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CAREER HIGHLIGHTS: Dr. Greg Duncan was born in 1948. He received his undergraduate
degree at Grinnell College in 1970 and his Ph.D. in Economics in 1974 at the University of Michigan.
He is Distinguished Professor in the School of Education at the University of California, Irvine, and
holds courtesy appointments there in the Department of Economics and the Department of Psychology
and Social Behavior.

In the following paragraphs, Dr. Duncan highlights aspects of his career:

I spent the first 25 years of my career at the University of Michigan working on and ultimately
directing the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) data collection project. Since 1968, the PSID
has collected economic, demographic, health, behavior and attainment data from a representative
sample of U.S. individuals and the households in which they reside. With these and other data I have
studied the economic mobility of the U.S. population, both within and across generations, with a
particular focus on low-income families. More specifically, I have investigated the roles families,
peers, neighborhoods and public policy play in affecting the life chances of children and adolescents.

My research has highlighted the importance of early childhood as a sensitive period for the
damaging influences of economic deprivation as well as for the beneficial impacts of policy-induced
income increases for working families. The focus of my more recent research has shifted from these
environmental influences to the comparative importance of the skills and behaviors developed during
childhood. In particular, I have sought to understand the relative importance of early academic skills,
cognitive and emotional self-regulation, and health in promoting children’s eventual success in school
and the labor market. Currently I am part of a team conducting a random-assignment trial assessing
impacts of income supplements on the cognitive development of infants born to poor mothers in four
diverse U.S. communities.

I was elected president of the Population Association of America for 2008 and president of the
Society for Research in Child Development for 2009-2011. I was elected to the American Academy of
Arts and Sciences in 2001 and to the National Academy of Sciences in 2010. In 2013, I was awarded
the Klaus J. Jacobs Research Prize. In 2014 I became the Kenneth Boulding Fellow of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science. In 2015, I received the Society for Research in Child
Development Award for Distinguished Contributions to Public Policy and Practice in Child
Development.

HODGSON: We're here today with Dr. Greg Duncan who was PAA president in 2008, and we'll be
asking a number of questions. The first set is how you got into demography and training and
mentorship and your ideas about how current graduate students should be trained, et cetera. There's a
second series of questions about how your career has changed over time and how you think
demography changed over time. And then we have a third set of questions about the PAA specifically,
and what are the big issues with it and how it might influence the course of demography.

We have an hour, and you might have a different set of priorities. Some of the questions you
might really want to hit on. And if we're ignoring them or miss them, feel comfortable to bring them
up and get a chance to talk about these things. Because in some ways I think it's going to be -- the
questions are set for maybe an older kind of PAA president. Somebody who came up through
population research centers had sort of a set of experiences in the context of being brought into contact
with a demography that's different than yours.



DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: So in some ways, I think this is going to be fascinating for us, although sometimes the
questions might look a little weird for someone coming from your particular background. But I think
this is definitely where demography's going, so this is a fun potential interview.

DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: I'm thinking, in particular, the first question, so I understand, what led you to
demography and will help lead others to demography? It's going to be interesting to hear your answer,
because I don't know how much you self-identify as "I'm a demographer as opposed to something
else." So, you've got the question. All right. Tell us what you think about it.

DUNCAN: I call myself undisciplined. I'm not really a demographer. I'm not really an economist
anymore. I'm not interested in what I've become in terms of the name. I received my PhD at Michigan,
but I did not take any demography classes. I was an economist.

HODGSON: [ was going to ask you that.

DUNCAN: Yeah. But I started working on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics at the Institute for
Social Research, and that study forces you to become a demographer. The Panel Study of Income
Dynamics was started in 1968. It has followed a representative sample of families since then. So
merely keeping track of what happened brought me from this view of placid demography to a very
active demography in terms of family life. We had to account for all of the households' ins and outs, all
the residential moves, all the fertility and mortality events. That was tough to do. And there were
many exotic kinds of demographic changes that no one had anticipated. It was really something that I
was forced to confront.

HODGSON: Right.

DUNCAN: I learned it from scratch in watching it unfold in the course of the study itself. I joined the
PSID study five years after it began and we began analyzing poverty dynamics in particular and
income dynamics in general. That was the fundamental purpose of the study. With five years of data,
we confined most of our analysis to families that had not changed very much — families where the head
of the household--back then it was okay to say head of household--hadn't changed. But we were not
even looking at 20 percent of the families! And all the action in terms of moving in and out of poverty,
moving up and down the income scale, was happening in the 20 percent that we weren't even
analyzing.

It soon became clear that it wasn't very useful to think about a family as the unit of analysis
because it changed so much. It was much more useful for analytic purposes to think about individuals
and the kind of family circumstances in which they were embedded at different times. Those
circumstances change a lot and they account for a lot of the economic changes that are happening to
these families.

HODGSON: You know what might be helpful to sort of a reader who's coming in to read your
transcript would be if you could give us a very brief background to the Panel Study of Income
Dynamics. There's a history there. I think something started a little earlier. But what was the idea
behind it in terms of the unique way of collecting data?

DUNCAN: Right. Well, it's 25 years of my life...



HODGSON: Right.

DUNCAN: Perhaps I should spend a little bit of time explaining it. It began in the midst of the War on
Poverty. If you can believe it, the United States actually declared war on poverty in the 1960s and
fought a hard battle by spending a lot of money on a crop of new programs like Head Start and food
stamps. Up until that point, our knowledge of who was poor came from the cross-sectional CPS
[Current Population Survey]. They give you a snapshot: a 20 percent poverty rate this year, 19 percent
poverty next year, 21 percent poverty next year. But you never knew whether it was the same people. I
think people assumed it was often the same people — that poverty was a persistent condition. But
unless you followed the same people over time you really never knew.

This led to the creation of a longitudinal study. Its original conception was to start out with just
low-income families and follow them. But Jim Morgan, my mentor, and who will be remembered
tonight at the PAA memorial service -- he died this past year at age 99 -- successfully argued to the
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), which was the agency at that time, that it was important to
begin not just with low-income families, but with everybody, because it was as useful to understand
who became poor as who left poverty.

So that was the design. It drew a representative sample. It oversampled low income families,
but it was basically a weighted representative sample. The idea was to follow those individuals and
those families every year, originally for five years. In year five, that was 1972, the year that President
Nixon put the OEO out of business unceremoniously overnight. And someone -- I don't know if this
story's true or not, but it's a nice story--when responsibility for the PSID was transferred from OEO
into the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, somebody wrote in the file: this is a ten-year
study.

HODGSON: Right.

DUNCAN: It had never been talked about as a ten-year study before. So people in the Assistant
Secretary’s office assumed it was a ten-year study. So it continued for another five years and then the
National Science Foundation starting funding most of it.

HODGSON: And it's still going on today?

DUNCAN: It’s still going on today after 50 years and has revealed far more turbulence than people
had expected. Poverty for many families was short-term, not long-term. Welfare receipt was often
short-term, not long-term. If you continue to follow people over time, you become able to examine
intergenerational issues. Are the kids coming from low income families or welfare recipient families
highly likely to be poor or receive welfare? We found those chances to be surprisingly modest. There
was a persistent component, but there was also a substantial transitory component.

HODGSON: Now, if you can connect your entry into demography as you see it to the discipline itself
it's kind of interesting, because you're at Michigan --

DUNCAN: Right.
HODGSON: -- and you've got Ron Freedman at the Population Center

DUNCAN: Right.



HODGSON: -- and it, too, has the history that begins about the same time. I think '61 or '62
Rockefeller gives some money. And pretty soon it's USAID, and it's internationally focused. And it's
on rapid population growth and particularly understanding fertility in Asia.

DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: And if you think about what population meant at that time and what demography meant,
it had this kind of focus --

DUNCAN: Right.
HODGSON: In the early '70s.
DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: And you're at the same place, at the same time. No connection as far as you can see.
Your agenda is more domestic, and it's PSID, and it's economics. So your graduate training is
economics and labor economics?

DUNCAN: Right. My early analyses were what a labor economist would do. But then I became
increasingly interested in family-based economic changes, which brought me into this demographic
world — not formally, but I was forced to confront what demography was all about.

HODGSON: If you think about what demography has become, you're sort of like a precursor to what's
happening to demography by the late '80s and 1990s.

DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: Where you do have a much more domestic focus on family dynamics and these types of
poverty questions?

DUNCAN: That’s right.
HODGSON: So it's kind of interesting.

DUNCAN: And then by the late '80s and early '90s, I become interested in not just poverty dynamics,
but in the effects of poverty on kids and the effects of neighborhood poverty on kids.

HODGSON: Right.

DUNCAN: So that got me into research networks of various kinds, collaborations with developmental
psychologists. Beginning in the '90s, I started thinking about--I don't know if it was demography per
se--but it was about family circumstances as it related to child development.

HODGSON: So this is in the context of your career associated with a move to Northwestern when you
left?

DUNCAN: Yes. 1995 is when I left Michigan. I had started this transition maybe in the late '80s, so
by 1995, it was fully underway. I loved Michigan and I still love Michigan. I just knew if I stayed at
Michigan, I would still be working for the Panel Study of Income Dynamics today. Despite the fact
that everyone agreed it would be good to take a break. But I just knew I couldn't. Also, my Institute
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for Social Research job was a soft money, nonteaching position, right. I wasn't working with graduate
students, and I wanted to work with them. Occasionally I'd be on a committee, but my graduate student
mentoring didn’t really start until I got to Northwestern in its school of education.

HODGSON: And at Michigan you tended not to teach?
DUNCAN: [ just taught a few courses here and there.
HODGSON: A few courses.

DUNCAN: Yes, it was kind of an overtime thing.
HODGSON: An overtime?

DUNCAN: Yes. It was during the '80s that the transition from Jim Morgan as being the director of
the PSID, to me, took place.

HODGSON: And that in itself is a full-time job and then some?
DUNCAN: That was a full-time job, right.

HODGSON: And are you involved in the fundraising? NSF funded the study, but it only funded only
two-thirds of the study.

DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: So you had to come up with the additional money somehow. And you did that by
attracting outside sources of funding, and they got to tack on some extra questions.

DUNCAN: Exactly. You sell questions at average cost and not marginal cost so that you can try to
cover some of the fixed cost.

HODGSON: And what did you think of those added questions? Did they tend to enhance?

DUNCAN: In the early days, we were pretty much able to make up the questions ourselves. We just
had to agree on what the topics might be with staff from the Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evaluation office.

HODGSON: Right.

DUNCAN: But gradually, NSF took over through its Board of Advisers. But then they started to call
themselves a Board of Overseers. Jim Heckman, who I'm sure everyone knows, wrote a letter to Jim
Morgan, pointing out this overseer vs. adviser difference, and telling Jim that he hoped Jim appreciated
that the name change was not merely semantic. So setting the agenda became a much more NSF-
directed process.

Not long after, we started connecting with Richard Suzman at the National Institute on Aging
(NIA) and Jeff Evans at NICHD. Some of the supplements were focused on the kinds of topics that
NIA was interested in. We added wealth and intrafamily transfer kind of supplements. And then just
after I left, the child development supplements started in 1997.



HODGSON: So a couple of observations. We had a set of questions about your experience and
graduate training and the demography, and the training you give your graduate students. In your
particular case, this really didn't happen at Michigan that much. You didn't have a set of graduate
students and a set of courses that you took.

DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: In the context of your training, it was very much associated with these issues associated
with the PSID. So by the time we get to Northwestern where you are teaching and having grad
students, they weren't your normal population center grad students.

DUNCAN: Right.
HODGSON: So you had, I think, a program on policy and education.

DUNCAN: My appointment was in the education school, in the Human Development and Social
Policy program. But, as I tried to argue in my presidential address, after attending PAA for a number
of years, I had become inculcated with a population perspective. I tried to impress upon my students
how important a population perspective was. And they appreciated that, I think. They took jobs in
sociology departments, policy schools, and social work schools. Sometimes to think tanks, like RAND
and Mathematica and places like that. I hope they left with an appreciation for the power of a
population perspective, even though their particular interests were more motivated by policy concerns.
But if you want to think about the impacts of some kind of policy on kids and families, you really do
need a population perspective.

HODGSON: Idid have a question about my recollection of them. Your presidential address was kind
of interesting, because you have this population perspective, which I can fully appreciate. So it
seemed to make demography very apropos for accurate descriptions. So if you want to describe what's
happening, make sure you have either a census where everybody's asked or a real randomized sample
where you get a representative sample. And that's the population perspective. The second part of the
talk I thought was a more interesting one when you got into coming up --

DUNCAN: Avoiding a population perspective. That was the second half.

HODGSON: Right. The second half of the talk. If you want to come up with a regression model
focused on understanding causality, there you said, if I remember correctly, that oftentimes what
demographers might do with something is kind of many times inappropriate. So, if you want -- I think
the example you had--if you wanted to understand education's impact on fertility, and you go out and
develop this nice little model, you've got lots of potential problems there. Because you've got
unidentified variables that might in fact really raise significant questions about causality or your ability
to actually...

DUNCAN: Right. In the first half, I tried to point out that demographers should be talking with
ethnographic researchers because they typically choose convenient samples when it's just as easy to
choose a population sample. It's more powerful to choose a population sample.

HODGSON: Right.

DUNCAN: I've worked on a couple of committees for the National Academy of Sciences that wrote
reports on the National Children's Study. There was a big battle in NIH about whether its 100,000
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children should be recruited in a clinical setting or drawn to be a national population sample. There
were wildly inaccurate perceptions that a population sample triples or quadruples the costs. But it
hardly increases costs at all. When my good friend Sara McLanahan started Fragile Families, her
original plan was recruit from a convenience sample of hospitals. I put her in touch with Steve
Heeringa, who is a sampler at Michigan. He convinced her that, at virtually no extra cost, she could
base her study on a national representative sample of births in cities of 200,000 or more. So, there is a
lot of power in a population perspective. Analytically for ethnographic studies, for example, it helps
ensure that you're covering all the bases. You shouldn’t be preselecting your people based on some set
of factors that you can't control.

But in the second half of the talk, the idea was that a population perspective wasn’t as useful
for understanding causal impacts. Suppose you want to understand the impacts of some policy change
that happened in one state, but didn't happen in neighboring states, or in particular year, but not other
years. For that you want to draw a subset of data from your big sample in order to focus on some
policy variation of interest or maybe some environmental change of interest. But to do that you might
want to throw away almost all of your data, which is fine, because your goal is the estimation of causal
impacts rather than population parameters.

HODGSON: Now, how successful has that message been in the context of having an impact on
demographic research? I'm just thinking of all the sessions that are going on right now where they
seem to be making the mistake you pointed out.

DUNCAN: Right. It's a lifelong battle. And there's much more of it now than there used to be.
Economists get it, as do many authors of papers in policy meetings. Some epidemiologists and
demographers appreciate this kind of perspective and look for those kinds of natural experiments. But
it's not universal, and it's a continuing discussion that's --

HODGSON: Hasn't been totally resolved --

DUNCAN: It's an interesting debate to have. The search for causation drives you to focus on some
particular slice of variation of interest based on a particular population, at a particular time. But that
raises the issue of generalizability. Ultimately you really want some sort of convergence between a big
population-based approach typically done by demographers and the kind of quasi-experimental
approach done by economists or policy analysts. In my presidential address I tried to promote the idea
of convergence of results. So I think there's room for both. But in doing research, I think it's often
good to try both and see what sort of picture you get for both.

HODGSON: Now, in your transition -- and it seems like a significant transition from Michigan PSID
research to first Northwestern and now UC Irvine. It seems like you've had to incorporate new areas of
topical areas for yourself. Child development is a big area. And education is a big area. And taking a
look at a set of issues that most economists aren't inclined to look at. So particularly that whole host of
your research that takes a look at particular years of a child's life, being so much more important in
terms of outcomes.

DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: Whether it's health or educational achievement alike. Now, how is that like for you to
have to become familiar with whole different sets of research and disciplines, as well? And then the
groups you worked with, particularly in this new context, were definitely into disciplinary groups?

DUNCAN: Right.



HODGSON: So if we think about demography changing in a similar type direction as you change
yourself, it would be great to have that kind of description of someone who is open enough to begin to
incorporate the works of others and other disciplines and try to make sense out of the whole thing in
terms of a coherent research agenda.

DUNCAN: Right. And, again, Jim Morgan was my mentor along these lines. He was an economist
who was interested in economic behavior. But he realized that economic models weren't sufficient to
explain the kind of demographic outcomes and economic outcomes that he was interested in. He
always searched for the eclectic solution. ISR was and is a very interdisciplinary place. It was
wonderful. ISR was a soft money organization with an arrangement with the university that it kept all
of the overhead from grants so they could use it to build buildings and fund sabbaticals and things like
that. It created much more of an interdependence across staff and across disciplines within the institute.
I guess I absorbed from Jim Morgan the idea that academics were supposed to be curious and ignore
boundaries. If you need neuroscience to understand how a child develops then you better learn some
neuroscience. If you believe that important biological systems translate early adversity into how a
child turns out, then you better learn some of that.

I've never tried to be comfortable with what [ know. I always try to go out and give my next
talk with the 10 percent chance that I'll look silly because if I don’t then I am not learning new things.
That's what being in academics is all about. If what you need to know centers on demography, then
that's great. If it centers on developmental psychology or neuroscience, then that's just as good. Why
let disciplinary boundaries constrain your thinking in any way? That doesn't make any sense.

HODGSON: [ think you might be--I wouldn't say "unique"--but unusual in that context,
because if you think about what tends to take place.

DUNCAN: Right. If people think I am strange then that's their problem.

HODGSON: Could you give a presentation at the American Economic Association meetings on your
current research and have a receptive audience who would fully understand what you're doing or
would you need another context? Would that audience not be in tune to appreciate the introduction of
child development, literature and research, et cetera?

DUNCAN: Some of the things that I've looked at would interest economists. My current big project
that is just starting now is a random assignment experiment involving a thousand low-income mothers
with newborns at four sites around the country. We're randomly assigning half to receive $4,000 a
year as an income supplement, and the other half receive $240 a year. So, it's $333 a month, month
after month, for the first 40 months of their kids' lives--$333 versus $20.

HODGSON: Wow.

DUNCAN: We want to see to what extent the income supplements change economic behavior — for
example labor force participation — but also how they change parenting and both parent and child
stress. But mostly it's a neuroscience collaboration in which we will determine to what extent at 36
months of age kids' brains are wired up more efficiently if their families are in the high-income
condition. It's a very interdisciplinary project. But I think economists would appreciate the fact we
have an experiment that is income based. They would be thinking about the kinds of ways that money
could buy things to help kids.

HODGSON: You'd want that to go for at least ten years to get educational achievement
consequences.



DUNCAN: Absolutely. But we’re already spending $16 million in three years. At the same time,
we’re thinking beyond those three years. The PSID was only supposed to last five years and now it's
50 years old. So never say “never” with a longitudinal study.

WEEKS: So, he...
HODGSON: No. Go ahead.

WEEKS: It's a question before we get too far beyond this because one of the things that's really
interesting about your interdisciplinarity is the very fact that, to my recollection, you are the only PAA
president in a long time who's not come from a population center. So, if I recall correctly, you were
kind of transitioning actually from education at Northwestern to education UC Irvine when you
became PAA president. And I'm wondering how do you see that having transpired. Because you're
the outlier that says to somebody who's not at a population center: Hey, you know, I'm not constrained
in my life just because I'm not in a population center.

DUNCAN: We are trying to get a population center going at Irvine. One of the attractions of coming
to Irvine is its demographers. I remember my Presidential meeting in 2008. That meeting was in New
Orleans, and I was in the airport. And I was heavily recruited by the demographers at UC Irvine. Judy
Treas is at UCI, for example, and I've talked a lot with her. We're thinking about what a population
center at Irvine might look like. It's some traditional demography, but it is also demography
connecting with other fields--with biology, for example. Doug Granger is now at Irvine and runs a big
salivary cortisol stress lab. He would fit in well with a broad vision of a population center. David
Neumark is there. He's a labor economist. And he really is the one who put together the data center at
Irvine. He's a demographer in some sense and has another agenda that he could bring to pop center.
You don't want it to become too unfocused, but at the same time you want to have a lot of strands of
research going on. For people, especially students, to be exposed to different kinds of perspectives and
working on different kinds of problems, broader the better is my philosophy.

HODGSON: A quick follow-up question on that. Particularly because you're thinking of establishing
a population center, what is your ideal training for grad students at such a center? Particularly with
your focus on, we've got to have topical importance, and you have to come up with a set of research
tools they give you sort of enough expertise to do good research and enough flexibility to easily cross
disciplinary boundaries. How do you do that in a curriculum?

DUNCAN: That's a good question. One approach is to require some fundamental exposure to
economics, sociology, developmental psychology, and, of course, to demography. And then having
speakers come in touching on all these subjects. Having opportunities for students to work with more
than one mentor, I think is also very good. The disciplines think in different ways. They have
different vocabularies. Oftentimes, the vocabulary words are different, but they're really talking about
the same kind of concepts.

So I think an important part of the training is to expose students to these very different ways of
thinking about things, ways of talking about things, and to realize that in the end they are variations on
the same theme rather than totally different Balkanized kinds of areas. At Northwestern we had an
education training grant and we were fairly paternalistic in the kind of courses that we required of the
pre-doctoral fellows. And in some cases, it took people an extra year to finish their PhDs. So there was
a sacrifice.

The bet of breadth is that you can combine ideas, very different ideas, in a way that's going to
be better — that you will understand more with the combination than if you were just operating within
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one discipline. And some students get excited by that. Some faculty get excited by that, and some
want no part of it.

HODGSON: Now, we had a question about sort of your perception of how demography as a
discipline has changed over time. And, in some ways, I see you as the ideal person to reflect on this
topic because you were sort of external to a lot of the dynamics that fueled the change. Now, obviously
as a discipline it becomes institutionalized academically with the inflow of funds about a particular
problem, e.g., rapid population growth in a developing world. And there you are, you have Michigan
where you have sort of what was happening in the demographic world, in terms of demography with
the establishment of all these internationally oriented, fertility-specific population programs. And then
again, almost from the outside, you saw how shifts take place in terms of what the big issues are.
You've got a big concern with aging, and then you have a refocus again on funding. And population
center focuses on aging. You have AIDS and HIV. You have migration, they seem to...

DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: Yes. And in some ways you're standing outside, except in 2008 you are a president of
this association in which most of your fellow demographers have sort of, if they're old enough,
experienced all these rather dramatic alterations and research focus on funding. So what do you, as this
ideal outsider, make of this transformation of this discipline over time?

DUNCAN: That's a great question. I think demography is a nicely flexible kind of discipline. It's
been able to adapt in very useful ways to these big social problems as they've come along. I think it
speaks well for the integrity of its structure. That's what a discipline should be as these big problems
come up, social problems of various kinds, either domestically or internationally. You want research
to make progress in solving those problems. And sometimes a discipline just can't be informative for
solutions to problems. But demography has always had fundamental insights that have been useful for
thinking about those kinds of problems. So I think it's held up very well as a discipline in that sense.

HODGSON: Okay.

DUNCAN: And with PAA meetings, there's always been a basic demography component. But there's
always been the satellite connections. Sometimes they've focused on AIDS, sometimes on aging.
There's a lot of aging research these days. It comes and goes with the available funding. When aging
got built up with Richard Suzman and his NIA funding empire, which in retrospect was really
wonderful, it draws people in. Part of the PAA has always been about aging. Sometimes the
Gerontological Society pulls people off. But if you think about it, as aging became a very big area of
research, PAA captured a lot of that action. And I think it's to PAA's credit that it does. It provides a
flexible kind of program structure. I think it's the right sized meeting. I don't know what it's up to
now. But it was, what, probably 2- to 3,000 before, probably in that range.

WEEKS: It's around 3,000 [Editor's note--last year in Chicago the attendance was 2,500 the final
count at these meetings in Denver was 2,475].

DUNCAN: Everybody comes to PAA. You meet your old friends and there are always some
interesting sessions to go to. It has an accommodating structure for the very important kinds of social
problems that come along.
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HODGSON: Just one counterpoint. We've had a number of past presidents at PAA who were kind of
all coming from '50s and '60s, where they had this kind of training at population centers in which they
perceived demography to be not an interdiscipline, a real discipline.

DUNCAN: Right. Right.

HODGSON: And they had this core central concept of population, and then you had your
demographic process variables, fertility, mortality, migration. And you had to understand how they
interacted to change in size and composition. And you had a set of unique methodologies, use of life
tables, et cetera...

DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: ...that gave you a distinctiveness. And they look at these changes, and they become
concerned.

DUNCAN: Right.

HODGSON: And they're not as flexible as you are in terms of focusing on, well, what's the
best tools for dealing with a problem. They're saying, Well, where's demography?

DUNCAN: Right.
HODGSON: And I didn't get any of that in the context of your ability to move along.

DUNCAN: Right. Well, formal demography is vital, and I'm glad it's still a vital part of PAA. But,
as you say, it is a bit inflexible. I think any discipline holding on to some definition of its core without
being open to connections with other disciplines, is wasting a potentially valuable source of energy
there that demography can provide.

HODGSON: Now, I guess it's a PAA question, maybe a demography question, too. As a researcher,
you have been really focused on better understanding particular areas that are problematic from the
point of your society, particularly in the context of your interest in child development policy research
that's based on empirical data that as research can perform a wonderful function of making your
programs and policies more effective in solving the problem. What does someone like yourself, who
has invested a career in doing that, do in this larger environment that seems to be encompassing us
now, which doesn't appreciate evidence-based research to formulate effective social policy--just
doesn't do it.

DUNCAN: Right. Well, it did it two years ago. Things change. Things change.
HODGSON: I mean that's a very partisan perspective. But I'm not saying it's inaccurate.

DUNCAN: Right. But these come and go. And you can argue that the previous administration, the
Obama Administration, was more evidence-based than almost any administration had been in the past.
Ron Haskins has a nice book about this, called: Show Me the Evidence [Ron Haskins and Greg
Margolis, Show Me the Evidence: Obama's Fight for Rigor and Results in Social Policy,
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2015]. It's certainly gone downhill in that respect since
then. But, you know, you keep fighting the good fight, and I've been connected with some of the
National Academy of Sciences activity in this area.
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Ken Prewitt, who is former director of the Census Bureau and now at Columbia University, is
leading a fight on behalf of social behavioral sciences. He is trying to ensure that the value of not only
demography, but also the more conventional disciplines within social and behavioral science is
appreciated. People will be elected that don't appreciate it. But, we need to keep training our students
to understand the value, and we need to keep plugging away and convincing the public that it's
valuable.

HODGSON: Well, I was thinking particularly about students in the future. Now, in my mind

it wouldn't be surprising if you were somewhat more pessimistic than you are. You seem to be
optimistic, and I hope you're right. But from the point of view of attracting students right now, good
students, and giving them this belief system that what they're doing is not only valuable, but it's going
to be appreciated. And what they do will have a positive impact on the world and society they live in.
It might be somewhat more problematic to do that. It might be harder to attract students and convince
them that this is important. And something to dedicate your life to. You're a wonderful image of a
person who has done that and has really made a big impact in terms of how we understand a whole set
of unbelievably significant issues about child development, impacting poverty, et cetera. But it seems
like, as an institution, PAA right now is facing a significant challenge that might make this type of
career less attractive, and might have an impact on who comes and the nature of our research. And it's
hard to just pose it as a happier potential future as a way of getting around all these immediate
difficulties.

DUNCAN: Well, I'm an optimist by nature. It's an interesting question whether there's been a
fundamental change in the world, toward a more authoritarian kind of perspective and toward a more
introverted national perspective. I can't bear to think that's going to be the case. There has been so
much progress in our lifetimes. I want more data before becoming a pessimist. We'll see if ten years
from now we'll be continuing on the positive kind of trajectory that we had up until a couple years ago.

WEEKS [to Karen Hardee]: No. You haven't asked a question. Jump in.

HARDEE: I keep thinking about the 50-year study. And I would love to hear your thoughts on what's
been learned across all of those generations. But also what are the prospects for -- well, continued
funding for this study, but also just funding for these longitudinal studies in general?

DUNCAN: Well, again, I'm an optimist. Look what happened in the last year. President Trump came
in wanting to cut, cut, cut. Wanted to cut NIH funding, wanted to cut NSF funding a lot. Our
experimental study was up for funding in 2017. It was make or break in the last five months of the
fiscal year. Trump proposed a substantial cut in NIH funding. But Congress ended up passing a very
substantial increase. And the 2018 spending bill was a complete reversal of what Trump had initially
wanted. So I think within Congress, obviously, there's just a lot of latent support for NIH research, and
perhaps NSF research as well.

I served on the Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education advisory committee
for the National Academy of Sciences, and we were hearing endless stories of how behavioral and
social science funding and NSF was on the chopping block. And about all of the Representatives who
were trying to get rid of it. But the budget was increased this last year, right? So there's obviously a
reservoir of support even in a very conservative Congress for the kind of research that gets funded.
That makes me optimistic.

I also lived through the early Reagan years, when they did cut the National Science
Foundation’s Social and Behavioral funding, a lot. A rescue operation was mounted for the PSID by
Jim Morgan and Tom Juster. They went to the Sloan Foundation, the Russell Sage Foundation and the

13



Ford Foundation and came up with three years of funding to tide the PSID over and by that time the
NSF budget recovered. So there are these ups and downs. At a surface kind of political level there are
dramatic anti-science positions, but I just don't know how deeply that runs. If disaster struck for more
than a couple years, then I would be discouraged.

WEEKS: My question kind of related back, getting back to the real world of things that have

been happening that you've have been studying over your entire career that have to do with income and
equality and the negative effects for people at the bottom of that. And that seems to be getting worse
not better. Your recent publications show that. How do you see that evolving over time?

DUNCAN: I'm more pessimistic about that than I am about funding for social behavioral research.
Welfare reform in the1990s created inequality within the low-income population. We built up and
generously funded a set of supports like the Earned Income Tax Credit and childcare subsidies. So
low-skilled, low-income families that have remained connected to the labor market have done
relatively well. Families that haven't been able to be consistently connected with the labor market have
done very poorly. Programs like TANF [Temporary Assistance for Needy Families], which replaced
the old AFDC [Aid to Families with Dependent Children] program are all but gone. Low income
families are not thinking about TANF anymore. And if they put work requirements into the food stamp
program as they're talking about, there's going to be another couple million people cut off from that.

So, there have been cycles in welfare reform debate and now we're trying to focus people's
attention on policy impacts on kids. The whole debate on welfare reform, despite our efforts, was
focused on work effort on the part of adults. And that's still the theme. There's no thought if we were
to cut this program what impact it might have for kids. Part of the reason is that we just have
ambiguous correlational evidence. We really need experimental evidence, and that's why we're doing
this experiment. People are not sufficiently aware of the magnitude of the problem. I really do think
we're kind of sitting on a time bomb here, where some of the kids growing up in very, very dire
circumstances aren't going to turn out well as adults? And we really need healthy and productive kids
entering the labor force to benefit the economy and pay our social security obligations.

So I do worry about this. And I just don't see any hope in the current debate, which in the last
few months has focused more and more on work requirements. So now you do have me discouraged.

WEEKS: Sorry. You brought it up with your research!

HODGSON: You think about your research. It seems to be so apropos to this particular moment in
time. We do have these attempts to really have negative impacts on kids. And you can empirically
document what's likely to happen. We already know what the consequences are.

DUNCAN: Well, do we?
HODGSON: Yes. I believe your research. It's very persuasive.
DUNCAN: Well, you know, you've got to be skeptical.

HODGSON: At ages, 3, 4, 5, it's unbelievably persuasive. And a willingness to put money into
education. As a society we've been extracting money from education.

DUNCAN: Right. Right.
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HODGSON: And we seem to be a hundred percent happy with it. And we see it in terms of
taxes. And, again, your research shows this is a misplaced policy to extract money from education.
Don't do it.

DUNCAN: Right. But I'm not just a researcher. I'm a grumpy researcher. With correlational
evidence, someone else can comes along and say: Well, it's not poverty, it's family structure. It's
neighborhood welfare dependence. Unless you have experimental data, you can't refute that income
may not be the active ingredient in the relationship between low socioeconomic status and bad child
outcomes. That's what we're going to test with a random assignment test of whether giving monthly
cash payment to mothers with newborn will improve children’s cognitive functioning by age 3. We’re
also hoping to discover the pathways by which those improvements come about.

Even with evidence from an experiment, you still might not have any impact on the political
discussion, but I believe that experimental evidence is a necessary but perhaps not sufficient condition
to having impact. After five years of planning, we're finally launching the experiment three weeks
from now. We're very excited about that.

HODGSON: We're about at the end of our hour. Are there questions that we should have asked you
that you wanted to answer that we haven't -- some point you want to make.

DUNCAN: I'm very glad that demography is in NIH and not an NSF-supported discipline. Getting
crumbs from NIH as opposed to getting a bigger slice from a much smaller pie from NSF has been a
godsend, for demographic research. I think demographers have done well with the money that they've
received. I think our program officers at NIH have done an incredible job of defending population
research within NIH, because there have been many directors who haven't appreciated the value of
population research. We were very, very fortunate that Richard Suzman was able to be as
entrepreneurial as he was over the years. We have a lot to be grateful for in that regard. The PAA is, |
think, very effective as a lobbying organization on behalf of the budgets for NIH and NSF. It's always
a struggle for an academic to become involved in the kind of politics of making sure that the budgets
are maintained.

But demographers are wonderful people. When I was president of PAA, and I asked anyone to
do anything, they always said yes. That never happens with other people from other disciplines. The
economist asks what am I going to get for it. So this kind of role, being able to, against your kind of
normal academic instincts, make the rounds in Washington and pitch population research;
demographers have embraced that and been very effective with it. We're lucky that the funding has
been there, but we're also partly responsible for making sure that that funding is there.

HODGSON: And we should be happy we're not climate scientists.
DUNCAN: Right. Right.
HODGSON: Any other questions?

BROWN: I'm not saying your career is over yet. There's a lot more to be done. But I wonder, as you
look back on your long career, what are you most proud of?

HODGSON: Good question.

DUNCAN: I'm most proud of my graduate students. I like to tell people that an academic’s best hope
for immortality is not with the next article but is with the next PhD student they graduate. Some people
take graduate student training more seriously than others. I've always enjoyed it a lot, and enjoy
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connecting up again with my graduate students. You always want to send them off armed with the
kind of skills that will enable then to adapt to the new things that come along, but stay grounded in
basic skills. I've been very proud of what my graduate students have been able to do. They are my

legacy.
HODGSON: Well, thanks very much. This was a wonderful interview.

WEEKS: Yes. We very much appreciate it.
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WHEN TO PROMOTE, AND WHEN TO AVOID, A
POPULATION PERSPECTIVE*

GREG J. DUNCAN

Demography’s population perspective, and the sampling methods that help produce it, are
powerful but underutilized research tools. The first half of this article makes the case for more vigorous
promotion of a population perspective throughout the sciences. It briefly reviews the basic elements
of population sampling and then provides examples from both developed and developing countries of
how population sampling can enrich random-assignment policy experiments, multisite studies, and
qualitative research. At the same time, an ill-considered application of a population perspective to the
problem of causal inference can hinder social and behavioral science. The second half of the article
describes the “slippery slope” by which some demographic studies slide from providing a highly useful
description about the population to using regressions to estimate causal models for that population. It
then suggests that causal modeling is sometimes well served by a highly selective look at small subsets
of a population with interesting variability in independent variables of interest. A robust understanding
of causal effects, however, rests on convergence between selective and population-wide perspectives.

M y own perspective on population research was forged during the 25 years I spent at the
University of Michigan’s Survey Research Center (SRC). Demography was for me less an
academic exercise than a motion picture of turbulent family changes played out year after
year. In the longitudinal study that I worked on for nearly a quarter century—the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID)—we found that more than one in five sample families
changed composition in some way every year! At first we regarded these changes as annoy-
ing—how could we track the economic fortunes of families if they changed so much? But
we soon came to realize that demographic changes themselves were key to understanding
family income dynamics. This forced me to become more of a demographer than I might
have wished.

James Morgan was my primary mentor in my early years, but much of my learning
occurred at the morning communal coffee table, which was frequented by the likes of sam-
pling statistician Leslie Kish and economist Tom Juster, and visited occasionally by other
SRC legends such as Angus Campbell and George Katona. Disciplinary distinctions were
inconsequential at SRC; there was too much to learn.

When I moved to Northwestern University, [ became even more involved with inter-
disciplinary research collaborations and networks made up of demographers, sociologists,
economists, and developmental psychologists.! Some employed quantitative methods
using survey- and census-based data, while others were ardent advocates of qualitative,

*Greg J. Duncan, Northwestern University and University of California, Irvine. Address correspondence to
the author at University of California, Irvine, Department of Education, 2001 Berkeley Place, Irvine, CA 92697-
5500; e-mail: gduncan@uci.edu. I would like to thank Joshua Angrist, Christine Bachrach, Suzanne Bianchi, John
Cawley, Lindsay Chase-Lansdale, Peter Donaldson, Dorothy Duncan, Kathy Edin, Paula England, E. Michael
Foster, Guang Guo, Larry Hedges, Steve Heeringa, Heather Hill, Sandra Hofferth, Aletha Huston, Graham Kalton,
John Knodel, James Lepkowski, Jens Ludwig, Shelly Lundberg, Katherine Magnuson, Rob Mare, Sara McLanahan,
Molly Metzger, Robert Michael, Ron Mincy, Robert Moffitt, Andrew Noymer, Colm O’Muircheartaigh, Alberto
Palloni, Robert Pollak, Sam Preston, Tim Smeeding, James Spillane, Duncan Thomas, Arland Thornton, Barbara
Boyle Torrey, and Robert Willis for their helpful comments on earlier versions of this article.

1. These include the Social Science Research Council’s Working Group on Communities and Neighborhoods,
Family Process, and Individual Development; the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development’s
Family and Child Well-being Research Network; the National Scientific Council on the Developing Child; and
the MacArthur Foundation Networks on Successful Pathways Through Middle Childhood and on Family and the
Economy.
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experimental, or observational approaches. Some insisted on population representation;
others had not given the issue much thought. These experiences prompt me to use the
opportunity of this presidential address to explore the role of a population perspective
in research.

My main message is that demography’s population perspective and tools are under-
utilized in social, behavioral, and biomedical research. I will review the elements of
population sampling and then provide examples of how population methods can enrich
random-assignment experiments, multisite clinical and observational research, and
qualitative studies. Many of my examples come from the United States, but several of the
most innovative are drawn from developing countries. My fundamental argument is that
demographers should be much more aggressive in promoting their population perspective
throughout the sciences.

At the same time, however, | argue that an ill-considered application of a population
perspective to the problem of causal inference can hinder social and behavioral science.
Here I describe the “slippery slope” that causes some demographic studies to devolve from
highly useful population description to problematic regression-based attempts to estimate
causal models. I then suggest that causal modeling is sometimes well served by a highly
selective look at small subsets of a population with interesting variability in independent
variables of interest. In the end, though, a population-wide perspective on causal effects is
a worthy and perhaps even sometimes attainable goal.

PROMOTING A POPULATION PERSPECTIVE

By population perspective, | mean descriptions (means, distributions, rates) and relation-
ships (e.g., correlations) found in the population at large. Population perspective is most
easily attained using data from censuses of an entire population, but also, through modern
sampling methods, by looking at well-chosen samples drawn from the general population.

Population research has long profited from complete population enumerations provided
by censuses and vital statistics. The remarkable power of a small (e.g., 1,000-2,000) but
randomly chosen population sample to describe population characteristics was demon-
strated by Laplace in France in the eighteenth century, but probability sampling did not
become common practice until after World War II (Hansen 1987).

Modern population sampling employs random selection, but also stratification, clus-
tering, and, in some cases, differential selection probabilities to maximize the statistical
power, relative to the data collection costs, of the sample for inferences of interest (Cochran
1977). That demographers should promote their much broader application—in experimen-
tal, clinical, and even qualitative studies—is the key theme that I want to develop in the
first half of this article.

Population Perspectives in Experimental Research

Random-assignment experiments have long been considered the gold standard in medical
and laboratory-based psychological research. But subjects for these experiments are often
recruited for reasons of convenience (e.g., from patient pools or undergraduate psychol-
ogy classes) rather than for population representation. A striking example of the dangers
of these practices in psychological research comes from Nisbett and Cohen’s (1996) study
of the psychology of violence in the South and other U.S. regions. Their experiments show
that Southerners’ cognitive, psychological, physiological, and behavioral reactions to in-
sults are very different from the reactions of Northerners.

Beginning in the 1960s, but with increasing momentum in the 1980s and 1990s,
the United States mounted a number of ambitious experiments testing policy impacts
of income transfers, training and welfare-to-work programs, and a residential mobility
program. In nearly every case, the experiments were limited to a single site or to no more
than a handful of sites, raising the question of how program impacts drawn from these
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studies correspond to impacts that might result if the program were scaled up and offered
more generally.?

In psychology, this is known as the problem of external validity or generalizability
(Shadish, Cook, and Campbell 2002). Why not strive for an experimental or evaluation
design that provides impact estimates for the entire population?

The issue of population representation was a prominent part of the discussions held by
the Advisory Committee on Head Start Research and Evaluation, which was constituted in
response to a 1998 Congressional mandate to the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services to conduct a national study of the impacts of its Head Start programs.?

The committee first established the feasibility of randomly assigning the Head Start
program “treatment.” Demand for Head Start typically exceeded the supply of available
slots, making it ethical and feasible to use lotteries to decide which children were selected
for the final open slots. But which centers to enroll in the study?

I had the pleasure of serving on the committee and came to realize that the national
Head Start program provided a nearly perfect setting for a population sampling approach in
a policy experiment. With 35 years of operation, Head Start was a fully “mature” program
overseen by the Head Start Bureau in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
The Bureau had access to a complete list of Head Start centers, the ideal starting point for
drawing a probability sample. Moreover, sufficient information was available on each cen-
ter to permit stratification, clustering, and the option of differential sampling fractions.

A lively debate ensued between those of us advocating a national probability sampling
approach and those in favor of selecting a geographically diverse but not formally repre-
sentative set of centers whose directors volunteered for the random-assignment impact
assessment. Advocates of the volunteer approach worried about bias from noncooperation
and felt that the goals of center diversity could be met by judicious recruitment of diverse
centers. Their best guess was that only about 20% of centers selected in a national prob-
ability sample would agree to cooperate—a costly inefficiency.

The Committee’s report (Advisory Committee on Head Start Research and Evaluation
1999) endorsed the sampling approach, and a national-sample experiment was launched
shortly thereafter. As it turned out, nearly 85%, not 20%, of centers falling into the sample
agreed to cooperate (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2005). Thanks to the
sampling approach, coupled with the high response rate, the evaluation was able to provide
Congress and the public with representative national estimates of Head Start’s effective-
ness. Moreover, the national probability sample of centers could also be used to provide
representative impact estimates for important subgroups of Head Start children. For the
most part, the experimental evaluation showed noteworthy positive impacts on literacy,
math skills, and classroom behavior for children attending Head Start relative to their
control-group counterparts.*

An alternative approach to population representation for policy experiments is to em-
bed them into representative household samples. A good example is the Indonesian Work
and Iron Status Evaluation (WISE), which randomly assigned a weekly iron supplemen-
tation treatment in a household sample drawn to be representative of the population of

2. Heckman, LaLonde, and Smith (1999) summarized the training literature, while Gueron and Pauly (1991)
summarized the early welfare-to-work experiments. Many of the 1990s experiments are reviewed in Bloom and
Michalopoulos (2001). The Moving to Opportunity residential mobility experiment is documented in Orr et al.
(2003). In only one case—the Myers et al. (2004) evaluation of the Upward Bound program—were results based
on a nationally representative sample of program sites.

3. Head Start is a national program, begun in 1965, that provides center-based developmental services for
America’s low-income, preschool children ages 3 to 5 and social services for their families. Specific services for
children include preschool education, socioemotional development, physical and mental health, and nutrition.

4. For example, Ludwig and Phillips (2007) estimated that the impacts of Head Start for those attending
the program ranged from 0.13 to 0.35 standard deviations on the letter-naming and spelling components of the
Woodcock-Johnson achievement test.



766 Demography, Volume 45-Number 4, November 2008

Central Java.’ Both treatment and control households will be repeatedly reinterviewed in
order to assess program impacts on health, cognition, and the economic and social prosper-
ity of the individual, family, and community.

Population Perspectives in Multisite Studies

A common method for conducting biomedical, developmental, and behavioral research
on diverse populations is to form consortia of participating researchers or institutions. In
clinical studies, this often takes the form of a network of biomedical researchers in medi-
cal centers who recruit volunteer research subjects from their patient pools. In the case of
the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) Study of Early
Child Care and Youth Development, the network consisted of developmental psychologists,
each of whom was affiliated with a cooperating maternity hospital (NICHD Early Child
Care Research Network 1994). In the case of the Fragile Families birth cohort study, study
direction was centralized, and research staff recruited a multistate network of maternity
hospitals (Reichman et al. 2001).

If studying diverse populations is a research goal, why not employ samplers’ tools
and draw a fully representative population sample? The value of population data in health
research has been repeatedly established. For example, while hormone replacement therapy
appeared to reduce heart attack risk in a longitudinal study of nurses, the reverse proved to
be the case for the general population (Million Women Study Collaborators 2003). And the
prevalence of HIV was substantially overestimated using a sentinel system that relied on
data from neonatal clinics rather than population samples (Boerma, Ghys, and Walker 2003).
More than 25 years ago, Ellenberg and Nelson (1980) compiled evidence on the likelihood
that children with fever-related seizures would have subsequent nonfebrile seizures (see
Figure 1). Clinic-based studies, shown on the right in Figure 1, dominated the early litera-
ture and led to therapies that presumed a high risk of additional seizures. Population-based
studies, shown on the left, indicated that the risk was much lower.

Fragile Families. In some cases, researchers simply fail to realize that population
representation is a feasible option. An example is the Fragile Families Study, an ambitious
longitudinal birth cohort survey focused on understanding couple and parenting dynamics
surrounding a nonmarital birth (available online at http://www.fragilefamilies.princeton
.edu). With the U.S. nonmarital birth rate at 37% and 42% of children in female-headed
families poor,® the task of understanding couple relations, child development, and con-
textual influences such as welfare reform among families with nonmarital births are high
research and policy priorities.

Preliminary work suggested that it would be possible to recruit both mothers and fa-
thers involved in nonmarital births in hospitals shortly after the birth occurred. Indeed, this
seemed to be a “magic moment” in which couples were devoted to each other and quite
willing to consent to a Fragile Families interview.

Despite the inherently demographic focus of the study, initial plans for the Fragile
Families sample did not include population representation. Rather, the plan was to recruit
cooperative hospitals in a number of large U.S. cities chosen for diversity with respect to
economic conditions and state welfare and child support policies. Apart from this planned
environmental diversity, which would provide the needed variation in policy variables of
interest, little thought was given to designing the sample so that it would be representative
of births in large U.S. cities.

5. WISE is a collaboration among researchers at UCLA, University of Gadja Madah, Cornell University,
RAND, Michigan State University, and SurveyMETER and is described online at http://chd.ucla.edu/WISE.

6. The fertility data are preliminary estimates for 2005 from Hamilton, Martin, and Ventura (2006: Tables 1
and 3). The poverty estimate is for 2006 from the U.S. Census Bureau (2007:Table POV05).
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Figure 1. Risk of Nonfebrile Seizures Following Febrile Seizures
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Source: Ellenberg and Nelson (1980).

I played the role of matchmaker between Fragile Families staff and Steven Heeringa,
a sampling statistician at the University of Michigan. He showed that the judicious appli-
cation of random but differential selection probabilities (by nonmarital/marital birth and
state policy regime) and clustering (within hospitals) produced, at little additional cost, a
representative sample of nonmarital births in U.S. cities with populations of 200,000 or
more (Reichman et al. 2001).” The first round of Fragile Families interviewing successfully
recruited 4,898 families, including 3,712 unmarried couples and 1,186 married couples.
With 87% and 77% response rates among nonmarital mothers and fathers, respectively,
the quality of the data is quite high (Bendheim-Thoman Center for Research on Child
Wellbeing 2005). Follow-up interviews were conducted when this representative set of
children were ages 1, 3, and 5.

7. Marital births were also included in the sample and were sampled at a rate that would produce three times
as many nonmarital as marital births. Some of the sampled marital births occurred in the hospitals selected on the
basis of their counts of nonmarital births, so they are not formally representative of marital births in urban areas.
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The National Children’s Study. A much more contentious example of the pros and
cons of population sampling in multisite studies involves subject selection for the National
Children’s Study (NCS; Michael and O’Muircheartaigh 2008). The NCS aims to recruit
prospective mothers of 100,000 live births and follow children through their 21st birthdays
to study the environmental, genetic, and psychosocial determinants of child health and
well-being (see http://www.nationalchildrensstudy.gov). A key design decision for subject
selection was whether to choose a national network of medical centers that would recruit
pregnant women who volunteered to participate or instead a national probability sample of
women at risk of becoming pregnant.?

Arguments against national probability sampling took two forms (Michael and
O’Muircheartaigh 2008). Most often, concern was voiced over longitudinal response rates,
which were thought to be much lower in a probability sample than in a patient-volunteer
sample.’ But there were also analytical arguments that minimized the importance of popula-
tion sampling for estimating behavioral models of interest (Deming 1953).

The sampling debate may seem strange to most demographers. Population estimates
are the raison d’étre for most demographic work. If a study like the NCS is going to the
trouble and expense of obtaining high-quality measurements of environmental exposure,
diseases, and genes for 100,000 babies, isn’t it crucial to gather data that could be used to
estimate unbiased prevalence rates for the U.S. population of babies? Even if one wants
to identify a more complicated statistic, such as the effects of an exposure on subsequent
disease onset, why not collect data that would enable one to estimate that relationship as it
exists in the overall U.S. population?

A vast gulf separates the research communities with model-based and population
perspectives, and for good reason: their very bases for inference differ dramatically. The
“model-based” view of inference begins with the specification of some behavioral model
of interest. To take a concrete example related to the NCS, suppose we believe that child
i’s 1Q is a linear and additive function of ambient lead in the child’s dwelling, a set of other
determinants (Z) of 1Q, and an error term:

10,= Bo + BlLeadi +B,Z + e, (D

In this case, variability in estimates of the key parameter B, is generated by the model’s
error term e;. Data from a population sample could be used to generate estimates of B, but
the “real” (behavioral) population of interest is conceived of as a “superpopulation”—a
hypothetical infinite population from which the finite population (e.g., the U.S. popula-
tion in 2000) is itself a sample (Deming and Stephan 1941). A properly drawn probability
sample from a finite population can be used to estimate the parameters of Model (1), but
provided that Model (1) is properly specified, so can data drawn in much less systematic
ways—for example, from the collection of collaborating sites in a multisite study and their
patient-volunteer samples.

Indeed, if Model (1) is a reasonably correct specification,'® and all of the Z controls
are measured and included in the regression, then almost any convenience sample drawn

8. My description of design options and justifications has been simplified somewhat. Details are provided in
Michael and O’Muircheartaigh (2008).

9. A consultant for the NCS estimated the response rates to be only 21% after 20 years in a national-sample
study and 73% if large medical centers recruited volunteer samples of patients. Given the much higher retention
rates of long-term longitudinal studies involving national samples, such as the PSID and 1979 National Longitu-
dinal Survey of Youth (NLSY), the 21% rate likely understates response rates in a well-run survey of a national
probability sample.

10. George Box’s (Box and Draper 1987:424) often-quoted statement on models is, “All models are wrong, but
some are useful.” “Reasonably correct” is used in this spirit. The important potential problem of omitted-variable
bias is considered later in this article.
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from children with varying levels of lead in their environments will produce an unbiased
estimate of the key P, causal effects parameter.!! Data from a representative sample impart
no advantages over convenience-sample data, and probably cost more to collect.

In contrast, the “population-bound” (Kish 1987) or, as it is often called, “design-
based” perspective for inference relies on randomization produced by probability
sampling. The sampling distributions for survey-based estimators are generated by re-
peated sampling from the same population, and the goal is to infer the mean, regression
coefficient, or other statistical parameters of interest that one would obtain from a popula-
tion census.

Hypothesis testing of regression-type behavioral relationships does not fit comfortably
within this population-bound framework. For example, testing whether a regression coef-
ficient is different from zero makes little sense, since running the regression on data from
a population census would never produce a coefficient that was exactly zero. Regression
coefficients in a population-bound perspective have valuable uses, for example in describ-
ing population-average relationships and generating predictions within the population, but
they do not relate directly to parameters of a behavioral model.

Proponents of a population perspective worry that Eq. (1) may not be quite right.
Suppose, they might argue, that the effect of lead on IQ is larger for low- than for high-
income children, perhaps because of a low-income parent’s inability to shield a child from
the deleterious effects of ambient lead. Estimating (1) with a population sample provides a
population-average value for B,, which would differ from the B, estimated from a conve-
nience sample that did not contain the same proportion of high- and low-income families
as in the population.

In response, model-based proponents would point out that the problem can easily be
remedied if Model (1) is reformulated to include a Lead x Income interaction term. With
this correct model specification, convenience-sample data could again be used to provide
unbiased estimates of 3, and the coefficient on the Lead x Income interaction.

The argument for a model-based approach to case selection is strongest when
(1) population description is of no value; (2) the research goal is to test a small number
of very well specified behavioral models; and (3) key variables are difficult or expensive
to measure in a probability survey. A key element of “well specified” is that variation in
behavioral parameters across population subgroups is either known in advance or confi-
dently assumed away.

In fact, neither of the first two conditions is likely to hold for the NCS or almost any
other large-scale data collection. Despite the NCS’s efforts to specify its key hypotheses in
advance, the data will no doubt be used to test literally thousands of research hypotheses
over its life, and biomedical or social science theory can almost never specify behavioral
parameters across population subgroups in advance or confidently assume them away.'?

In the end, the proponents of population sampling prevailed, led initially by Rod Little
and Robert Michael. The NCS currently plans to draw a representative sample of women
at risk of becoming pregnant, follow them for up to four years until they become pregnant,
and, with their cooperation, enroll them and their babies in the study. Sampling rates will
be set to match the overall goal of recruiting 100,000 mothers and their babies.

11. Unbiased estimation of f, requires that lead is well measured and that measurement error in IQ is indepen-
dent of the amount of lead in the environment. Measurement error is typically not lower in population as opposed
to convenience-sample surveys, and it may in fact be higher in the biomedical case if the sites contributing patient
volunteers to the subject pool have state-of-the-art measurement tools.

12. Kish (1987:13) has gone so far as to assert that “all relations in the physical world between predictor and
predictand variables are conditional on elements of the population subjected to research.”
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Population Perspectives in Qualitative Research

Qualitative researchers rarely employ probability sampling for either “setting” or case selec-
tion. Such methods are difficult in the beginning stages of participant observation studies, in
which investigators gather rich data over a sustained period in social settings of interest, in
order both to frame and to answer basic research questions (Lofland and Lofland 1995).

Glaser and Strauss (1967) coined the term “theoretical sampling” in qualitative re-
search to describe the process by which settings or cases are selected to provide theoreti-
cally interesting contrasts for participant observation studies. For example, theory building
might suggest the need for selecting cases across cells of a design matrix based on combi-
nations of certain attributes (e.g., economic status, race, and neighborhood type; Bernard
1995; Johnson 1990; Pelto and Pelto 1978). Despite the “sampling” terminology, studies
rarely employ random case selection once theoretically interesting settings or groups have
been identified."

An alternative to participant observation studies is gathering information from a
number of individuals or families through “semi-structured” interviewing (in which an
interviewer guides a free-flowing conversation on a largely predetermined set of topics)
or directed observation of individuals. Whom to interview or observe in those cases? Ex-
plications of qualitative methodology sometimes detail the utility of “key informants” and
design matrices for interesting groups, but almost never discuss the systematic selection of
cases within groups (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Patton 2002; Pelto and Pelto 1978).

My discussion of the potential for employing probability-sampling methods for case
selection in qualitative studies is based on my experience with two such studies. The first
is the New Hope Ethnographic Study, which selected 23 families at random from both the
treatment and the control groups in the Milwaukee New Hope program evaluation. The
larger study enrolled a total of 1,357 potential New Hope participants and randomly as-
signed half to receive New Hope services and the other half to a control group.'* The second
study is the Time, Love, and Cash in Couples with Children (TLC3) study, which drew a
stratified random sample of 75 cases in three cities from the larger Fragile Families study
sample described earlier.'”

I argue that drawing a probability sample from a larger population of interest for a
qualitative study (1) ensures that cases represent both expected and unexpected situations
of interest and (2) can often provide a useful basis for statistical inference. Although the
second feature requires the selection of several dozen cases, the first advantage of a popula-
tion approach applies equally well to large- and small-case qualitative studies.

13. Glaser and Strauss (1967:63) contrasted theoretical and random sampling in the following way:

The researcher who generates theory need not combine random sampling with theoretical
sampling when setting forth relationships among categories and properties. These relationships
are suggested as hypotheses pertinent to direction of relationships, not tested as descriptions of
both direction and magnitude. Conventional theorizing claims generality of scope; that is, one as-
sumes that if the relationship holds for one group under certain conditions, it will probably hold
for other groups under the same conditions. This assumption of persistence is subject only to being
disproven—not proven—when other sociologists question its credibility. Only a reversal or disap-
pearance of the relationship will be considered by sociologists as an important discovery, not the
rediscovery of the same relationship in another group; since once discovered, the relationship is
assumed to persist. Persistence helps to generalize scope but is usually considered uninteresting,
since it requires no modification of the theory.

14. The New Hope Ethnographic Study was directed by Tom Weisner and is described in Bos et al. (1999)
and detailed in Weisner et al. (1999). New Hope itself offered its participants a comprehensive package of benefits.
In exchange for a proven work effort of 30 hours a week, participants were eligible for (1) a wage supplement;
(2) subsidized health insurance; (3) a childcare subsidy; and (4) a community service job, if a private sector job
could not be found (Bos et al. 1999).

15. Kathryn Edin and Paula England designed and directed TLC3, which was an outgrowth of the MacArthur
Foundation Network on Families and the Economy. Study methods are described in Shafer (2007).
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Case selection in the New Hope qualitative study. Researchers designing the New
Hope Ethnographic Study (NHES) debated at length the wisdom of random versus purposive
case selection (Gibson and Duncan 2005). Because a complete list of program and control
families was readily available, it was easy to generate a simple random sample of cases from
each group. But some members of the research team argued that since an » = 46 sample was
too small to allow for the detection of program impacts, and since the experiences of New
Hope experimental families were so much more interesting than the experiences of control
families, the NHES sample should consist only of families in the experimental group.

Moreover, there were arguments favoring nonrandom selection of “exemplar” cases—
participants whom New Hope staff or preliminary survey data analyses could readily identify
as embodying exactly the kinds of experiences that program designers either hoped for or
feared. The ethnographic study’s repeated open-ended conversations with exemplar cases,
it was argued, would provide much more useful information about the New Hope program
than would potentially “uninteresting” cases selected at random. In the end, we opted for
a stratified random sample of 46 cases drawn in equal numbers from treatment and control
groups, plus three exemplar families.'¢

Experience repeatedly confirmed the wisdom of the random-sampling decision (Gib-
son and Duncan 2005). 4 priori theoretical or program-staff-based expectations about
“interesting” and “uninteresting” situations proved depressingly inaccurate; subsequent
analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data revealed truly interesting and relevant
situations for understanding New Hope program impacts. And while control cases did not
receive New Hope services, we were impressed with the comprehensive set of alternative
Milwaukee-area services they managed to line up for themselves, which helped us gain a
more complete understanding of the nature of the treatment-control contrast afforded by the
experiment. For the most part, random case selection helped to identify false assumptions
by ensuring that the cases we examined more closely were representative.

Statistical inference from randomly selected qualitative samples. Despite their
relatively small numbers of cases, some qualitative studies offer enough statistical power
for useful inference, provided that probability sampling methods are employed. And since
their open-ended nature allows researchers to glean rich data on sensitive topics (e.g., sex-
ual infidelity in the TLC3 study; Hill 2007), qualitative studies based on random samples
can provide useful population estimates for data on sensitive topics that are impossible to
secure through surveys.

What is the inferential power of an n = 75 sample like the one drawn for the TLC3
qualitative study? In the case of a relatively rare proportion (e.g., of mothers holding col-
lege degrees, .12), the standard deviation of the estimates is about .04, which provides
substantial power to reject priors that the condition or event is quite prevalent in the popula-
tion. In the case of a more evenly split proportion (say, of mothers with at least some col-
lege, .31), the standard deviation of the estimates is larger, at .05. But even here, the implied
confidence interval is small enough to be quite informative of population proportions.

A hard-to-measure variable obtained in a random-sample qualitative study such as
TLC3 may also be used as a right-hand-side variable in regression-based behavior models
estimated with the larger Fragile Families Study data. To take a concrete example, suppose
that we are interested in estimating the impact of domestic violence during pregnancy on
the quality of a couple’s relationship following the birth of their child. Suppose further
that all regression variables are measured for the TLC3 subsample, and all but domestic
violence are measured in the larger Fragile Families sample. In this case, the TLC3 data
on domestic violence can be treated as a kind of missing data problem. Given the random
process generating the TLC3 cases, the missing data approximate a “missing completely at

16. Response rates were not a problem: intensive recruitment efforts led to success in recruiting 86% of the
sampled families that had not moved out of the greater Milwaukee area.
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random” design. A host of methods (e.g., least squares on imputed data, maximum likeli-
hood, Bayesian; see Little [1992] for a review) have been proposed to deal with these kinds
of missing data estimation problems.

Embedding intensive qualitative substudies within larger, population-based surveys
is not without potential problems. A particular concern is that intensive contact might
somehow change respondents’ attitudes or behaviors, or the added burden might cause
them to drop out of the study altogether. Provided that qualitative-study subjects continue
to participate in the surveys, the first concern can be tested with the survey data. In the
worst-case scenario, the survey data associated with the cases sampled for intensive study
might be unusable.

Taken together, these examples suggest that our colleagues engaging in experimental,
clinical, and other site-based studies and in qualitative research would profit from demog-
raphy’s population-based perspective as well as the sampling methods that help produce it.
The research world needs this perspective and our expertise in gaining it.

POPULATION PERSPECTIVES ON CAUSAL MODELING

I turn now to the cautionary part of my story and describe ways in which a traditional
demographic approach can be misleading. My focus is on causal modeling in population
research using data from censuses and large-sample population surveys. I conclude that
causal modeling is (1) rarely convincing when based on population-wide regressions in-
volving standard demographic control variables; and (2) often facilitated by eschewing full
population representation in favor of an examination of an exceedingly small but strategi-
cally selected portion of a general population with the “right kind” of variation in the key
independent variable of interest. In the end, though, a population-based understanding of
causal effects should be our principal goal.

The Slippery Slope

Demographers are unmatched in their ability to describe population characteristics and
processes such as fertility, union formation, and migration. There is good reason for the old
joke that demographers are “broken down by age and sex”—they like to describe popula-
tion phenomena across subgroups that are defined by a multitude of population traits. Thick
demographic description often provides the key “stylized facts” about population phenom-
ena that should precede causal modeling.

Troubles begin to arise when demographic research moves from tabular breakdowns by
demographic characteristics to regressions that control for those characteristics. A regres-
sion coefficient on, say, education predicting fertility is properly described as education’s
“regression-adjusted association” with fertility. But too often, fertility is termed an “effect”
of education. Worse, the concluding sections of papers often include thoughts about policy
recommendations based on the education “effects” estimated in the demographic regres-
sion. Under what circumstances is a demographic regression likely to produce a causal
impact estimate for the independent variable of interest?

Causal analysis. To focus the discussion, let me return to the Head Start “effects”
estimation problem that led to the large random-assignment policy study of Head Start
described earlier. Although Head Start enrollment is not a typical demographic variable
of interest, the argument I develop applies equally well across a variety of demographic
independent variables of interest, such as maternal education or family size.

At its heart, the Head Start causal analysis problem is to estimate the difference in an
outcome—for example, reading achievement—between a child who has attended Head
Start and that same child if he or she had not participated in Head Start. When trying to
determine the causal effect of, say, a mother’s education on her fertility, the problem is
to estimate the difference in fertility between a woman with, say, a college degree and
that same woman if she had only a high school diploma. Stated this way, reflecting what
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has become a widely accepted definition (Holland 1986; Neyman, Iwaszkiewicz, and St.
Kolodziejezyk 1935; Rubin 1974), causation is specific to an individual and impossible to
observe: a child either attends Head Start or does not; at any point, each woman has but
one level of completed schooling.!”

Others have pointed out that one solution to this problem is portrayed in Frank Capra’s
1946 movie Its a Wonderful Life. A despondent George Bailey, played by Jimmy Stewart,
is visited by an angel who shows him what a terrible place his beloved town would be if
he had not lived. Bailey can thus confidently attribute any difference between this vision
and what is actually happening to the town and its people to the causal effect of George
Bailey.

Lacking angels, social scientists resort to the next best thing: random assignment ex-
periments and, most often for demographers, multiple regression.'® In the regression case,
the regression model—Model (2)—may take a form akin to Eq. (1):

Ach; = B, + B,Head Start, + B,Z; + e, (2)

In Eq. (2), Ach; is child i’s reading achievement; Head Start, is a dichotomous indicator of
whether child i attended Head Start; Z is a set of other determinants of child achievement;
and e 1s an error term. Replacing Ach with fertility and Head Start with education produces
the regression model for the fertility example. As with our lead-exposure and child IQ ex-
ample, Eq. (2) should produce an unbiased estimate of 3,, the causal impact of Head Start,
provided that Model (2) is properly specified, Head Start attendance is well measured, and
relevant Zs are included.

Population variation in treatment effects. There are two potentially serious problems
in attempting to estimate causal impacts in Eq. (2) with nonexperimental data. First, it is
very unlikely that the effects of Head Start (the B,s) are identical across individuals and
even groups of individuals. Early childhood education programs appear to be most effec-
tive among relatively less advantaged children (Brooks-Gunn et al. 1992; Magnuson et al.
2004). In the education/fertility example, education “effects” may well differ across ethnic
or geographically defined subgroups. Since variation in causal effects of interest is likely
to be pervasive, it is often useful to recast the goal of a causal policy analysis as one of
identifying “local area treatment effects” (Imbens and Angrist 1994).

The task of translating causal modeling into policy analysis is all the more difficult
because groups that are affected by real-world policies are often idiosyncratic. An expan-
sion of the Head Start program might target children with incomes just above the poverty
line. A community college subsidy program might target low-income single mothers living
in a single state. Groups for whom policy effects are unusually large or small may be quite
different from groups to which real-world policies are targeted.

As with the lead and 1Q model presented earlier, estimating Model (2) with all of the
proper interactions would help to address these treatment heterogeneity problems. But it is
a formidable task to identify them on the basis of often weak theory and to estimate them
without undue data mining.

Omitted-variable bias. A second and pervasive problem with regression-based ap-
proaches to inferring causation, which was not considered in our discussion of the lead

17. Another implication of this individual-specific definition of causation is that treatment effects may well
be heterogeneous and vary systematically across population subgroups. I elaborate more on this point later.

18. Random assignment—the so-called “gold standard” of causal modeling—does not solve the problem of
identifying treatment impacts for a given individual. Instead, in the Head Start example, the random assignment
of children into two groups, with one group being offered the opportunity to participate in the Head Start program
and the other group not being offered that opportunity, permits the identification of treatment effects averaged
across groups of individuals. This is certainly important, although may conceal important impact differences
across subgroups.
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Table 1. OLS and Sibling Difference Estimates of the Effect of Head Start on Child

Outcomes
OLS Regression, OLS Regression, Sibling
Outcome No Controls Extensive Controls Difference
PPVT Test Score
White -5.6* —0.4 5.9*
(1.6) (1.4) (1.5)
Black 1.0 0.7 0.3
(1.2) (1.1) (1.4)
Completed High School
All —0.08* 0.01 0.04
(0.03) (0.03) (0.05)
White 0.20*
(0.10)
Black -0.02
(0.07)

Source: Currie and Thomas (1995: Table 4) for PPVT results; Garces et al. (2002: Table 2) for high school

completion results.

*p<.05

and child 1Q Model (1), is that controlling for all of the relevant Z factors is exceedingly
difficult. Failure to do so may impart serious bias to the estimate of 3,.

The possibility of omitted-variable bias is a huge concern. Consider some of the com-
monly used explanatory variables in demographic research: being reared by a highly edu-
cated parent, by a working mother, or in a large family; divorce; neighborhood location;
peers; and child care arrangements. All are, at least in part, determined or influenced by the
actions of the individuals whose outcomes are being studied. Spurious correlations between
outcomes of interest and these demographic variables may in fact arise from difficult-to-
measure characteristics of the individuals themselves or their parents (Duncan, Magnuson,
and Ludwig 2004; Moffitt 2005). Such correlations are the source of omitted-variable bias
in the estimation of B,.

Population representation does not solve the omitted-variable bias problem. Indeed,
since widely used population data collections like censuses or labor force surveys often
cannot afford the time and expense of high-quality measurement of key Z variables that
drive the selection process behind key independent variables of interest, they may produce
a more biased estimate of 3, than would more extensive and higher-quality measurement
taken from a convenience sample!

How serious a problem is omitted-variable bias? It varies, but regrettably in ways
that are difficult to predict. Consider the nonexperimental literature on the effects of Head
Start. Currie and Thomas (1995) used the NLSY to contrast picture vocabulary (PPVT) test
scores for children who attended Head Start with those of children who did not. Garces,
Thomas, and Currie (2002) used PSID data for corresponding contrasts for high school
completion (see Table 1). Uncontrolled ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions produced
some perverse negative estimates of Head Start impacts in both studies. Extensive regres-
sion controls' produced a uniformly null set of impact estimates. But when both studies

19. In Currie and Thomas (1995), the controls included child age, gender, and whether first born; permanent
family income; mother’s education, AFQT test score, and height; number of siblings when the mother was age
14; and grandmother’s education. In the case of Garces et al. (2002), controls included year of birth, gender, race,
maternal and paternal education, family structure when the child was age 4, family income and family size, birth
order, and whether the child was low birth weight.
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focused on variation within families by relating sibling differences in outcomes to sibling
differences in Head Start attendance, the Head Start impact estimates for white children
became positive and statistically significant; they were smaller and remained statistically
insignificant for black children.

Recent sophisticated studies of the effects of family size on child outcomes (reviewed
later in this article) have shown few of the detrimental effects found in conventional de-
mographic regression approaches. Experimental studies of dropout (Agodini and Dynarski
2004) and class size programs (Wilde and Hollister 2002) have shown that a “population re-
gression” approach sometimes comes close to experimental estimates, but it often produces
quite different results. In general, then, biases using conventional regression techniques can
be quite serious, but there is no “in general” way of predicting when this will be the case.

Securing Less Biased Causal Estimates

What to do about the omitted-variable problem? One potential solution is through measure-
ment—that is, measure as many of the important Z selection factors as possible and include
them in the regression analysis. This requires careful conceptualization of the processes that
determine the key independent variables of interest (in our examples, decisions regarding
Head Start enrollment, maternal schooling, neighborhood conditions, and completed family
size) and including measures that characterize that process in the population regression.

This conceptualization and measurement work is rarely done in survey research, in
part because paying attention to measuring the selection process places yet more demands
on the scarce time interviewers are able to spend with respondents, time that the various
proponents of favored dependent and independent variables are typically fighting to claim.
As mentioned above, data from the decennial census or large sample surveys such as the
U.S. Current Population Survey will almost never provide the measures needed to control
adequately for the selection process behind key independent variables.

A wide variety of alternative approaches have been proposed. Manski (1990) took a
minimalist approach to assumptions about model specification and argued for the utility of
estimating lower and upper bounds on the causal effects of interest. Propensity score meth-
ods (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983) attempt to isolate the most relevant comparison groups
but still depend on the adequacy of measured control variables.?’ Fixed-effects models ap-
proach the bias problem by differencing out the possible effects of selection factors. In the
case of sibling fixed-effects models, such as those employed by Currie and Thomas (1995)
and Garces et al. (2002) and cited earlier, the influence of selection factors—both measured
and unmeasured—that are common to siblings is differenced out, but potential biases from
individual-specific selection factors remain.*!

Robert Moffitt’s (2005) excellent Demography article detailed the strengths and
weaknesses of a number of these methods, some of which are based on so-called “natural
experiments.” Most attempt to solve the omitted-variable problem by focusing on a narrow
subset of the overall population in which variation in key independent variables of interest
is arguably beyond the control of the individuals involved.

I would like to argue for the virtues of these very narrow but judiciously selected
population approaches. Working with natural experiments often requires the expertise of
demographers, while at the same time, it avoids some of the possible biases in population

20. Rosenbaum (2002) developed methods for bounding propensity score bias, while DiPrete and Gangl
(2004) extended these models to include instrumental variables.

21. In the Head Start sibling models, persistent family characteristics, such as parental ability to promote
their children’s achievement, will not bias the sibling-based estimated impacts of Head Start because they are the
same for all siblings in the same family. But why should one child in a family attend Head Start but an older or
younger sibling not? If enrollment decisions are based on difficult-to-measure characteristics of the children (e.g.,
a developmentally delayed child might be perceived as in special need of Head Start services), then estimates from
sibling models may be biased as well.



776 Demography, Volume 45-Number 4, November 2008

regressions. The key in natural experiments is to focus on situations in which variation in
a central independent variable of interest is unaffected by the process typically involved in
the variable’s selection.

Natural experiments are pervasive (Duncan et al. 2004; Meyer 1995). One demo-
graphic example is the Angrist, Lavy, and Schlosser (2005) investigation of the effects of
family size on child outcomes. Since larger families differ from smaller families in many
ways that are difficult to capture with measured variables, the potential for omitted-variable
bias is substantial. Angrist et al. (2005) capitalized on the fact that both twin births and
same-sex sibling pairs are often associated with larger total family sizes. Family size im-
pact estimates driven exclusively by twin- and same-sex sibling sources of variation show
no indication of the kind of negative “impacts” of larger family size estimated in typical
demographic regressions.*

A highly creative, population-based assessment of the impact of natural disasters on
mortality, family disruption, and relocation is the Study of the Tsunami Aftermath and
Recovery in Sumatra. It draws pre-tsunami data from a large-scale, nationally represen-
tative socioeconomic survey (SUSENAS), which is collected annually by Indonesia’s
Central Bureau of Statistics. Special mortality follow-ups and data collections over the
post-tsunami recovery period are being conducted with households in both affected and
comparison districts in order to isolate the changes that can be attributed to the tsunami
and its aftermath.?

A Head Start example. The logic and procedures behind natural experiments are il-
lustrated by Ludwig and Miller’s (2007) research on Head Start program effects, which
took advantage of a little-known policy change in the early years of the program. By the
mid-1960s, the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO)—the U.S. antipoverty agency in
those days—was concerned that very few of the nation’s poorest counties were applying
for Head Start funding. Children in these areas clearly needed help, but the counties lacked
the expertise to apply for this program. In response, the OEO sent White House interns to
the 300 poorest U.S. counties to assist local officials in developing proposals. This situation
provided Ludwig and Miller (2007) with an opportunity for a comparison (based in part
on census data) between the long-run outcomes of children living in counties just below
the 300-county cutoff, many of whom were provided with the chance to attend Head Start,
and those of children living in counties with poverty rates that placed them just above the
300-county cutoff.

Ludwig and Miller (2007) first established that Head Start spending was indeed higher
among counties targeted by OEO’s efforts to increase applications. Figure 2 shows per-child
county spending on Head Start in 1968, with counties ranked according to their poverty rates
in the 1960 census.?* The sharp drop in Head Start spending at a poverty rate of around 59%
corresponds precisely to the 59.20% poverty rate distinguishing the poorest 300 counties.
An estimate of the drop at the point of the regression discontinuity is $134—a statistically
significant difference (see Table 2).>> Head Start enrollment, as measured in the NELS:88
survey, was 15 percentage points higher just below the cutoff point than just above it.

As a falsification test, Ludwig and Miller investigated whether something else about
the social spending in these poorest counties might advantage the children growing up in

22. Angrist et al. (2005) were not the first to use either of these sources of exogenous variation in family size,
but they were able to estimate family size impacts across an unusually large number of outcomes.

23. See http://chd.ucla.edu/STAR/STAR.html. The data collection is led by Bondan Sikoki, who directs
SurveyMETER, the NGO that is carrying out the fieldwork. Elizabeth Frankenberg, Jed Friedman, and Duncan
Thomas are U.S.-based collaborators.

24. Figure 2 is adapted from Ludwig and Miller’s (2007) Figure II and was kindly provided by the authors
for my use.

25. Ludwig and Miller have presented a range of estimates of the jump, depending on how much weight is
given to counties near the 59.2% poverty cutoff. This estimate is based on a bandwidth of 36 counties.
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Figure 2.  Head Start Spending per 4-Year-Old in 1968
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Table 2. Estimated Effects for Eligible Versus Non-eligible Counties in the
Ludwig and Miller (2005) Analysis of Head Start

Difference for

Eligible Counties

1972 Federal Head Start Spending per 4-Year-Old Child ($) 134*
Head Start Enrollment (from NELS:88) (%) 15*
Compare: 1972 Other Social Spending per Capita ($) 14
College Attendance

Eligible cohorts: 18- to 24-year-olds in 1990 census (%) 5.1*

Compare: Parents’ college attendance in 1970 (%) 0.0

Compare: 25- to 34-year-olds in 1990 census (%) 0.1

*p < .05
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them. Federal per capita social spending does not experience the same jump as Head Start
spending, a fact confirmed in a more formal regression analysis (Table 2).%

Ludwig and Miller next turned to possible “discontinuities” in an assortment of child
outcomes. For example, if Head Start promotes school achievement, then we might expect
to see a discontinuity in county-level college enrollment in the 1990 census for individuals
whose preschool years coincided with the increase in Head Start spending. Sure enough,
there was a statistically significant 5.1-percentage-point jump in college attendance in
1990 in counties that just made the 300-county cutoff compared with counties just on the
other side of the line (Table 2). More generally, Ludwig and Miller (2007) found favorable
regression-discontinuity jumps in mortality rates for children from causes that could be
affected by Head Start and in a number of education-related outcomes.

Falsification tests are possible here as well: there was no jump in college enrollment
among children too old to have profited from the increased Head Start funding (i.e., the 25-
to 34-year-olds in the 1990 census), nor in the 1970 college attendance rates of the parents
of cohort-eligible children. Taken together, the historical evidence gleaned from census and
administrative sources, but concentrated on counties just above and below the 300-county
OEO cutoff, points to an assortment of benefits that likely more than outweighed the costs
of the program (Ludwig and Miller 2007).

A PLACE FOR A POPULATION PERSPECTIVE IN CAUSAL RESEARCH

Ludwig and Miller may have produced an elegant estimate of Head Start impacts, but it is
hardly a general one: the exogenous variation in Head Start spending they exploited applies
to Head Start centers operating more than 30 years ago, in counties with poverty rates just
above or below 59%. Whether their estimated impacts hold true in more affluent areas, or
in more recent years, is a matter of considerable speculation.

More generally, the highly selective nature of natural experiments, sibling fixed ef-
fects, instrumental variables, and similar approaches may reduce bias, but they suffer from
a damaging loss in external validity. By burrowing deep within population data, these
techniques sacrifice their population-wide perspective on causal effects. As promising as
natural experiments may be, therefore, they do not begin to provide a full population per-
spective on causal impacts. What to do?

Stepping back, we see that the holy grail of a population perspective on causation
needs to solve three disparate problems:

1. Population-wide data have the potential to provide causal estimates for whole
populations and their policy-relevant subgroups, but population regressions typi-
cally fail to provide unbiased estimates of causal impacts.

2. “Natural experiments” may generate arguably unbiased causal estimates, but
often only for small and idiosyncratic subgroups of the population, such as twins
or, in the case of Ludwig and Miller (2007), individuals residing in counties with
poverty rates around 59%.

3. Real-world policies are typically implemented among narrowly defined popu-
lation subgroups, such as immigrant children or children living in families with
near-poverty income. Regrettably, research-based natural experimental subgroups
often overlap little with policy-relevant subgroups.

26. It remains possible that the Washington-lawyer-led Head Start proposal development process in the 300
poorest counties led to a more general mobilization of community leaders and resources that somehow benefited
the children in ways that would not be reflected in other social spending. Natural experiments are prone to their
own sets of biases.
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Figure 3.  Steps for Causal Modeling
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Rehabilitating the Population Regression

Approaches to grappling with these contradictory elements have filled volumes (Lee 2005;
Morgan and Winship 2007; Pearl 2000; Spirtes, Glymour, and Scheines 2000). I would like
to concentrate on one question: is there a place in the pantheon of causal approaches for the
population regression approach?

For causal analysis, it is useful to think of rwo population levels rather than just one.
At the top of Figure 3 is the familiar general population level—the fountain for the data
that keep demographers young. At the bottom are what I call SEVKIVs—subgroups with
exogeneous variability on key independent variables.

In the Ludwig and Miller work, these subgroups were children growing up in coun-
ties just above and below the 59% poverty cutoff. In the tsunami study, they are Sumatran
districts devastated and little-affected by the disaster. Identical twins or siblings who differ
on key independent variables are another example. In a nutshell, I am recommending that
demographers go beyond breaking down by age and sex at the general population level and
consider engaging in collaborations that lead to breakdowns by SEVKIVs as well.

It is important to begin with thick description at the general population level. Demogra-
phers have developed a highly creative and sophisticated set of tools, including multiple re-
gression, for describing and forecasting population characteristics and dynamic processes.
None of my remarks should be construed as detracting from these accomplishments—they
are vital, and their continuing development should be encouraged and supported.

For the purposes of causal modeling, [ am suggesting moving to the second population
level—the SEVKIVs (path A in Figure 3). Here, the challenge is to think of events, policies,
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or accidents of geography that provide exogenous variation in key independent variables
of interest and to organize data collections around that subset of the population. Random-
assignment policy experiments are even better. The more SEVKIVs the better, since they
show us how robust causal estimates are across various subsets of the population.

Once we have some confidence that SEVKIVs have produced a reasonably con-
vincing collection of causal estimates, we can proceed to an investigation of whether a
well-controlled population-level regression can reproduce key results from the SEVKIV
analyses (path B). Here, we need to devote considerable mental and measurement effort
to understanding and statistically controlling for the process by which individuals come to
have certain values on the key policy-relevant independent variables of interest.?’

If a SEVKIV analysis yields a convincing causal estimate for a well-defined population
subgroup, can a well-controlled population regression run on that subgroup match it? Sup-
pose, for example, that the national Head Start experiment were to show strongly positive
impacts for girls but not for boys. Does that pattern emerge in a well-controlled population
regression run on similar cohorts? The more precisely a well-controlled population-based
regression can reproduce the collection of patterns found in more specialized studies, the
more confidence we can have in its estimates.

Population-based regressions should probably be judged guilty of potentially serious
bias until proven innocent. If the population regression approach fails to come close to the
SEVKIV estimates (path C), then one option is to secure data with better measurement of
the selection process behind key independent variables (path D) and a reanalysis of whether
population regressions reproduce SEVKIV patterns. Failing that, it is probably best to rely
on estimates from the SEVKIV analysis, despite the problems with their external validity
(path E).%®

If a well-controlled population regression can reproduce SEVKIV results (path F),
then we have a blissful state of affairs—a population perspective on causal effects. In this
case, the population-based data could be used to provide estimates of causal effects both
for the overall population and for the population subgroups most likely to be affected by
actual policies.

This is not a hopeless agenda. Consider the exceedingly well-researched problem of
estimating the causal impact of completed schooling on lifetime earnings. David Card’s
(1999) masterly review covers approaches that employ population regressions as well as a
host of more sophisticated techniques, such as twin differences and instrumental variables.
By and large, the population regressions produce estimates of the impacts of education on
earnings that are consistently but only modestly below those of studies employing more
sophisticated estimation methods, and there are reasons to suspect that the differences are
smaller than they appear.?’

27. As a guide to success in controlling for selection, Altonji, Elder, and Taber (2005) developed an estimation
method that uses observed explanatory variables to assess the amount of remaining selection on the unobservables.
A useful calculation they proposed is the ratio of selection on unobservables to selection on observables that would
be required if all of the estimated “effect” of a key independent variable is caused by selection bias.

28. One promising alternative involving random-assignment experiments is to use propensity-score matching
techniques to generalize from the experimental subject to population-wide distributions. Hedges (2008) developed
statistical models for this process and applied them to the Tennessee STAR class-size experiment. Conditional on
certain ignorability assumptions, he showed that the Tennessee-based sample might generate reasonably precise im-
pacts estimates for a California-state population but not for the largely Hispanic Los Angeles school population.

29. Looking across Card’s (1999: Tables 4 and 5) U.S.-based estimates of the impacts of additional years
of completed schooling on log earnings, the average coefficient from ordinary least squares population regres-
sions is 0.068, while the average coefficient from instrumental variables models is 0.095. Card suspected that
measurement error played a small biasing role in the OLS estimates and that a more important cause is that the
instrumental-variables (IV) estimates were based on schooling variation among individuals with relatively low
levels of education. Since the earnings payoff to added schooling is likely higher at lower levels of schooling, the
OLS estimates may reflect population-wide payoff estimates, while the IV estimates reflect payoffs to the subgroup
of low-income individuals.
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Moreover, even if population-based regressions contain some possible bias, variation
in causal estimates across population subgroups may still be quite useful. Card and Krueger
(1992) have shown that the economic returns to schooling vary systematically by state of
birth as well as by the quality of the state’s schools. At least in the case of education and
earnings, a population-based regression approach can be quite informative.

SUMMARY

I fear that the complications of causal analysis may have obscured the very upbeat message
I hope to convey: a population perspective, and the sampling tools that help to produce it,
are much too important and powerful to be kept hidden away from our colleagues in the
fields of experimental, clinical, and qualitative research. As a group, demographers must
surely rank in the top tier among academics in terms of professionalism and collegiality,
but also in terms of modesty—traits that have made it a true pleasure to organize the 2008
PAA’s annual meeting and an honor to promote PAA’s research priorities in Washington
and beyond. But our modesty prevents us from being as aggressive as we should be in
promoting our population perspective. More often than not, a population-based research
perspective is ruled out simply because it is unfamiliar. And when it is considered, it often
triggers misplaced fears of lower data quality or higher costs. Demographers should not
hesitate to promote the use of sampling tools and their population perspective in these other
research settings.

In the context of causal analysis, a population perspective, if not population-wide
regressions, is also essential. Demographers should avoid the “slippery slope” of assum-
ing that the standard set of demographic control variables will be capable of controlling
for omitted-variable bias. A productive alternative is to look within a population to find
subgroups for which “natural experiments” have produced variation in key independent
variables of interest.

But since the generalizability of natural experiments is often quite limited, it is also
worth returning to a well-controlled population-based regression. Careful thought and
considerable interviewing time will surely be needed to capture the process by which the
key independent variables take on their values. Even after this conceptualization and mea-
surement is completed, confidence in a population regression approach requires evidence
that its estimated effects agree with those obtained with alternative methods. This process
is laborious but worthwhile; a population perspective on causal effects is a worthy goal for
future generations of population scientists.
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