates in Statistical Abstract, annual table entitled “High-School Graduates and College Graduates”; population of 17-year-olds derived from 1950 Census [10a], Table 94 (see note 
).
An alternative dropout measure is the percentage of persons past the usual age at graduation who have completed four years of high school, the equivalent of high school graduation. Data on this measure were published in the periodic CPS reports on educational attainment. The percentages are displayed in Table 30A for women 18 to 19 and 20 to 24, the two age groups given in the reports that immediately follow the typical graduation age and therefore represent most closely the situation of young women at the indicated year. What these figures clearly show is that in the FM era a growing proportion of young women were finishing high school, meaning that the percentage dropping out before graduation was declining.
 This confirms what was found above using the data on 17-year-olds.
Table 30A. Percentage of Young Women Aged 18 to 19 and 20 to 24 who are High School Graduates

	YEAR
	18 to 19
	20 to 24

	1940 ................................................... ................................................... .........................................
	42.2
	46.5

	1947................................................... ................................................... ..........................................
	50.3
	57.6

	1950................................................... ................................................... ..........................................
	49.4
	55.9

	1952................................................... ................................................... .......................................... 
	-
	62.8

	1957................................................... ................................................... ..........................................
	56.1
	63.4

	1959................................................... ................................................... ..........................................
	55.5
	66.7



Sources: CPS P-20, No. 15, Table 1; No. 45, Table 11; No. 77, Tables 1 and 2; and No. 99, Table 1.
A further gauge of girls’ determination not to drop out is the percentage aged 16 and 17 who are enrolled. This indicator appeared in the yearly issues of the CPS report on school enrolment and is set out here in Table 30B. It, too, corroborated the increasing tendency over the course of the post-war period for girls to remain in high school. 

Table 30B. Percentage of Girls Aged 16 and 17 Enrolled in School
	YEAR
	Percent
	YEAR
	Percent

	1940...................................................
	69.2
	1954...................................................
	75.2

	1947...................................................
	67.5
	1955...................................................
	73.8

	1948...................................................
	70.3
	1956...................................................
	76.9

	1949...................................................
	68.2
	1957...................................................
	78.1

	1950...................................................
	69.8
	1958...................................................
	77.3

	1951...................................................
	75.5
	1959...................................................
	81.0

	1952...................................................
	72.9
	1960...................................................
	80.6

	1953...................................................
	72.9
	
	



Source: CPS P-20, No. 110, Table 2 and corresponding tables in earlier issues of the CPS annual report on school enrolment. 
7. Older college students
In Part I it was shown how women in the 1950s were marrying and seeing their last child off to school at younger ages than in previous decades. This raised the possibility that they would take up (or return to) college once they were freed of the demands of caring for pre-school children. Friedan never clearly acknowledged this new emerging life pattern, but was anxious to cast doubt on the idea that post-secondary study could be an integral part of it:  
Q33
Advanced educators in the early 1960’s have their own cheerful fantasies about postponing women’s education until after they have had their babies; ... (p. 181)

These “cheerful fantasies” were in fact a growing reality in the 1950s as far as three of Friedan’s sources were concerned. Newcomer twice mentioned the new phenomenon of “older” women taking professional training (pp. 173-4 and 248), and references to women enrolling in or graduating from college in their late twenties or even later were found both in Womanpower (pp. 198, 265) and in the 1957 ACE Conference Report (p. 79-80). 

The latter two sources both cited the findings of a widely commented survey of 1955 female college graduates published by the Department of Labor’s Women’s Bureau. As described in Womanpower (p. 198),
Many persons graduate from college when they are in their later twenties or early thirties. For example, 19 percent of the women who received bachelor’s degrees in June, 1955, are reported to have been 23 to 29 years old, and another 8 percent were 30 or over. 

ACE conference official Esther Lloyd-Jones described these findings as a “bombshell that we need to include in our thinking” (p. 80) and in another paper on the ACE’s research she referred to this 8% of female graduates who were 30 or older as a “quite amazing figure.”
 Follow-up surveys by the Women’s Bureau on the graduating classes of 1956 and 1957 showed that the percentage who were at least 30 rose in those years to 8.6% and then 9.2%. And half of these women turned out to be 40 or older.

But indicative though these data are, a better measure for present purposes is the uptrend in college enrolments among the population of older women, or more specifically, women of at least 30, roughly the age in women’s new life pattern at which their children were all in school. The annual CPS school enrolment reports contained data on enrolments of women aged 30 to 34, which are collected here in Table 31. As can be seen, there were only about 10,000 of them in 1947, or about 1.7 per thousand women in the 30-34 age group, but their presence on college campuses rose rapidly thereafter so that by 1960 both figures had more than sextupled.

Table 31. Women Aged 30 to 34 Enrolled in College (Number and Per 1,000)
	YEAR
	Number (thousands)
	‰
	YEAR
	Number (thousands)
	‰

	1947..........................................
	10
	1.7
	1955..........................................
	43
	6.8

	1948..........................................
	20
	3.5
	1956..........................................
	50
	8.0

	1949..........................................
	13
	2.2
	1957..........................................
	57
	9.2

	1950..........................................
	14
	2.4
	1958..........................................
	60
	9.8

	1952..........................................
	30
	4.9
	1959..........................................
	58
	9.6

	1953..........................................
	*75
	*12.0
	1960..........................................
	66
	11.0

	1954..........................................
	54
	8.6
	
	
	



* The number of enrolments indicated for 1953 is clearly anomalous; no explanation was given in the CPS report for that year.

Source: 1950, Statistical Abstract 1958, Tables 125 and 130. All other years, CPS P-20, No. 110, Tables 3 and 5, and corresponding tables in earlier issues of the CPS annual report on school enrolment. Note that the 1951 report gave no data on this age group.
There was, then, considerable evidence in Friedan’s own sources as well as official publications to suggest that an increasing proportion of women were going to college after marrying and having children. Friedan herself briefly conceded that “more and more women” were doing so, but not until just eight pages from the end of her book (p. 364), and almost 200 pages after her extended discussion of women and education (chapter 7) in which she left the reader with the firm impression that on this (and almost every other) higher education measure the situation was universally grim. In her final comments Friedan proposed a “new life plan for women” in which, among other things, she enumerated the difficulties facing older women considering college and made a number of valuable suggestions for easing the process. But the figures on the growth of the phenomenon were nevertheless impressive, and if they led some educators to engage in cheerful fantasies, ignoring this data led Friedan—until the last minute, at least—to indulge in some very cheerless ones.

One of Friedan’s suggestions in her closing discussion for encouraging mature women to take up college is particularly interesting in the present context: the creation of “a national education program, similar to the GI Bill, for women” (p. 370). Such a policy, had it been politically feasible at the time, could have been an excellent way of correcting the unintentional but inevitable gender imbalances created by the GI benefits after World War II and Korea. What is so curious is Friedan’s failure to pursue the many obvious signs that it was precisely these veterans’ programmes, rather than some new post-war “mystique”, that were the main cause of women’s relative decline in the nation’s colleges during much of the late forties and fifties. 

8. Graduate Study 
The next two quotations deal with the number of women in graduate school. First is the following statement regarding doctoral degrees:

Q34
Less than 1 out of 10 doctorates were granted to women [in 1956], compared to 1 in 6 in 1920, 13 percent in 1940. (p. 385). 

These figures indicate that the proportion of doctorates going to women actually fell from 1 in 6, or about 16.7%, in 1920 to 13% in 1940, suggesting that the decline had begun long before FM. A definitive revision of the data for the pre-WWII years used in Office of Education publications since the mid-1950s showed that the 1920 proportion, which Friedan found in Newcomer (p. 48), was in fact a little lower at 15.1%, but the complete series (see Table 32) confirmed that the general trend over the 1920s and 1930s was still slightly downwards.
  
In the years immediately after the war there was, of course, an artificial jump in the percentage as the steep fall in wartime male enrolments worked its way through to the doctoral level, but soon thereafter the GI Bills once again hit hard. In this case, however, there was a double effect, for in addition to the direct impact of financial support for graduate study, the Bills had been funding the creation of an unusually large base of potential graduate students in the form of male undergraduates ever since the first such statutes were passed by the U.S. Congress in 1944. This indirect effect, analogous to the boost given to the number of male undergraduates by GI Bill financing of high school graduation, is visible in the data on Bachelor’s degrees in Table 26 above. And considering the time required to complete a PhD, the percentage of female doctorates would have had little chance of returning to pre-WWII levels until the late 1960s. 

Another possible reason for the relative decline in women earning doctorates that may have begun to emerge already before the war was simply that the time needed to earn them had greatly increased. This was noted in a study of Radcliffe alumnae mentioned in the ACE conference report (p. 61) and discussed in Newcomer (p. 201-2):

During approximately the first two decades [of the 20th century], attaining the doctorate in three years was normal. Very few accomplish that feat nowadays, and those who do are generally in the sciences. For Radcliffe Ph.D.’s in the decade 1946-1955, the median number of years has been six.
 

The study’s authors suggested that part of the reason for the longer time period may have been that entrance requirements had become stiffer and the quantity of knowledge greater. Whatever the explanation, it was well known that female enrolments in degree programmes had always been relatively sensitive to their duration. In this sense, if post-war doctorates took twice as long to finish as those of earlier decades, the two degrees were comparable only in name. Had the more onerous demands existed for pre-war women, their share of all PhDs may well have been closer to that of women in the 1950s.  

In any case, Friedan ignored Newcomer’s observation regarding the figures in Q34 that the absolute number of doctorates going to women after World War II had greatly increased. In fact, as can be seen in Table 31, the emergence of FM saw that number rise faster than in just about any previous period since WWI, more than doubling between 1948 and 1960. Considering that the powerful factors working to push down women’s share of all doctorates had nothing to do with the mystique, it is this trend that is arguably the more significant one. And even in percentage terms there were signs of improvement after 1954.
Finally, the data on doctoral degrees should be kept in their proper perspective. In the FM era, the PhD was still very much the preserve of a small elite; for every one awarded in 1960, more than 40 bachelor’s and first professional degrees were granted. While doctorates undoubtedly gave access to high level positions, particularly in the academic world, the trend in first degrees was clearly the better general indicator of women’s college-going behaviour and future career possibilities.

Table 32. Women Earning Doctoral Degrees
	YEAR
	Number 
	Percent 

of total 
(both sexes)
	YEAR
	Number 
	Percent 

of total 
(both sexes)

	1920..................................
	93
	15.1
	1949.................................
	522
	10.3

	1922..................................
	128
	15.3
	1950.................................
	643
	9.7

	1924..................................
	159
	14.5
	1951.................................
	674
	9.2

	1926..................................
	198
	14.0
	1952.................................
	714
	9.3

	1928..................................
	207
	14.0
	1953.................................
	792
	9.5

	1930..................................
	348
	15.1
	1954.................................
	815
	9.1

	1932..................................
	445
	16.8
	1955.................................
	826
	9.3

	1934..................................
	374
	13.2
	1956.................................
	885
	9.9

	1936..................................
	400
	14.4
	1957.................................
	939
	10.7

	1938..................................
	430
	14.7
	1958.................................
	964
	10.8

	1940..................................
	429
	13.0
	1959.................................
	989
	10.6

	1946.................................
	386
	19.6
	1960.................................
	1,028
	10.5

	1948.................................
	493
	12.4
	
	
	



Source: Office of Education, Higher Education, March 1956, p. 111, Table 1. 1956-1959, Statistical Abstract, annual table entitled “Earned degrees conferred”. 1960, Summary Report on Bachelor’s and Higher Degrees Conferred During the Year 1959-60 (September 1961).

*                *

Friedan claimed to have found the following results on women and graduate study in the 1960 Mount Holyoke College survey, already discussed here in Part I: 

Q35
Before 1942, two-thirds or more of the graduates went on to further study; that proportion has steadily declined. Few, in recent classes, have won advanced degrees in the arts, sciences, law, medicine, education, compared to the 40 per cent in 1937. (p. 360). 
What the Mount Holyoke survey report actually said about post-1937 alumnae was that “although more recent classes report a smaller proportion who have gone on to further study—about half the class—it is likely that as these alumnae re-enter the ranks of the employed, the figures will rise” (p. 82). Underlying this observation was the simple fact that the latest two of the three post-1937 classes surveyed were those of 1952 and 1957, whose members at the time the survey was conducted (1960) were only about 29 and 24 years old, respectively.

As for alumnae earning advanced degrees, the report did not state that “few” among the post-1937 graduates had done so, but rather, fewer than in previous classes—an important distinction. And they had earned fewer advanced degrees for the same reason fewer had yet gone on to graduate school, as just explained in the previous paragraph. Furthermore, these younger alumnae were part of the generation of women who were completing their families at a younger age and returning to college after age 30 in ever greater numbers, as we just saw in Section 7. Which was precisely why the Mount Holyoke report concluded that “the figures will rise.”

But Mount Holyoke was just one small college, and as we saw in Part I (see Q9), drawing general conclusions about college women on such a basis was inadvisable. Friedan’s assertion that the percentage of first-degree holders going on to advanced study had declined since the war could be tested for the country as a whole using information in Census Bureau publications on educational attainment, which reported the necessary data for 1940 and 1959. In the latter year, among women aged 25 to 29 – who in most cases would have finished their first degree in the early to mid-1950s – those with at least five years of college (i.e., one year of graduate school) amounted to 22.5% of those who had only four. By contrast, the corresponding figure for the same age group in 1940 was only 18.8%.
 This would suggest that contrary to what Friedan claimed, women getting undergraduate degrees in the 1950s were in fact more likely to go on to graduate school than those who got them in the 1930s.

A broader appreciation of women’s enthusiasm for advanced degrees, not tied to comparisons with first-degree graduates or confined to doctorates, could be had from the trend in graduate student enrolments. In addition to encompassing master’s students, much more numerous than those in doctoral programmes, this indicator registers more promptly than degree data the year-to-year changes. Female graduate enrolment figures are presented for the period 1920 to 1960 in Table 32A, where it can be seen that they rose by almost 17 times over the entire period and 2½ times since 1940. Although graduate students were not as concentrated in a narrow age band as undergraduates, expressing these numbers in terms of thousands of women aged 20 to 29 should give a reasonably good idea of how enrolments related to the changes over the years in the size of the relevant population group.
 The resulting ratios, also shown in the table, indicate that the trend was similar to the absolute one, with increases of more than 14 times since 1920 and more than 2½ times since 1940.
Another indicator that afforded some perspective on the growth in young women going to graduate school was simply the proportion that had completed at least five years of college. In the age group 25 to 29, the number of such women per 1,000 had increased over that 19-year period from 7.7 to 13.9 while for the group aged 30 to 34, who had had more time to complete a fifth year, the increase was from 9.1 to 16.6.
 In percentage terms, the rise in both groups was about 81%.

Table 32A. Female Graduate Students (Number and Per 1,000 Women Aged 20 to 29)
	YEAR
	Number
	‰

	1919-20................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	5,775
	0.6

	1929-30................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	18,185
	1.7

	1939-40................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	38,472
	3.3

	1945-46................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	46,246
	3.9

	1947-48................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	54,255
	4.5

	1949-50................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	65,276
	5.4

	1951-52................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	62,209
	5.3

	1953-54................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	84,169
	7.4

	1955-56................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	73,767
	6.6

	1957-58................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	80,254
	7.3

	1959-60................................. ................................. ................................. ...........................
	97,761
	8.8



Sources: 1919-20 to 1955-56, Biennial Survey of Education 1932-34: Statistics of Higher Education, Chapter IV, Table 1; 1948-50: Statistics of Higher Education, Chapter IV, Table XI; 1954-56: Statistics of Higher Education, Chapter IV, Table XXII. 1957-58 to 1959-60, Advance Report, Total Enrollment in Institutions of Higher Education: First Term 1959-60, Table 1.
9. Fields of study 
Friedan devoted considerable space in chapter 7 of The Feminine Mystique to criticism of the kinds of courses women were taking or majoring in during the 1950s. The “sex-directed educators” were apparently steering female students into “a potpourri of liberal arts courses, suitable only for a wifely veneer, or narrow programs such as “institutional dietetics,” well beneath their ability and suitable only for a “stopgap” job between college and marriage.” (p. 166). If this were so, the rising level of educational attainment noted above in Section 3 would be misleading, or at least would have to be severely qualified.
For the most part, however, Friedan’s comments on the issue were little more than a pastiche of snippets from interviews with college students and administrators, plus some excerpts from the writings of certain educational theorists. Other than a brief discussion of the decline of women in sociology (p. 384), the only hard evidence she offered on the proportions of students in particular fields of study was contained in the following quotation:

Q36
In 1956, 3 out of 5 women in the coeducational colleges were taking secretarial, nursing, home economics, or education courses. (p. 385)

This statement is Friedan’s rendition of the last sentence in the following passage from Newcomer (p. 67):

The most convincing evidence of the emphasis placed on occupational training is the record of the students’ major fields. This is discussed at length later. It is sufficient to note here that among the graduates of 1956 more than three-fifths of the women had specialized in education, secretarial courses, nursing, and home economics.

Note first of all that Friedan made three unwarranted alterations to the original. Newcomer explicitly referred to women graduates, not women “in” college; stated that the proportion majoring in the indicated fields was more than 3 out of 5; and said nothing that would suggest she was referring only to coeducational colleges. 

This altered version was offered by Friedan as direct evidence for young women’s supposed “disuse of” and “resistance to” higher education. The point, presumably, was that too many college women in the 1950s were retreating into traditionally feminine fields such as the four she named in the same sentence. The inclusion of education in the list is particularly interesting, for as we saw earlier, Friedan was happy enough to use statistics inflated by non-degree education students in an attempt to demonstrate that pre-war women were enthusiastic college-goers. Yet for the post-war period, when women were actually getting a degree in the subject, she no longer seemed to approve.

A further problem with the above statement is that Friedan did not give separate percentages for the four majors. Regardless of any notions of what is traditional or non-traditional, there is a huge professional difference between education or nursing on the one hand and secretarial studies on the other. But Friedan saw fit to change the order in Newcomer’s original listing by placing secretarial courses first and education last, subtly suggesting that this might reflect their relative frequency in women’s course elections. As can be seen above, however, Newcomer had named education first, and for good reason: it was the major of 45% of female graduates according to official data for the year in question (1956) while nursing and home economics were the majors of 4 to 5 percent each and secretarial studies that of a mere 1.1%.
 

When these four percentages are combined, another little glitch arises: they add up to about 55%, or rather less than the three-fifths (i.e., 60%) or more stated by Newcomer. The fault here was Newcomer’s, but as she herself made clear in the above passage, this observation was just a brief comment on a matter she intended to return to later in her book. Which she did, accurately and in considerable depth, on more than one occasion. For present purposes the following example is the most relevant:

The polls [
] show that occupational training held first place in the minds of parents who were planning to send their daughters to college, and the fields of student concentration in college reflect the same concern. Among the women graduates of 1956, 45 per cent specialized in education. And adding to education all the fields directed specifically toward some occupation, including the healing arts and medical sciences, home economics, business, social work, public administration, engineering, library science, and journalism, more than three-fifths (63 per cent) of the women graduates are accounted for. Nor does this include large numbers of students preparing for high school teaching, since these usually major in English, mathematics, history, science, languages and other subjects that they plan to teach. (p. 178-9)  

Newcomer’s intention here was plainly to demonstrate that more than three out of five women graduates had chosen business or career fields—not to mention the “large numbers” taking various academic programmes in preparation for high school teaching. Ironically, what Friedan presented as evidence for the abandonment of career-oriented fields was meant by Newcomer to be evidence that such disciplines, traditional or otherwise, were just what the majority of female students were pursuing. 
Things become much more complicated, however, when a finer examination of the fields of study is attempted. Defining which led to truly “serious” careers, which to merely “traditional” ones, and which just imparted a thin veneer of culture with little occupational value is a highly subjective exercise. Furthermore, the pre-war/post-war comparisons that are so essential to Friedan’s thesis are stymied in this case by the fact that, as Wolfle observed, official data on graduates’ majors before the late 1940s were incomplete, not to mention unreliable.
 

Having already considered the rather broad definition of career fields implied in Newcomer’s treatment of the issue, we can nevertheless dig further on two more specific categories that were clearly of concern to Friedan. One consists of what Newcomer called “men’s professions”, which included such subjects as law, medicine and engineering, and will be dealt with in the next section; the other embraces certain courses Friedan looked askance at: secretarial studies and home economics, plus a number of others that were the target of numerous disparaging references in her chapter on education such as marriage and family life (p. 156), food and nutrition, textiles and clothing, child-development (all on p. 160), and institutional dietetics (p. 166). 
Compatible data for these fields Friedan found so dubious were published beginning in 1956 in the Office of Education’s annual report on earned degrees conferred. In the case of secretarial studies, we have already seen that in 1956 it accounted for only 1.1% of all female graduates; by 1960 the figure had slipped to less than 0.9%.
 As for home economics, graduates in 1956 took 4.2% of all baccalaureates awarded to women but by 1960 their numbers had fallen to 3.1%.
 In fact, according to the Office of Education’s biennial survey of home economics programs, the number of women majoring in the field had been stagnating since at least 1949, declining from 6.8% of all female enrolments that year to 4.1% in 1959.
 And it turns out that these percentages included all the majors in child development and family relations, clothing and textiles, foods and nutrition, and institution management that Friedan lamented so. Together, these four sub-categories accounted for a scanty 1.2% of all female graduates in 1956 and 1.1% of them in 1960. 

With such low numbers getting their degrees in these doubtful subject areas, and no other specific fields that Friedan called into question (had she any in mind, she presumably would have mentioned them), we can safely conclude that almost all female graduates were majoring in fields with respectable, if primarily traditional, occupational potential. Thus, the conclusions drawn here above in Section 3 regarding the steady rise in the proportion of young women attaining first degrees (see Table 26A) can indeed be taken at face value.
10. Professional degrees
Friedan’s concern with the numbers of women graduating in the traditional liberal or “men’s” professions has already been glimpsed in her inaccurate representation of the findings of the Mount Holyoke survey (Q35). Less compatible than, say, education or nursing with the new life-cycle pattern emerging in the post-war period in which women having children after college were later returning to the work force (to be analyzed here in Part III), such fields arguably required a stronger commitment to a lifelong career. It was these elite professions that Friedan again appeared to have in mind when she wrote the following:

Q37
Fewer and fewer college women were preparing for any career or profession requiring more than the most casual commitment. (p. 150).  

Describing the commitment of the large numbers of college women intending to enter professional occupations like education or nursing as merely casual, as was insinuated in Friedan’s lumping them together with secretarial courses (Q36 above), is a rather extreme, not to say objectionable, characterization.
A more specific attempt to minimize the interest displayed by the post-WWII generation of women in studying for the professions is found in the following assertion:

Q38
Not since before World War I have the percentages of American women receiving professional degrees been as consistently low as in this period. (p. 385)

No source was named for this statement, but it bears an obvious resemblance to the following observation found in an article by Brooklyn College sociologist Sylvia Fleis Fava that Friedan quoted (p. 384) on a different matter:

To find percentages of Ph.D.s granted to women as consistently low as those prevailing since 1940 requires inspection of pre-World War I records.
 

It would appear, then, that what Friedan was quoting actually referred to doctoral degrees, which have already been discussed here in Section 8. They also typically lead to serious careers, of course, but they cover the entire range of academic fields and were, in the late 1950s, still relatively few in number. By contrast, professional degrees in the true sense refer to a much narrower set of disciplines but the numbers who graduated in them were far greater. In 1960, for example, only about 9,800 doctorates were awarded across the U.S. in all subjects combined whereas degrees in engineering, medicine, and law—to name just three professions—totalled about 54,000 or well more than 5 times as many. Clearly, then, the two categories must be considered separately.

There is, to be sure, no hard and fast definition of professional degrees, but the Office of Education often brought together under a single heading the data on architecture, dentistry, engineering, law, medicine, pharmacy, theology, veterinary medicine and perhaps one or two others. The corresponding percentages of women graduates in these fields for the years 1930 and 1956 were assembled in a single table in Newcomer, providing a convenient comparison of the FM and pre-FM periods. They are repeated here in Table 33. That Friedan never cited them, though they appeared in one of her main sources, is perhaps telling, for they would have obliged her to drop any categorical statements such as the one she made in Q38. The general impression is a mixed bag as the percentages rose in some of the fields and fell in others, indicating that the propensity of women to study for the professions had followed no consistent trend since before World War II.

Table 33. Women Among All Graduates in “Men’s” Professions (%)
	PROFESSION
	1930
	1956

	Engineering.........................................................................................................
	0.02
	0.3 

	Dentistry.............................................................................................................
	2.1
	1.2 

	Forestry...............................................................................................................
	0.3 
	0.4 

	Law.....................................................................................................................
	4.8 
	3.7 

	Architecture.........................................................................................................
	*6.3 
	5.3 

	Theology.............................................................................................................
	5.6 
	1.5 

	Medicine (MD) ...................................................................................................
	4.6 
	5.2 

	Veterinary Medicine............................................................................................
	0
	1.8 

	Pharmacy............................................................................................................
	7.8 
	10.7 



* Corrected; see note 
.

Source: Newcomer, Table 12 (p. 179).

As regards enrolment data, which as noted earlier have the advantage of registering changes earlier than degree statistics, official sources did not give general breakdowns by field for the post-war period but they did publish information on two key professional fields. One was engineering, which accounted for far more students than all the other fields in Table 33 combined and was the subject of an annual report by the Office of Education. What this publication reported was that the proportion of women among engineering students “rose steadily” from 0.35% in 1949, the year of the first report, before levelling off in the late 1950s at around 0.59%.
 Without a doubt, such figures were still “meagre” to say the least, but as Newcomer’s table suggested, the pre-FM situation was much worse. 

Overall totals for medical school enrolments appeared in the Census Bureau’s Historical Statistics (pp. 31 and 34), citing the annual reports on medical education in the Journal of the American Medical Association (JAMA) where the figures were broken down by sex. These data show that from 1925 to 1940, the proportion of women among medical students oscillated between 4.3% and 5.3%. During the 1950s, even though the GI Bills were producing an unusually large number of men with undergraduate degrees—the basic requirement for medical school admission—this proportion remained above 5%.
 

But pre-FM/post-FM comparisons for these fields must be interpreted with caution. Whether before or after the war, female enrolments and graduates in them counted in the hundreds or in some cases just the dozens, so minimal changes in the numbers from year to year that were far too small to reflect genuine shifts in attitudes could nevertheless cause significant movements in the annual percentages. The same could occur as a result of otherwise minor variations in field classification definitions—or misclassifications, such as occurred with the 1930 data on architecture degrees (see Table 33).  

Another limiting factor that must be considered is that for certain of these fields, particularly engineering, law and medicine, the total number of years of study had slowly increased since the 1920s and 1930s beyond the four typically required for other majors. This would have inevitably caused a decline over time in students’ willingness or ability to enter these disciplines relative to other professional and non-professional ones. The significance of this factor would not have mattered had it impacted men and women equally, but it was shown above in Section 8 on doctorates that female college enrolments were more sensitive to the time requirement and were thus more likely than male enrolments to be negatively affected. And this trend was reinforced by the consolidation of teaching and nursing as four-year programmes over roughly the same period, boosting their standing and giving many women seeking careers crowned by the prestige of a college degree a pair of additional professional alternatives. The two effects in combination would therefore have drawn more women than men away from the liberal professions in the 1940s and 1950s, undermining the compatibility of pre-war and post-war data on the proportion of women graduating in them.
There could be no doubt, however, that in the 1950s the groundwork had not yet been laid for a sizeable shift of young women into college training in the so-called men’s professions. What made such a trend all the more difficult to achieve in percentage terms was the preference of so many male GI Bill students for these and related courses. According to the 1960 annual report of the Administrator of Veterans Affairs, Korean veterans had opted heavily for scientific and other fields that required extensive training:

The scientific field has attracted a quarter million Korean conflict trainees. Of this group, 183,000 selected engineering and 46,000 selected other physical and natural science objectives, such as chemistry, geology, physics, and biology.  

Further data in the report suggested that another 46,000 GIs chose law, 76,000 took accounting and 60,000 opted for the medical professions.
 Figures like these, and similar ones for World War II veterans, were bound to have a negative impact on the proportion of women among students getting professional and other technical degrees, even more so than the impact on enrolments and degrees generally. 
And yet, by the end of the 1950s the Office of Education’s enrolment report sensed that change was in the air:

It is of interest that the largest 5-year relative gains in enrollment by women in 4-year institutions occurred in the technological schools and in the miscellaneous group of “other professional” schools (medicine, law, business, pharmacy, optometry, etc.) and particularly in publicly controlled institutions in these two categories. Since these are the two types of institutions which enroll the highest proportions of men, the data indicate an increasing trend in the direction of preparation of women for entry into the professions toward which these schools are oriented.

The actual numbers of these women students were still very small, of course, and considering the extended period required to earn professional degrees (as with doctorates), there was no chance of attaining more impressive statistics until well into the 1960s, once all the veterans had passed through the system. But the mere fact that there was already an uptrend, and one significant enough for the Office of Education to remark upon it, contradicts the tenor of Friedan’s comments on the subject. 

11. International Comparisons
To strengthen her argument that young American women’s interest in higher education was declining, Friedan made a startling comparison with other countries:

Q39
If the present situation continues, American women may soon rank among the most “backward” women in the world. The U.S. is probably the only nation where the proportion of women gaining higher education has decreased in the past 20 years; it has steadily increased in Sweden, Britain, and France, as well as the emerging nations of Asia and the Communist countries. By the 1950’s, a larger proportion of French women were obtaining higher education than American women; ... (p. 385)

Q40
[I]n the other countries today, girls are as hungry as boys for the [college] education that is the road to the future. (p. 184) 
Friedan’s source for Q39 was a table in Myrdal and Klein (p. 33) showing how the percentages of women among higher education enrolments in Sweden, Britain, France and the United States changed between 1937 and 1952-53,
 a time span Friedan oddly described as 20 years. The table was already mentioned here in Section 1 in relation strictly to the American figures, where it was pointed out how Friedan ignored the attached caveat that the drop in the percentage of women was due to the impact of war veterans’ enrolment benefits. The data in the table indicated that over the 15-year period, the percentage of women fell in the U.S. from 40% to 35% while it rose in the U.K. from 22% to 24% (hardly a “steady” increase), in Sweden from 17% to 26% and in France from 29% to 36%. 

It was on the basis of this apparently falling trend in the United States and the rising trend in the other three countries that Friedan claimed American women “may soon” be among the most backward in the world “if the present situation continues.” But absent from her allegations was any mention of the actual percentages or what years they represented. Readers were thus unaware that her dark warning of decline was founded upon the extrapolation of a trend based on allegedly “present” data that in fact were already almost a decade out of date as well as distorted by the GI Bill. Nor were they told that the later of Myrdal and Klein’s two sets of figures showed Sweden and the U.K. were respectively 9 and 11 percentage points behind the U.S., indicating the two European countries still had quite a way to go just to catch up. 

Also in that table in Myrdal and Klein was an explicit reference to UNESCO as the origin of their data and therefore the likely source for more up-to-date information. The UN agency’s main publication on international education statistics at that time was the triennial World Survey of Education. The latest edition available to Friedan was published in 1961 (as Volume III) and gave enrolment data for 1957-58, which are displayed here in Table 34. As can be seen, over the five years since Myrdal and Klein’s figures the percentages for women in Sweden and the U.K. had indeed continued to improve, but they were still below that of their American counterparts, especially in the British case. The reason was that the U.S. percentage, instead of continuing to decline as Friedan hypothesized, remained at 35% or thereabouts even though, as we saw in Table 24 above, American college women in 1957-58 were up against a mass of GI Bill registrants that had actually risen over the half decade from 17% of male students to 22%. And as we also know from Table 24, it was precisely in that year that the percentage of American women started on a definite upward trend that continued through the latest data available to Friedan, for 1961.

As well as containing more recent data than Myrdal and Klein, the great advantage of the World Survey was that as its title implied, the publication’s coverage was universal, not confined just to four countries—hardly enough to warrant Friedan’s conclusion that U.S. women might soon be the most backward in the world, whatever those four percentages might have been. Data from the World Survey assembled here in Table 34 include all non-Communist Western countries, and they leave no doubt that in just about all of them the percentage of women was behind that of the United States. The only clear exception was Finland, where the entire higher education system enrolled a mere 18,000 students of both sexes. 

Still to be explained, however, is the case of France, which Friedan singled out in Myrdal and Klein’s table for having a greater percentage of women among higher education enrolments in 1952-53 than did the United States. What she did not mention, of course, was that the difference, revealed here above, was just one percentage point. By 1957-58, according to the World Survey, the French percentage had risen slightly from the 36% recorded in 1952-53 to 37.7%. But it turns out that these figures could not be taken at face value, for they applied only to France’s public universities in the strict sense, the sole higher education category for which full breakdowns by sex were then available.
 Thus largely excluded from the percentages were the private (meaning Catholic) universities and, much more seriously, the Grandes Ecoles. It was at these latter institutions, often more prestigious than the universities, that most of the overwhelmingly male-dominated engineering, technical and business programmes were taught. Some of these schools at that time did not even admit women. 

Making estimates to fill this gap in the French data was difficult if not impossible since the problem was compounded by the fact that many Grandes Ecoles students were known to be simultaneously enrolled at (and therefore included in the figures on) the universities, but what was not known was how significant this double-counting was or how it broke down by sex. Nor is it clear whether the total enrolment data shown in the World Survey for these institutions included all of them, particularly in the case of business schools. What is certain, however, is that from what has already been said about the Grandes Ecoles, including them would have resulted in a percentage of women for the entire French higher education system that was lower than the percentage for the universities alone—and very possibly lower than that for the United States.
As for Friedan’s claim regarding the Communist countries, stories about their more enlightened attitude to careers for women had been circulating for years, but she offered no statistics and named no sources. According to the World Survey, which gave the necessary data for all Eastern Bloc states except the Soviet Union, the female percentages in higher education enrolments (for 1957-58 unless otherwise indicated) were as follows: Albania, 17.4 (1954-55), Bulgaria, 32.7 (1950-51); Czechoslovakia, 31.1; East Germany, 30.8; Hungary, 26.0; Poland, 34.5; Romania, 32.7; Yugoslavia, 31.0 (1954-55).
 As is apparent, the percentage for Poland was about the same as the U.S., but for all the others it was definitely lower. 
Finally, Friedan also gave no data or sources for her allegation that the “emerging nations of Asia” might also overtake the U.S. in terms of women in college. But the World Survey data show that apart perhaps from Thailand, where women in 1957 made up 29.1% of all higher education students, no Asian country even came close to the American figure of 35%. In Burma and Iraq, between 20% and 25% of students were female in the mid-1950s, but the rest of the 18 Asian countries for which satisfactory data were available reported that women accounted for less than 20% and as low as just 7% of their college student bodies.
 
To sum up, then, whether comparisons were made with other Western countries, Communist Eastern Europe or the developing nations of Asia, it was simply nonsense to suggest that American women in the late 1950s were in danger of becoming among the most “backward” in the world as regards college enrolments. Also clearly false was Friedan’s claim in Q40 that girls in countries other than the U.S. were “as hungry as boys” for a college education, but what was certainly true was that in relative terms, American girls were just about the hungriest.
Table 34. Percentage of Women among Higher Education Enrolments in Western Countries, 1957-58
	COUNTRY
	Percent
	COUNTRY
	Percent

	United States.......................................
	34.8
	Ireland...................................................
	27.7

	Australia...............................................
	*31.9
	Italy.......................................................
	27.5

	Austria.................................................
	21.6
	Netherlands...........................................
	26.2

	Belgium...............................................
	27.3
	New Zealand.........................................
	33.6

	Canada...........................................…..
	31.1
	Norway.................................................
	28.4

	Denmark..............................................
	29.3
	Portugal.................................................
	26.8

	Finland................................................
	43.4
	Spain.....................................................
	15.6

	France..................................................
	**37.7
	Sweden.................................................
	31.4

	Germany (West)..................................
	20.6
	Switzerland..........................................
	14.8

	Greece.................................................
	25.2
	United Kingdom..................................
	27.7



* Maximum; see note 
.


** Overestimate; see discussion in text.


Source: World Survey of Education, Vol. III (1961), Chapter VIII.

*                *

The international enrolment data discussed so far all refer to women when measured relative to men, but as was already done here in Table 25A with U.S. data, enrolment figures can also be expressed in terms of the college-age population. Indeed, of these two statistics the latter is very arguably the better indicator of women’s “hunger” for a college education.
How the U.S. compared to other countries on this metric could be deduced in very broad terms from a brief discussion on college enrolments in Womanpower. After observing that men were in the majority in American colleges, the authors stated the following (p. 192): 

[T]here has been less dissimilarity in college attendance and graduation between the sexes in the United States than in most other western societies. Even where, as in France, Italy, and England, the ratio of women to men students is roughly similar to that in the United States,[
] a much smaller proportion of the total population is enrolled in colleges and universities. From a comparative point of view, the extent to which American women are educated beyond the secondary school level is quite remarkable. 
If the number of women students relative to men was no higher in most other countries than in the U.S., and a much smaller proportion of the other countries’ total populations were in college, then it follows—barring highly unusual population sex structures—that a much smaller proportion of their female populations were in college. 

Myrdal and Klein twice pointed out the same phenomenon, noting on one occasion “the more widespread custom of college education for girls in the United States” (p. 59), and referring on another to “the United States, where it is such a widespread practice for young women to go to college...” (p. 139). 
A more precise view may be had using the data on the college-age population (18 to 24) for seven Western countries including the U.S. that were reported in Chapter II of the World Survey. When combined with the enrolment data in Chapter VIII (the same used here in Table 34), they confirm what was suggested both in Womanpower and by Myrdal and Klein. Whereas 12 to 13 percent of American females between 18 and 24 were in college in 1957-1958, the figure ranged from less than 1 to a little more 3 percent in the other six countries (Australia, Belgium, England and Wales, West Germany, The Netherlands and Norway). The percentages for industrialized countries not given in the World Survey would have been similar while for the Asian countries the levels would have been far lower.

If, as Womanpower said in the passage cited above, America truly was quite remarkable for its high proportion of women in higher education, then perhaps equally remarkable was the fact that Friedan ignored this comment while citing other, more convenient comments from the same chapter. Her accusation that American women might soon rank among the world’s most backward was, at least as far as higher education was concerned, quite simply bizarre. 

12. Attitudes of college women 
The various claims that have been examined so far constitute a statistical framework of sorts for analyzing Friedan’s overall case that young American women in the 1950s were losing interest in higher education. The remainder of her arguments examined here depart from this strict focus on hard numbers to deal with certain aspects of the mentality of female college students at that time. These arguments were based on a collage of fragmentary and anecdotal evidence from Friedan’s interviews with students and faculty at Smith College and other post-secondary institutions, shored up by passages gleaned from the writings of the “sex-directed educators” and observations found in various other studies.

Central among these sources was a series of reports on research conducted in the early 1950s involving students, recent graduates and pre-war alumnae of Vassar College. Published in the Journal of Social Issues
 and The American College, these studies were based largely on samples of 40 or 50 volunteers who, it was admitted by one of the researchers, “cannot be assumed to be representative of their fellow alumnae”.
 Another of the reports noted that at Vassar, “upper-middle and lower-upper-class standing applies to the greater number of students.”
 The findings of these studies were thus based on women who not only were not necessarily representative of Vassar students, but were almost certainly not representative of American college women generally. Despite these limitations, Friedan cited these results without reservation on several occasions, as will be seen in the following pages.


*                *

At the heart of young women’s supposed “disuse of” higher studies and “resistance to” attending or completing college was the fear that “too much education would be a marriage bar.” As we saw in Q26 above, Friedan was convinced this fear was leading to high dropout rates as female students preferred to get married—perhaps to a college boy—before it was too late. Such negative attitudes are alleged with particular force in the following quotation:

Q41
The one lesson a girl could hardly avoid learning, if she went to college between 1945 and 1960, was not to get interested, seriously interested, in anything besides getting married and having children, if she wanted to be normal, happy, adjusted, feminine, have a successful husband, successful children, and a normal, feminine, adjusted, successful sex life. (p. 156). 
If college dropout rates themselves are amenable to a fair amount of statistical analysis, as we saw in Section 3, the reasons and attitudes behind them are much more difficult to capture in figures. This is readily confirmed if we take another look at the Iffert study, which as already noted was by far the most ambitious official investigation into the college dropout phenomenon in the 1950s. Examining the reasons given by female students for dropping out, Iffert found that 49% of them planned to be married soon, 37% took a full-time job, 36% had financial problems, 33% lacked interest in their studies, 32% cited family finances, 1% joined the armed forces, and varying percentages listed other reasons.
 Informative as these percentages might at first seem, they in fact point up a major weakness of such data. Summerskill’s article, the immediate source of Friedan’s dropout figures cited above in Q28, gave the following explanation (p. 638):

From existing data there is no way accurately to determine the percentage of dropouts for whom such motivational factors are of crucial importance. ... The percentage totals here [i.e., in Iffert], as in most similar studies, exceed 100, indicating that the individuals were classified more than once. This is due, in part, to a lack of distinction between reasons and outcomes, e.g., a dropout classified as dissatisfied with his studies is also classified as having entered military service. It is owing, in part, to multicausality which operates in the dropout process. ... The complexity of available data thus prohibits any precise statement about the percentage of dropouts attributable to motivational factors. 
A few pages later, Summerskill added that “tabulations of reasons into neat, mutually exclusive categories (e.g., X% academic reasons + Y% financial reasons + Z% medical reasons = 100% of dropouts) simply do not cope with the realities of college dropouts and are of little value” (p. 649). As for the marriage bar theory, he noted that there was “a dearth of research” on dating and marriage patterns as they related to dropping out (p. 645). 
A fundamental cause of the aforementioned lack of distinction between reasons and outcomes involved the basic willingness of students to disclose their true motives for quitting college. Summerskill mentioned the frequent recourse to “academic reasons” and “medical reasons” as official explanations for more complicated or unpleasant causes of student withdrawals (pp. 637, 646). It is not hard to imagine that many would have preferred to say they were getting married or joining the army instead of having to divulge some other, more embarrassing reason, especially if marriage or the military did genuinely figure in their future plans. 

This was all the more likely in the case of the Iffert study, as participants were questioned about their motives for withdrawing almost three years after their original registration. Since the same study showed that more than three quarters of all the women who did drop out had done so during their first two years at college,
 many would indeed have married in the interim period of one to almost three years and would have had little problem convincing themselves after the fact that their marriage was their “real” reason for quitting.

It should be clear, then, that Iffert’s figure of 49% of women dropouts planning to get married could not be taken literally. Did they drop out in order to get married, or did they simply decide it was time to settle down and marry their boyfriends now that they had dropped out? An analogous problem arises in interpreting the true motivation of the 45% of male dropouts who enlisted for military service. And, as already mentioned, many of these men married and brought their college wives to live with them on post, thus increasing the number of female dropouts relative to times such as the 1920s and 1930s when military service was not a factor.

Newcomer also discussed the question of women giving up their studies to get married, although her evidence was rather anecdotal. She gave the example (pp. 214-215) of Vassar College in 1957 when not more than 42 women quit for this reason. Out of a student body of 1,470 at the start of that academic year,
 these dropouts constituted a modest 2.9%. 
On the marriage bar issue, Newcomer’s view was that “more and more college men regard a college-educated wife as an asset, socially and economically” (p. 234). Having taught at Vassar for 40 years until retiring in 1957, she undoubtedly knew whereof she spoke, and if she was aware of this evolution, the (female) students would naturally have been at least as conscious of it.
More observations on marriage and dropouts at Vassar appeared in one of the above-mentioned studies at the college cited by Friedan (p. 151) on other issues. Many of those who quit, particularly at the freshman level, were said to belong to a “rebellious” category who had trouble accepting rules and regulations. Among second-year students, most of the women who withdrew were either the rebellious type or were not academically oriented and went to college for the social life and to find a husband. But—and this is the crux of the matter—the study concluded that these women “are rather exceptions to the general type of sophomore.”
 Nothing was said specifically about third- and fourth-year students, but it has already been noted here that the great majority of those who drop out do so in the first two years.


*                *

The question of college girls dropping out to get married is intimately linked with another theme Friedan devoted considerable attention to. Women in the 1950s who had not (yet) quit their college studies were said to lack any academic curiosity or professional ambition, their only interest being to meet boys and find a husband. For example:

Q42
[T]o professors at Vassar and Smith and Barnard, resorting to desperate means to arouse students’ interest in anything college could teach them, the girls seemed suddenly incapable of any ambition, any vision, any passion, except the pursuit of the wedding ring. In this pursuit they seemed almost desperate, as early as freshman year. [Italics in original] (p. 150).

How common were these impressions among professors at the three women’s colleges Friedan did not disclose, nor did she say whether they had been collected through a study employing a formal methodology or were merely casual comments. In a similar vein, Friedan quoted a junior at Smith College where she herself spent a week conducting interviews:

Q43
We don’t have bull sessions about abstract things. Mostly, we talk about our dates. Anyhow, I spend three days a week off campus. There’s a boy I’m interested in. I want to be with him. (p. 153)

This anecdote contrasts starkly with what was reported by the researchers in one of the Vassar studies Friedan consulted:

Our observations on the role of young men in the lives of the students seem to run counter to what appears to be a rather universal campus “myth,” namely, that most of the time not spent in academic pursuits is spent by students discussing dates, male friends, and week-end activities involving men. Our observation about the importance of early marriage as a life goal would appear to point in this direction. It must be kept in mind, however, that for a majority of students this interest in men, despite appearances, is really quite limited. Thus, most dating and concern with men is based less on interest in the men involved than on desire to maintain prestige among fellow students by doing what is expected. Since successful participation in student culture calls for some dating and interest in men, students engage in such activities, often in fairly routine fashion. Student society frowns upon “too much” dating or interest in men, a degree of interest that might interfere with adequate academic work and campus friendships.
 

Despite their limitations, these studies were systematic investigations conducted by serious academic researchers who spent rather more than a week at the Vassar campus. One can only assume, therefore, that for reasons never revealed by Friedan, she considered the observations she made during her own brief visit to be more representative.

Another piece of alleged evidence for the new absence of intellectual curiosity or passion was taken directly from the following comment in one of the Vassar studies published in The American College (p. 509):
Vassar students judge our society to be about as ideal as any, especially since they have now learned that a Utopia is an impossibility and are further convinced that the wrongs in our society will gradually right themselves with little or no direct intervention on the part of women college students. [Underlining added] 
But Friedan’s rendition of this passage (p. 151) featured an important difference—the words here shown underlined were replaced by three mute dots. This alteration effectively cut out any indication that the students had reasons for their attitude, thus creating the false impression that the study’s authors were portraying them as docile and insipid. The unabridged version suggested that, rightly or wrongly, the students had arrived at their position as a consequence of what they concluded to be true about society. And indeed, it was not so illogical for students to shy away from the activism of previous generations in the midst of the stability and prosperity of the 1950s, at a time when the failures of utopian or otherwise extreme ideologies and their often terrible consequences were still very fresh in the Western world’s collective memory.


*                *

Closely related to Friedan’s allegation that women at college in the 1950s were boy crazy was her assertion that they felt obliged to self-censor their intellectual efforts and “play dumb” in order not to damage their chances of having a normal private life:

Q44
[T]he girl growing up with brains and spirit in America learns soon enough to watch her step, “to be like all the others,” not to be herself. She learns not to work too hard, think too often, ask too many questions. In high schools, in coeducational colleges, girls are reluctant to speak out in class for fear of being typed as “brains.” This phenomenon has been borne out by many studies;... (p. 173). [In attached footnote...] Research studies indicate that 40 percent of college girls “play dumb” with men. Since the ones who do not include those not excessively overburdened with intelligence, the great majority of American girls who are gifted with high intelligence evidently learn to hide it.  (p. 386)

The information reported by the research studies referred to in this statement was taken from Mirra Komarovsky, but the Barnard College sociologist’s own account of the evidence on playing dumb was rather different from Friedan’s:

[S]ome 40 per cent of women undergraduates have confessed (the proportion was confirmed in two studies on widely separated college campuses) that they have occasionally “played dumb” on dates, ...
 

Note how Friedan omitted the word “occasionally” from her version of this passage, thus grossly exaggerating the force of Komarovsky’s observation. Friedan also trimmed off the words “on dates”, making it look as though Komarovsky had found playing dumb to have negative effects on co‑eds’ class participation and study effort. Of the 17 student interviews and written submissions excerpted by Komarovsky as examples of this behaviour, only one mentioned that fear of being labelled a “brain” actually made the student reluctant to speak out in class or apply herself to her studies. The other 16 excerpts referred exclusively to dating or other social activities.

And what of the other 60% of female undergraduates—the majority, in fact—who could not recall ever having “played dumb”? Some, said Komarovsky, were “girls whose interests and abilities were safely contained within the feminine stereotype.” But,

Others reported that changing standards in their social groups made it unnecessary to play down their abilities. “On our campus an A has sex appeal! Achievement whether in the classroom or in extracurricular activities adds to the popularity of the girl.” “Our problem,” said some girls, in effect, “is to live up to all the strenuous demands now made upon us by the boys, from knowing the political setup in France to playing tennis and making a glamorous appearance at the prom.” “It is my fiancé who insists that I finish college,” said one senior. “No boy I know would think of going out with girls who are not intelligent.”
 

Komarovsky did not say how these two groups constituting the 60% compared in size, but Friedan brushed this detail aside. Without making any reference to the above-quoted paragraph, she simply calculated that since the 60% who did not play dumb included the less intelligent or stereotypical female group, the remaining group of bright girls must therefore have been much smaller than the 40% who were bright but did play dumb. This arbitrary and unfounded assumption underlines the seriousness of concealing the fact that playing dumb was reported to be an occasional occurrence observed mainly during dating or other non‑academic activities.

In any case, it was very questionable whether one could draw any sweeping conclusions about American college women’s behaviour from Komarovsky’s two studies. One of them involved a rather modest sample of 153 students at one campus, and no information whatsoever was given on the other.
 Considering the tremendous variation noted here earlier in dropout rates from one institution to the next, any findings about social and intellectual attitudes from small studies at a couple of campuses must be taken with many grains of salt. In this regard, it is highly relevant that the one student out of the 17 interviewed by Komarovsky who said that playing dumb affected her class participation also mentioned that the campus she was at was well known for being socially hostile to “brainy” girls.
 

But there was another fundamental aspect of Komarovsky’s research that was fatal to Friedan’s arguments. “It is based on data collected in 1942 and 1943”, Komarovsky wrote in her introductory remarks.
 In other words, the findings applied to the World War II period, before the onset of FM. And the wartime situation was atypical because of certain obvious factors that could easily have led to a temporary increase in behaviour such as playing dumb. Komarovsky herself brought up the general point (p. 91):

A study of dating customs during World War II suggested that the effect of the war has been just this—women have taken over many of the traditionally male obligations, leaving men to enjoy all the old privileges with no strings attached. The shortage of men, conditions of wartime living, the effects of military service, the lure of the uniform—all have contributed. “Before the war,” said a young girl, “I would refuse a Saturday date if a man called as late as Friday. Now he can whistle for me at 8 o’clock on Saturday night and I’ll run.” 
Komarovsky’s research thus not only did not relate to college students during the post-war FM years, it also said nothing about the pre-war period that could have been used for purposes of historical comparison. 

Since Friedan raised the question, however, it is worthwhile noting that some relatively useful comments on playing dumb did appear in Newcomer which seemed to suggest that such conduct was in fact on the decline (p. 234):
Simone de Beauvoir has said: “How to make the wife at once a servant and a companion is one of the problems he [the husband] will seek to solve.” For the American college man today this has apparently been decided largely in favor of the companion. It is true that some girls “play dumb” in the presence of a boy friend. But at the same time others are giving as their principle reason for wanting a college education the desire to be a real companion to a college-educated husband. 
To be sure, this was not a scientific observation, but it does relate to the 1950s and it does include a comparison, albeit a vague one, with earlier times. Neither of which was the case with Komarovsky’s comments.
 


*                *

Another interesting and related observation based on the Vassar research appeared in one of the articles Friedan consulted in The American College. Comparing Vassar alumnae of the mid-1950s with those of the early 1930s, the article referred to the more recent graduates as exhibiting a more balanced existence (p. 875):
No longer does there seem to be a group of students on the order of some of the High-Achievers of 1929 to 35, for whom the intellectual or academic life was all. Almost nonexistent today are students like those among the older alumnae who skipped lunch so they could have more time to spend in the library, or those who went through college without a date and hardly felt that they were missing anything, because their studies were so fascinating. The most dedicated of current students are likely to lead balanced lives and to have their share of recreation and social life. 
The reasons for this generational difference could likely be attributed to the same logic that explained why students in the 1950s did not feel attracted to political activism and utopian solutions. In condemning the change in attitudes since her own college days, Friedan failed to appreciate that students in the conservative post-war years were responding naturally to their recent history just as students of Friedan’s hungry-thirties generation had responded to theirs.

This greater “balance” in the lives of post-war students found by the Vassar researchers extended to those intending to go on to advanced study:

Interview studies of Vassar College undergraduates carried out by the Mellon Foundation disclose that very few of the students planning on graduate work or careers believe that such activities will make them any less eligible for marriage. These attitudes contrast rather sharply with those of students of former generations. Studies of Vassar College alumnae of earlier periods indicate that choice of graduate schooling or a career was often made with a more or less conscious awareness that such activity reduced the likelihood of marriage. (p. 853) 

The confidence of the post-war undergraduates that graduate work (or a career) would not make them “less eligible for marriage” is more indirect evidence that playing dumb was on the decline in the 1950s. The increase in women going to graduate school (see Section 8 above) was no doubt a reflection of this change in attitudes. 


*                *

One of the most important factors influencing many of the comparisons of pre‑war and post‑war college students we have considered here was completely ignored by Friedan: the major changes that had occurred over the years in their social backgrounds. On three separate occasions Newcomer noted that whereas students formerly had come largely from professional and well-to-do families, in the 1950s they were increasingly drawn from the ranks of lower income groups (pp. 39, 239, 242). A 1960 Bureau of Labor Statistics report on student employment also observed this growing phenomenon.

For male students, the effects of this shift on the numbers getting degrees or dropping out would have been hard to predict. On the one hand, more of them would be likely to run into financial problems than was the case in previous times. But at the same time, more of them would see completing their education as a necessary step towards meeting their future responsibilities as breadwinners, a concern that was not as pressing in earlier times when a greater proportion of college men had been “gentlemen” students. 

Among female students, the arrival of many young women from modest families where daughters had not traditionally received a higher education would have diluted the atmosphere created by the highly motivated college females typical of previous generations, who had been brought up in educated families where girls were expected to get a degree and help better the world. In the 1950s, relatively more female students would have gone off to college without such well-defined parental expectations, but with a strongly instilled conviction that their future husbands should shoulder the primary responsibility for supporting the family.

Komarovsky specifically raised the issue of the broadening of students’ social backgrounds in her discussion of the apparent decline of feminist attitudes and increased acceptance of traditional roles:

It is not clear whether this changed tenor of campus talk represents an absolute decline in “career-mindedness.” We must remember that, in the past, the few girls who went to college did so largely because they had already set their minds on a professional career. Between 1910 and 1950 the number of women enrolled in colleges has increased almost six-fold, while the total population has not quite doubled. With this expansion, the college is attracting a less selected group of girls.

There is a certain irony here, given Friedan’s insistence that women were progressively abandoning any interest in going to college, for what Komarovsky was saying was that if there had, in fact, been a decline in career-mindedness, it was likely because female college enrolment had grown so disproportionately. And in the process, Komarovsky also observed that if enrolments grow faster than the population, selectedness declines, a point Friedan either ignored or simply missed when it came to making her erroneous claims in Q28 on dropout rate changes over the course of the 1950s, as we saw in Section 4.
But in the final analysis, the effects of this social evolution on women students’ attitudes and behaviour, and their performance as measured in degrees and dropouts, would be impossible to determine with any clarity. What can be concluded is that comparisons between female students of the 1950s with those of the more elite pre-war generations inevitably involved matters of social background and cultural preparation that probably put the post-war classes at an unfair disadvantage. The greater social diversity of students in the 1950s made Friedan’s heavy reliance on information from colleges like Smith and Vassar all the more dubious.


- END OF PART II -
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NOTES

� Office of Education, Higher Education, March 1960, p. 5.


� Readjustment Benefits [43], Part B, p. 23.


� On Friedan’s proposal of a sort of GI Bill for women, see the end of Section 7 below.


� The “fall (opening) enrolment” survey, inaugurated in 1946, counted students annually once enrolments had stabilized in the early autumn, soon after the start of the first term (semester or quarter). The first report on the survey was issued before the end of the year. By contrast, the full academic-year count was conducted every other year and was reported in the Biennial Survey of Education, which typically appeared three to four years later. Thus, by the end of 1961, the latest years for which data were available to Friedan were 1961 for fall enrolment and 1956-57 for academic-year enrolment. Due to the long delays in publishing the Biennial Survey, the fall report had by the 1950s become the most commonly cited source for basic enrolment data. The autumn figures in the post-WWII period tended to show a slightly higher percentage for women due to the considerable number of discharged servicemen entering in later terms, but this presumably meant these men would also leave before the last term of the academic year in which they graduated. In that sense, the fall figures gave a truer picture since they counted only one of such students’ two part-year enrolments. 


� Unless otherwise stated, all data in this and the following two paragraphs are from the Biennial Survey of Education 1929-30, Vol. II, p. 614, and 1938-40 and 1940-42: Statistics of Higher Education, Table 2.


� A general overview of the effects on enrolments of the decline in teachers colleges and normal schools since 1900 may be found in the Biennial Survey of Education 1932-34: Ch. IV, Statistics of Higher Education, pp. 9-11.


� Sources vary slightly on the number of World War II veterans in certain of the earlier years, but for present purposes the differences are not significant. The data used in Table 24 were taken from various editions of the annual Statistical Abstract, the most widely available of the sources reporting on veteran enrolments. Data also appeared in the Biennial Survey of Education, Office of Education reports on college enrolments and degrees, CPS annual reports on school enrolment and the annual reports of the Administrator of Veterans Affairs.


� Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1960: Analytic Report. See opening page entitled “Highlights”. Similar remarks were found in the main body of the report (p. 14).


� See the quotation from the Radcliffe College study under Q34, in which it was noted that students there were taking an average (median) of six years beyond the bachelor’s degree to complete a doctorate. 


� Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1960: Analytic Report, p. 14.


� The slight discrepancies between Newcomer’s percentages for 1956 and 1958 and those given by the Office of Education appear to be nothing more than calculation errors by Newcomer, and for purposes of determining the general trend are too small to matter. In the case of 1950, the discrepancy is due simply to the fact that Newcomer used the full academic year enrolment figures rather than the opening (fall) count. 


� See the Office’s justification in Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1960: Analytic Report, p. 9.


� The percentages do, however, include college students under 18, the overwhelming majority of whom would have been 17-year-olds just enrolled for the first time and due to turn 18 within three months of the Census Bureau’s enrolment survey, which was always taken in October. 


� On professional degrees, see Section 10 below.


� Data on first-time veteran enrolments were published for 1953-54, 1954-55 and 1955-56 on an academic-year basis (September-June), and for 1957-58 as of the end of the first term. The corresponding data for all first-time enrolments were not broken down by sex, but estimates of first-time male enrolments for either period could be derived from the proportion of men indicated by the figures in the more systematically published “opening (fall)” enrolment survey, conducted annually a few weeks into the first term (see Table 25 in main text). If this proportion, equal to the figures in column 4 divided by those in column 3 in the table below, is applied without further adjustment to the figures in column 2, the percentage of the resulting figure that was first-time veterans (column 5) is as given in column 7. This percentage would be an upper bound (U.B.), however, because the aforesaid proportion is probably an underestimate given that a disproportionate number of these veterans were likely to have entered college after the fall count. The lower bound (L.B.) percentage, shown in column 6, can be found simply by making the extreme assumption that all of them did so, and adding that number (column 5) to the figures in column 4 before proceeding with the rest of the calculations as just described.
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(U.B.)�
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(1)�
(2)�
(3)�
(4)�
(5)�
(6)�
(7)�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
1953-54�
663,070�
571,533�
344,844�
   55,500�
11.9%�
13.9%�
�
1954-55�
742,324�
631,122�
386,549�
   98,728�
17.3%�
21.7%�
�
1955-56�
810,442�
675,060�
418,363�
121,782�
18.8%�
24.2%�
�



For 1957-58, read “first term” instead of “Sept-June” in column headings:





1957-58�
742,875�
729,725�
445,324�
73,635�
13.9%�
16.2%�
�



Sources: Columns 2 and 5, 1953-54 to 1955-56, Biennial Survey of Education 1954-56: Statistics of Higher Education, Table XXX; 1957-58, Resident, Extension, and Other Enrollments in Institutions of Higher Education, First Term, 1957-58, Tables 7 and 13. Columns 3 and 4, Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1960: Analytic Report, Table 6.





� The CPS took note of the influence of GI benefits in boosting the number of male graduates in all four of its periodic reports on educational attainment in the 1950s: P-20, No. 45, p. 6 (1953); P-20, No. 77, p. 4 (1958); P-20, No. 91, p. 3 (1959); and P-20, No. 99, p. 4 (1960). CPS labour force reports on the educational attainment of workers also mentioned this influence; see P-50, No. 78, p. 1 (1958) and BLS, SLFR 1, p. 114 (1960).


� Women did in fact reach the 40% mark in 1964.


� Much more relevant for this allegation was the growth in the number of bachelor’s degree holders, regardless of the year they graduated. Data on this were collected for the first time by the 1940 census (see [9b], Table 18), but women with at least four years of college who in that year were above the age of 29 (and under 65) can be taken as a reasonable estimate of the number of graduates in 1930. A CPS report (P-20, No. 99, Table 1) for 1959 gives a number of graduates for the latter year that by coincidence is about 2.9 times this 1930 estimate.


� Population figures for single years of age were not published by the Census Bureau for intercensal years in the 1950s, but it is easily confirmed that to derive the population base for its calculations of degrees as a percentage of 22-year-olds, presented here in the third column of Table 26, Womanpower used the standard demographic technique of “data ageing” with figures given in the 1950 census. The number of 22-year-olds taken for 1953, for example, was just the census count for 19-year-olds in 1950. The same technique was used here to extend Womanpower’s figures to the period 1956 through 1960. Since a certain small proportion of those counted in 1950 would have died over the following 10 years, the true percentages for that period would be slightly higher than those indicated in the table.


� The 1952 figure for women 20 to 24 is not shown due to its lack of compatibility with the figures for the other years. As the CPS educational attainment reports warned, the 1952 survey was taken in October, when most of those who would graduate from college that year had already done so, whereas the data for all the other surveys were collected in March or April, when students who would graduate in the year in question would typically not do so for another few months. For women 25 to 29, on the other hand, the great majority of even the youngest ones would have graduated up to 4 years earlier so the data for that group were not highly sensitive to the time of year of their collection. See the comments on this in CPS P-20, No. 99, p. 7 and No. 77, p. 6.


� See [1], pp. 16 and 166, and quotations Q26 and Q41 herein.


� The figure of 18% was derived by dividing the 80,000 college entrants with high AGCT scores (Table 27 here in the main text) by the 442,000 entrants of all AGCT scores indicated in Wolfle’s Table G.2 (p. 314).


� See, for example, a statement to this effect in Biennial Survey of Education 1948-50: Statistics of Higher Education, p. 14.


� The 1940 study was a Master’s thesis written at the University of Minnesota and based on young people educated at schools in Minneapolis. For a brief report on the study by its author, see Viola Benson, “The Intelligence and Later Scholastic Success of Sixth-Grade Pupils”, School and Society, February 7, 1942, p. 163.


� The three sources were, in fact, dropout studies. The 1955 Summerskill study examined the 1948 freshman class at Cornell University, the Wayne University report was based on the freshmen of 1949 and Sheeder followed enrolees at Ursinus College in the 1930s. By contrast, the Harris paper was a survey of studies from the 1920s and 1930s on factors affecting college performance.


� Judging selectedness in this way is, of course, a rather crude measure, and firm conclusions could not be drawn for small changes in these proportions. The point here is that the numbers were moving in the opposite direction to what Friedan’s arguments required. 


� Note that in this quotation, Summerskill appears to be citing a preliminary report by Iffert from 1954, listed in the former's bibliography along with another preliminary report from 1956. But neither of these contain any information on sex differences, so Summerskill must have intended to refer to the definitive 1957 study, which he cited 19 times while citing the 1954 report only twice and never citing the 1956 report at all.


� McNeely, Table 1. The author devoted a separate table to these variations (p. 12).


� Hoffman,  W. S., “Methods Used to Arrive at Student Mortality Require Careful Analysis”, Journal of the American Association of Collegiate Registrars, Vol. 14, April 1939, p. 325.


� Cuff, Noel B. “The Problem of Elimination from College”, School and Society. October 19, 1929.


� See Acts of the General Assembly of Kentucky, 1926, Chapter 87, § 2, No. 2. The law put the required semester hours at an even 16.


� McNeely, p. 2.


� Iffert, p. 15. Of course, in making this observation Iffert also had in mind the many other more complex phenomena dealt with in the two studies such as the reasons behind the dropouts.


� Although first-time enrolment data broken down by sex were published for the pre-war year of 1939 (and used here in Table 25), the corresponding number of degrees awarded in 1943 (i.e., four years later) was not available, as degree data before 1948 were collected by the Office of Education on a biennial basis for even-numbered years only.


� Earned Degrees Conferred 1956-57, p. 2.


� See note 15. Since data for 1956-57 entrants were not available, the indicated figures are the lower and upper bounds for the 1955-56 and 1957-58 academic years.


� Biennial Survey of Education 1952-54: Statistics of Higher Education, p. 1. See also The American College, p. 604.


� Readjustment Benefits [43], Part A, p. 261. The higher figure includes the 5% who were still in college, at least some of whom would have gone on to graduate.


� The proportions given by Womanpower imply that women were one third of the graduates among persons of both sexes capable of doing college work, roughly the same percentage that prevailed during the 1950s among graduates generally (see Table 26).


� Here, Friedan is citing data from this study as reprinted in [45].


� [71], p. 3-4. It was well known that girls often got higher marks than boys of similar ability. The point here is simply to underline the sort of discrepancies that arise between studies based on ability. It is also worth noting that the Indiana study did not clearly distinguish between college-level and other post-secondary institutions.


� Biennial Survey of Education 1948-50: Statistics of Higher Education, p. 22.


� See note 15.


� The ratios for public high schools were calculated by first expressing the total number of college entrants—which include graduates from any high school—as a proportion of graduates from public high schools only, for each sex. As long as the relationship between the college-going tendencies of public and private high school graduates remained stable, using public school data in this manner would yield the same ratios as those derived from complete data. The results in Table 29 suggest that this was very much the case through 1958, and there is no reason to think that the relationship suddenly changed in 1960. In this sense, the decrease in the ratio between 1958 and 1960 is large enough to be indicative.


� Biennial Survey of Education 1954-56: Statistical Summary of Education, p. 30.


� Once again, it is easily confirmed that Womanpower resorted to data ageing for its data on the number of 17-year-olds in 1952, 1954 and 1956. The same practice has been followed here in order to calculate percentages for the years in Table 30 not given in the Womanpower table. Note also that the figure of 63% indicated in that study for 1956, just one point above the 1954 figure, was based on a preliminary count supplied by the Office of Education of 1956 graduates (the study appeared in early 1957), and has been revised upwards here using the definitive number published in the Statistical Abstract.


� The omission of a 1952 figure for the younger group in Table 30A is due to lack of statistical compatibility, for reasons already explained here in connection with the data in Table 26A. As in that case, the problem does not arise to any significant extent for the older group.


� [68] p. 256. Lloyd-Jones was chairman [sic] of the Commission, created in 1953 by the ACE. Discussion of the Commission’s ongoing research was one of the main purposes of the 1957 conference. The paper quoted from here was one of three such papers Lloyd-Jones wrote for education periodicals based on the Commission’s findings, and was listed in the bibliography of the ACE report. Friedan herself cited the other two (p. 386, note 17), and specifically mentioned her debt to Lloyd-Jones in her Preface and Acknowledgements.


� See Tables 2 and 3 in First Jobs of College Women – Report on Women Graduates, Class of 1957. Bulletin No. 268, Women’s Bureau,  Department of Labor, 1959.


� The corrected figure for 1920 first appeared in the Biennial Survey of Education in the 1954-56 edition (see Statistics of Higher Education, p. 7). The complete set of revised figures covering the entire period between 1861 and 1955 was published in the Office of Education’s monthly magazine Higher Education for March 1956 (p. 109 ff). Newcomer must have consulted either the 1948-50, 1950-52 or 1952-54 editions of the Biennial Survey where the uncorrected data indicating 1 in 6 doctorates going to women in 1920 are found.


� Graduate Education for Women: The Radcliffe Ph.D.,  p. 21. Newcomer listed this publication in her Bibliographical Note as one of those she found “particularly useful” (p. 259).


� The 1959 data are in CPS P-20, No. 99, Table 1; the 1940 data are from the 1940 Census [9b], Table 18.


� The only population data available at that time for non-decennial census years were confined for the age range relevant to the problem to 5-year brackets such as 20 to 24 and 25 to 29, so any alternative definition of the graduate student age group based on some other bracket would mean resorting to the approximation technique of “ageing” the decennial census data on single years of age. Since virtually any age-group definition for this case is somewhat arbitrary, it seems doubtful that any real advantage would accrue to such adjustments. 


� See sources in footnote 51. The indicated percentages exclude from the population base those persons not reporting years of education.


� Earned Degrees Conferred 1955-56, Table 4.


� Newcomer was referring primarily to a poll published in the June 1949 issue of Fortune magazine, which she had discussed earlier in her book.


� Wolfle’s observation is found on page 288. It was pointed out regularly in the pre-WWII editions of the Biennial Survey of Education (e.g., the 1930-32 edition, Chapter III, p. 10) that the Office of Education was almost wholly dependant for its data on the cooperation of the more than 1,400 post-secondary institutions then in existence. Many of them used their own definitions when submitting data on specific courses in response to the Office’s questionnaires. Others submitted only partial reports on degrees, or no report at all. Moreover, the pre-war Biennial Surveys were themselves not always consistent, either from edition to edition or from one type of institution to another, in the kind of information they presented. In some cases, the data supplied on subjects studied referred to degrees, while in others they applied to enrolments. And sex breakdowns were often not provided. 


� All degree data in this paragraph are found in Earned Degrees Conferred for the years 1955-56 through 1958-59, and Summary Report on Bachelor’s and Higher Degrees During the Year 1959-60.


� Before 1956 the degree data did not clearly distinguish between graduates in home economics and education graduates specializing in teaching the subject. Since all education graduates would have taken the core education courses regardless of specialization, the degree in teaching home economics would not have merited the scorn Friedan reserved for those graduating in the subject as a separate field. For the record, between 1956 and 1960 the education majors with a home economics specialization accounted for 2.8% to 2.9% of all female graduates. 


� Home Economics in Degree-Granting Institutions 1959-1960, Table 5. These data include small percentages of graduate students and exclude junior colleges.


� Sylvia Fleis Fava, “The Status of Women in Professional Sociology.” American Sociological Review, Vol. 25, No. 2 (April, 1960), p. 272.


� The figure given by Newcomer for architecture in 1930 was 1.3%, and although no source was indicated, there can be little doubt that it was the Biennial Survey of Education 1928-1930 (Volume II, pp. 355-6, 360-1, 404, 411), the last pre-WWII issue that published degree statistics by sex. The information there appears at first to indicate 13%, suggesting Newcomer’s figure was a simple misprint omitting the decimal point. Two other corrections are necessary, however. The Biennial Survey’s data were contained in two tables, one giving complete national totals with state-by-state breakdowns and the other presenting the numbers by individual institution (public only). According to the former table, from which the 13% figure is derived, the number of female architecture graduates varied by state between zero and 8, with the exception of Washington and Oregon where the numbers were unusually high at 30 and 21, respectively. But a check of the institution-level data in the other table reveals that the Washington figure actually referred to commerce graduates; the correct number for architecture was zero. The fact that the figures for the two fields were displayed in both tables in adjacent columns probably explains the mix-up in the national and state-level table. In the case of Oregon, the high figure reflected the fact that at the University of Oregon (Eugene), the architecture school was unusual in that it offered programmes in fine arts (painting, sculpture, design, crafts) as well as what was called “an entirely non-competitive, individual approach to the study of architecture” (see Arthur Clason Weatherhead, The History of Collegiate Education in Architecture in the United States, 1941, p. 147; the author was the dean of architecture at the University of Southern California). Since the University of Oregon’s data were broken down by institutional department or school rather than by programme, a not infrequent problem in pre-WWII degree statistics, its figures for architecture were not comparable with those for other colleges. To correct for these two anomalies, the percentage was simply recalculated using the right figure for Washington State while excluding the Oregon figure entirely, there being no obvious way of adjusting it. Thus was the 6.3% shown here in Table 33 arrived at, meaning that in proportional terms, women among architecture graduates declined between 1930 and 1956 whereas Newcomer’s table indicated that it had increased.


� Engineering Enrollments and Degrees: 1960, Table 2. 


� Data for 1925 through 1955 are found in the 1955 report (October 8, 1955, p. 587).  For the data on subsequent years (except 1959, for which none were given by sex), see the annual reports published in a November issue of JAMA. Data for selected years between 1905 and 1925, published in the 1955 issue, indicate that about 4% of medical students were women, except for 1920 when they were 5.8%—due, no doubt, to the temporary depressive impact of WWI on the number of qualified male undergraduates in that year. A similar effect due to World War II was responsible for a temporary rise in the female percentage during the late 1940s.


� All Korean veterans data from Annual Report, Administrator of Veterans Affairs, 1960, p. 69 ff. The figures for law, accounting and the medical professions were obtained by applying the percentages in Table 64 of the report to the total number of Korean GI Bill college students, the latter given in the same report as 51% of the 2.3 million GI Bill students in all types of training (p. 69, 71).


� Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1960: Analytic Report, p. 25.


� In the case of the U.S., the data for the two dates must have applied to the full academic year 1937-38 and the fall of 1952, respectively, as fall enrolment data were not collected before World War II and full-year data were only ever collected biennially for academic years ending with an even number (e.g., 1951-52 or 1953-54, but not 1952-53). The percentages given in Myrdal and Klein’s table are consistent with this.


� The percentage for 1952-53 includes the small number of students registered in college-level teacher-training schools (“écoles normales superieurs”); see World Survey of Education, (Volume II), 1958, p. 392.


� Percentages for Bulgaria and Yugoslavia are from World Survey of Education (Volume II), 1958, pp. 186 and 1354, respectively; all others are from Volume III, Ch. VIII.


� Precise figures derived from the World Survey (Volume III, Ch. VIII, for 1957-58 unless otherwise noted) are as follows:





Afghanistan, 7.8% (1954); Burma, 24.3% (1954-55); Cambodia, 8.8%; Ceylon, 15.4%; India, 12.6% (1953-54); Iran, 13.1%; Iraq, 23.0 (1956-57); Japan, 18.0%; South Korea, 13.2%; Pakistan, 9.1%; Syria, 17.4%; Taiwan, 18.5%; Turkey, 15.9%; Thailand, 29.1%; South Vietnam, 18.7%. 





Percentages could not be calculated for Indonesia or Israel because of deficiencies in the data on teacher�training students. But in the case of Indonesia, even if every student in the total given for teacher training had been female, the proportion of women in all institutions would still have been only 26.6%, well below the American level. The Philippines is not included in the above list because data were available only for certain specialized colleges and professional schools. Finally, no information was given for China.


� According to the World Survey, an unknown number of students at Australian teaching colleges were included in the separately tabulated data for the universities and therefore were double-counted. The figure of 31.9% shown in Table 34 is a maximum, calculated for use here on the obviously extreme assumption that the double-counting applied to all of the teaching colleges’ male students but none of the female students. The opposite assumption would have yielded a minimum figure for women of 19.3%; the true percentage was no doubt somewhere between these two values.


� This assertion that the ratio of women to men students in Italy and England was similar to that in the U.S. is inconsistent with the data shown here in Table 34. The reason is that the Womanpower study, published in early 1957, used as its source Volume I (1955) of the World Survey, while Table 34 is based on the later and more accurate Volume III (1961). The data in the older volume indicated the following proportions of women among all students:





	U.S. 		30.3% in 1949-50  


	ENGLAND 	32.3% in 1951-52 


	ITALY		27.4% in 1950-51





This American figure was, of course, unusually low in 1949-50 because of the large number of Second World War GI Bill enrolments—about half of all male students (see Table 24). The English figure is misleadingly high because the breakdown of the data did not allow for the inclusion of the (mostly male) students in college-level (“advanced”) courses in further education institutions such as polytechnics and technical colleges. This was corrected in Volume III of the World Survey.


� Population figures for women aged 18 to 24 in countries not among these seven were not given either in the World Survey or the Demographic Yearbook. To find the percentages enrolled thus would have required tracking down these data in statistical publications issued by individual governments or other organizations. But broad calculations using rough adjustments of the 20-24 and 15-24 the age group populations, which are given in the Yearbook, are enough to confirm that the percentage of women at college in the U.S. was higher than in any other country.


� Vol. XII, No. 4 (1956).


� The American College, p. 869.


� op. cit., p. 490.


� Iffert, p. 91. See also Summerskill, p. 638.


� Iffert, Table 8.


� Student body figure in Opening Enrollment in Higher Educational Institutions, Fall 1956, Table 17.


� Journal of Social Issues, Vol. XII, No. 4 (1956), p. 23.


� Op. cit., p. 16.


� Friedan herself acknowledged—with considerable disdain—that the general decline of interest in social and political issues during the 1950s was a reaction to the years of war and depression (see p. 186-8). But that is hardly an excuse for tampering with a quotation.


� Women in the Modern World, 1953, p. 77. The same phrase is found in Komarovsky’s “Cultural Contradictions and Sex Roles”, The American Journal of Sociology, November 1946, p. 184. Both sources were consulted by Friedan.


� Komarovsky, 1953, p. 77-82.


� Op. cit., p. 77-8.


� Komarovsky, 1946, p. 184.


� Komarovsky, 1953, p. 78.


� Op. cit., p. 187.


� As already mentioned, Newcomer taught at Vassar from 1917 to 1957, and was therefore as well placed as anyone to observe any changes in students’ attitudes over the period of interest here. Komarovsky also had a career stretching back many years, but, as just noted, she made no historical comparisons regarding playing dumb.


� BLS SLFR, No. 6, 1960, p. 3; reprinted in the agency’s Monthly Labor Review, July 1960, p. 707.


� Komarovsky, 1953, p. 95.
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