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Abstract

Individuals, including researchers, often have to form beliefs about the polit-
ical world from nonrepresentative samples—e.g., their friends, what they see
on TV, or content on social media. Substantial evidence indicates that many
struggle to account for this selection problem and generally form beliefs as
if what they observe is representative. In this review, we provide a formal ty-
pology of how this phenomenon of selection neglect affects political beliefs.
We identify three types of selection neglect: homophily leads individuals to
believe others’ traits and beliefs are closer to their own; the squeaky wheel ef-
fect biases beliefs toward more visible or vocal groups; and the man bites dog
effectleads to excessive belief in extreme or unusual events. Selection neglect
is a unifying way to understand disparate literatures on perceptions of the
economy and demographics, beliefs about others’ beliefs, partisan media, and
social media. Much empirical research is consistent with biased beliefs driven
by selection neglect but rarely directly tests this mechanism outside of lab
settings. We discuss how future research can provide more direct evidence.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This review proposes a common framework for understanding a variety of political mispercep-
tions. As any teacher or student of statistics or research design knows, most people struggle to
understand how samples may not be representative of wider populations. People often form beliefs
as if “what you see is all there is” (Tversky & Kahneman 1974). Individuals who do not account for
the fact that what they see is not representative may form incorrect beliefs due to this error, known
as selection neglect (Koehler & Mercer 2009, Jehiel 2018). At its core, this paper is about unrep-
resentative samples. Much of statisticians’ work on survey design, causal inference, and missing
data aims to detect or mitigate this problem (e.g., Rubin 1974, Rosenbaum 2010, Little & Rubin
2019) and, more recently, to expose the corresponding limitations and dangers of big data when
used without an eye toward unrepresentativeness (Meng 2018, Bradley et al. 2021). Our focus is
more on individuals as “intuitive statisticians” (Nisbett et al. 1983) or “everyday econometricians”
(Barron et al. 2019) who are prone to selection neglect.

Selection neglect could have major consequences for fundamental questions in political
science. How do individuals form political beliefs and policy preferences? Do elected politicians
represent their constituents’ interests? How do cable news and social media affect political knowl-
edge? These questions have spawned a range of important literatures in all subfields of political
science.

In Section 2, we explain and formalize three varieties of selection neglect that are common
in political settings. The first variety is homophily: People interact more frequently with others
who are similar to them. Without adjusting for this, people will tend to think that the population
as a whole is more similar to them than it actually is. The second is the squeaky wheel effect:
Some individuals and groups (e.g., the wealthy, the highly educated) are more socially visible or
have their opinions broadcast more. The third is the man bites dog effect: Unusual or extreme
events and perspectives tend to be more memorable and covered by the media, making them
seem more common than they truly are. By providing this typology of three forms of selection
neglect, we identify a unifying way to understand perceptions of the economy and demographics,
beliefs about others’ beliefs, partisan media, social media, and more. We thus enable researchers
to learn from and build upon others’ seemingly disparate findings related to social and political
phenomena.

Next, we discuss some challenges for detecting selection neglect (Section 3). Use of observa-
tional data entails the usual problems: Those in different information environments tend to differ
in other ways. Even with a research design capable of detecting the causal effect of (biased) in-
formation, as in an experiment, it is hard to tell how someone should update their beliefs without
knowing exactly what information they possess about the selection process.

Suppose, for example, an observer is randomly assigned to receive information from a biased
news source that reports only favorable information about a particular political party, and she
subsequently reports more positive views of that party. One explanation of this outcome is
selection neglect—the observer is unaware of the bias of the news source and updates her beliefs
as if it were reporting fairly. Another observationally equivalent possibility, however, requires
no selection neglect. Perhaps the observer is fully rational and is aware that the source might
be biased. Despite this knowledge, she might develop more positive views of the party if she
underestimates the magnitude of the bias. Some experimental work addresses this problem
by making the selection problem explicit, offering a straightforwardly correct way for sub-
jects to update their beliefs (Section 4). Such work strongly supports the selection neglect
explanation.

The core of our review examines five clusters of papers on how selection neglect shapes polit-
ically salient beliefs and behavior (Section 5): economic perceptions, demographic perceptions,
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Table 1 Examples of selection neglect by source and variety

Variety of selection
neglect Personal experience Media portrayal
Homophily Segregation (e.g., Newman et al. 2015a) Targeted advertising; selective exposure
(e.g., Knobloch-Westerwick et al. 2008)

Squeaky wheel Opinions that are more likely to be expressed; The rich, coastal elites; stereotypical portrayals
politician beliefs about constituents (e.g., Kim 2023)
(e.g., Broockman & Skovron 2018)

Man bites dog Partisan views; extreme events Terrorist attacks, plane crashes; focus on extremists
(e.g., Settle 2018, ch. 5) (e.g., Mernyk et al. 2022)

second-order public opinion, partisan media and propaganda, and social media. For example,
homophily is useful for thinking about economic misperceptions and their effects on policy pref-
erences (Cruces et al. 2013, Sands & de Kadt 2020), and the squeaky wheel effect may help us
better understand how the media operates (Jacobs et al. 2021, Kim 2023).

Opverall, there is strong empirical evidence that (#) in controlled laboratory studies, individuals
struggle to adjust for biased samples when making inferences; (#) such biased samples are pervasive
in political settings; and (¢) exposure to biased information is correlated with (and sometimes
causes) changes in beliefs and actions. Accordingly, it is plausible that selection neglect is a primary
driver of biased beliefs that affect behavior in real political settings. However, few if any studies
directly test this. We conclude (Section 6) by discussing how the theoretical analysis in Sections 2
and 3 can guide future empirical work to provide such evidence.

2. 'THE VARIETIES OF SELECTION NEGLECT

We distinguish between three varieties of selection neglect according to the different ways that
some pieces of information become more observable than others.

Table 1 provides an overview of the three varieties of selection neglect defined above: ho-
mophily, the squeaky wheel effect, and the man bites dog effect. The table highlights two central
but nonexhaustive sources of biased information within each variety: personal experiences (e.g.,
observations of friends and neighbors) and media portrayals.

Below, we formalize these varieties of selection effects. These formalizations help us connect
the theoretical expectations we have for the three varieties of selection neglect to the empirical
research that implicitly or explicitly searches for evidence of selection neglect across social and
political phenomena.

Consider a population of people that is characterized by a trait x; (e.g., their income, education,
or political ideology). In reality, each x; € X C Ris drawn from a distribution with density function
f(x).! Some signals, or people with certain traits, are more likely to be observed than others—again,
often via personal experiences or media portrayal. Observability can also vary within that subset
(e.g., if those with certain political opinions are more vocal than others).

Let p(x) represent the probability that a realization x is observed. Then the density of observed
signals is proportional to the true density times the probability of observation: f(x) o, f(x)p(x).2

I Continuous distributions tend to be easier to work with for the examples we use, but similar ideas work for
discrete distributions as well.

2The “proportional to” relation allows us to drop the normalizing constant, which is not a function of x. The
f@)px)

exact density is given by f(x) = T e
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Intuitively, the relative frequency of people with trait « in the observed sample will be higher
when this value is more prevalent in the population [higher f(x)] or more likely to be observed
[higher p(x)]. Each variety of selection neglect corresponds to a distinctive p(x) function, reflecting
the different ways that some signals become more observable.

2.1. Homophily

I live in a rather special world. I only know one person who voted for Nixon. Where they are I don’t
know.

—Pauline Kael (Shenker 1972)

Homophily often arises from personal experience: We tend to live by and work with others who are
similar to us politically, demographically, and otherwise. Homophily also arises from media por-
trayals, as when individuals deliberately seek out media consistent with their prior beliefs. Targeted
advertising and online media algorithms may exacerbate this pattern.

For a formalization, consider an observer who has a trait x,, who is more likely to observe
realizations of other x;s that are close to x,. In general, we can capture homophily with any p(x)
function where p is higher for others who are closer to x,. For example, suppose the real distribu-
tion of traits is normal with mean  and variance o2, and suppose the probability that an observer
with trait x, observes another has the property

log pla; ) = = (5~ ),

where b > 0 weights the strength of the homophily in o’s network. When 4 is high (e.g., if
people live in more politically homogeneous neighborhoods or consume more ideologically ho-
mogeneous news), the probability of observing x; drops off more sharply when the trait is more
different.?
As derived in the Supplemental Appendix, the observed distribution is normal with mean
B=ap+ (1=,

-2
o

o=24h"

and variance Ao, where A =

Per this model, three notable trends will emerge if individuals do not correct for homophily
in their personal networks and media consumption when drawing population-level conclusions.
First, they will tend to think that the average trait of others is closer to their own than it truly
is. They will think that the average trait is a weighted average of the real population mean (i.e.,
the truth) and their own trait, where the latter gets more weight as homophily 4 is stronger. As a
result, those on the lower end of the distribution will tend to overestimate their position relative
to the mean, while those on the higher end will underestimate their relative position. Second,
individuals will underestimate how many people are very different from them, since homophily
decreases the variance in the perceived distribution. Third, homophily will exert a larger influence
when the underlying distribution has a high variance.* For example, if there is little variance in
media reporting on a topic, then all will observe a similar distribution regardless of their views.
In contrast, in a more segmented media landscape with a wider variety of slants, it is easier for
people on the extremes to find sources aligned with what they think. In Section 5, we review
various empirical findings consistent with the homophily model (e.g., Engelhardt & Wagener
2018, Knell & Stix 2020).

3The & < 0 term is a constant that weights how likely the observer is to encounter others in general. Since
only relative frequency of observation matters, this term does not affect the observed distribution.
*Formally, aab—a’; > 0.
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FORMALIZING THE SQUEAKY WHEEL EFFECT
If p(x) is strictly increasing in «, then any &’ > x. Since p(x) is strictly increasing, we have

FO/ f&) = p) > p@) = Fx)/f(x).

So, f has the strict monotone likelihood ratio property with respect to f; which implies E 7lx] > Ef[x]. The
Supplemental Appendix contains a convenient parameterization of this effect using beta distributions. Unsur-
prisingly, observed distributions’ skew increases with “squeakiness.” If a partisan media outlet further increases

favorable coverage of their preferred party, the distribution of reported events will paint the party in a more favor-

able light. As with the homophily case, squeakiness also matters more when the distribution of the underlying trait

is flatter. If an incumbent government’s performance is mixed, it is easier to skew the coverage in one direction or

the other than if their performance is uniformly good or bad.

2.2. Squeaky Wheels

The Representative knows his constituents mostly from dealing with people who do write letters [and]
who will attend meetings.

—Miller & Stokes (1963, p. 54)

A second variety captures situations where higher or lower values of a certain trait are more likely
to be observed, regardless of the observer’s position. As the saying goes, the squeaky wheel gets
the oil. For example, Miller & Stokes (1963) find that politically active constituents are an un-
representative bunch; they are comparatively rich, old, politically extreme, and extroverted. This
affects what politicians and ordinary citizens hear, whether in person or via media, where certain
views are more likely to be aired, particularly in the context of partisan or government-controlled
outlets.

A simple way to formalize this notion is to assume trait x,’s observability is increasing in «;
(this is without loss of generality, since we can always relabel the trait to be —x) and suppose
the observed distribution is proportional to p(x)f(x) for some strictly increasing p(x). This has
the natural effect of increasing the average of the observed trait, particularly if the p function is
“steep,” corresponding to a more heavy skew in what information gets observed (see the sidebar
titled Formalizing the Squeaky Wheel Effect).

In Section 5, we review various empirical findings consistent with the squeaky wheel model.
For example, in a squeaky wheel vein, news often closely mirrors the economic situations of the
rich while largely neglecting those of the poor (Jacobs et al. 2021).

2.3. Man Bites Dog

You never read about a plane that did not crash.

—Aphorism in journalism

Extreme or unusual events are often more likely to be reported (or remembered). Per one jour-
nalistic saying, “Dog bites man is not news; man bites dog is news” (Nimark 2014). An analogous
situation can arise via personal experiences if, say, the politically extreme are more vocal about
their views, or just more likely to discuss politics in general.

One way to formalize this idea is to assume observability is increasing in the distance to the
most common event: |x — x*|, where &* is some measure of central tendency. That is, events that
are further from x* are more extreme and will be more frequently observed. For example, if we
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think of x* as being a moderate political opinion, with lower or higher values of x being more
liberal or conservative opinions, then it may be natural to assume that p(Jx — x*|) is increasing if
more extreme views are more noteworthy or “interesting.”

In Section 5, as with the other two varieties of selection neglect, we review various empirical
findings consistent with the man bites dog model. For example, foreign policy views can be dis-
torted by overemphasizing the most extreme, flashy scenarios over the more common or likely
ones (Kanwisher 1989).

2.4. Related Concepts and Theories

Selection neglect is related to several other influential ideas. For instance, a widely used concept
in psychology is “naive realism”: the commonly held belief that our own perception of the world
corresponds to reality, whereas others succumb to greater irrationality, bias, or a lack of infor-
mation (Griffin & Ross 1991). By overestimating their own objectivity, individuals fundamentally
misunderstand their environments and, ironically, they develop precisely the sorts of biases and
incorrect beliefs that they exclusively attribute to others.

Another literature focuses on the availability heuristic (individuals’ tendency to over-rely on
information that quickly comes to mind) and other phenomena related to selection neglect in
memory, which psychologists have long recognized as potential sources of biases in beliefs (e.g.,
Tversky & Kahneman 1973, Kunda 1990). What facts come to mind also plays a central role in the
influential “Receive Accept Sample” model of public opinion (Zaller 1992; for a formal treatment,
see Gennaioli & Shleifer 2010).

The sources and consequences of biased beliefs are also key themes of behavioral economics
(Rabin 1998, Benjamin 2019). The broad kind of belief bias we are studying fits into a growing
literature where actors have mis-specified models, meaning a misunderstanding about their envi-
ronment that leads to incorrect beliefs (e.g., Bohren 2016, Esponda & Pouzo 2016).° A different
strain of this literature on discrimination often uses ideas related to selection neglect, in domains
such as policing (Hiibert & Little 2023).

Several recent papers model specific kinds of selection neglect. In an example of theoretical
and experimental work on the squeaky wheel effect (Enke 2020), subjects aim to guess the aver-
age of some randomly drawn variables, but some observations (either above or below the average)
are censored. Hirshleifer (2020) models similar effects of selection neglect that occur where so-
cial processes shape economic behavior. When consumers over-rely on more visible signals of
consumption rather than nonconsumption, they overestimate others’ consumption patterns and
subsequently choose to consume more (Han et al. 2019); a similar pattern emerges with observa-
tions of investment strategy outcomes in different social networks (Han et al. 2022). Bowen et al.
(2021) and Weatherall et al. (2020) study social learning models, where some individuals do not

5In a sense, this is just a version of the squeaky wheel where the trait is extremity. A more distinctive way
to think of this variety is that some traits or events are more likely to be observed or reported on precisely
because they are rare. In this case it may be natural to write the probability that x is observed as p(f(x)), where
p is strictly decreasing. If f(x) is symmetric and single peaked around «*, then these two approaches end up
being the same, as more extreme values are more rare. The Supplemental Appendix contains a formalization
that can capture either notion. In either case, this kind of selection will generally lead to higher variance
distributions, since more extreme values get broadcast more. More generally, rare events will seem less rare
than they really are. As shown in the appendix, this effect matters more when we look at events that are rarely
observed in general.

®A related bias is correlation neglect, where individuals do not account for the fact that correlated pieces
of information (say, the opinions of two people who read the same news source) are less informative than
independent signals (Levy & Razin 2015, Ortoleva & Snowberg 2015).
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share information that goes against their preferences, and receivers do not account for this. These
models focus on network structure, and these biases may prevent learning the truth.”

3. IDEAL TESTS AND CHALLENGES

An ideal test for selection neglect is a setup where both the researcher and the subject know the
selection bias in a sample, and hence the researcher can directly detect whether the subject neglects
the selection. Several experimental tests discussed in this section are close to this ideal, providing
strong evidence that selection neglect is a major driver of incorrect beliefs in such a setting.

However, we ultimately care about whether selection neglect affects real-world political beliefs.
We cannot observe the specific thought process a person employs to arrive at their perception
of, say, their placement along the national income distribution. Absent mind-reading, we are left
with some general inferential challenges that are worth discussing before we get into the details
of specific studies. Perhaps most important, it is hard to distinguish between the effect of seeing
higher signals and being in an environment where higher signals are more visible.

It will help to illustrate this with a simplified version of the inference problem we study. Suppose
a group of people indexed by i observe an individual signal equal to

X,'ZJE-FI?Z',

Think of & as the “real” population mean of the trait and #; € R as a bias term capturing the
fact that our observer may see higher or lower traits more often.

Suppose that a researcher observes ; and the posterior belief about & held by each individual.
For example, think of #; as representing how rich a neighborhood individual 7 lives in, and s; as
the information they have about the typical wealth in their country more broadly. Based on this
information, the subject reports (e.g., in a survey) their belief about the average income in their
country. We may be interested to know if people who live in richer neighborhoods—and hence
generally have higher /,—have different beliefs on average about the national state of affairs. In
effect, we are asking if individuals can correct for the selection effect caused by the homophily of
their personal networks.

If the individual in question also knows 4, this is a simple problem: The signal minus the bias is
equal to the real population mean.? In other words, the individual will properly learn £ no matter
what the bias, and these will be uncorrelated.

A way to think about selection neglect here is to suppose the subjects update as if the signal
were given by 5; = #, i.e., they neglect the bias.? If so, their belief will be equal to # + b;, which is
increasing in ;. Therefore, a positive correlation between 4; and beliefs about & could be driven by
selection neglect. This argument holds even if the subject partially filters out the bias, i.e., updates
as if their signal were 5; = ¥ + vb; for some v € (0, 1).

However, another possibility is that individuals are aware that what they observe might be
biased, but they do not know exactly what the bias is. A simple way to capture this is to assume that
they believe (correctly or not) that 4; is normally distributed with mean 0 and variance o7 Similarly,
the prior belief about & is normally distributed with mean u and variance o?. The posterior belief

"In addition, Golub & Jackson (2010) study learning on a network where sharing is not strategic, but where
not correctly accounting for the origin of information can inhibit convergence to the truth.

8We could also add a systematic error term, which does not fundamentally change the argument. It is still a
standard problem of Bayesian updating, and subjects will have correct beliefs on average.

°In a model where the bias is a strategic choice, Ashworth & Bueno de Mesquita (2014) call this “failure to
filter.”
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of individual i has mean

Asi + (1 - )‘)My

2
Ox

where A = —=— But conditioning on the realization of /; (as the researcher can do if they have

more information about the bias), we can write this as
AME+b)+ (A — My,

which is increasing in &;. For example, those who live in richer neighborhoods will tend to think
the country’s population is richer if they do not know how unusual their environmentis. The slope
of this relationship is weaker than in the pure selection neglect case (since A < 1), though most
empirical tests simply check the sign rather than using a more specific benchmark.

More generally, if the researcher has any information about the bias in what an observer sees,
this will correlate with the beliefs even if the subject updates perfectly. That is, selection neglect
may be hard to distinguish from selection uncertainty. This ambiguity will be a common theme in
the work discussed in Section 5. For example, exposure to right-leaning media can systematically
shift the audience’s beliefs in a conservative direction (DellaVigna & Kaplan 2007, Broockman &
Kalla 2023). The mechanism could be that the audience is (#) unaware of the bias of these sources
or (b) aware of the bias but uncertain about how strong it is.

Some of the experimental work discussed in the following section solves this problem by ex-
plicitly telling subjects the bias in what they observe. However, in observational studies, where we
typically do not know whether individuals are aware of how biased their samples are, it is hard to
disentangle these two possibilities.

4. EXPERIMENTAL WORK ON THE MECHANISM

Selection neglect is not as widely discussed as other forms of belief bias, such as motivated rea-
soning, confirmation bias, or overconfidence. However, the experimental evidence that selection
neglect leads to major deviations from rational benchmarks is arguably as strong as, if not stronger
than, any of these. In this section, we discuss experiments that primarily aim to detect selection
neglect (though some work we discuss in Section 5 is experimental as well).

These studies typically present subjects with a situation where a selection problem is possible
to figure out, if not explicitly stated. Many if not most subjects still tend to interpret data in a naive
fashion, i.e., as if they are representative.

In a study by Enke (2020), subjects were tasked with estimating the average of randomly drawn
numbers, and were sometimes only shown the below-average or above-average draws. Subjects
were given monetary incentives to provide correct answers. Roughly half essentially reported the
“naive average” without adjusting for this selection. Lifchits et al. (2021) used a more natural task:
Subjects made incentivized bets about whether a startup company would succeed, given informa-
tion about whether a founder was a college dropout or graduate. Subjects were shown examples
of successful companies with one type of founder and not the other, and were told that this was
how the examples were chosen. Given this selection process, the examples shown should have had
little if any impact on beliefs, but they exerted a large impact on the kind of companies subjects
bet on.

Another strand of the literature examines endogenous selection problems, where the bias in
samples arises due to choices participants make. Two recent experiments show that investment
decisions are shaped by whether participants only observe the results of projects that are imple-
mented by those with access to private information (Esponda & Vespa 2018, Barron et al. 2019).
A Bayesian should adjust for the fact that this private information is usually favorable when in-
vestments happen. However, subjects generally behave as if the success rate of past projects is an
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unbiased estimate, consistent with the theoretical predictions of Jehiel (2018) (and, more broadly,
Kagel & Levin 1986, Eyster & Rabin 2005, Esponda 2008).

What drives heterogeneity in selection neglect? Several studies explicitly encourage partici-
pants to think about the information they do not see (e.g., Enke 2020) or otherwise make the
selection process more transparent (Lépez-Pérez et al. 2022), which generally decreases errors.
Others use more subtle cues, like telling subjects they are only seeing the performance of two out
of 30 mutual funds run by a company in an advertisement rather than just telling them they are
seeing the performance of two funds (Koehler & Mercer 2009). Koehler & Mercer (2009) also
find that those who score higher on a statistical reasoning test do a better job of adjusting for
selection when cued to do so. Jin et al. (2021) find that giving direct and repeated feedback can
help mitigate selection neglect in the context of a disclosure game (where a sender may choose to
withhold information from a receiver).

While the papers discussed in this section allow for precise detection of selection neglect, we
are ultimately concerned with how much it affects real political beliefs. In the next section, we
review several empirical literatures on biases in beliefs and behavior that may be driven by selection
neglect.

5. POLITICAL EXAMPLES AND IMPLICATIONS
OF SELECTION NEGLECT

In this section, we review five clusters of papers on how selection neglect shapes politically salient
beliefs and preferences: (#) economic perceptions, () demographic perceptions, (c) second-order
public opinion, (d) partisan media and propaganda, and (¢) social media. We discuss the quality
of evidence that selection neglect occurs in each setting, as well as the apparent or likely polit-
ical implications of selection neglect therein. Although more research is needed to connect the
experimentally identified mechanism in the research described above to the mostly observational
findings described below, selection neglect emerges as a likely mechanism driving politically salient
beliefs and preferences across myriad contexts.

5.1. Economic Perceptions

For citizens to have coherent preferences over policy and hold elected officials accountable for
their stewardship of the economy, they need to have some sense of economic reality. Where do
they lie in the income distribution? How well did the economy perform under the incumbent
politician? Economic perceptions like these are frequently drawn from the two sources of in-
formation detailed in Table 1: personal experiences and media portrayals. Selection neglect can
affect these perceptions and, in turn, affect individuals’ policy preferences and behaviors like vot-
ing. Figure 1 shows a general causal diagram that summarizes the relationships explored by papers
on economic and demographic perceptions.

— > Beliefsabout
local context

Personal experience —> Policy preferences

Objective
local context

Beliefs about

Media portrayal > N
national context

Behavior

Figure 1

Causal diagram for a variety of studies on economic perceptions (Section 5.1) and demographic perceptions
(Section 5.2).
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5.1.1. Personal experience and local context. Personal experiences, especially the objective
local economic conditions people observe (often in highly segregated neighborhoods or other
contexts), potentially affect beliefs about local economic conditions and thus beliefs about na-
tional economic conditions.!? If selection neglect occurs in the cognitive process of learning about
economic conditions from one’s personal experiences, it will typically be one of two varieties: ho-
mophily (the traits of others in an economically segregated environment tend to be similar to one’s
own traits) and squeaky wheel (some cues are more visible regardless of one’s own standing).

Several studies explore the relationship between personal experiences in one’s local context
and perceptions of one’s relative economic status. In Argentina, Cruces et al. (2013) find that an
individual’s objective economic position in the income distribution of their locality is correlated
with their perceived position along the national income distribution, suggesting that residents
might be over-relying on local cues to approximate their status in the nation at large. Other studies
identify correlations that are similarly consistent with what we would expect if people over-rely on
local cues. For example, low-income respondents tend to overestimate their position in the income
distribution and high-income respondents tend to underestimate their position (Engelhardt &
Wagener 2018, Knell & Stix 2020), consistent with the model in Section 2.1.!!

Misperceptions rooted in these personal experiences may also affect policy preferences and be-
havior. In the Argentina study, for example, among respondents who initially overestimated their
relative economic position, those who randomly received information about their true income
rankings demanded more redistribution (Cruces et al. 2013). Similarly, Ogorzalek et al. (2020) find
that a person’s position on their local income distribution is correlated with their voting behav-
ior on national issues, independent of their position within the national distribution. Individuals
with higher income rank within their racial and ethnic identity groups are less likely to support
redistribution, regardless of their actual income position (McClendon 2018).

Personal experiences in one’s local context also appear to shape other national-level economic
perceptions and policy beliefs. For example, studies on local inequality find a positive relation-
ship between objective subnational inequality or economic diversity and perceptions of inequality
(Newman et al. 2018) and class consciousness (Newman et al. 2015a). Results on whether this
affects perceptions of national inequality are more mixed; some studies find a positive relation-
ship (Xu & Garand 2010) while others find null effects (Minkoff & Lyons 2019). Perceptions
of inequality rooted in personal experience also may shape policy preferences. Sands & de Kadt
(2020) find that local inequality, both observational and experimentally introduced, is positively
correlated with support for a tax on the wealthy.

Similar findings exist with respect to perceptions of racial inequality in the United States.
Americans tend to underestimate current levels of racial inequality, and this misperception is
correlated with their personal economic situation (Davidai & Gilovich 2015, Kraus et al. 2017).
These misperceptions of national-level racial inequality also appear to be rooted in perceptions
of local racial inequality, which is systematically lower than national-level racial inequality

10Beliefs about local conditions could also affect beliefs about any broader economic conditions (e.g., state
or international conditions). Consistent with most of the work reviewed, we focus on inferences about the
national level.

Related work studies the causal effect of better information. For example, Perez-Truglia (2020) provides a
natural experiment in Norway where the government publicized tax returns, thus increasing income trans-
parency. Consistent with prior misperceptions driven by selection neglect (but also with other mechanisms),
following this change, low-income respondents tended to report that they were poorer than they reported
in the years before the change, while high-income respondents tended to report that they were richer—both
estimating their positions more accurately than before.
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(Brundage 2023). These findings together suggest that selection neglect may shape perceptions
and help explain why Americans tend to underestimate the extent of racial inequality.

5.1.2. Media portrayal. Some evidence suggests that media portrayals shape economic per-
ceptions. Whereas personal experiences seem to shape perceptions primarily via the homophily
variety of selection neglect, the apparent effects of media portrayals more frequently resemble the
squeaky wheel or man bites dog variety.

In a squeaky wheel vein, news often closely mirrors the economic situations of the rich while
largely neglecting that of the poor (Jacobs et al. 2021). Moreover, some of the most heavily
watched shows in the United States (e.g., Shark Tank, America’s Got Talent) highlight rags-to-riches
narratives. Kim (2023) documents observational and experimental evidence that these shows’
viewers have more optimistic beliefs about economic mobility and the “American Dream.”

Media bias may also lead to skewed views about international economic issues. For example,
trade deficit increases receive more coverage than decreases (Guisinger 2017, ch. 7). Similarly,
Brutger & Strezhnev (2022) find that investor-state investment disputes receive more press cov-
erage in countries that are being sued; their survey experiment suggests that such biased coverage
could lead to a backlash against trade agreements with these provisions.

Selection neglect is a plausible explanation of the findings on the relationship between personal
experiences or media portrayals and economic perceptions. Future research should more directly
test the mechanism (see Section 6 for suggested methods).

5.2. Demographic Perceptions

Selection neglect is also likely to affect demographic perceptions and, in turn, policy preferences
and behaviors like voting. Just as beliefs about economic reality affect preferences over economic
policy, beliefs about demographic reality (e.g., the size, status, and characteristics of different racial
and ethnic groups) affect preferences over policies related to redistribution, discrimination, and
immigration, among other important political consequences.

Consider, for example, the racial threat hypothesis: that White people feel threatened by racial
and ethnic diversity and respond by adopting more hostile racial attitudes or voting behavior. A
long tradition of scholarship in political behavior tests this hypothesis by analyzing the relationship
between local racial or ethnic group population sizes and the corresponding voting behavior or
attitudes of White people (Key 1949, Enos 2017). The observed racial threat response need not be
driven by selection neglect; in his classic study of White voters in southern counties, Key (1949)
hypothesized that they perceived the electoral threat of local Black voters gaining political power
in their region. However, selection neglect may play a key role in other cases. White residents
might take their local sample as representative of greater population-level demographic trends,
which could inform their threat response as measured via racial attitudes and voting behavior.

Like economic perceptions, demographic perceptions are a natural domain for selection
neglect to affect beliefs because perceptions are frequently drawn from the two sources of infor-
mation identified in Table 1: personal experiences and media portrayals. Since most people live in
racially segregated environments (i.e., homophily), they likely observe an unrepresentative sam-
ple of members of different demographic groups. Media portrayals are similarly unrepresentative,
often in ways that can be captured by the squeaky wheel mechanism. Individuals engaging in selec-
tion neglect will erroneously take these depictions as representative of different groups’ size, status,
or characteristics at the population level, potentially affecting policy preferences and behavior.

5.2.1. Personal experience. Wong (2007) provides a strong example of the belief channels
in Figure 1 using data from the United States, finding positive correlations between three key
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variables represented in the causal diagram: objective local context (racial and ethnic groups’
share of the local population at the primary sampling unit level), beliefs about local context,
and beliefs about national context (group shares at the national level). State-level studies find
similar albeit weaker relationships between objective state-level conditions and national-level
perceptions (Gilens 2003). Other studies focus on intermediate causal arrows in Figure 1, finding
positive correlations between objective local demographics and beliefs about local demographics
(Wong et al. 2012), and between beliefs about local demographics and beliefs about national
demographics (Alba et al. 2005).

Still others find suggestive evidence that perceptions and misperceptions driven by local con-
text affect policy preferences and behavior. Alba et al. (2005) find that beliefs about both local and
national context are correlated with a range of attitudes toward immigrants and other minorities.
In their study of local immigration and economic conditions, Newman et al. (2015b, p. 123) find
that local context and beliefs about local context are correlated with national-level political at-
titudes. This study also takes a useful step of checking whether subjects are, as the authors put
it, “receiving the treatment” (i.e., reporting local conditions that reflect local realities). The au-
thors find that local perceptions “overwhelmingly mediate the effect of these objective contextual
factors on relevant economic and immigration attitudes.”

5.2.2. Media portrayal. News, entertainment, and other forms of media tend to provide an
unrepresentative depiction of different groups. Media consumers exhibiting selection neglect may
take these depictions as representative of different groups’ size, status, or characteristics at the
population level.

Here, selection neglect is often of the squeaky wheel variety. The archetypal media misrepre-
sentation involves a disproportionately prevalent and thus more visible trait (often a stereotype)
in the sample of members of a demographic group, relative to the trait’s prevalence in that group’s
actual population.

Descriptive evidence suggests that media depictions of various groups are indeed unrep-
resentative. Racial and ethnic minorities in both news and entertainment media are often
underrepresented relative to their share of the population (Mastro & Greenberg 2000, Monk-
Turner et al. 2010). They are overrepresented in negatively valenced TV roles such as criminals,
compared to the real-world percentage of criminals who are minorities (Dixon & Linz 2000).
Similar patterns of misrepresentation abound in print media (Gilens 2003, Covert & Dixon
2008). Minorities are also disproportionately depicted as having more negative traits than their
White counterparts in both entertainment and news media (Entman 1992, Oliver 2003, Besana
et al. 2019, Fritz et al. 2021). Somewhat different from the typical pattern is the model minor-
ity myth: that Asian Americans either do not experience racism or have entirely overcome racist
obstacles to their collective prosperity (McGowan & Lindgren 2006). This belief is often at-
tributed to media depictions that disproportionately feature Asian Americans as “success stories”
(Wing 2007).

Unrepresentative depictions have consequences. In experimental settings, the race of the de-
picted suspect in a news clip affects attitudes toward crime (Gilliam & Iyengar 2000), exposure to
well-liked as opposed to neutrally evaluated Black exemplars affects attitudes toward discrimina-
tion (Bodenhausen et al. 1995), counterstereotypical print news stories about Black people affect
racial attitudes (Power et al. 1996), and the race of the depicted crime suspect in a news seg-
ment affects stereotype evaluations (Peffley et al. 1996). Kuo et al. (2020) find that the model
minority myth regarding Asian Americans may cause individuals to overestimate Asian-White
wealth equality: Participants who are primed to think of low- (high-)status Asian Americans are
less (more) likely to overestimate Asian—White equality.
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Media portrayals also invite a homophily problem. Evidence suggests that people tend to opt
into media environments where the depicted people and their circumstances are systematically
more similar to themselves. For example, a study tracking respondents’ news story selection found
Black readers significantly more likely to select news stories featuring Black people (Knobloch-
Westerwick et al. 2008, Appiah et al. 2013). This is one form of a broader category of selective
exposure in media consumption (Appiah et al. 2013). Weaver (2011) identifies a similar pattern in
consumption of entertainment media.

Opverall, these findings are consistent with the core predictions from the formalization of the
homophily model (explicitly or implicitly inferring that reference groups observed in their per-
sonal experiences are representative of the broader population) and the squeaky wheel model
(beliefs excessively weighted by groups that are more visible). Of course, these findings are all
consistent with alternative explanations. Regarding the studies on personal experiences, those who
live in different kinds of neighborhoods and states may also differ in other dimensions. Further,
as discussed in Section 3, it is hard to say how much these relationships are driven by selection
neglect as opposed to selection uncertainty, i.e., rational updating with uncertainty about bias.

5.3. Second-Order Public Opinion

Citizens and politicians often form beliefs about the beliefs of others, which we call second-order
public opinion. In this section, we discuss how selection neglect affects these beliefs and why it
matters, first for politicians and then for citizens more broadly.

5.3.1. Politicians’ beliefs about constituents. Canonical theories of democratic representa-
tion posit that politicians generally aim to support their constituents’ preferred policies (e.g.,
Przeworski et al. 1999). Many theories of politician behavior include uncertainty about constituent
preferences (e.g., Calvert 1985), but most assume that politicians’ beliefs are unbiased. A growing
body of evidence suggests otherwise. These findings are consistent with a model of politicians
engaging in selection neglect.

Politicians’ sources of information about constituent preferences (e.g., polling, media sources,
and discussions with constituents, advisors, and other political elites) entail the opportunity for se-
lection neglect to lead to biased beliefs. Politicians hear from constituents with the time, resources,
and political interest to contact their representatives (Miller & Stokes 1963). At least among a
sample of some Western European politicians, they view such contact as a much better source of
public opinion than polling (Walgrave & Soontjens 2023). Further, the method by which con-
stituents attempt to influence politicians may affect how politicians receive their opinions (Gause
2022, ch. 3).12 Depending on the context, this could lead to several forms of bias. For example,
those with more resources and a greater financial stake in political decisions have more ability
and desire to connect with their representatives, which could generate a bias towards probusiness
and economically conservative views. Similar biases could arise from the fact that political elites
themselves tend to come from wealthier rather than working-class backgrounds (Carnes & Lupu
2015).

Recent empirical findings are consistent with these speculations. US state legislators sys-
tematically believe that constituent opinion is more conservative than it is (Broockman &

12Tooking beyond politicians themselves, Enos & Hersh (2017) find that those who work on political
campaigns tend to be overly optimistic about their candidate’s prospects. This is consistent with our ho-
mophily model, as volunteers and campaign staff spend much time with each other. Hertel-Fernandez et al.
(2019) find that legislative staffers overestimate constituents’ conservativeness, offering evidence that these
misperceptions are driven by egocentric bias and contact from lobbyists.
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Skovron 2018). Their data further suggest this might be driven by selection neglect. First, Re-
publicans are more likely to contact their representatives. Second, these biases are most extreme
on the issue of gun control, an issue with intense lobbying on the conservative side and an even
larger asymmetry in who contacts politicians (in the terminology of the model of Section 2.2, a
“sharper” p function). Third, those who have previously held office have less accurate beliefs about
the opinions of their constituents, perhaps driven by interactions with an unrepresentative sample
of their constituency. Pereira (2021) similarly finds that Swedish members of parliament are more
likely to misperceive majority opinion within their party when high-status voters have different
views than the majority—but encouraging Swiss politicians to consider their constituencies as a
whole reduces error in predicting opinion.

5.3.2. Leaders’ misperceptions, groupthink, and foreign policy. In the realm of interna-
tional relations, some posit that leaders’ biased second-order beliefs can cause poor foreign policy
choices. Leaders may misunderstand the selection process driving the signals they receive from
advisors and other leaders. For example, some formulations of the spiral model of conflict point to
systematically biased second-order beliefs about other leaders’ intentions in aggressive posturing
(Jervis 1976). On the advisor end, leaders rely on others who may be more hawkish than they are
or just tell the leaders what they want to hear. Lake (2010) highlights this factor as a potential
cause of the second US-Iraq war.

Selection neglect might drive a range of other foreign policy outcomes. In the man bites dog
variety, foreign policy views can be “distorted by overemphasizing the most extreme scenarios at
the expense of less flashy but more likely ones” (Kanwisher 1989, p. 655). Moreover, groupthink
can drive misperceptions that may lead to other foreign policy disasters (Janis 1983).

In a striking example of groupthink, members of Weather Underground “deliberately
marginalized those with competing perspectives and alienated large numbers of even sympathetic
[Students for a Democratic Society] members” and, perhaps unsurprisingly, seemed sincerely con-
vinced that terrorist activity would be popular among (or at least “awaken”) the wider population
(Tsintsadze-Maass & Maass 2014, p. 742).

5.3.3. Citizens’ beliefs about each other. Citizens also often rely on personal experiences and
media portrayals to make inferences about other citizens. Individuals’ own political attitudes and
behaviors are often shaped by their perceptions of others’ beliefs and attitudes. This is particularly
true in any strategic setting where the individuals’ optimal choice depends on the actions (and
hence beliefs) of others. For example, individuals may be more inclined to contribute to some
public goods when they think others are similarly committed to doing so. Mildenberger & Tingley
(2019) find that US and Chinese citizens dramatically underestimate their fellow citizens’ concerns
about climate change; correcting these beliefs increases support for climate policy action. Similar
dynamics can lead to stubborn spirals of distrust and inaction, if, for example, all are excessively
pessimistic about other parties’ willingness to uphold democratic principles. Mernyk et al. (2022)
find that correcting misperceptions of out-party support for violence reduced respondents’ own
support for partisan violence.

Another prominent example of this concerns partisan misperceptions. Partisans tend to hold
incorrect beliefs about supporters of the rival party, such as (#) overestimating the difference
between their political adversaries’ views and their own (Robinson et al. 1995, Chambers &
Melnyk 2006, Levendusky & Malhotra 2016), (b) overestimating their adversaries’ willingness
to take extreme actions (Chambers & Melnyk 2006, Yudkin et al. 2019, Lees & Cikara 2020,
Ruggeri et al. 2021, Mernyk et al. 2022), and (¢) overattributing them with negative or stereo-
typical qualities (Ahler & Sood 2018, Moore-Berg et al. 2020, Ruggeri et al. 2021, Pasek et al.
2022). Notably, those with the greatest misperceptions are more partisan, consume more media,
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and post more political opinions on social media (Yudkin et al. 2019). They are more likely to be
exposed to squeaky wheel and man bites dog media environments, as well as homophily-ridden
partisan circles and social media environments, all of which may disproportionately amplify views
that are relatively uncommon in the broader public.!?

Inaccurate second-order beliefs may similarly shape the strength of various ideological move-
ments, often yielding socially undesirable outcomes. For example, many people living under
repressive communist governments hold antiregime beliefs but underestimate how widely held
their beliefs are—and are only willing to publicly reveal their true preference upon learning this
(Kuran 1997). Documenting a similar pattern of behavior, Bursztyn et al. (2020b) find in Saudi
Arabia that men underestimate other men’s support for women working outside the home, due
partly to social norms preventing some people from disclosing their views. In the experimen-
tal setting, when these beliefs are corrected, men are more likely to help their wives search for
jobs. In another salient political example, across several experiments, Bursztyn et al. (2020a) show
that the rise of Donald Trump’s popularity increased individuals’ willingness to publicly express
xenophobic views.

5.4. Partisan Media and Propaganda

The previous sections contain many examples of how selective reporting by media can shape the
beliefs and behavior of people through selection neglect. Next, we expand on a particularly im-
portant example of this: biased media, which (on purpose or not) favors particular politicians or
parties. As with previous examples, if consumers are aware of the bias in the media they observe
and correct for it, this need not lead to systematically incorrect beliefs. Selection neglect in this
context entails not fully adjusting for media bias. As a result, selection neglect opens the possibility
for biased news sources to persuade people to hold beliefs and take political actions that match
the preferences of the broadcaster.

The literature on broadcast media in comparative politics and international relations typically
studies the effects of propaganda or state-run news in autocratic contexts (Enikolopov et al. 2011,
Adena et al. 2015, Cho et al. 2017). As radio and television waves cross borders, broadcasts from
one country can even affect behavior elsewhere (Kern & Hainmueller 2009, DellaVigna et al.
2014, Peisakhin & Rozenas 2018).

Within the United States, much of this literature studies the effect of Fox News, the most
widely watched news channel with a clear conservative bent.!* Some studies leverage staggered
rollout (DellaVigna & Kaplan 2007) or channel positioning (Martin & Yurukoglu 2017) to gener-
ate plausibly exogenous variation in exposure to Fox News, typically studying voting behavior as an
outcome. This literature finds that exposure to partisan media has moderate to strong persuasive
effects. Less clear is why.

Broockman & Kalla (2023) provide evidence that a mechanism related to selection neglect,
which they call “partisan coverage filtering,” could play a major role. They paid heavy Fox News
consumers to watch CNN for a 4-week period and performed a content analysis of these networks’
coverage over that period. They find strong differences in what the networks cover, creating a se-
lection problem where networks pick topics (e.g., Fox focusing on Black Lives Matter protests and

13Studies also find that partisan misperceptions tend to be larger on issues and values that people deem central
to their party (Chambers et al. 2006, Chambers & Melnyk 2006). This is consistent with a selection neglect
interpretation if issues of central value to partisans are discussed more by the media and among people in their
social network.

14An exception is Velez & Newman’s (2019) study on the effect of exposure to Latino television.
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CNN focusing on COVID-19) and aspects of topics (e.g., CNN focusing on shortcomings of the
Trump administration’s handling of the pandemic while Fox News highlighted the more positive
aspects) that fit in with their slant or the desires of their viewers. Viewers who start watching CNN
change their beliefs about the biases of Fox News, consistent with not having adjusted for this bias
before (though this could reflect unawareness of bias as well).

Other studies examine the effect of media in shaping beliefs and responses to the spread of the
COVID-19 pandemic. Bursztyn et al. (2020c) does this by examining how individuals respond to
exposure to different content within the Fox News network. They show that among Fox News
viewers, the ways in which different shows covered the pandemic led to divergent behaviors. Ash
et al. (2024) further find that individuals’ actions—such as buying protective goods and staying at
home—closely mirrored the specific contents covered by shows on the channel.

The potential influence of biased media on health outcomes extends beyond the COVID-19
pandemic. Using a randomized controlled trial involving a mass media intervention—specifically,
an MTV series titled “MTV Shuga”—in urban Nigeria, Banerjee et al. (2019) find that exposure
to the series affected attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors related to HIV/AIDS, such as getting
tested for HIV.

Despite many strengths, this work does not directly pin down selection neglect as the driver
of persuasion by biased media. As discussed in the formalizations in Sections 2 and 3, these results
could be explained by selection neglect, rational updating with uncertainty about bias, or short-
term priming effects (see Lenz 2009 for a discussion of the latter two explanations).

5.5. Social Media

A final domain where selection neglect could play an important role is social media. Three key
patterns make social media a particularly troubling source of information for those concerned
with the effects of selection neglect.

First, there is selection in social media platform uptake and use. Mellon & Prosser (2017) found
that Twitter (now X), for instance, was disproportionately used by younger, more liberal, and more
politically interested individuals in both the United States and United Kingdom.

Second, there is selection in the views people choose to state publicly. Those with more extreme
political views have tended to post more about politics on Facebook (Settle 2018, ch. 5) and Twitter
(Barberd & Rivero 2015). This creates a man bites dog effect that could make the population
appear more extreme and polarized than it really is.

Third, there is selection in the posts that are most likely to be shared and algorithmically
amplified. A feature of several social media platforms is that individuals not only post but also
decide what content posted by others to share or retweet. Political posts with certain features,
such as high emotional content, are more likely to spread (Brady et al. 2017). Survey respondents
report being much more likely to share news that is congruent with their political ideology, but
only somewhat more likely to share news that is actually true (Pennycook et al. 2021). These
biases appear to affect the information people observe on social media and subsequent beliefs.
Settle (2018) argues that a unique aspect of Facebook compared to other media is that those who
primarily use it for nonpolitical purposes end up getting exposed to political views they would
not otherwise see. Since the content being posted is relatively extreme for dog bites man reasons,
this can in turn increase actual polarization. Levy (2021) finds that the Facebook algorithm is less
likely to give users news from counter-attitudinal sources, and that what people observe affects
subsequent political attitudes.

Notably, these three patterns interact and can feed off one another, particularly if social media
users face social and algorithmic pressure to present majority-preferred views. Suppose half of a
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population holds belief A while the other half holds belief B. However, a sizable but not extreme
majority of one social media platform’s users (say, two-thirds) believe A. If two-thirds of the plat-
form users who believe B just keep quiet while two-thirds of the A believers state their views, then
the expressed views will be even more lopsided, with four-fifths of posted opinions expressing A.
This could subsequently spiral even further, leading to more extreme disparities in expressed views
despite no difference in the general population (see Golub & Jackson 2010 for a model of a related
process).

6. FUTURE DIRECTIONS

A common theme emerges from all of the literatures reviewed in Section 5: Selection neglect is a
plausible explanation for the patterns of (incorrect) beliefs and behavior, but so are other biases,
or even subjects updating rationally while uncertain about the representativeness of their experi-
ences. For example, several empirical results that are consistent with both motivated reasoning and
selection neglect as the underlying cognitive mechanism include the finding that partisans believe
that almost twice as many out-party members hold extreme views as they do in reality (Yudkin
etal. 2019)."% This misperception is found over a wide array of issues, including immigration, gun
control, racism, sexism, and police. Future work can do a better job of determining when selection
neglect is important for understanding political beliefs.

6.1. Better Theorizing

As Section 3 shows, disentangling the predictions of biased learning and rational updating can
be tricky. Formal models can improve clarity on this front, but even without them, it is worth
thinking through whether a pattern of beliefs could be explained by a reasonable theory of rational
inference. A benefit to writing formal models—which in this context will often just mean applying
Bayes’ rule and so need not require extensive expertise—is that it may also provide more subtle
predictions that are helpful for empirical tests. For example, the model in Section 3 shows that
selection neglect causes individuals to respond more sharply to changes in their environment than
does Bayesian updating, a distinction that could be useful in experimental settings.

6.2. Experimental Work with Political Applications

Well-tailored experiments can help identify the prevalence of selection neglect in political appli-
cations. Such experiments might entail designs similar to those discussed in Section 4 but with
political applications. Experimental evidence of selection neglect in the case of economic percep-
tions, for example, might involve a treatment providing information about the richest/poorest
residents of an area, where the outcome variable is the respondent’s estimates or perceptions of
the distribution of wealth in that area. It would be valuable to learn whether selection neglect
influences beliefs more or less in political domains.

6.3. Individual Heterogeneity

Another strategy would be to identify people who are more susceptible to selection neglect and
test whether effects are more pronounced in this subgroup of individuals. In their experimental
work, Koehler & Mercer (2009) find that those who score higher on a statistical reasoning test do
a better job of adjusting for selection when cued to do so, which suggests that individuals can be

I5Further complicating things, Little (2022) shows that motivated reasoning is often hard to distinguish from
Bayesian updating, for reasons outside of those discussed in Section 3.
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differentiated on their level of susceptibility to selection neglect. A potential next step would be
to see if people who exhibit more selection neglect in general problems also have more incorrect
beliefs in political domains.

6.4. Corrections

A final direction for future research would be to identify methods of correcting misperceptions
rooted in selection neglect. A natural approach to this would be a population information treat-
ment, intended to expose individuals to the truth about the population-level characteristic, thus
removing the need to draw inferences about a population based on one’s sample of observations.
However, such a treatment should lead to more accurate beliefs regardless of what led to error in
the first place.

Still, such corrections may be relatively more effective for errors driven by different causes, and
existing work suggests there is substantial heterogeneity in the effectiveness of corrective infor-
mation. For example, information might less effectively correct misperceptions when it threatens
one’s worldview or self-concept (Nyhan & Reifler 2019) or one’s ideological or partisan at-
tachments (Nyhan & Reifler 2010). Future research might test the effect of information about
population-level traits on individuals whose perceptions are more clearly rooted in selection ne-
glect, since some of these perceptions might be more amenable to change than those rooted more
squarely in ideological beliefs, prejudice, or self-concept.

Finally, recall that some of the experimental work cited in Section 4 shows that drawing more
attention to selection problems may decrease selection neglect (Enke 2020, Lopez-Pérez et al.
2022). Along with doing more work in this vein with political beliefs, it would be natural to see if
this kind of intervention can diminish bias in the political domain as well.
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