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n audit study, sometimes called a correspondence audit or correspondence review, is a form of field 
experiment in which the researcher sends out treatment and control stimuli, often written, to real 

participants who do not realize they are being studied. The researcher then measures differences in responses 
for the different treatments. Audit studies were pioneered in the mid-20th century to study discrimination in 
housing and labor markets (Fix & Struyk 1993). In these original studies, researchers followed up 
correspondence with pairs of in-person actors chosen and trained to be as identical as possible except for the 
group characteristic being studied, for example, race. Today in-person audits are rare, but correspondence 
audits have been growing in popularity across many disciplines (Gaddis 2018). Modern audits utilize new 
techniques to better study the market, such as investigating interaction effects between stimuli characteristics 
and presenting stimuli via a variety of digital media. Given the large size of many modern audits, researchers 
are less likely to send pairs of stimuli which are identical except the item being studied. Additionally, while 
early audit studies usually focused on race discrimination, modern researchers use audits to study any 
outcome that involves differential treatment. 
 This emphasis on hypothetical stimuli sent to real participants who 1. make real decisions, and 2. do not 
know that they are being studied, is what sets audit studies apart from other A/B style field experiments. 
Audit studies are not surveys or survey experiments in which the participants know their responses are being 
studied. They do not involve providing vignettes and asking for hypothetical choices. They do not use a 
student sample as a substitute for non-student decision-makers. The benefit to these restrictions is that well 
designed audits provide information about how actual constituents respond in real market environments. 
That said, it can be difficult to determine whether certain field experiments should be classified as 
correspondence or audit studies. For the purposes of this review, we are defining audit studies as studies that 
attempt to measure behavior, not to change behavior. Examples of attempting to change behavior (thus are not 
audit studies) include experiments that nudge taxpayers into paying real tax bills (John & Blume 2018), vary 
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advertising messages to recruit police applicants (Linos 2018), or change stimuli presented in Facebook ads to 
see how they can affect future polls (Broockman & Green 2014).  
 The primary benefit of audit studies is that, unlike cross-sectional studies using large datasets, they can 
measure behavior at the partial equilibrium level rather than the total equilibrium. In other words, audit 
studies can measure discrimination as it occurs at the application level between otherwise identical applicants. 
The final outcome of any market includes selection, in which people avoid applying to places in which they 
believe there is discrimination, or in which people who are discriminated against must spend additional effort 
compared to those who are not; thus studies that look only at the final outcome may miss discriminatory 
behavior. Additionally, in many markets, the average characteristics of the different groups of applicants are 
not identical, so without an audit study, it is unclear whether general equilibrium differences in outcomes are 
caused by discrimination or by differences in the applicants themselves. Audit studies bypass both of these 
problems.  
 While the audit study is a powerful research method, it has limitations. First, audit studies generally do 
not measure the last step in a multi-stage process. For example, if measuring discrimination in labor markets, 
they only measure whether a hypothetical applicant is called in for an interview, not if the applicant receives a 
job offer. If discrimination increases or decreases at later stages in the process, audit studies are unlikely to 
pick up these differences. However, treatment at this first stage is important by itself: one cannot get to the 
second stage without passing the first stage. Many Public Administration (PA) studies do not have this 
limitation because they focus on one-stage processes such as one-time requests for information to 
government officials. However, even these studies have the problem that without being able to see the entire 
market; it is unclear whether, for example, Republicans tend to be more responsive than Democrats to 
constituent stimuli (Hayes & Bishin 2020; Janusz & Lajevardi 2016) because they have more responsive 
natures or because they get fewer requests.  
 Another limitation of the audit study is that they are only externally valid for the stimuli that they send. 
Lahey & Beasley (2009) coined the term “template bias” to describe one aspect of this problem. Template 
bias occurs when a limited number of stimulus templates are sent out that do not represent sufficient 
variation. For example, assume a hypothetical labor market in which Hispanic men are only discriminated 
against if they have mustaches, while non-Hispanic men with mustaches are not discriminated against. If only 
auditors without mustaches are sent to apply for jobs, this underlying discrimination will not be found. Ideally 
an audit study will send stimuli that fully explore the feature variation seen in the market and relevant to the 
study topic.  
 Finally, audit studies tend to be limited to brief interactions and limited outcome variables; they generally 
measure the outcomes of the first stage of an application process or a brief request for information. Unlike a 
survey, focus group, or other more in-depth approach, audit studies cannot collect information on 
counterfactuals and are generally limited to what demographic information is publicly available. There are 
some exceptions that combine an audit study with another form of experimental design, but these are rare 
(Dynes et al. 2021; Rooth 2010). Similarly, audit studies are unable to include all possible participant 
characteristics; for external validity, they can only present stimuli that could be seen in the market. 
 The audit study method is gaining in popularity for gathering evidence related to PA hypotheses and 
models, and while systematic reviews have been done on the more general domain of PA field experiments 
(Bouwman & Grimmelikhuijsen 2016; Hansen & Tummers 2020; Li & Ryzin 2017), this is the first effort to 
systematically review audit studies and correspondence reviews in PA (Public Administration, Public Policy, 
and relevant Political Science academic journals). By systematically reviewing these studies, we hope to 
provide an overview of the innovations that PA has brought to audit studies (in outcomes, inputs, and 
participants), as well as a starting point for new practitioners.i We refer readers interested in how to do an 
audit study to the Lahey & Beasley (2018) chapter in Gaddis (2018). 
 

Systematic Literature Review Methods 

The eligibility criteria for this systematic literature review are Public Administration research articles published 
in peer-reviewed academic journals. Only English articles were included. Any publication date was eligible, 
with new papers gathered through May 2021.ii The only eligible study designs were audit studies or 
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correspondence reviews in which the participants performed a real task, i.e., a typical action they might 
perform such as one of the expected tasks of their job, and were unaware of their study participation while 
doing so. The participants, tasks, and/or theoretical framework must have been relevant to Public 
Administration, broadly defined. 
 Articles were gathered from specified journals, papers cited by selected systematic literature reviews, and 
forward and backward citations. We first searched the top 50 journals ordered by Scimago Journal Rank (SJR) 
indicator, from the Scimago Journal & Country Rank website under the subject area “Public Administration” 
[https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?category=3321 last accessed 5/13/21]. We searched each 
journal via its website for ("Audit" AND "Experiment") OR ("Correspondence" AND "Experiment"). 
Additionally, we gathered papers that cite, or are cited by, three systematic literature reviews on experimental 
studies in PA (Bouwman & Grimmelikhuijsen 2016; Hansen & Tummers 2020; Li & Ryzin 2017). We also 
gathered relevant papers that cite, or are cited by, papers collected from the above sources that had 
particularly impressive literature reviews or seemed to be cited by many papers (Adman & Jansson 2017; 
Broockman 2013; Costa 2017; Landgrave 2020; Margetts 2011). 
 As the papers were collected, they went through an exclusion screen to remove papers that were 1. Not 
an experiment, 2. A survey, vignette, or other hypothetical experiment in which participants know they are 
being studied, 3. Not Public Administration, and 4. Trying to change behavior (beyond any immediate 
response to the stimuli) rather than just measuring it. Two reviewers, one PhD coauthor and one graduate 
research assistant, worked independently to determine which studies met the inclusion criteria. Reviewers 
read the title and abstract and when the abstract did not provide enough information, they read the paper 
itself. Questions and disagreements were handled by discussion with the other PhD coauthor. On a regular 
basis an additional graduate research assistant compared the lists from the two reviewers, and the team then 
met to discuss any discrepancies between the lists.  
 Several RAs worked independently to pull information out of the papers for summary statistics. Each 
included paper had two to three research assistants separately screening for characteristics. Any discrepancies 
were brought to the attention of the authors who made final decisions on any disagreements. Table 1 
contains the aspects that were coded for each article broken apart by participant type. With some important 
exceptions, it appears that there are more similarities than differences between studies of street-level 
bureaucrats and elites, so we will generally be discussing studies with all types of participants together, 
pointing out some important differences in the discussion.  
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Table 1: Study design features 

Study design features Participants 

  
Street-level 
bureaucrats 

Political 
Elites 

Other Total 

Participant      

Ideological families or political parties 4 23 4 31 

Gender 1 14 2 17 

Race or ethnicity 2 8 5 15 

Job security 0 10 0 10 

Country 1 2 2 5 

Pre-election vs post-election 0 2 2 4 

Methods of election (e.g., nominal vs party list) 0 4 0 4 
Status of being impacted by political mandates or antidiscrimination poli-
cies 1 0 1 2 

Stimuli      

Race or ethnicity 14 21 10 45 

Gender 7 16 2 25 

Tone or consequences of request (including FOIA) 9 7 3 19 

Socio-economic status 5 7 3 15 

Political party 2 7 2 11 

Constituency 1 8 1 10 

Personal vote intentions 0 6 0 6 

Religion 2 3 0 5 

Social or peer pressure 3 2 0 5 

Incentivization of participation 1 2 1 4 

Citizenship 0 2 1 3 

Policy requests vs service requests 0 2 1 3 

Inclusion of information about policies in other countries/states/areas 1 1 1 3 

Political donor statement 0 2 0 2 

Same-sex partner 1 0 0 1 

Analysis      

Between-subjects 26 36 15 77 

Standard OLS/logit/probit regression 23 31 17 71 

Evaluates the quality or speed of responses 23 26 12 61 

Interaction effects (e.g., writer's race vs the participant's party) 9 14 4 27 

Within-subjects 3 7 3 13 

Includes a power analysis 3 4 1 8 

Effect of an initial stimulus on a later stimulus 1 1 0 2 

Note: Other includes both elected officials and street-level bureaucrats in the same study (4), employers (3), universities (2), 
potential voters (1), nursing homes (1), salespeople (1), landlords (1), Facebook users (1), citizens (1), and other private/non-
profit services (3). (If the participant was not a public official, the stimulus was related to public affairs writ large.) 

 

 

 



Journal of Behavioral Public Administration, 6 

 
 

5 

 
 

Systematic Literature Review Results 

Our systematic literature review identified a total of 2076 references: 1282 through the journal search, 255 from 
the previous systematic literature reviews, and 539 through cited or citing reference searches, as shown in Figure 
1.iii We excluded 1986 references. A total of 90 journal articles are included in the results below. As noted earlier, 
we excluded Broockman & Green (2014), John & Blume (2018), and Linos (2018) because they attempted to 
change behavior rather than just measure it. We included Michelson (2006), on the other hand, because some 
of the analysis is on whether canvassers were able to contact participants, even though the rest of the study 
(whether the participants voted at a later date) was about changing behavior. Similarly, we included Butler & 
Crabtree (2017) even though it measured the behavioral impact of receiving an information treatment at an 
earlier date, because two-thirds of the participants did not receive that information and results were reported 
separately by group. We included Jilke et al. (2019) because it manipulated information cues to test immediate 
behavior, not to influence future behavior. For a tricky example of participants knowing they were in an exper-
iment, we excluded Nyhan & Reifler (2015) because the participants in the placebo group were sent a letter 
informing them about the experiment and their results combine the placebo and treatment groups. We were 
generous in our inclusion of which papers were of interest to PA, including papers from our list of journals 
such as Darolia et al. (2015), published in the Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, which studies whether 
employers prefer workers from for-profit vs. not-for-profit colleges. We also included papers studying politi-
cians. We excluded Schultz, Khazian, & Zaleski (2008), which was cited in a prominent paper, but was published 
in a psychology journal, because its topic of promoting conservation among hotel guests is not PA. Our exclu-
sion of non-audit papers also meant that we excluded papers that analyze already gathered data, e.g., Lowande, 
Ritchie, & Lauterbach (2019). 
 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Consort diagram 

 

In the past two decades, 90 PA journal articles that use audit studies have been published, with the rate of 
publication rapidly increasing over the past decade, shown in Figure 2. The studies were gathered from 47 jour-
nals, 15 of which published more than one PA audit study, shown in Table 2. These studies were performed in 
many countries: Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Denmark, England, Es-
tonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, India, Ireland, Italy, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Russia, 
Slovakia, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, United Kingdom, United States of America, and Uruguay. 
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Table 2: Journal of publication 

  Participants  

 
  

Street-level 
bureaucrats 

Political 
Elites 

Other Total 

Jo
u
rn

al
 

  

American Journal of Political Science 5 6 2 13 

Journal of Politics 1 4 2 7 

Journal of Experimental Political Science 1 5   6 

Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 2   3 5 

Public Administration Review 4     4 

Journal of Behavioral Public Administration 2 1   3 

Government Information Quarterly 2   1 3 

Legislative Studies Quarterly   3   3 

Governance 2     2 

American Political Science Review 1 1   2 

Research & Politics 1 1   2 

Social Science Quarterly 1   1 2 

Political Research Quarterly   2   2 

American Politics Research   2   2 

European Journal of Political Research   1 1 2 

 Total 22 26 10 58 

Notes: Journals with exactly one included publication: Administrative Science Quarterly; British Journal of 

Political Science; China Quarterly; Cogent Social Sciences; Criminology & Public Policy; Democratization; 

Indian Review; International Interactions; Journal of Civil Society; Journal of Comparative Economics; Jour-

nal of Law and Economics; Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Poli-

tics; Journal of the European Economic Association; Local Government Studies; New Media and Society; 

Parliamentary Affairs; Party Politics; Perspectives on Politics; PLOS ONE; Political Analysis; Political Psy-

chology; Political Science; Political Science Research & Methods; Politics & Gender; Politics, Groups, and 

Identities; Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences; Public Administration; Quarterly Journal of Po-

litical Science; Regulation & Governance; Social Science Journal; State Politics & Policy Quarterly. See Table 

1 for additional notes. 
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Figure 2: Year of publication 

 

Who is Studied and How? 

A distinguishing feature of PA audit studies is the typical participant pool: elected and appointed officials or 
their constituents. Some studies include a wide variety of officials, but many focus on a specific subset, such 
as politicians, front-line street-level bureaucrats, or back-office administrators. This participant pool differs 
from those used in economics and sociology which are more likely to focus on labor, mortgage and rental 
markets (see Gaddis 2018 for a literature review), or the emerging public health literature on customer service 
(e.g., Button et al. 2020; Mackenzie-Liu et al. 2020). Overall, 43 of these studies focus on political elites, 29 on 
bureaucrats, and 18 have participants who do not belong to one of these groups (but some other aspect of 
the study makes it of interest to public administration researchers), as shown in Table 3. 
 Table 3 also presents the different outcomes studied in PA correspondence studies. The most popular 
topic for these studies in PA (43% of included papers) is the responsiveness of political elites to unofficial 
requests for information. Another popular area of study instead investigates the responsiveness of street-level 
and frontline bureaucrats to different constituent characteristics (23%, e.g., Adman & Jansson 2017; Distel-
horst & Hou 2014; Einstein & Glick 2017; Grohs et al. 2016; Michener et al. 2020). Nearly as popular (14%) 
is another type of study in which researchers present freedom-of-information act (FOIA) requests varying 
tone, information provided, and writer characteristics such as political donations or demographic characteris-
tics (e.g., Ben-Aaron et al. 2017; Jenkins et al. 2020; Lagunes & Pocasangre 2019; Michener et al. 2020; Pei-
sakhin 2012; Spáč et al. 2018). While some papers study job callbacks (Darolia et al. 2015; Hou et al. 2020; 
Kang et al. 2016; Vuolo et al. 2017), they are uncommon (4%), particularly compared to audit studies done by 
sociologists and economists (see Gaddis 2018 for a literature review and Lippens et al. 2023 for a meta-analy-
sis)iv.  
 

  



Beasley et al, 2024 

 
 

8 

 
 

Table 3: Outcomes of interest 

  Participants 

 
  Street-level bureaucrats Political Elites Other Total 

O
u
tc

o
m

e 

Responsiveness to unoffi-
cial request 

21 39 6 66 

Responsiveness to FOIA 
request 

7 3 3 13 

Callbacks to job applica-
tions 

    4 4 

Other 1 1 5 7 

 Total 29 43 18 90 

Note: Other Outcome includes voter turnout, ID declination, charitable donations, willingness to participate 
in a survey, rental approvals, and offers of investment incentives. FOIA row includes other (non-US/state) 
official freedom of information/public records act requests. See Table 1 for additional notes. 
 
PA audit studies often explore how participant responses vary with respect to participant characteristics, for 
example, do participants from different demographic or political groups respond differently to stimuli. Many 
experiments have analyzed differences with respect to the participant’s race and ethnicity (17%, Broockman 
2013; Butler & Broockman 2011; Gaikwad & Nellis 2021; Habel & Birch 2019; McClendon 2016; Mendez & 
Grose 2018; Newland & Liu 2021; Vaishnav, Khosla, Milliff, & Osnos 2019) or the participant’s gender 
(19%, Dhima 2022; Magni & Ponce de Leon 2021; Rhinehart 2020; Thomsen & Sanders 2020). Responses 
have been compared between participants from different ideological families or political parties (34%, Butler, 
Karpowitz, & Pope 2012; Dropp & Peskowitz 2012; Gell-Redman et al. 2018; Hayes & Bishin 2020; Porter & 
Rogowski 2018). The response rates of legislators (political elites) have been examined as a function of their 
job security (11%, Dropp & Peskowitz 2012; Giger et al. 2020), and pre-election vs post-election timing (4%, 
Driscoll, Cepaluni, Guimarães, & Spada 2018). Similarly, the behaviors of nominally-elected legislators have 
been compared with those elected via party list (4%, Bol 2021). The hiring practices of firms impacted by po-
litical mandates have been compared with firms free of such mandates (Hou, Liu, & Crabtree 2020), and the 
responsiveness of participants affected by antidiscrimination policies have been compared with participants 
not affected by such (2%, White, Nathan, & Faller 2015). Responses by local municipal officials have been 
compared across countries (Butler, De Vries, & Solaz 2019). Incorporating participant characteristics as these 
studies do enables testing of more nuanced models of behavior, often detecting heterogeneous behavior be-
tween subpopulations of participants, and occasionally showing that all the detected discrimination from the 
participants is coming from such a subpopulation (e.g. Mendez & Grose 2018). 
 
Stimuli signals 

As is common in other fields, many PA audit studies vary the stimuli to signal differences in the hypothetical 
writer’s race or ethnicity (50%, Butler & Broockman 2011; Landgrave 2021; Newland & Liu 2021; Olsen et al. 
2022), gender (28%, Golder et al. 2019; Kalla et al. 2018; Magni & Ponce de Leon 2021), socio-economic sta-
tus (17%, Hayes & Bishin 2020; Taghizadeh et al. 2022), and religion (6%, Crawfurd & Ramli 2022; Lajevardi 
2020; Pfaff et al. 2021; Vaishnav et al. 2019). For the most part, studies on ethnicity, gender, immigrants, race, 
and religion find discrimination against females and minorities, both in response rate and response quality. 
However, the subset of studies in which stimuli include political aspirants asking for guidance generally pre-
sent pro-women results (e.g., Rhinehart 2020; Dhima 2020). Additionally, a small number of non-US studies 
do not find discrimination (e.g., Newland & Liu 2021; Taghizadeh et al. 2022), or in one case find pro-women 
results (Magni & Ponce de Leon 2021). Discrimination can be reduced by suggesting that the participant’s 
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responses may be publicized (Landgrave 2020), or by contacting political candidates in the time leading up to 
elections (Driscoll et al. 2018). Like other discrimination studies, studies on schools found religious/politi-
cal/racial discrimination by officials, though Block et al. (2021) shows that racial discrimination found in 
higher education is less than what is found in the general public. In comparison, studies investigating SES and 
education have provided mixed results. Some show that stimuli indicating lower class/education get fewer 
responses (Landgrave & Weller 2022; Michener et al. 2020; Neiman 2017; Peisakhin 2012; Taghizadeh 2021), 
while others show no evidence of bias (Carnes & Holbein 2019; Hayes & Bishin 2020; Lajevardi 2020). Un-
like audits in labor economics, age-based signals are not yet a focus of studies in PA.  
 Other PA studies vary their stimuli in more novel ways.v Studies find no effect of citizenship status 
when SES is controlled for (Alizade et al. 2021; Landgrave & Weller 2022; Newland & Liu 2021). They find 
that political elites are more helpful for constituents compared to non-constituents (Loewen & MacKenzie 
2019). Senior policymakers made themselves available 3-4 times more often for political donors (Kalla & 
Broockman 2016). Legislators are more likely to respond when the stimuli include an intention for personal 
voting instead of partisan voting (Bol et al. 2021). Finally, bureaucrats provisioning marriage licenses show no 
evidence of discrimination against same-sex partners (Lowande & Proctor 2020).  
 Beyond the hypothetical writer’s characteristics, PA studies have also varied stimuli characteristics. For 
example, offices are more responsive to service requests than to requests about policy (Butler, Karpowitz, & 
Pope 2012). Compliance is increased by peer effects, but unaffected or reduced by shaming (Ben-Aaron et al. 
2017; Terechshenko et al. 2019). When provided with information about implemented policies, local Euro-
pean officials are not biased against foreign policy information (Butler et al. 2019). Finally, legislators asked to 
take a survey and incentivized by a donation to a charity for college students are less likely to participate if the 
donation is for Hispanic students than for students of unspecified ethnicity, but the discrimination is miti-
gated if the stimulus says the donation will be made public knowledge (Landgrave 2020).  
 A growing subfield of PA experiments investigates how officials respond to the “tone” of a stimulus or 
to potential consequences (21%, Chen, Pan, & Xu 2016). Those stimuli often include official requests under 
freedom-of-information laws (14%, Lagunes & Pocasangre 2019; Michener et al. 2020; Rodríguez & Rossel 
2018; Spáč et al. 2018; Worthy et al. 2017). Peisakhin (2012) even compared requests made under such laws 
with requests accompanied by bribes. Most of these studies find that freedom-of-information laws are benefi-
cial, with different studies looking into different aspects leading to responsiveness; for example, larger munici-
palities are more responsive (Spáč et al. 2018), the strongest effect is on concordance (not compliance) 
(Grimmelikhuijsen et al. 2019), stating the law is only for male requestors (Rodriguez & Rossel 2018), and 
formal requests almost erase class differences (Peisakhin 2012). 
 Beyond the effects of either stimulus or participant characteristics on outcomes of interest, interactions 
between those characteristics can have important effects on outcomes. 30% of included papers analyze inter-
action effects. Discrimination is found in the interaction between ethnicity and either occupation (Habel & 
Birch 2019) or gender (Grohs et al. 2016). PA audits have studied in-group vs out-group association for eth-
nicity with local officials less likely to assist outgroup members (Distelhorst & Hou 2014), race with politi-
cians more responsive to same-race constituents (McClendon 2016), gender with legislators more responsive 
to female political aspirants (Dhima 2020; Rhinehart 2020), and political party where political party of stimu-
lus does not mitigate racial bias exhibited by political elites, while local election clerks are more responsive to 
co-partisan stimuli (Butler & Broockman 2011; Porter & Rogowski 2018). The intrinsic vs extrinsic motiva-
tion of the participant has been investigated via interaction effects between constituency and electoral 
safety—responsiveness to constituents is even higher with electoral competition (Giger et al. 2020), and be-
tween constituency and the participant’s race with Black legislators more motivated than non-Black legislators 
to respond to Black non-constituents (Broockman 2013). Discrimination against stimuli signaling different 
races and ethnicities has been studied via various interaction effects, for example, whether discrimination 
against Hispanics is driven by Republican legislators (Gell-Redman et al. 2018), participants supporting voter 
identification laws are less responsive to Latino stimuli (Mendez & Grose 2018), and bias against Latinos is 
lower in jurisdictions covered by antidiscrimination policies (White, Nathan, & Faller 2015). These studies 
show that interactions between characteristics can be necessary factors in understanding experimental results.  
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Study design and analysis 

 Along with identifying the participant pool and crafting stimuli content, two important study design ques-
tions are how many stimuli to send to each participant, and which medium to use for communication. With 
any within-subject design, a participant may directly compare stimuli, leading to them treating the stimuli dif-
ferently than they would have in the absence of the comparison. Indeed, there is direct evidence of spillover 
effects within audit studies with multiple stimuli sent to each participant (Phillips 2019). In a field experiment 
such as a correspondence audit, there may be additional concerns about the participant realizing that they in 
an experiment should they receive multiple similar stimuli, and multiple stimuli mean that the participant may 
be more likely to treat the hypothetical information as real information, which could affect their beliefs and 
decisions. The majority of included papers use between-subjects studies (86%); 81% of the papers sent a sin-
gle stimulus to each participant. The stimuli medium can also result in different levels of responsiveness and 
response quality (Epstein et al. 2021). The majority of PA audit studies (88%) send stimuli via email due to its 
ease and minimal expense. Notable alternatives include in-person audits (7%; Ernst, Nguyen, & Taylor 2013), 
physical letters (6%; Butler, Karpowitz, & Pope 2012), and online forum posts or other website use (7%; 
Chen et al. 2016; Jilke et al. 2019). Phone calls are uncommon (3%). 10% of the studies incorporate multiple 
communication media. 
 Many studies (69%) include multiple outcomes of interest, with (68%) analyzing response rates plus vari-
ous measures of the quality of response (Hemker & Rink 2017; White et al. 2015; Worthy et al. 2017). See 
Costa (2020) for a study on what alters the quality of responses, and Coppock (2019) for a short discussion 
on how to handle non-responses and avoid post-treatment bias.vi Only 9% of papers include a power analysis 
to show the smallest effect size that could have been detected (Landgrave 2020). 
 
Innovations 

PA as a field has brought broad innovations to the audit literature. Rather than focusing on labor and housing 
markets, PA has leveraged this technology to investigate important questions about the responsiveness of 
public servants, including responsiveness to FOIA requests. Another broad innovation stems from PA audits 
often knowing participant characteristics (particularly in the case of political elites), unlike many economics 
and sociology audits where an employment firm or housing address may be known, but the actual person 
making the decisions is unknown. That means that not only can PA audits determine differences in treatment 
by participant characteristics, but they can also study in-group vs. out-group differences and match participant 
and stimulus on demographic characteristics.  
 In addition to the general innovations of PA audit studies, during our systematic literature review we 
came across PA papers that we found to be particularly innovative. Multiple studies have been designed to 
accomplish two tasks simultaneously. Similarly to some FOIA audits (e.g., Jenkins et al. 2020; Spáč et al. 
2018), Grose et al. (2015) directly used the responses to the stimuli in a follow-on study, by surveying how 
constituents reacted to actual legislator messaging. Both Block et al. (2021) and Landgrave (2020) did audit 
studies to see who would participate in surveys, but Landgrave additionally used the parameters of the survey 
incentivization (the specific recipient of the donation and the donation publicity/anonymity) as independent 
variables in the audit study. Vuolo et al. (2017) combined a job application audit study with an analysis of the 
calls for applications. Peisakhin & Pinto (2010) provided social benefit with their audit study by recruiting 
confederates that might materially benefit from participation. 
 Some of the included PA audit studies innovated study design and analysis. Innovative outcome varia-
bles include Butler & Crabtree (2017) and Butler et al. (2019) which study whether emailed stimuli were 
opened, something Hughes et al. (2020) claims is a metric of implicit discrimination. Butler et al. (2019) fur-
ther tracked whether participants followed emailed links to additional information. As another example, La-
gunes & Pocasangre (2019) repeated the same FOIA audit study over multiple years and found changes in 
responsiveness over time. 
 More than one study tested innovative interactions. For example, Giger et al. (2020) and Broockman 
(2013) tested intrinsic vs extrinsic motivation in political elites by varying the constituency or jurisdiction con-
veyed by the stimuli. Michener et al. (2020) discovered that response rate depended on whether the putative 
stimuli writers were discoverable via websearch. Taghizadeh (2021) interacted ethnic signals in the stimuli 
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with participants’ caseloads to investigate the effects of workload on discrimination. Similarly, Habel & Birch 
(2019) found an interaction effect between occupation and ethnicity. Block et al. (2021) included officials and 
members of the general population, enabling comparison of their discrimination in responding. 
 In another example of innovation, Epstein et al. (2021) compared municipality responses by stimulus 
medium (email vs Twitter) and found differences in responsiveness and quality, making the point that studies 
will have to adapt as new media grow in public usage.  
 

Additional concerns  

In this section, we provide additional considerations not mentioned above. Our purpose is not to confront 
the PA literature, but instead to provide areas for PA researchers to think about. Although many audit studies 
do an excellent job of beginning from a theoretical or policy-relevant framework, as James et al. (2017) note 
in their book chapter on public management field experiments generally, some studies do not. James et al. 
(2017) also note that formal theoretical foundations are not always necessary and that results from field ex-
periments can be used to formulate new theory. However, experiments are best when they are well thought 
out and are guided by at least informal theoretical considerations.  
 It is important for authors to do and present preliminary power calculations prior to sending out a study. 
This need is particularly important when the study finds null results, as insignificant results could be caused 
by insufficient sample size. In addition, audit studies that send multiple treatments to participants need to be 
sure to adjust their sample size calculations for clustering, as unadjusted size sample size calculations will pro-
vide too small a sample (see Lahey & Beasley 2018). And, as with all experiments, power calculations that in-
tend to include interaction terms may need to more than double the single term sample size to get the correct 
power (see Giner-Soralla, 2018 for an excellent discussion of heuristics for interaction terms). It is concerning 
that less than 10% of the audit studies we found in the systematic review mentioned these calculations. 
 Two sources of internal validity concerns must be addressed when multiple stimuli are sent to the same 
participant. First, naively sending similar stimuli to a broader collection of participants could result in partici-
pants getting unusual stimuli (ex. correspondence from Black constituents when such correspondence is rare) 
that causes them to either suspect they are in an experiment or to form false beliefs about their constituent 
needs. A second internal validity concern arises when a participant compares stimuli because such compari-
sons can alter responses. Specifically, direct comparison of nearly identical stimuli can exacerbate differences 
in outcomes because when stimuli are nearly identical a small difference will drive the participant’s choice, or 
reduce them because a direct comparison makes the socially desirable choice more salient. A way to address 
these concerns is to limit the study to participants who receive many similar correspondences so the stimuli 
are just two (or more) of many and are thus less likely to be directly compared, although this could limit the 
external validity of the study. To further mitigate concerns about multiple correspondence, all stimuli features 
can be varied within reasonable limits (i.e., change more than just the name of the putative stimuli writer), 
when possible send stimuli that are not directly comparable (e.g., FOIA request vs simple ask about unrelated 
issue), and send stimuli at separate times. 
 A common problem with audit studies across all fields, not just in PA, is when researchers do not ensure 
their stimuli are externally valid. In some cases, they end up testing not what they think they are testing, but 
testing the unusual. Examples from economics might be showing pictures on resumes in countries where 
such things are uncommon, or omitting education information when education is always shown on resumes. 
More subtle versions of this problem occur when, for example, using names to signal race, gender, or ethnic-
ity, because names also signal age, socioeconomic status, and potentially citizenship status (Einstein & Glick 
2017; Barlow & Lahey 2018; Gaddis 2017a, b; Landgrave 2021; Crabtree et al. 2023) Similarly, a potential 
concern related to the external validity of the Y variable is pointed out by Olsen et al. (2022)—just as the re-
quest for an interview is only the first stage of the hiring process and does not measure actual hiring, the pro-
vision of information about a service does not measure actual service provision, although it is still the first 
step. Finally, when researchers send out limited templates, as discussed in the introduction, they may be sub-
ject to template bias—that is, their findings will only be externally valid for the groups that the templates de-
scribe. 
Ethics 
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Ethical concerns with audit studies derive from academic concerns about deception to negative spillovers on 
constituents by taking away time from and potentially providing incorrect information to public servants. 
While it is beyond the scope of this paper to provide a full framework of the ethics of audit studies, a general 
guiding principle is that the benefits to audit studies should always be greater than any potential harm. In 
practice, this principle generally means that researchers need to be careful of participant time, make sure data 
are anonymized so that no participant can be called out, and if there is a chance of potential harm from 
providing false information then the response should be followed up with a post-consent form. If these pre-
cautions cannot be taken, then an audit study may not be an appropriate tool. New methods of combining 
audit technologies with real, rather than hypothetical, stimuli are a promising path forward. 
 While deception is common in psychology experiments, it is frowned upon in economics experiments if 
the subjects know they are participating in a study. Experimental economists believe that their subject pool 
should never try to second guess the purpose of the experiment (e.g., Davis & Holt 1993, Ortman & Hertwig 
2002). Deception in any economics experiment in which subjects know they are participating would have 
negative spillovers on this goal. Audit studies circumvent this problem because the participants generally do 
not know that they are participating in the experiment (McClendon 2012; James et al. 2017).  
 There is some evidence that the subject pool of politicians and constituents does not find these types of 
experiments to be problematic (Naurin & Ö hberg 2021). That said, deception is commonly considered uneth-
ical and is considered by some to have unknown societal costs including to political behaviors (Findley & 
Nielson 2016; James et al. 2017). Findley & Nielson (2016) reports a pair of studies showing that some degree 
of deception is necessary for unbiased results that may provide considerable policy implications. They also 
provide suggestions on how to reduce (but not necessarily eliminate) deception including informed consent 
and recruiting confederates that write the stimuli using their own names and contact information to avoid 
identity deception. Landgrave (2020) echoes the suggestion for using confederates, and proposes a novel 
study design that avoids identity, activity, and misinformation deception by stating up front that the contact is 
for research and then analyzing responses interacted with the incentivization characteristics. 
 Ethically, the researcher has an obligation to minimize the harm done to unwitting participants. Experi-
ments that require a lengthy response should only be done if the benefit outweighs the cost. Data should be 
anonymized—no individual participant should be able to be called out as biased (this warning is particularly 
important for public university researchers who may be subject to FOIA requests for their research data). 
With PA experiments, in addition to the direct costs to the participants, there may be negative spillovers if 
responding to the audit study distracts participants from real constituent requests and duties or causes them 
to inaccurately change their beliefs about constituent priorities. These concerns should be included in the 
cost-benefit calculation. 
 Decisions to post-consent participants should be weighed carefully—on the one hand, post-consenting 
makes participants aware of the deception of the experiment and could make participants suspicious of future 
interactions with real constituents. It is possible that an agency discovering the deception could additionally 
provide negative reputational consequences to the research team and university.vii On the other hand, partici-
pants gather information from and can be otherwise affected by the deceptive communications. If it is likely 
they will make decisions based on these communications or suffer any harm from believing the deception, 
then the post-consent is necessary to mitigate that harm. The post-consent should also include the ability for 
participants to remove their data, giving participants a locus-of-control if they did not want to participate.  
 We find that 47/90, or a little over 50% of studies discuss ethical implications of their study process, 
though nine of these limit their discussion to an appendix only, rather than the main paper. While absence of 
a discussion does not mean that ethical concerns were not taken into consideration, explicitly stating the 
measures taken to reduce harm in a study is helpful for readers and future researchers. 
 Perhaps the ideal audit study reduces deception and/or loss of participant time by combining an experi-
ment with real outputs that will be used for another purpose (e.g., Block et al. 2021; Grose et al. 2015; Land-
grave 2020; Peisakhin & Pinto 2010). A recent study from economics pairs real college students requesting 
advice from working professionals to study the effects of gender on career advice (Gallen & Wasserman 
2021). In PA, this type of combination could translate to FOIA audit studies requesting information that they 
need for another study (e.g., Jenkins et al. 2020; Spáč et al. 2018). Similarly, researchers studying the effect of 
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the personal demographics of fundraisers could partner with a non-profit that benefits from the donations 
(Jilke et al. 2019; Landgrave 2020). In addition, working with existing organizations is one way researchers 
planning audit studies can find collaborators and focus research on topics relevant to political agents. For ex-
ample, while not an audit study because the focus was on changing behavior rather than measuring it, 
Bergner, Desmarais, & Hird (2019) increased the impact of their field experiment by partnering with an advo-
cacy group. 
 

The future of audits 

As email and electronic messaging platforms become the primary modes of communication, both the ease of 
performing an audit study and their potential scope continue to grow. Even though some of the increased 
ease of communication may be of limited use in PA (e.g., Google ads would be an ineffective medium to 
study elite lawmakers), there will be an overall increase in feasibly explorable theories and questions about 
practices in PA. There will be new opportunities to reach different offices of governing agencies, broader 
coverage of governing bodies with smaller geographic reach (e.g., county or city governments, such as Spáč et 
al. 2018 which studied all Slovak municipalities), and, on the other side of the scale, increased ease of interna-
tional studies (e.g., 11 countries are compared in Magni & Ponce de Leon 2021). Reaching sufficient sample 
size for expected effect sizes (e.g., 10,268 government representatives were emailed in Crawfurd and Ramli 
2022) and engaging a sufficient variety of participants (e.g., both elected officials and the general public were 
studied in Block et al. 2021) should become more manageable with increased use of digital communication. 
By reaching more participants, the time cost for individual participants can be minimized, for example, send-
ing fewer stimuli per participant or dividing one complex “ask” into multiple stages with different participants 
per stage. 
 Digital communications also make sending multiple stimuli to the same participant simple, inexpensive, 
and quick, so within-subjects and follow-up studies are also getting easier to perform with broader scope. 
Within-subjects studies can provide more statistical power that may be necessary when the pool of partici-
pants is small (e.g., political elites), while follow-up studies (e.g., Butler & Crabtree 2017) investigate the ef-
fects of an initial stimulus on the participant’s response to a subsequent stimulus. 
 Simultaneously, the ongoing trend towards digital communications favors more intricate stimuli de-
signed to detect how responses might be influenced by more complex relationships between stimulus and 
participant characteristics. Various audits have shown that intersections between characteristics in a single 
stimulus (e.g., race crossed with age) or between the stimulus and the participant (e.g., gender of stimulus 
crossed with gender of participant) are important (e.g., Habel & Birch 2019; Druckman & Shafranek 2020; 
Rhinehart 2020). Studies with sufficient participants to support diversification of the stimuli will benefit from 
the increased ease of creating and distributing balanced stimuli that explore more such interactions, thus 
providing a fuller exploration of the market. 
 In other fields, audit studies have commonly been used to explore the hiring market and the housing 
market, typically exploring discrimination based on some characteristic that varies between stimuli, such as 
using the name to indicate race. These fields have recently called for broader use of the audit study method to 
understand different markets. At the same time, these fields have demonstrated that researchers need to be 
more careful that their characteristics actually signal what they think is signaled. Additionally, there has been a 
push to go beyond documenting the existence of discrimination to identifying its mechanisms, e.g., through 
side-by-side use of an audit study and a lab experiment or survey exploring hypotheticals, or by taking ad-
vantage of natural experiments (Gaddis 2018). Each of these three areas is of note for the future use of audit 
studies in PA: explore new markets, be careful about internal and external validity, and push for a deeper un-
derstanding of the market. 
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Notes

 
i There are many purposes of systematic literature reviews. We are using the first listed purpose of a systematic literature 
review from (Page et al. 2020, p. 1), to “provide syntheses of the state of knowledge in a field, from which future re-
search priorities can be identified.” We are hoping to provide information to PA researchers about the field of audit 
studies within the broader area of public administration that could be considered “public service” (in which we also in-
clude politicians and non-profits). 
ii Some papers in the review will have later final publication dates because they were cited while working papers or they 
were published online prior to a later publication date in the paper version of the journal. The following unpublished 
papers would have been included if they had been published: De Vries, Dinas, & Solaz 2016; Janusz & Lajevardi 2016; 
Mendez 2014; Mikula & Montag 2022; and Timm 2021. 
iii We thus only caught audit studies from general interest journals if they cited or were referenced by prominent papers 
or literature reviews of PA audit studies.  
iv Other literature reviews of field experiments more generally include Bertrand and Duflo (2017), Neumark (2018). 
Meta-analyses on audit studies using racial discrimination specifically include Quillian et al (2017) and Gaddis et al. 
(2021). 
v It is not our intention to discourage researchers from using standard stimuli. There is still much to be learned from 
standard stimuli. 
vi One potential concern is that studies may be subject to post-treatment bias if instead of just looking at number of re-
sponses, they explore the quality of responses, as measured by speed of response or tone of response.  
vii Gaddis et al. (2021) discuss the cost-benefit analysis of ethical concerns in more detail.  
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Appendix B: Summarized Results  
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parties’ and individual candidates’ stances on immigration to identify responsive politicians. 

Distelhorst, G. and Y. Hou. 2017. Local service institutions in China are comparably responsive to appeals from putative citizens as similar institutions in democracies. 

Distelhorst, G., & Hou, Y. 2014.  
Local officials were 33% less likely to provide assistance to citizens with ethnic Muslim names than to ethnically-unmarked peers. Evidence is 
consistent with the ingroup bias interpretation of this finding and detect little role for strategic incentives mediating this effect. 

Driscoll, Amanda, Gabriel Cepaluni, Feliciano de 
Sá Guimarães, and Paolo Spada. 2018. 

Distinguishing between prejudiced and strategic discrimination in responsiveness, we find that socioeconomically privileged and competitive 
candidates are equally responsive to underrepresented voters in advance of the election, yet less responsive once in office. 

Dropp, K., & Peskowitz, Z. 2012. 
Legislators’ response rates to constituent requests decreases in their electoral security. Electoral security increases the number of bills legisla-
tors author, but has little effect on other measures of legislative production. 

Druckman, J. N. and R. M. Shafranek. 2020. No direct evidence of a racial or political bias. African Americans who reference politics in any way receive substantially fewer responses. 

Dynes, Adam M., Hans J. G. Hassell and Matthew 
R. Miles. 2021. 

Politically ambitious officials are not more responsive to electorally oriented service requests and there are not systematic differences in the 
content of the responses of ambitious and non-ambitious elected officials. In areas of constituency service, ambition does not seem to affect 
representational behavior, regardless of whether the service requests are electorally related or not. 

Einstein, K. L., & Glick, D. M. 2017. 

Public housing officials respond at equal rates to black and white email requests. Limited evidence of responsiveness discrimination toward 
Hispanics. Substantial differences in email tone. Hispanic housing applicants were 20 percentage points less likely to be greeted by name than 
were their black and white counterparts. This disparity in tone is muted in more diverse locations, but does not depend on whether a housing 
official is Hispanic. 

Epstein, B., L. Bode and J. M. Connolly. 2021. 
Overall, municipalities responded to 54% of email requests and 38% of Twitter requests. A majority of responses were received on the same 
business day. Responses are slightly faster on Twitter, but of higher quality on email. Governments are more likely to respond to frustrated 
constituents on email, but respond faster to frustrated queries on Twitter, though with lower quality responses. 

Ernst, R., Nguyen, L., & Taylor, K. C. 2013. 
Consistent relationships between race and the quantity of information received and the quality of the interaction with the representatives of 
the state. Evidence that the state reinforces notions of both belonging and marginalization through patterns of racialized encounters with the 
state. 

Fang, Albert H., Andrew M. Guess and M. Hum-
phreys. 2019. 

Hispanics are approximately 6 percentage points less likely to receive callbacks and offers than whites. Suggestive evidence that government 
messaging can reduce discrimination against Hispanics but not against blacks. 

Fenton, J. and L. Stephens-Dougan. 2021. 
Black legislators were as responsive to emails referencing inspiration from BLM as they were to emails referencing inspiration from the 
NAACP. 

Findley, MIchaeal G., Daniel L. Nielson, & J. C. 
Sharman. 2015. 

Firms in tax havens obey the rules significantly more often than in OECD countries, whereas services in poor nations sometimes prove more 
compliant than those in rich countries. Risk of terrorism or the Internal Revenue Service decrease offers for anonymous incorporation, but 
they also lower compliance. Offers to “pay a premium” reduce compliance. The risk of corruption decreases response rates but, alarmingly, 
also decreases compliance rates. Raising international law has no significant effect. 

Gaikwad, N. and Nellis, G. 2021. 
Signaling that a citizen is a city newcomer, as opposed to a long-term resident, causes incumbent politicians to be significantly less likely to 
respond to requests for help. 
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Gell-Redman, M., Visalvanich, N., Crabtree, C., & 
Fariss, C. J. 2018. 

Nativity and voting status do not affect responsiveness. Instead, legislator behavior appears to be driven by racial/ethnic bias. Whites benefit 
from the highest degree of responsiveness, with blacks, Hispanics, and Asians all receiving lower response rates, respectively. This bias follows 
a partisan logic. Hispanic constituents receive lower responsiveness primarily from Republican legislators, while Asians experience discrimina-
tion from representatives of both parties. 

Giger, N., S. Lanz and C. de Vries. 2020. 
High response rate among Swiss candidates (66 percent) which remains high for voters who reside outside a candidate’s district (59 percent) 
suggesting that intrinsic motivations are a key driver of constituency effort. The response to voters who reside inside a candidate’s district is 
more pronounced for candidates confronted with a high degree of electoral competition. 

Giulietti, C., M. Tonin and M. Vlassopoulos. 2019. 
Emails from putatively black senders are almost 4 percentage points less likely to receive an answer compared to emails signed with a white-
sounding name. Moreover, responses to queries coming from black names are less likely to have a cordial tone. The differential in the likeli-
hood of answering is due to animus toward blacks rather than inferring socioeconomic status from race.  

Golder, S. N., Crabtree, C., & Dhima, K. 2019. Our results show that elected officials are equally willing to respond to both male and female political aspirants. 

Grimmelikhuijsen, S., John, P., Meijer, A., & Wor-
thy, B. 2019. 

The overall response rate of local governments was much higher (76%) and the size of the effect was larger than in the original experiment. 
Furthermore, the strongest effect of FOI was found on proactive disclosure (concordance). 

Grohs, S., Adam, C., & Knill, C. 2016. 
Local German government responses show very limited discrimination effects. While there is no evidence for general ethnic discrimination, a 
more differentiated analysis indicates patterns of ethnic discrimination conditioned by gender. 

Grose, C. R., Malhotra, N., & Parks Van Houwel-
ing, R. 2015.  

Most senators tailor their explanations to their audiences, and these tailored explanations are effective at currying support—especially among 
people who disagree with the legislators’ roll-call positions. 

Habel, Philip, and Sarah Birch. 2019. 

On average, 9% of emails go without a personal reply from MPs or their staff. Did not observe statistically significant differences across our 
manipulation for class or for ethnicity. Ingroup identifiers that could provoke taste-based discrimination or professional markers signaling a 
higher propensity to turn out, did not generate statistically significant patterns of representation. There was an interaction effect between 
occupation and ethnicity, with greater divergence in ethnicity-based responsiveness for putatively lower-class constituents than for higher-
class constituents. MPs from safer seats were slower to respond, but additional factors such as party, the gender of the MP, or characteristics 
of the constituency were not statistically significant predictors. 

Hayes, T. J., & Bishin, B. G. 2020. 
There is no evidence that members of Congress discriminate by economic class and only mixed evidence that state legislators discriminate 
along these lines. There is limited, but potentially important, evidence of partisan bias in service responsiveness for state legislators. 

Hemker, J. and Rink, A. 2017. 
Response rates are statistically indistinguishable across treatment conditions. Putative non-Germans receive responses of significantly lower 
quality, potentially deterring them from applying for benefits. Observational evidence suggests that discrimination is more pronounced in 
welfare offices run by local governments than in those embedded in the national bureaucracy. 

Hou, Y., Liu, C., & Crabtree, C. 2020. 
Results show that a Muslim job seeker is more than 50% less likely to receive a callback than a Han job seeker, and higher academic merit 
does not compensate for this bias. State-owned enterprises are equally likely to discriminate against Muslim job seekers, despite their political 
mandate to increase diversity. 

Hughes, Alex, et al., 2020. 
Bias toward Latinos observed during the 2012 election has persisted. Arab/Muslim Americans face an even greater barrier to communicating 
with local election officials, but there is no evidence of bias toward blacks. There is evidence of implicit bias toward Arab/Muslim senders only. 

Jenkins, Nicholas R., Michelangelo Landgrave, 
Gabriel E. Martinez. 2020. 

There is no evidence that political donors have greater access to government officials compared to engaged citizens. A formal FOIA request 
increases compliance rates and decreases wait time before an initial reply. 

Jensen, Nathan M., Michael G. Findley, & Daniel 
L. Nielson. 2020. 

There is no greater tendency to offer incentives for investment anticipated prior to than after elections. Limiting the sample to municipalities 
that specialize in manufacturing, the relevant subgroup, suggests that election timing matters in this most likely set of locales. 
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Jilke, S., Lu, J., Xu, C., & Shinohara, S. 2019. Providing information about government support to nonprofit organizations neither increases nor decreases people’s propensity to donate.  

Jilke, S., Van Dooren, W., & Rys, S. 2018. 
No statistically significant differences between senders were found for overall response rates. Privately owned facilities are about 20 percent-
age points less likely to provide information on how to enroll when the request is sent from a Maghrebian name alias, and blinded coders 
perceive the information sent to the Maghrebian alias as less comprehensive. In publicly owned facilities, no such differences exist. 

Kalla, Joshua L., and David E. Broockman. 2016. 
When informed prospective attendees were political donors, senior policy makers made themselves available between three and four times 
more often.  

Kalla, Joshua, Frances Rosenbluth, and Dawn 
Langan Teele. 2018. 

Emails sent by female students were more likely to receive a response than those sent by male students, especially when the official was 
male. Responses that women received were as likely to be long, thoughtful, and contain an offer of help as those to men. There were no parti-
san differences in responsiveness to male or female senders. Examining senders with Hispanic last names bolsters the results: Hispanic send-
ers, especially men, were less likely to receive a quality response than non-Hispanic senders. 

Lagunes, P., & Pocasangre, O. 2019. 
Entities do not discriminate between regular and seemingly influential citizens. Entities also answer more frequently and provide more infor-
mation in 2015 compared to earlier years, but they are taking longer to answer, frequently charging fees, and often failing to provide quality 
information to questions they are legally bound to answer. 

Landgrave, M. 2020. 
There is evidence of discrimination against Hispanics among state legislative offices. That discrimination is mitigated when subjects believe 
their behavior will be public knowledge. 

Landgrave, M. 2021. 
Hispanics and whites receive similar constituency service, as measured by reply rate and reply content, but legislators are less likely to acquire 
information about Hispanic constituents. 

Landgrave, M. and N. Weller. 2022. Low SES status is related to reply rates both across and within each racial category. 

Larsson Taghizadeh, J., Åström, A., & Adman, P. 
2022. 

There are no clear signs of discrimination towards voters with Arabic- or Swedish-sounding names. 

Lloren, A. 2017. Direct democracy does not enhance Swiss state politicians’ responsiveness to policy requests. 

Loewen, P., & MacKenzie, M. 2019. 
On average, politicians are as helpful on issues of shared jurisdiction as issues of exclusive jurisdiction. They are less helpful for issues outside 
of their jurisdiction.  

Lowande, K., & Proctor, A. 2020. 
There is no evidence of systematic discrimination against same-sex couples. Among same-sex couples, officials tended to be more responsive 
to lesbian couples. 

Magni, G., & de Leon, Z. P. 2021. 
Legislators respond significantly more to women (3% points), especially in Europe (4.3% points). In Europe, female legislators in particular 
reply substantially more to women (8.4% points). 

McClendon, G. H. 2016. 
South African politicians—both black and white—are more responsive to same-race constituents than to other-race constituents, in both the 
dominant and the main opposition political parties. Politicians are not particularly responsive to anyone. 

Mendez, M. S., & Grose, C. R. 2018. 
If legislators supported voter identification laws, Latino constituents were less likely to receive constituency communications from their legis-
lators. 

Michelson, M. R. 2006.  Latino and non-Latino canvassers are equally likely to cause Latinos to turn out to vote. 

Michener, Gregory; Velasco, Rafael B.; Contreras, 
Evelyn; Rodrigues, Karina F. 2020. 

Results show institutional requesters receive one-fifth more responses than noninstitutional comparators. For moderate versus lower burden 
requests, noninstitutional requesters are 11% less likely to receive a compliant response than their institutional comparators. 

Moy, B. J. 2021. 
No evidence that mayors are affected by priming the officials’ duty to the public. The mayors who received the peer effects prime were 6–8 
percentage points less likely to respond. 

Nazita Lajevardi. 2020. 
Socioeconomic status does not matter for Muslims–whites receive more responses regardless of SES–and party affiliation does not affect 
response rates. Imams are significantly less likely than their Pastor counterparts to receive a response. 
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Neiman, J. 2017. 
Communication from constituents with lower education levels receive fewer replies. Neither political party nor legislator's own education 
level account for the response differential to the email manipulations. 

Newland, Sara A., and John Chung‐En Liu. 2020. Officials are equally responsive to requests putatively from indigenous or ethnically Chinese citizens. 

Oberfield, Z. W. and M. B. Incantalupo. 2021. 

Street Level Managers (SLMs) discriminated based on race, and positive performance information mitigated this discrimination. Negative per-
formance information also reduced discrimination. There is no evidence that less public organizations (charter schools) exacerbated anti-Black 
discrimination. White SLMs discriminated against Black citizens. However, Black SLMs worked in more administratively difficult settings and 
responded at lower rates; thus, Black citizens were equally likely to receive responses from White and Black SLMs. 

Olsen, A. L., Kyhse‐Andersen, J. H., & Moynihan, 
D. 2020. 

Danes and Muslims received similar response rates. Danes received a clear acceptance 25% of the time, compared to 15% for Muslims. Mus-
lims also faced greater administrative burdens in the form of additional questions. 

Peisakhin, L. 2012.  Applicants who make use of the freedom-of-information law attain almost the same rate of success as those who bribe.  

Peisakhin, L. and P. Pinto. 2010. Greater transparency and voice lowers corruption even in highly hierarchical and unequal societies. 

Pfaff, S., Crabtree, C., Kern, H. L., & Holbein, J. B. 
2021. 

Muslims and atheists are substantially less likely to receive a response, with discrimination growing when they signal that their beliefs are 
more intense. Protestants and Catholics face no discrimination unless they signal that their religious beliefs are intense. 

Poole, Ed Gareth., 2019. 
FOIA requests identify significant variation in timeliness and quality between UK territories. There is a lack of evidence that lower-tier govern-
ments are generally more responsive. 

Porter, E., & Rogowski, J. C. 2018. 

Overall, partisan email-writers were somewhat more likely to receive responses from local election clerks than email-writers who provided no 
partisan signal, though these effects are driven mostly by greater responsiveness to Republican constituents. There is some evidence of in-
creased responsiveness to requests from copartisan constituents, particularly among Republican municipalities. There is no evidence that 
local institutional context moderates the effects of the partisan treatments. 

Rhinehart, S. 2020. 
Legislators are more willing to offer help when the aspirant is a woman and of the same party. When primed to further consider women in 
politics, legislators are more likely to offer gender-specific advice. Democrats rather than women legislators drive this heightened responsive-
ness to the woman aspirant.  

Rochlitz, M., E. Mitrokhina and I. Nizovkina. 
2021. 

Switching the political affiliation of a potential investor from the opposition party “Yabloko” to the government party “United Russia” on aver-
age increases the chances to receive a reply by 30%. The effect strongly depends on regional levels of political competition, with higher levels 
of discrimination in regions that are less politically competitive. 

Rodríguez, Rafael Piñeiro, and Cecilia Rossel. 
2018. 

Only those citizens who know the RTI law and invoke its existence have a greater likelihood of obtaining an answer from bureaucrats. This 
result is driven mostly by men's requests declaring they know the law when making their request, while invoking the law doesn't make a dif-
ference in responses to women. 

Sonia K. Kang, Katherine A. DeCelles, András 
Tilcsik, & Sora Jun. 2016. 

Organizational diversity statements are not associated with reduced discrimination against unwhitened resumés.  

Southern, R. and K. Purdam. 2016. More than half of electoral candidates responded to an undecided voter's email. Very few provided followup emails.  

Spáč, P., P. Voda and J. Zagrapan. 2018. 
Referring to FOI acts leads to several times higher odds in receiving the requested information. Including a moral appeal in the information 
request has no effect. With rising population, the responsiveness for all versions of letters increases. 

Sun, T. 2019. 
At the local level, differentiation in local government treatment of CSOs (civil society organizations) is driven more by the state’s interest in 
extracting productivity and out sourcing responsibility for the provision of public goods and less by the state’s need to acquire information 
from CSOs, including politically sensitive advocacy groups. 

Taghizadeh, Jonas L. 2021. 
Principals who perceived that they had sufficient time to respond to emails were less likely to discriminate towards the Arabic and low-SES 
parents. 
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Terechshenko, Z., Crabtree, C., Eck, K., & Fariss, 
C. J. 2019. 

There is a positive effect of international norms on state respect for human rights. The potential of international shaming does not increase 
the probability of state compliance. The positive effect of the norms cue disappears when it is coupled with the shaming cue. 

Thomsen, Danielle M., and Bailey K. Sanders. 
2019. 

Women are more likely to respond to constituent requests than men, even after accounting for their heightened level of policy activity. Fe-
male legislators are the most responsive in conservative districts, where women may see the barriers to their election as especially high. Find-
ings are not a function of staff responsiveness, legislator ideology, or responsiveness to female constituents or gender issues. 

Vaishnav, M., Khosla, S., Milliff, A., & Osnos, R. 
2019. 

There is scant evidence of legislators discriminating on religious lines. 

Vuolo, Mike; Lageson, Sarah; Uggen, Christo-
pher. 2017. 

(1) Among the 78% of employers who ask about records, specific application questions vary greatly regarding the severity and timing of of-
fenses. (2) Applications for restaurant positions are least likely to inquire about criminal histories, whereas racially diverse workplaces and 
establishments in the most and least advantaged neighborhoods are more likely to ask. (3) The race gap in employer callbacks is reduced 
when applicants have the chance to signal not having a record by answering “no,” which is consistent with theories of statistical discrimina-
tion. 

Wagner, A. J. 2021. 
The results suggest significance in race and political variables in FOI outcomes and processes. The influence of geographic location, namely the 
central South of the United States, has a considerable effect on FOI compliance. 

White, A. R., Nathan, N. L., & Faller, J. K. 2015.  
Officials provide different information to potential voters of different putative ethnicities. Emails sent from Latino aliases are significantly less 
likely to receive any response from local election officials than non-Latino white aliases and receive responses of lower quality. 

Wiener, E. 2020. 
Women are twice as likely to respond to a women’s issue group’s simple meeting request. Meeting requests signaling constituent mobilization 
have heterogeneous effects across legislator gender, doubling the likelihood that a male legislator will respond and effectively closing gender 
gaps in responsiveness.  

Worthy, B., John, P., & Vannoni, M. 2017. 
FOI requests are more effective than simple asks and the size or preexisting level of openness of a body appears to make little difference to 
their responsiveness. FOI requests are more effective in encouraging bodies to do more than the law asks (concordance) than encouraging 
more minimal levels of legal cooperation, when a body simply fulfils its obligations to varying degrees (compliance).  

Note: Results are shortened/paraphrased directly from each article. 
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