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The literature focusing on the content
and social organization of schooling can
also lead to focusing more attention on the
quality of education.18 Until now, few
studies have focused on the quality and
scope of school programs, even when ed-
ucational goals in most developing coun-
tries are hampered by a lack of facilities,
of trained educators and of teaching ma-
terials, and by an instruction style that fa-
vors the passive absorption of information
over creative thinking.

Nondemographic disciplines can be a
source of inspiration for innovative ap-
proaches and explanations. The data and
methods available, however, constitute a
major constraint. Although large-scale sur-
veys offer an incomparable source for ex-
amining the linkages between education
and fertility in a cross-national context, more
research is needed on microprocesses. For
example, future research could benefit from
the collection of data designed to encompass
the qualitative dimensions of education and
to measure the impact of schooling on cog-
nitive development and value orientations.
Without overlooking the pragmatic aspects
of education in terms of employment and na-
tional development, a more humanistic view
of education as a source of personal devel-

opment and quality of
life might provide some
clues on why its influence
is so decisive on child-
bearing behavior.
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al sites, theorists developed the concept of
the “hidden curriculum,” arguing that
teaching methods, evaluation criteria and
social relationships within the classroom
were as influential as the written curricu-
lum. Although some of the most influen-
tial writings convey a message of distrust
of the socially reformative power of
schools, this new perspective also em-
phasizes the role of education in the de-
velopment of critical consciousness and
emancipatory thinking, and its potential
to instigate profound social change.17

Although the new sociology of educa-
tion challenged many of the long-stand-
ing assumptions that concerned school-
ing two decades ago, this literature has
had only marginal influence on the treat-
ment of education in population studies.
Many of the arguments mentioned merit
incorporation into demographic dis-
course. For instance, by questioning the
assumption that schools are class-neutral
and gender-neutral institutions, the new
sociology of education raises an important
issue: If access to education is not truly
universal, schools may be merely legit-
imizing the existing social status quo in-
stead of promoting individual advance-
ment and societal change.
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Table 4. Among currently married women, regression coefficients
for the effect of women’s education on number of children ever
born, by variable, according to country

Variable Colombia Ecuador Guatemala

Model I: Women’s education (unadjusted)
1–3 years –0.66* –0.15 –0.27*
4–6 years –1.35* –0.83* –0.76*
7–9 years –1.70* –1.30* –1.06*
≥10 years –1.99* –1.74* –1.10*

Model II: Women’s education (adjusted)
1–3 years –0.41* –0.01 –0.14*
4–6 years –0.76* –0.44* –0.31*
7–9 years –0.62* –0.55* –0.19
≥10 years –0.55* –0.51* 0.08

Husband’s education
1–3 years –0.23 0.01 –0.04
4–6 years –0.52* –0.22 –0.24*
7–9 years –0.48* –0.39* –0.33*
≥10 years –0.61* –0.35 –0.22

Knowledge
Listens to radio daily –0.13 –0.29* –0.02
Knows source of contraception 0.19 0.45* 0.08
Understands ovulatory cycle –0.19* –0.10 –0.08

Economic status
Urban residence –0.34* –0.30* –0.22*
Has refrigerator –0.47* –0.44* –0.60*

Attitudes
Used contraceptive at parity 0 or 1 –0.56* –0.49* –0.45*

Family formation paths
Currently cohabiting –0.08 –0.05 –0.31*
Had premarital birth 0.73* 0.84* 1.10*
Had first birth < 18 yrs. 0.41* 0.58* 0.52*

Working paths
Worked before marriage –0.03 0.07 0.17*
Worked after marriage –0.17* –0.27* –0.29*

*p<.01. Note: Both models control for marital duration. The reference category for education
is 0 years.
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