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Scenario Experiments

Hannah Werner and Lala Muradova

The systemic turn in deliberative democratic theory (Mansbridge et al. 2012) has
expanded not only the breadth of research questions on deliberation, but also the
methodological repertoire with which they can be studied. In this chapter, we present
scenario experiments as a method that is suitable to study deliberation at two dif-
ferent poles of the spectrum: micro processing in deliberation and macro effects of
deliberative events on the wider public. In scenario experiments, people read a text
or they hear and watch a video (a vignette), which is embedded within a survey. The
vignette typically describes realistic deliberative processes using real examples and
issues. At the same time, scenario experiments enable researchers to manipulate the
varijables of interest and precisely and randomly allocate respondents to treatment
groups, which strengthens causal inference.

It is not the goal of this chapter to provide a comprehensive introduction to the
experimental method (for this purpose, see Chapter 11 by Grénlund and Herne)
or scenario experiments in general because several excellent handbooks are already
available (e.g. Druckman et al. 2011; Mutz 2011). Rather, our goal is to carve out
its advantages for the study of deliberative processes. Scenario experiments cannot
capture the complex interpersonal processes underlying a democratic deliberation,
but they can be used as a complementary and powerful tool to study the processes
which are either overlooked or impossible to disentangle by only studying real-world
deliberation cases, especially when we look at the micro mechanism of internal delib-
eration and at the macro effects of deliberative events. In the following, we will briefly
introduce vignette experiments, and then discuss how they can facilitate deliberation
research. We then present innovations in the field of experimental research that can
be useful for deliberation research. Lastly, we present recent examples of scenario
experiments in deliberation research and end with a discussion of its limitations.

Scenario Experiments: A Brief Introduction

Scenario experiments, also called vignette experiments, are a subcategory of sur-
vey experiments. In general, survey experiments represent a marriage between two
methods that are deeply rooted in the canon of the socio-scientific methods: large-
N survey studies (see Chapter 14 by Gastil) and (previously mostly laboratory)
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experiments (see Chapter 11 by Gronlund and Herne). The survey in ‘survey exper-
iment’ refers to the use of survey sampling techniques to produce a large and
heterogeneous sample (ideally representative of the target population, but not nec-
essarily, since the causal inference is drawn from random allocation to treatment
groups) on which the experiment is conducted. As Diana Mutz puts it, ‘it is the only
kind of research design capable of simply and straightforwardly estimating popula-
tion average treatment effects without complex statistical machinations’ (2011, 20).
This is typically done through the use of online survey programming tools, such as
Qualtrics. Experiment refers to the type of design where participants are randomly
assigned to different treatment groups that vary on the independent variable (e.g. a
citizens” assembly is/is not convened to discuss a policy issue prior to a referendum).
This clarification is important because it is different from the common use of the
word ‘experiment’ in the deliberative field, where we often speak of a ‘deliberative
experiment’ when talking about the (novel) implementation of a deliberative pro-
cess (Gastil 2018). Likewise, the deliberative interventions initiated by researchers
that include a pre- and post-design are thus not always experiments if they do not
include random assignment to a treatment and a control group, or where the exper-
imenter does not have full control over the manipulation (for a related discussion
see Chapter 11 by Gronlund and Herne; see also Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2011).
In recent years, survey experiments have become immensely popular in political sci-
ence due to the possibility of programming them digitally, resulting in almost infinite
possibilities for design with regard to the amounts and combinations of treatments
or presentations of stimuli, and of filling in the surveys online, hence minimizing the
costs of data collection and enabling a wider reach (Mullinix et al. 2015; Mutz 2011).
Scenario experiments are based on a particular type of experimental stimulus.
Respondents are typically asked to imagine a hypothetical scenario. Often, these sce-
narios are described in short paragraphs of text (for alternative presentations, see
the innovation section of this chapter). In deliberation research, this could be the
description of a deliberative mini-public or a specific element thereof. Afterwards,
respondents are asked questions about their perceptions of the described scenario,
possibly including preferences, policy opinions, or assessments of legitimacy.

What Scenario Experiments Can Do for Deliberation
Research

Deliberative democrats may be sceptical when considering the application of online-
administered experiments to study deliberative processes. They may refer to a poten-
tial mismatch between methodological assumptions underlying scenario experi-
ments and normative theories of deliberation. Scenario experiments require a high
level of experimental control with small manipulations of specific contexts that indi-
viduals are exposed to. One might argue that deliberation is not what happens in
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isolation but between people, in interaction with others (Dryzek et al. 2019). Online
surveys with experimental stimuli, one might presume, can hardly create the same
experience as an actual small-group deliberation. As Karpowitz and Mendelberg
(2011) correctly suggest, experiments ‘may be particularly vulnerable to the disagree-
ments between theorists and empiricists to the extent that their heightened levels of
control bring more stylized and more artificial operationalizations of complex and
multifaceted theoretical concepts’ (267). We agree that scenario experiments are not
always suited to study interpersonal deliberation as a complex communicative and
social phenomenon.' But we want to make the case that scenario experiments can
advance our knowledge about specific elements of the deliberative processes, par-
ticularly when studying micro mechanisms of deliberation (see section on zooming
in) or their connection to other spheres (see section on scaling up). Meanwhile, for
those studying deliberative systems, scenario experiments can provide insights into
causal relationships for isolated elements of a deliberative system, which should ide-
ally be complemented with other methods, for instance, small-n methods that are
more authentic and can account for the interconnectedness of elements.

We identify two potential families of research questions that we consider crucial
to our understanding of deliberation and deliberative systems and for the study of
which scenario experiments are ideally suited.

Research Area 1: Zooming In

First, even though theorists and qualitative researchers rightly note that deliberation
is more than the sum of its parts, understanding the role each individual factor plays
in enhancing deliberative outcomes is crucial (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2011;
Mutz 2011). This is particularly important for a systemic understanding of delib-
eration. Most scholars have moved away from considering only those interactions
that fulfil high normative ideals as deliberative and towards embracing more less-
than-perfect forms of deliberation. The argument is that these forms of deliberation,
although imperfect on their own, could altogether contribute to larger deliberative
systems. Thereby, gaining an understanding of causal inference in terms of the role of
individual characteristics of deliberation has become a crucial task. This is especially
the case for the study of individual cognitive processes in deliberation, sometimes
referred to as deliberation within or reflection (Goodin 2003; Muradova 2020). Thus,
tracing back the assumptions and goals of deliberative theory to micro processes
of cognition has brought deliberation research ever closer to political psychology
(see also Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2018; Muradova 2021; Myers and Mendelberg
2013). We consider scenario experiments as relevant tools for research because they
enable: (a) more exact and controlled manipulation of key features; (b) cleaner causal

! Experimental designs do not, however, preclude us from recreating this kind of deliberation in
subjects’ imagination, via scenarios (we discuss this more in the sections that follow).
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inferences about their effects; and importantly (c) data collection across a heteroge-
neous group of respondents who go beyond the usual suspects who may participate in
deliberative mini-publics. For example, if we want to study whether personal narra-
tives within interpersonal deliberative settings can foster more engagement amongst
underrepresented groups, for example citizens with lower levels of formal education
or women, we can use scenario experiments. Although the scenario experiment in
this case would not entirely approximate the real-world deliberation, it can give us
some idea about the role and effect of these communicative elements for citizens’
political reasoning and deliberation.

Research Area 2: Scaling Up

A second area of research question relates to recent expansions of the focus from what
happens inside the deliberative minipublics to the embeddedness of such forums in
the wider democratic system (e.g. Curato and Boker 2016; Fung 2015; Lafont 2017;
Niemeyer and Jennstal 2018). Upscaling of deliberative events is a crucial task for
deliberation scholars and practitioners. Since deliberative forums are typically rather
small-scale, it is not enough to study whether they can have effects for the handful of
people that are involved directly in these processes. To understand the role that delib-
erative events can play in democracies at large, their potential to affect the broader
public is pertinent. Two linkages are of importance.

Deliberative forums can impact the wider public by shaping citizens’ policy deci-
sions by either motivating citizens to become interested in the issue and to get
informed about it or by directly informing their preferences (Goodin and Dryzek
2006). Following Warren’s (2017) account of a problem-based approach to demo-
cratic theory, a core function that can be fulfilled through deliberation is collective
will formation. This alludes to deliberation in a broader sense than deliberative
mini-publics, but it is still consequential for the role that mini-publics might play:
stimulate collective will formation, not only amongst the participants but also the
wider public (see Gastil 2018; Gastil et al. 2016; Ingham and Levin 2018; Suiter et al.
2020a). The case of the Irish Citizens’ Assembly and its role in shaping public prefer-
ences with regard to the issue of abortion is an excellent example (Suiter 2018). For
instance, research has found that statements from the Citizens’ Initiative Review, pre-
sented in the context of a scenario experiment to the subjects, substantially improved
knowledge about the issue (Gastil et al. 2016).

Deliberative forums are also often expected to foster perceived legitimacy of
authorities and decisions that result from deliberative consultation. Again, while the
legitimacy perceptions of the participants of the mini-publics are worth investigat-
ing, the bigger challenge is to boost perceived legitimacy amongst citizens who did
not personally participate in these processes, who are mere observers of the process
(Curato and Boker 2016; Goodin and Dryzek 2006; Pow et al. 2020).

For the study of both these outcome variables of interest, we make the case
that scenario experiments are suitable. They provide information cues that mimic
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information that citizens would encounter in the real world about the existence, pro-
cedural character, and outcome of a deliberative forum. At the same time, they allow
for the exact manipulation of the type and content of information and the conditions
under which the desired effects on policy opinions and legitimacy beliefs can occur.

Using Scenario Experiments in Deliberation Research

We identify five advantages of scenario experiments in complementing the existing
methodological canon in deliberation research. The obvious advantage of any exper-
imental approach is that it enables inferences about causal relationships. Since this
major advantage is already discussed elsewhere (e.g. Mutz 2011), we will not address
it here and will instead focus specifically on the advantages of scenario experiments.

Disentangling the Relative Role of Individual Design
and Context Factors

While laboratory or field experiments have many other advantages, they usually con-
strain the number of independent variables that can be studied in conjunction. This
has to do primarily with efforts related to introducing new treatments and, probably
more importantly, with small sample sizes that are typical of ‘offline’ experiments.
Survey experiments, in contrast, allow for the manipulation of a range of specific
design and contextual factors of the deliberative process. This not only increases our
knowledge of the individual role of these factors in achieving deliberative outcomes,
but also further provides insights into their combined effects (Mutz 2011). Scenario
experiments enable us to study a new range of research questions. For instance, is it
more important for citizens’ perceptions of legitimacy that deliberative forums are
demographically representative on the national level rather than on the local level?
Or are different designs desirable depending on the conflictual nature of the policy
issue in question?

Increasing Experimental Realism

A challenge to all experimental studies is achieving high levels of external validity.
The same holds true for experiments on deliberation. Often, laboratory experiments
create highly abstract decision-making situations, such as the division of money
between members of a group, that are in many ways detached from actual polit-
ical processes in the real world (see, for instance, Dickson et al. 2008; Sulkin and
Simon 2001). Other times, laboratory experiments involve citizens discussing a pol-
icy issue in small groups (Muradova 2020), but the results of these discussions are not
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connected to realistic policymaking. Scenario experiments can depict processes that
mimic policy decision-making processes in the real world. The freedom and flexibil-
ity of the method allows for modelling of scenarios that directly connect to processes
and policy debates in the region or community under study. Issues can be selected
based on ongoing public debates at the time of data collection or on real recom-
mendations made by an existing deliberative organ (see, for example, Suiter et al.
2020a). Lastly, online survey tools allow for individual adaptations of the scenario,
for instance, by inserting the name of the respondent’s municipality into the text.
When thinking particularly about the emerging research agenda on the macro
effects of small-scale deliberation processes, scenario experiments can realistically
convey similar amounts and types of information as citizens would receive in the
real world. Stimuli could, for instance, take the form of media coverage, such as
newspaper articles or television clips (see, for example, Suiter et al. 2020b).

Going beyond the Usual Suspects: Representative Samples

A key advantage of survey experiments, as outlined above, is the combination of
causal inference methods with diverse and heterogeneous sampling techniques. The
opportunity to study the relationships of interest amongst representative or at least
heterogeneous samples of the population holds two key advantages for deliberation
research. First, a prominent concern amongst deliberative democrats and their critics
is that deliberation and deliberative forums are primarily appealing to a specific set of
people—those who are already highly interested in politics, hold high levels of formal
education and socioeconomic status, and belong to ethnic and cultural majorities
in society.” Since these groups already have access to political power through rep-
resentation, providing them with extra channels for policy input may actually be a
bad idea, so the argument goes. Irrespective of whether this critique actually holds
empirically (for counterexamples, see Neblo et al. 2010), scholars should take these
concerns seriously when studying deliberation. Studying participants’ views, experi-
ences, and preferences alone will give us only an incomplete picture of deliberation.
Following Karpowitz and Mendelberg’s (2011, 268) recommendation that ‘how those
who were not part of the discussion understand deliberating groups is a topic worth
considerable additional study, we emphasize here that survey experiments facili-
tate the study of people who would not usually turn out to a deliberative event (as
well as those who would). By posing an extremely low barrier for participation (fast,
practical, flexible), survey experiments can enable us to study groups that usually
refrain from all things political.> However, one must be sensitive to other types of

* Alternatively, other groups of people, although not necessarily unwilling to participate in these
processes, may be faced with other, structural inequalities.

* Of course, the actual representativeness of the sample depends on the sampling technique, which
in turn depends on the agency that recruits respondents. This can range from market research compa-
nies (cheap, but they usually sample from their own pre-recruited subject pool and not from the whole
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exclusion that may occur through this method, such as Internet access that may
be less available to older people or in regions of the world where access is more
restricted.

Second, the opportunity to obtain representative samples of the population allows
for the study of heterogeneous effects across subgroups. One strand of literature
within deliberative theory points out the potentially exclusionary and elitist nature
of ‘rational arguments’. To remain inclusive of all groups in society, the acknowl-
edgement of other types of communication styles was called for, such as personal
stories, narratives, or other forms of emotional speech, as part of the repertoire of
legitimate reasoning techniques (e.g. see Sanders 1997; Young 1996 for the initial
critique; Béchtiger et al. 2010 for a recent perspective). These theoretical debates
can be enriched and complemented by survey experimental research. For instance, it
could be tested whether certain types of reasoning indeed speak to different demo-
graphic groups better and thus can serve as measures to make deliberation attractive
to, and useful for, everyone. Accordingly, survey experiments can be important tools
in studying how to overcome inequalities in deliberation.

Thinking about Statistical Power

A common although little-discussed problem in quantitative deliberation research
is that of statistical power. Simply put, power describes the probability of obtaining
significance values that reject the null hypothesis (below the chosen alpha level, for
instance.05) when the alternative hypothesis is true. Thus, the more power a study
has, the less likely it becomes to falsely accept the null hypothesis (to make a Type II
error). Power is a function of the size of the effect and the sample size of the study.
This means, particularly when studying small effects, that sufficiently large sample
sizes are required to detect these effects. Indeed, as in most social science research,
deliberation research usually yields small effects. At the same time, actual deliberative
events often involve only a small number of people, hence they struggle to achieve
sufficient levels of power (usually considered above 80 per cent). Survey experiments
with bigger samples and enough power thus provide the opportunity to obtain valid
and reliable estimates of causal relationships.

Last but Not Least: Costs

While there is great value in conducting real-life deliberative experiments, they are
also immensely costly. Survey experiments cost only a fraction (depending on the
sampling method), both in terms of the price of data collection itself and of time and

population) to panels set up for research practices, such as TESS at the University of Pennsylvania (more
expensive or application based, but often use probability samples drawn from registry data).
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personnel. This has two important implications for deliberation research. The first
relates to the questionable generalizability of findings obtained from countries with
high research resources, the so-called WEIRD (Western, educated, industrialized,
rich, and democratic) countries. By developing low-cost tools to conduct delibera-
tion research, we can open the doors to scholars working in countries with limited
resources (e.g. in the Global South but also Southern and Eastern Europe). In this
vein, low-cost survey experiments also facilitate comparative research projects, with
the same experiments being run in several regions of the world, which are to date
rare in deliberative research. Second, as outlined by Mutz (2011), the affordability
of survey experiments makes it possible to spread resources across several studies,
opening up avenues for replication and follow-ups on interesting research findings.
As such, they can contribute greatly to cumulative and reliable knowledge creation
in deliberation research.

Illustrative Examples

In this section, we showcase some examples of how survey experiments have been
used in the study of deliberation.

Micro Processes in Deliberation

Strickler (2018) conducted two scenario experiments (one online and another
telephone-based) to examine the extent to which individuals’ adherence to delib-
erative discursive norms is conditioned by their partisanship. More specifically, he
tested the effect of partisan social identities on citizens’ attitudes to reciprocity when
exposed to disagreement. Subjects in his scenario experiment were first asked about
the extent and dimensions of their partisan attachment. Further, individuals were
asked to indicate their position on two policy issues—immigration and civil liber-
ties. The subjects were exposed to a counterargument, which was attributed to either
a Democrat, a Republican, or a person without a party identifier. After the stim-
uli, respondents were asked to answer a set of questions tapping into the concept of
reciprocity. The results of the research indicate that party cues moderate the rela-
tionship between disagreement and citizens’ attitude of reciprocity. In other words,
subjects in the experiments were more likely to consider in-party disagreement with
an open mind while they were less likely to do so for out-party disagreement. Thereby;,
by researching two crucial components of deliberation—exposure to disagreement
and reciprocity—with the help of a scenario experiment, the author could examine
one of the conditions under which citizens are more (or less) willing to adhere to
deliberative discursive ideals.
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The Effects of Deliberative Mini-publics on Opinion
Formation amongst the Broader Public

Ingham and Levin (2018) conducted scenario experiments in the United States to
investigate whether knowledge of deliberation outcomes can stimulate citizens to
update their opinions on policy issues. Their experiment was included in a national-
representative online survey. Participants first read a short introductory text about
the potential changes to social security on different issues. Afterwards, they were
randomly assigned to one of the issues and received either no text (control group)
or different texts that described the occurrence of a citizen assembly, resulting in
different recommendations and different reactions by a congressional panel. The
respondents were then questioned on their opinions on the policy proposals. The
authors find that, while information cues about a mini-public and their recommen-
dation can increase support for the policy proposal, this is not the case for all issues.
Further, it seems that hearing about the advice by a mini-public prompts people to
doubt their initial policy preferences by increasing their uncertainty about the poli-
cies. This experimental approach allowed the authors to study citizens’ reactions to a
simple deliberative cue under different conditions. By including two different policy
issues in the design, they were able to detect differences in effects, depending on the
issue at hand.

The Effects of Deliberative Mini-publics on the Legitimacy
Perceptions of the Broader Public

Boulianne (2018) similarly studied the macro impacts of small-scale deliberation
processes, also focusing on perceptions of legitimacy. She conducted two scenario
experiments that were connected to real ongoing deliberative processes in Edmon-
ton (climate change) and Alberta (energy efficiency) in Canada, that had received
little media attention. Both experiments had two conditions: a control condition in
which respondents did not receive any information, and a treatment condition in
which respondents read a short text. The vignettes described the mini-publics’ pro-
cesses and policy recommendations. After reading the paragraph, respondents were
questioned about their policy preferences, trust in government in the respective pol-
icy areas, and political efficacy. The findings differ between the two studies, which
can be due to several factors, such as the different policy issues or other features of
the process. This study illustrates the trade-offs that scholars face when designing
scenario experiments. While using a real case increases external validity, it also con-
strains the freedom to manipulate elements of the process or the recommendations
of deliberative minipublics, which would consequently help uncover a more precise
understanding of the mechanisms.
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Innovations in Survey Experimental Research

Survey experimental research is an exciting field with many innovations in the
design, fielding, and analysis of experiments. Some of these innovations are fruitful
for deliberation research. First, as the previous examples have shown, the challenge in
web-based experiments is the design of clear and realistic stimuli that explain often-
unknown deliberative processes to respondents while maintaining a high level of
attention and engagement. One potential solution to this is to present the stimuli
with the help of audio-visual material rather than text (for an example, see Werner
and Marien 2020; Suiter et al. 2020b). This can improve citizen engagement with the
content, increase attention, and clarify and emphasize the important pieces of infor-
mation.* This mode can also approximate the real-world information flow for many
people, who mostly find out about local and national events by watching television.
One straightforward and comparatively cost-efficient approach is to create animated
movies with voice-over text. Multiple tools to create such movies are available online
and require only basic knowledge of image and sound editing. While we consider
this a fruitful innovation for deliberation research, studies that compare the effects
of texts and audio-visual material are needed.

Second, the increasing use of conjoint experiments expands the possibilities for
designing scenario experiments (Hainmueller et al. 2014). Conjoints simultaneously
test multiple factors, resulting in a number of conditions (often above 100), which is
unthinkable in standard (laboratory) experiments. Since the factors are orthogonal to
each other, their independent effect can be assessed across all other independent vari-
ables, which can help ensure generalizability. There are two ways in which conjoints
can be useful for the study of deliberation. First, they allow for the simultaneous study
of multiple elements that characterize deliberative processes, such as the composition
of the participant group, effective influence, the structure of the assembly, the role of
politicians in the process, and so on. Second, conjoints can increase generalizabil-
ity because they investigate one or a few variables of interest while taking contextual
factors into account. Hence, the individual effect of, say, the participant recruitment
method for deliberative events could be tested across contextual factors, such as dif-
ferent levels of government or policy issues. First studies such as Christensen (2020)
or Goldberg and Bichtiger (2022) made use of conjoint analysis to study citizens’
preferences for different design components of a participatory process.

Challenges of Scenario Experiments

So far, we have demonstrated the advantages of scenario experiments. We con-
clude our chapter by discussing some of its limitations. First, external validity and

* Some may argue that this type of exposure makes it difficult to make a cleaner causal claim, due to the
impossibility of controlling for the effect of different visual cues.
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generalizability must be assessed critically with every scenario experiment. Even if
experimental stimuli are designed in a realistic fashion, they are still presented in the
context of a survey and hence detached from everyday political life (Barabas and Jerit
2010). To date we lack reliable systematic knowledge about whether and under which
conditions the results obtained with scenario experiments match findings from real
cases, particularly because it is unclear what the benchmark would be (e.g. compar-
ing the findings to a cross-sectional survey study might be inconclusive since none
of the two studies can credibly claim to hold authority over ‘true’ effects). Existing
research remains ambiguous about the generalizability of scenario experiments, with
some studies finding supporting evidence (e.g. Hainmueller et al. 2015; Mullinix et al.
2015) and others drawing more pessimistic conclusions (Barabas and Jerit 2010).

A second concern is that some scenario experiments may fail to meet the infor-
mation equivalence assumption, crucial for experiments, designed with the aim of
studying the real-world effects of some factor or attribute, presented as an infor-
mational piece. In other words, it is assumed that when reading about the vignette,
citizens’ beliefs about background characteristics of the treatment are not affected.
This is an important assumption, particularly for experiments aimed at examining
epistemic effects, that is, ‘the effects of changing subjects’ beliefs about some factor of
interest, holding constant beliefs about background features of the scenario (back-
ground beliefs)” (Dafoe et al. 2018, 400). This is less of a problem when studying
informational effects where the experimental treatment and the naturally occurring
treatment are very similar (as is the case with the macro-research questions described
previously). To the extent that this assumption holds true (citizens think about a
group of different people coming together to talk about an important issue in an
open, equal, and tolerant environment, when reading about the word deliberation),
we are talking about the real effects. To the extent that it does not (citizens shift their
beliefs, for instance, because they thought of a group of highly educated, middle-aged,
male citizens coming together to show off how smart they are), the effect obtained
can be easily attributable to some other aspect of the manipulation. Accordingly, the
internal validity of the experiment can be questioned. Several strategies have been
proposed to ensure information equivalence, such as manipulation checks (see Dafoe
et al. 2018). In addition to these suggestions, we propose another strategy, perhaps
more relevant to deliberation research. We believe scenario experiments can embed
a short definition of the treatment—the concept we are trying to manipulate in the
experiment—within the vignette. For example, if our treatment is a mini-public as
a decision-making body, we could provide the respondents with a short definition
of what a mini-public is and what it entails. In this way, we can prevent them from
updating their beliefs about the term ‘mini-public’ and keep the definition constant
in their reasoning.

Despite the above-mentioned challenges, scenario experiments provide us with
unique opportunities to disentangle and test the effects of different types, dimen-
sions, and components of public deliberation under different conditions and contexts
amongst larger and more heterogeneous populations. The lessons learned from
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these experiments contribute not only to the advancement of deliberation research,
but also to the innovation of institutional design to improve the functioning of
democracies.

Further Reading

Auspurg, Katrin, and Thomas Hinz. 2014. ‘Introduction to Conjoint Experiments. In
Factorial Survey Experiments, Vol. 175. London: Sage.

Mutz, Diana. 2011. Population-Based Survey Experiments. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
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