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Table 3: Decomposition of the resource implications of Cameroon’s transition
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Figure 4: Decomposition results for the contributions of “size” and “structure”
components to changes in resource levels and inequality (Cameroon)

riod between the pre-1980s and 1995-98, the decomposition results (Table 3) indicate
that the “size component” of Cameroon’s transition accounted for about 55 percent of
the bonus while the “structure component” accounted for 45 percent of the bonus. The
findings in Figure 4 and Table 3 thus illustrate the study proposition about the additiv-
ity of “size” and “structure” components of fertility transitions (P1). Because each of
these two components accounts for a sizeable portion of the total bonus, focusing exclu-
sively on either one component would substantially bias estimation of the total bonus.
The direction and extent of this bias vary. For the overall change between the pre-1980
and 1995-98 periods, the contributions of the “size” and “structure” components to the
bonus were both positive (1.21 and 1.01, respectively). Therefore, failure to consider ei-
ther component would under-estimate the total bonus. For some of the marginal changes
between adjacent periods (e.g., between pre-1980s and 1980-84 (point A in Figure 4) or
between 1985-89 (point B in Figure 4)), failure to consider the influences of changing
family structure would under-estimate the bonus. For other periods (between 1995-98 pe-
riod (point D in Figure 4)), failure to consider the influences of changing family structure
would overestimate the bonus.

The conclusions from the rightmost frame are similar. Resource inequality has gen-
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erally increased over time, with much of this divergence occurring during the 1990s. De-
composition analysis for the entire period between the pre-1980s and 1995-98 (Table 3)
indicates that the "size" component of Cameroon’s transition accounted for 74% of this
divergence, while the “structure” component accounted for the remaining 26%. Again,
failure to consider either component would bias estimation of the total change in resource
inequality during this period. Remarkably, the “size” component –not the “structure”
component– explains a larger share of the divergence in children’s resources, a finding
that draws attention to the distributional aspect of fertility change. This point is consid-
ered further in the following section. For now, the key insight from this decomposition is
to underscore the importance of adding the “size” and “structure” components, if one is
to fully estimate the resource transformations accompanying fertility transitions.

3.3.4 Simulation results

The framework’s second proposition (P2) posits an interaction between changes in fer-
tility and family structure. The question here is whether the impact of a dual transition
(in family size and structure) is the mere sum of changes from the corresponding uni-
dimensional transitions (one in family size only and the other in family structure only).
This proposition was tested through simulation. The results, shown in Table 4, indicate
the following. A uni-dimensional transition in fertility would yield a 12% bonus (rather
than the 28% under the actual scenario) and a 78% divergence (rather than the 122% un-
der the actual scenario). Likewise, a uni-dimensional transition in family structure would
yield a 10% bonus and a 22% divergence. The sum of these two uni-dimensional tran-
sitions amounts to a bonus of 22% and a divergence of 100%, i.e., lower values than
observed under Cameroon’s actual (dual) transition. The difference in results between
this dual transition and the sum of its corresponding uni-dimensional transitions reflects
the interaction between change in family size and structure. These interactions are im-
portant. Even for an analyst solely interested in the influences of changing family size on
children’s outcomes, these influences depend on patterns and change in family structure.

Another simulation was used to illustrate the importance of distributional consider-
ations (as per P3). Specifically, it explored the resource implications that would have
been observed, had Cameroon’s fertility decline been evenly distributed across all family
types. The results (Table 4) indicate that under such a scenario, the resource bonus from
Cameroon’s transition would have been larger (40%, compared to 28% under Cameroon’s
actual scenario) and it would have been accompanied by milder divergence (22% as op-
posed to 122% under the actual scenario). In sum, had Cameroon’s decline been perfectly
even, it would have been accompanied by a larger and more equitable resource bonus for
children.
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Table 4: Simulation of the resource implications of Cameroon’s transition, under
different hypothetical scenarios
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4. Conclusion and discussion

We suggest in this paper that an integration of existing dilution and divergence perspec-
tives can improve understanding of the resource implications of fertility transitions. The
integration broadens analytic focus by jointly considering the influences of family size
and structure, while also documenting change in both average resource level and inequal-
ity. One basic point made throughout the paper is that transitions affect both average
resource levels and inequality, with the nature and magnitude of these changes reflect-
ing the joint influences of transformations in family size and structure. Additionally, the
integrated framework refines estimation, by drawing attention to interaction and distri-
butional considerations. The resource implications of fertility transitions do not depend
only on the quantum of fertility decline, but on its locus. Furthermore, it is important to
consider the make-up of transitions, i.e., the extent to which fertility declines occur along-
side changes in family structure. Ignoring these interactions and distributional aspects can
bias understanding of the resource implications of transitions, as the case of Cameroon
indicates.

Several caveats must be considered in discussing this framework’s insights and its
purported link between fertility transitions and children’s resources. The first is about
causation, i.e., whether it is reasonable to view fertility transitions as exogenously caus-
ing changes in children’s resources. Rather than exogenous developments, fertility tran-
sitions could instead be the result of changing preferences and norms regarding parental
investments in children, themselves driven in part by changes in the returns to invest-
ments in child quality. While one can view many recent transitions as a response to the
exogenous influences of economic downturns or family planning programs (NAS 1993;
Bongaarts 1994; Tsui 2001), at least some of these declines may also reflect change in
parental quantity/quality tradeoffs (Becker 1960; Pritchett 1994; Galor and Weil 2000).
In the latter case, the observed changes in children’s resources should be viewed at best
as accompanying –rather than stemming from– transitions.

Other caveats are empirical. First, we used total fertility rates (TFR) rather than family
size. Although this measure focuses attention on the effects of changing fertility, a more
complete account of change in children’s sibship experiences must consider changes in
child mortality and, perhaps, fosterage. Our analysis thus only addresses the changes in
children’s resources associated with changes in fertility and family structure, rather than
all aspects of family background. Likewise, our list of families types (based on maternal
marital status and parental employment and residence) could be modified to include other
criteria such as parenting experience, child fosterage, or family extension. We considered
another typology that combined maternal age, marital status and residence. The results
(available on request) showed substantively similar conclusions. Finally, there are ques-
tions about the best way to capture resource dilution. Using school dropout as a metric
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and the regression coefficients associated with family size (structure, respectively) is not
unproblematic. Research in this area acknowledges the difficulty in making causal in-
ferences about the effects of family size or structure (Ginther and Pollack 2004; Moffit
2005). Despite control for many covariates (grade level, child’s ability, birth order, mater-
nal birth cohort, sex, and selection), estimates of these coefficients can be biased if other
family-level and supply-side determinants are missing. At the other end, over-control for
covariates –some of which could be mediator variables– can obscure the total relationship
between these family factors and schooling outcomes (see Psacharapoulos and Patrinos
(2003) in the case of earning returns to education). We presented both the gross and net di-
lution coefficients but used only the gross coefficients. Analyses based on net coefficients
yield similar conclusions. However, the relative contributions of family size and structure
depend on how adjustment for covariates affects their respective dilution coefficients.

A third general caveat is about generalization. Since our empirical study is based
on a single country, the question arises how the patterns noted in this study apply else-
where. As Figure 1 indicates, recent national transitions in developing countries vary in
their makeup. One would therefore expect cross-country variation in the bonus and di-
vergence that accompany fertility transitions. To study this variation, our future research
will use DHS data and extend analysis to a sample of countries with contrasting transition
experiences.
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Appendix

Table A1: Logistic regression results for the effects of selected variables on the
risk of school dropout, Cameroon

B Exp(B) B Exp(B)
Ln Family Size 1.059 2.88*** 0.317 1.37***
Family type 1.057 2.88*** 0.914 2.50***

Rural unmarried mother 0.906 2.47*** 0.945 2.57***
Rural married mother 0.683 1.98*** 0.381 1.46***
Urban unmarried mother 0.452 1.57*** 0.495 1.64***
Urban married mother with unemployed partner ref ref
Urban married mother with employed partner

Child is female 0.197 1.22*** 0.257 1.29***
Rank in birth order -0.208 0.81*** -0.098 0.91***
Maternal birth cohort

Pre 1940 (reference) ref ref
1940-49 -0.301 0.74*** -0.191 0.83***
1950-59 -0.801 0.45*** -0-494 0.61***
1960+ -1.685 0.19*** -0.927 0.40***

Grade level
Kindergarten -0.846 0.43***
Grade 1 (reference) ref
Grade 2 1.636 5.13***
Grade 3 2.015 7.50***
Grade 4 2.608 13.58***
Grade 5 2.885 17.90***
Grade 6 4.293 73.19***
Grade 7 3.490 32.78***
Grade 8 3.778 43.72***
Grade 9 3.514 33.58***
Grade 10 4.147 63.24***
Grade 11 3.600 36.61***
Grade 12 3.645 38.29***
Grade 13 3.881 48.46***
Grade 14 3.216 24.92***
Grade 15 3.867 47.81***
Grade 16 5.283 196.88***
Grade 17+ 4.083 59.34***
Child repeats current grade 1.185 3.27***
Child repeats current grade for nth time (n>1) 1.149 3.16***
Index of inordinate ability 0.355 1.43
Constant -4.522 0.01*** -4.366 0.01***
N person years=63,338; N events=2,684
Nagelkerke R square 0.07 0.29

http://www.demographic-research.org 217



Eloundou-Enyegue and Stokes: Demographic transitions and children’s resources: Bonus or divergence?

218 http://www.demographic-research.org




