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Field Experiments in Research of Public Administration and Public Policy: Causal
Inference and Impact Evaluation

e s Sigi Wang
Abstract As an important method of statistical causal inference experimental methods
have been used more and more in the study of public administration and public policy.
Field experiments as a new development of experimental methods have higher external
validity and broader practical implications than traditional laboratory experiments. They
are widely used in policy and program impact evaluations. After explaining the statistical
principle of experimental methods and comparing various sorts of experiments this paper
analyzes the potential problems of field experiments. Using public policy impact
evaluation as an example the paper discusses the challenges and opportunities of field
experiment methods in China.
Key Words Causal Inference; Field Experiments; Quasi — Experiments; Natural

Experiments; Impact Evaluation

Impact Assessment Based on a Result Chain and Its Experimental Method

et e eeenens Tangzhe Cao
Abstract In a result chain an impact assessment focuses on the relationship between
the intervention and the net effect. The purpose is to separate the net impact from the
total effect and to prove the causal relationship between the intervention and the net
effect. An impact assessment involves almost all the issues of public management
research. In this study experimental methods were used for Ex Ante and Ex Post impact
evaluations. Study resultscan further promote the development of impact assessments
from the perspective of methodology.

Key Words Result Chain; Impact Assessment; Experimental Method

The Potential Outcomes Model in the Causal inference: Origins Logics and Implications
RN | oo Appiy 51
Abstract The Potential Outcomes Model is a revolution in causal inference in statistics
butit also provides a new perspectiveon causal inference. The simple idea of the
potentialoutcomes model focuses on the comparison of different treatments on the sameobject.
The differences between the treatments are the causal effects of one treatment compared

with the other. The two hypotheses of the potentialoutcomes model are the Stable Unit
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