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Greg J. Duncan and
Katherine A. Magnuson

The Promise of Random-Assignment
Social Experiments for
Understanding Well-Being
and Behavior

Introduction

Classical sociological and psychological theories of how family environ-
ments and broader social structures affect individuals’ well-being viewed

individuals as passive objects of the influences of environmental factors.
Theory and research focused on identifying crucial elements of social class
(e.g. Davis and Havinghurst, 1946), parenting (e.g. Baumrind, 1968; Kohn,
1959, 1963), and the processes by which these factors influenced human
development and well-being. In essence, this approach presumed that indi-
viduals were a tabula rasa, and their development was the sum total of their
experiences (Locke, 1892).

Recent life course and developmental theory has both challenged the
view of individuals as passive recipients, and highlighted the reciprocal nature
of a broad set of contextual forces. This shift toward a more agentic view of
individuals has emphasized the role that individuals play in their own
development. For example, theories of parenting now recognize that parental
behavior is determined, at least in part, by characteristics of children such as
age, gender and temperament (Bell, 1968; Lewis, 1981; Kagan, 1989; Sameroff
and Chandler, 1975).

Elder (1974, 1999), Magnusson (1995) and others assign a central role to
human agency in all developmental processes. Drawing upon examples of
how families coped with depression-related hardships through work and
residential strategies, Elder (1999) summarizes his ‘principle of human
agency’ as follows: ‘Individuals construct their own life courses through the
choices and actions they take within the opportunities and constraints of
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history and social circumstances’ (Elder, 1999: 15). Magnusson stresses the
processes in which ‘the individual is an active, intentional part of the environ-
ment within which he or she acts’ (Magnusson, 1995: 34).

Empirical studies that aspire to gauge the impacts of contexts on indi-
viduals’ well-being and behavior have not kept up with these theoretical
developments. All too often, the empirical studies associate outcomes of
interest with naturally occurring differences in family conditions or contexts
such as neighborhood conditions. As we explain later, this approach assumes
that the contexts in which individuals find themselves are completely beyond
their control (or, in the case of younger children, their parents’ control).
Failure to address this problem may bias, perhaps severely, estimates of the
effects of contexts on individuals.

Experiments in which individuals are randomly assigned to their
contexts provide a solution to this problem. Typically, experimental research
conjures up images of small-scale laboratory experiments or medical trials.
However, a number of large-scale social experiments have been undertaken
that provide unique opportunities for social scientists. For example, a recent
Canadian welfare reform experiment randomly assigned income support
recipients to either a ‘treatment’ group, in which they were offered a generous
financial incentive for working, or a control group, in which they continued
to live under the old rules of the Income Assistance program. For the children
in these families, this experiment constitutes randomized assignment to an
enriched family economic environment, which can be used to assess the
impact of family economic resources on children’s development.

This article explains the utility of random-assignment experiments for
sociological and developmental studies. We begin with a review of the
methodological issues, discussing the conditions that may lead studies that
rely on naturally occurring variation in contexts to be biased, and explaining
how random assignment solves this bias problem. We then review methods
and results from two recent sets of random-assignment experiments, one
manipulating family economic conditions and the other manipulating neigh-
borhood conditions. We conclude with a discussion of the strengths and
weaknesses of the experimental approach.

Background

To frame methodological issues in establishing causal associations and
motivate the role of random-assignment experiments in solving them, take
the example of an analysis of the determinants of an individual’s well-being.
For illustrative purposes we focus on family and neighborhood determi-
nants of child development, but our analysis applies equally to other
outcomes in other stages in life. In a simple model, an individual’s well-being

530 Current Sociology Vol. 51 No. 5

05 Duncan (to/d)  5/8/03  2:03 pm  Page 530

 by Vic Strasburger on August 30, 2009 http://csi.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://csi.sagepub.com


is determined by that individual’s family and neighborhood contextual
influences.1

Our interest is in obtaining unbiased estimates of the effects of import-
ant elements of family and neighborhood context on our outcome. Our focus
is on a crucial problem with any regression-based estimation of this model:
family and neighborhood contextual conditions are not allocated randomly
across children. As a result, estimates of their impacts may be biased, perhaps
seriously, by a failure to consider the processes by which family and neigh-
borhood contextual conditions arise.

In the case of extra-familial contexts such as neighborhoods, our concern
is over the need to consider the processes by which families and children
choose or find themselves in a given context. There are, of course, published
studies focusing on these processes. Theory and research describe how
elements of choice, local supply conditions, laws and regulations and
economic constraints explain families’ selection of where to live. Similarly,
research has investigated how children select their peers and elicit parenting
styles as well as how parents select childcare settings for their children. Our
key point is that the implications of these context-determining processes need
to be addressed as part of an effort to model the contextual determinants of
child outcomes.

Only in rare cases are the contexts in which children develop completely
beyond the influence of children and their parents. Often these exceptional
situations result from changes in opportunities or constraints due to policy
changes such as the US GI Bill or changes in macroeconomic conditions such
as the Great Depression. More common, however, is the case where family
preferences and behaviors affect contexts. For example, parental measures
that may influence neighborhood decisions include parents’ beliefs about the
importance of neighborhood conditions for their children’s development,
parental preferences regarding the desirability of living in a city vs suburbs,
parental ability to afford expensive locations and so forth. Although a child’s
own characteristics may affect neighborhood context (e.g. if early signs of
delinquent behavior prompt a family to move to a better neighborhood), they
are much more likely to affect a child’s choice of extra-familial contexts such
as peer groups.

In the case of family context, the analogous bias concern arises because
family conditions or experiences are not randomly allocated to children. In
this case, a different set of parental and child-based factors are likely to come
into play. For example, a child’s temperament may influence the affection
received from a parent, or parental ability, education and income may influ-
ence the quality of the early home learning environment.

The omission of explicit measures of a parental characteristic will bias
the estimates of included measures of family or neighborhood contexts to the
extent that: (1) the omitted parental factor is an important determinant of the
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child outcome; and (2) the omitted parental factor is correlated with the
elements of family or neighborhood environments one seeks to estimate.

The direction of bias in models that omit important parent and child
characteristics is uncertain. In the case of estimating the effects of neighbor-
hood contexts, suppose parents who are well equipped to resist the effects of
bad neighborhoods, for example because of good coping or problem-solving
skills, choose to live in them in order to take advantage of cheaper housing
or perhaps shorter commuting times. Unless measures of parental com-
petence are included in the model, the estimated effects of bad neighborhoods
or schools on youth outcomes will be small and downwardly biased.
However, if parents were somehow randomly allocated across neighbor-
hoods, assuring that coping and problem-solving skills were not related to
neighborhood of residence, then we would likely see a larger, unbiased effect
of neighborhood on youth outcomes.

But it is also possible that parents especially ill-equipped to handle bad
neighborhoods or schools are most likely to live in them, because these
parents lack the problem-solving or other skills that would enable them to
move to better neighborhoods. In this case, the positive correlation between
poor neighborhood or school conditions and poor child outcomes results in
part from the inability of parents to avoid either. The failure to specify which
characteristics of parents and families determine their choice of neigh-
borhood residence leads to an overestimation of the effects of current
neighborhood conditions on children’s outcomes.

Random Assignment as a Solution to the Bias Problem

A preferred solution to these problems is to rely on data in which families or
individuals are randomly assigned to the contexts of interest. Of course,
laboratory-based random assignment of individuals to a bewildering assort-
ment of treatments has a long tradition in psychology. Unfortunately, few
treatments feasible in laboratory experiments approximate the family and
extra-familial risk, protective and other contextual factors of interest to soci-
ologists and developmental scientists.

Random assignment of children to parents is possible in animal but not
human studies (e.g. Suomi, 1997). However, studies of children of parents
who have been randomized to drug treatments for depression or education
treatments to raise earnings are examples of promising ways of using random
assignment to assess effects of parental mental health or skills on children’s
outcomes. Even with random assignment it is necessary to consider possible
sources of bias that might reduce the ability to make causal inferences. Such
problems as demoralization, non-compliance, or diffusion effects should be
considered in the design and analysis of experiments (Shaddish et al., 2002).
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Random assignment of children to extra-familial contexts is difficult, but
not impossible. For example, random assignment of children from waiting
lists to childcare settings of varying quality and even of families to neigh-
borhoods of varying quality is both feasible and ethical. In this case, the
random assignment of the childcare contexts effectively eliminates the corre-
lation between omitted parental and child measures and measured context,
thus eliminating the possibility of omitted-variable bias in estimates of the
effects of manipulated elements of context.

An Example of the Random Assignment of Residence

The Moving to Opportunity (MTO) experiment randomly assigned housing
project residents in high-poverty neighborhoods of five of the US’s largest
cities to one of three groups: (1) a group receiving housing subsidies to move
into low-poverty neighborhoods (called here the experimental group); (2) a
comparison group receiving conventional Section 8 housing assistance but
not constrained in their locations; and (3) a second comparison group receiv-
ing no special assistance (the control group). This social experiment provided
a unique opportunity to estimate the causal effects of neighborhood poverty
on family and child well-being.

Ludwig et al. (2001a) used MTO data from the Baltimore site to evaluate
program impacts on the frequency of criminal activity among adolescents, as
measured by the criminal offender records of the Maryland Department of
Juvenile Justice. Although only about half of the experimental-group families
offered assistance to move to low-poverty neighborhoods actually moved,
they found a sizable and statistically significant experimental/control differ-
ence in the proportion of youth who were arrested for violent and ‘other’
offenses. More than two years after random assignment, the proportion of
teens in the experimental group who were arrested for a violent crime was 6
percentage points lower than the same proportion in the control group,
which amounts to a 60 percent reduction in the proportion of teens arrested
for violent crime. Interestingly, the experimental group experienced an
increase in property crime arrests, which may have been due to the presence
of more valuable ‘loot’ in the new neighborhoods. Unlike the reduction in
violent crime arrests for the experimental group, this property crime effect
was concentrated within the first few years following random assignment.

Although the disruptions that accompany any move may have played a
role in lowering violent crime, given that the reduction in violent crime did
not erode over time, it is unlikely to fully explain the program impact. That
these reductions were greater for the experimental than the Section 8 group,
who were more likely than the experimental group to reside in higher poverty
neighborhoods, provides additional suggestive evidence that changes in
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neighborhood characteristics (rather than moving per se) may be responsible
for the observed changes in rates of arrests.

The randomly assigned offer of assistance to move to a low-poverty
neighborhood also improved the educational performance of elementary
school-aged children in MTO families. Ludwig et al. (2001b) compared State
of Maryland standardized test scores of children in experimental, Section 8
and control group families. They found significantly higher scores for experi-
mental group children relative to the control group. Their analysis could not
determine whether the improvement was caused by better schools, better
family conditions or some other change brought about by the experimental
group offer.

Moving to a better-off neighborhood also affected rates of maternal
welfare receipt (Ludwig et al., forthcoming). Mothers in families assigned to
the experimental and Section 8 group had significantly lower rates of welfare
receipt than mothers in the control group. On average, the proportion of
experimental families on welfare during the post-program period was just over
6 percentage points lower than in the control group. Although Section 8
families were nearly 5 percentage points less likely to be on welfare during the
first post-program year, their welfare receipt did not differ from the control
comparison group in subsequent years. Most of the differences in welfare
receipt appeared to be caused by increased earnings in the formal labor market.

Taken together, these analyses of the MTO study suggest that neighbor-
hood poverty rates have important effects on juvenile crime involvement,
school performance and economic outcomes for at least some residents of
high-poverty neighborhoods. The random assignment nature of the experi-
ment effectively rules out the possibility that outcome differences are caused
by unmeasured differences in the characteristics of families or children who
choose to move.

At the same time, the experimental nature of the data used in these studies
has some noteworthy weaknesses. First, as noted in our description of the
MTO study, not all individuals offered ‘treatment’ such as the opportunity
to move in fact take up the offer. This problem is not as worrisome as it might
first appear. By comparing outcomes for the control group and all members
of the treatment group – including the individuals that did not take up the
offer – one obtains estimates of what has been termed the ‘intent-to-treat’
impact (Shaddish et al., 2002). This is extremely valuable for policy purposes
since it shows the impact of offering the treatment to potential participants.
Take-up of real-life programs is often far from universal. Consequently, it is
important for policy-makers both to know how many families will partici-
pate in a program, and to average the zero impacts for the non-participants
with the perhaps positive impacts of participants. The intent-to-treat estimate
does exactly that, and thus provides information about the effectiveness of
the program (Shaddish et al., 2002).
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Research issues regarding neighborhood or family influences are often
best served by an estimate of the impact of the treatment on the subset of the
treatment group that actually took up the offer. By imposing some assump-
tions, the most important of which is that non-participants were not influ-
enced at all by the treatment, it is relatively easy to estimate what is known
as the ‘treatment on the treated’ impact.2 These estimates best approximate
the causal impacts sought in most social science research studies, and provide
evidence of the efficacy of a treatment (Shaddish et al., 2002).

A second limitation of experiments such as MTO is that only families
that volunteered for the experiment were randomly assigned to one of the
three experimental groups. Eligibility was restricted to low-income families
living in public housing in well-defined high-poverty urban neighborhoods,
but the data were gathered only from the subset of eligible families in these
neighborhoods who volunteered for the experiment. Whether families that
did not volunteer would benefit from moving as much as volunteer families
is an open question.

A third weakness of the MTO experiments for social science research is
that they reveal little of the processes by which the chance of moving to a
better neighborhood benefited children and their mothers. Residential
mobility can bring about a host of changes in family conditions, schools,
community organizations, peer groups and job opportunities. Families were
randomly assigned to receive differing degrees of mobility assistance, but not
to differing schools, peer groups or jobs. Thus, the power of random assign-
ment to establish causal associations is limited to impacts of residential
mobility assistance on outcomes of interest. Of course, it is valuable to
estimate the degree to which families in the different treatment groups
differed in terms of school quality, social capital connections and the like. But
causal inference regarding these factors is unwarranted because these contexts
are the result of choices made by families, rather than random assignment of
families to these conditions.

An Example of Random Assignment of Family Resources

How family economic resources affect children’s development is a contro-
versial question in the social sciences (Mayer, 1997; Duncan and Brooks-
Gunn, 1997). Useful here are a number of random-assignment social
experiments begun in the early to mid-1990s that implemented various
packages of welfare reform, some of which increased family resources
whereas others did not. We concentrate on evidence from four experiments
whose evaluations tracked family process and child well-being compiled by
Morris et al. (2001).

The first of the four experiments, the National Evaluation of
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Welfare-to-Work Strategies Child Outcome Study (NEWWS COS),
included two experimental treatment streams – labor force attachment (LFA)
and human capital development (HCD) – offered to welfare recipients in
Atlanta, Grand Rapids, and Riverside (Hamilton et al., 2000; McGroder et
al., 2000). LFA programs required most participants to look immediately for
work; the HCD program placed participants in adult basic education and
vocational training programs. None of the NEWWS treatments provided
wage supplements or other work-related financial incentives, although a
financial penalty was imposed for non-compliance.

In contrast, all of the remaining three experiments provided financial
incentives for employment. The Canadian Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP) was
a pure ‘make-work-pay’ approach offering a very generous, but temporary
(three-year) earnings supplement for full-time work (at least 30 hours per
week) (Morris and Michalopolous, 2000). The Minnesota Family Indepen-
dence Program (MFIP) combined participation mandates, ‘make-work-pay’
incentives and services in a way that constitutes a somewhat more generous
version of Minnesota’s previous TANF program (Gennetian and Miller,
2000). The program included two treatment streams: (1) ‘Mandatory MFIP’,
which allowed working welfare recipients to keep more of their welfare
income when they went to work, and included a participation mandate of
30 or more hours per week of employment and training services, and (2)
‘MFIP Incentives Only’, which combined all of the features of the Manda-
tory MFIP program without the participation mandates. Finally, Milwau-
kee’s New Hope Project combined various ‘make-work-pay’ strategies with
some employment services (Bos et al., 1999). For parents who worked 30
hours plus per week, New Hope provided an earnings supplement, child-
care and health insurance subsidies and, if needed, a short-term community
service job. Participants in the New Hope experiment volunteered for the
program.

We focus on the treatments’ impacts on achievement outcomes for
younger children – who were primarily in elementary school during the
program and the follow-up surveys. Mothers reported some of the achieve-
ment measures; others were drawn from teacher surveys and assessments of
the children.

Table 1, taken from Morris et al.’s (2001) appendix tables A.1 and A.5,
shows program impacts – standardized differences in the school achievement
of the children in the program and control groups – of the various reform
packages. It clearly shows that welfare packages directed at mothers can have
positive effects on children’s achievement and behavior.

In the case of New Hope, teachers blind to the experiment reported the
academic achievement of program-group children to be significantly higher
than that of control children, with the effect size amounting to one-quarter
of a standard deviation.3 Much of this impact was concentrated on boys, for
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whom the program impact was more than one-third of a standard deviation.
Smaller, but still significant, achievement impacts were found in the Min-
nesota MFIP, the Canadian SSP and the Atlanta LFA site of NEWWS.
Looking across the various experiments, the programs promoting both work
and family income (SSP, MFIP and New Hope) had the most consistent
positive impacts on children’s achievement, whereas the various NEWWS
programs, all of which promoted work but not income (increases in earnings
were offset by decreases in welfare receipt), had far fewer consistent, positive
impacts.

Discussion

Our reading of the sociological and developmental science literature on
family and other contextual influences shows a woeful neglect of possible
biases caused by the actions of the individuals whose well-being is being
studied. Life course and developmental theory assigns a prominent role to
human agency. If, as seems likely, agentic actions by individuals or their
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Table 1 Experimental Impacts on Elementary School-Age Children’s Academic
Achievement

Test score or
Parent report teacher report

Programs with no financial incentives
Riverside HCD .03
Grand Rapids HCD .03
Atlanta HCD .10
Riverside LFA –.04
Grand Rapids LFA .03
Atlanta LFA .19***

Programs with financial incentives
Mandatory MFIP .15*
MFIP Incentive .14*
SSP .11** .14**
New Hope .08 .25**

Source: Morris et al. (2001).
Note: Numbers in the table show achievement differences between children in the
experiment and control groups, expressed as a fraction of the standard deviation of the
achievement measure in the control group. ‘HCD’ denotes human capital development
treatments; ‘LFA’ denotes labor force attachment treatments.
* p < .10; **p < .05; ***p < .01.

05 Duncan (to/d)  5/8/03  2:03 pm  Page 537

 by Vic Strasburger on August 30, 2009 http://csi.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://csi.sagepub.com


parents shape the constellation of risk, protective and other vital contextual
factors they experience, then failure to address the resulting bias in empirical
work may produce misleading understanding of the role of context.

A tradition of random experiments involving contexts of potential
interest to sociologists and developmentalists is alive and well in the policy
research area. Since many of these experiments have gathered explicit infor-
mation on family process, child development and adult behavior, they repre-
sent fruitful sources of variation in contexts of interest.

We advocate that sociologists and developmentalists consider reorient-
ing some of their data collection strategies toward situations producing
random or quasi-random variability in the contexts of interest. In terms of
random-assignment experiments, the policy world is producing an increas-
ing number of interesting social experiments that either manipulate contexts
directly or manipulate factors that in turn influence choice of context.

In the absence of genuine random assignment, researchers can often
profit from exploiting quasi-random variation in contexts of interest. Such
variation rarely exists in the kinds of samples used in most existing studies.
A first example of such natural experiments is Joy et al.’s (1986) study of the
impacts of television on aggression. They took advantage of the fact that a
town in northwestern Canada had a delayed introduction to television
because its valley location blinded it to channel transmitters for several years.
The researchers were able to collect data both before and after the introduc-
tion of television. They found that two years after the introduction of just
one television channel, the Canadian-owned government channel, boys and
girls of all ages showed increased verbal and physical aggression.

Second, rather than rely on maternal-driven differences in family size to
study the effects of family size on family economic outcomes, Bronars and
Grogger (1994) used twin vs singleton births as an exogenous source of
increased family size. They find large, but only short-run effects of such
births on maternal labor force participation, poverty and welfare receipt of
unmarried women, and no corresponding effects for married women.

Third, to secure exogenous variation in military service for assessing the
effects of military service on career success, Angrist (1990) uses the results of
draft lotteries for the Vietnam War. He finds that men who were drafted had
earnings 15 percent lower than the earnings of men whose draft numbers
exempted them from service.

All in all, using random or quasi-random assignment studies to take the
endogeneity problem seriously will complicate further the already compli-
cated nature of empirical work in social science research. On the other hand,
opportunities along these lines abound. The number of large-scale random-
ized experiments conducted in the social sciences has increased substantially
over the past several years. Sociologists and developmentalists need to join
forces with the experimenters to ensure that future randomized social science
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trials incorporate key process and developmental outcome measures at both
baseline and follow-up.

Notes

We are grateful to the Family and Child Well-Being Research Network of the
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (U01 HD30947–06) for
supporting this research and Dan Levy for providing research assistance. Portions of
the article parallel an assessment of methodological problems in neighborhood
research presented in Duncan and Raudenbush (1999) and of the more general endo-
geneity problem presented in Duncan et al. (2000).

1 This model, in which individual i’s well-being (yi) is an additive function of i’s
family (FAMi) and neighborhood contextual (CONi) influences, plus a residual
error term (ei), can be written:

yi = A� FAMi + B� CONi + ei. (1)

How to obtain unbiased estimates of A� and B�, the respective effects of important
elements of family and neighborhood context on our outcome of interest? This
article focuses on a crucial problem with equation (1): FAM and CON conditions
are not allocated randomly across children. As a result, estimates of A� and B� may
be biased, perhaps seriously, by a failure to consider the process by which FAM
and CON conditions arise. In the case of CON – extra-familial contexts such as
neighborhoods – our concern can be expressed in the form of a supplemental
equation:

CONi = C� pari + D� childi + fi, (2)

where pari and childi represent respective sets of parental and the individual child’s
characteristics that determine CON. Equation (2) reflects the process by which
families and children choose or in some other way find themselves in a given
context.

2 In the simplest case, the ‘treatment on the treated’ impact is just the ‘intent-to-
treat’ impact divided by the fraction of the treatment group taking up the program
offer (Shaddish et al., 2002).

3 In terms of the more familiar IQ scale, this would correspond to a four IQ-point
difference.

References

ANGRIST, J. D. (1990) ‘Lifetime Earnings and the Vietnam Era Draft Lottery:
Evidence from Social Security Administrative Records’, American Economic
Review 80: 313–36.

Duncan and Magnuson: Random-Assignment Social Experiments 539

05 Duncan (to/d)  5/8/03  2:03 pm  Page 539

 by Vic Strasburger on August 30, 2009 http://csi.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://csi.sagepub.com


BAUMRIND, D. (1968) ‘Effects of Authoritative Parental Control on Child Behavior’,
Child Development 37: 887–907.

BELL, R. Q. (1968) ‘A Reinterpretation of the Direction of Effects in Studies of Social-
ization’, Psychological Review 75: 81–95.

BOS, J., HUSTON, A., GRANGER, R., DUNCAN, G., BROCK, T. and MCLOYD, V. (1999)
New Hope for People with Low Incomes: Two-Year Results of a Program to
Reduce Poverty and Reform Welfare. New York: Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation.

BRONARS, S. G. and GROGGER, J. (1994) ‘The Economic Consequences of Unwed
Motherhood: Using Twin Births as a Natural Experiment’, American Economic
Review 84: 1141–56.

DAVIS, A. and HAVINGHURST, R. J. (1946) ‘Social Class and Color Differences in
Child-Rearing’, American Sociological Review 11: 698–710.

DUNCAN, G. J. and BROOKS-GUNN, J. (1997) Consequences of Growing Up Poor.
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

DUNCAN, G. J. and RAUDENBUSH, S. (1999) ‘Assessing the Effects of Context in
Studies of Child and Youth Development’, Educational Psychology 34: 29–41.

DUNCAN, G. J., MAGNUSON, K. and LUDWIG, J. (2000) ‘The Endogeneity Problem in
Developmental Science’, Working Paper, Northwestern University.

ELDER, G. (1974) Children of the Great Depression: Social Change in Life Experience.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. (Reprinted as 25th Anniversary edn,
Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1999.)

ELDER, G. (1999) ‘Historical Times and Lives: A Journey through Time and Space’,
paper presented at Landmark Studies of the 20th Century, Henry A. Murray
Center for the Study of Lives, Cambridge, MA, 23 April.

GENNETIAN, L. and MILLER, C. (2000) Reforming Welfare and Rewarding Work:
Final Report of the Minnesota Family Investment Program, Volume 2: Effects on
Children. New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation.

HAMILTON, G., with FREEDMAN, S. and MCGRODER, S. (2000) Do Mandatory
Welfare-to-Work Programs Affect the Well-Being of Children? A Synthesis of
Child Research Conducted as Part of the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-
Work Strategies. Washington, DC: US Department of Health and Human
Services, Administration for Children and Families and Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, US Department of Education, Office of
the Under Secretary and Office of Vocational and Adult Education.

JOY, L. A., KIMBALL, M. M. and ZABRACK, M. L. (1986) ‘Television and Children’s
Aggressive Behavior’, in T. M. Williams (ed.) The Impact of Television: A Natural
Experiment in Three Communities, pp. 303–60. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

KAGAN, J. (1989) Three Unstable Ideas: Temperament, Cognition, and Self.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

KOHN, M. L. (1959) ‘Social Class and the Exercise of Parental Authority’, American
Sociological Review 24: 352–66.

KOHN, M. L. (1963) ‘Social Class and the Parent–Child Relationship: An Interpre-
tation’, American Journal of Sociology 68: 471–80.

LEWIS, C. C. (1981) ‘The Effects of Parental Firm Control: A Reinterpretation of
Findings’, Psychological Bulletin 90: 547–63.

LOCKE, J. (1892) ‘Some Thoughts on Education’, in R. H. Quick (ed.) Locke on

540 Current Sociology Vol. 51 No. 5

05 Duncan (to/d)  5/8/03  2:03 pm  Page 540

 by Vic Strasburger on August 30, 2009 http://csi.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://csi.sagepub.com


Education, pp. 1–236. New York: Cambridge University Press. (Originally
published 1690.)

LUDWIG, J., DUNCAN, G. J. and HIRSCHFIELD, P. (2001a) ‘Urban Poverty and Juvenile
Crime: Evidence from a Randomized Housing-Mobility Experiment’, Quarterly
Journal of Economics 116: 655–80.

LUDWIG, J., LADD, H. and DUNCAN, G. J. (2001b) ‘The Effects of Urban Poverty on
Educational Outcomes: Evidence from a Randomized Experiment’, in W. G.
Gale and J. R. Pack (eds) Brookings-Wharton Papers on Urban Affairs, pp.
147–201. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.

LUDWIG, J., DUNCAN, G. J. and PINKSTON, J. (forthcoming) ‘Neighborhood Effects
on Economic Self-Sufficiency: Evidence from a Randomized Housing-Mobility
Experiment’, Journal of Public Economics.

McGRODER, S., ZASLOW, M., MOORE, K. and LeMENESTREL, S. (2000) National
Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies: Impacts on Young Children and their
Families Two Years after Enrollment: Findings from the Child Outcomes Study.
Washington, DC: US Department of Health and Human Services, Adminis-
tration for Children and Families and Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluation, US Department of Education, Office of the Under
Secretary and Office of Vocational and Adult Education.

MAGNUSSON, D. (1995) ‘Individual Development: A Holistic, Integrated Model’,
in P. Moen, G. H. Elder and K. Luscher (eds) Examining Lives in Context,
pp. 19–60. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

MAYER, S. (1997) What Money Can’t Buy: Family Income and Children’s Life
Chances. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

MORRIS, P. and MICHALOPOLOUS, C. (2000) The Self-Sufficiency at 36 Months: Effects
on Children of a Program that Increased Parental Employment and Income. New
York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation.

MORRIS, P., HUSTON, A., DUNCAN, G. J., CROSBY, D. and BOS, H. (2001) How
Welfare and Work Policies Affect Children: A Synthesis of Research. New York:
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation.

SAMEROFF, A. and CHANDLER, M. J. (1975) ‘Reproductive Risk and the Continuum
of Caretaking Causality’, in F. D. Horowitz, M. Hetherington, S. Scarr-Salapatek
and G. Siegal (eds) Review of Child Development Research, Vol. 4, pp. 187–244.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

SHADDISH, W. R., COOK, T. and CAMPBELL, D. T. (2002) Experimental and Quasi-
Experimental Designs for Generalized Causal Inference. New York: Houghton
Mifflin.

SUOMI, S. (1997) ‘Early Determinants of Behavior: Evidence from Primate Studies’,
British Medical Bulletin 53: 170–84.

Duncan and Magnuson: Random-Assignment Social Experiments 541

05 Duncan (to/d)  5/8/03  2:03 pm  Page 541

 by Vic Strasburger on August 30, 2009 http://csi.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://csi.sagepub.com

