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Abstract

After a steadytransitionto more and stronger democracieqrecipitousbackward
slide toauthoritarianism/autocracy has begtlihe paper explores why this has occurred
and how the backward slide can be revergegystem dynamics model was developed
to forge a path beyond existitigeoriesof i why democr aci es break
dicate thanain root cause i®w political truth literacy As long as this is low democra-
cy cannotfunction as intendedbecause itizens are too easily deceived into voting
against their own best interests. A sample solution elemeraifing political truth lit-
eracy, Truth Literacy Trainingwas empirically testedStudy resultsindicate average
political truth literacyis currently low andcan be raised to high with a surprisingly
small amount of carefully designed trainjigough acollectionof solution elemets is
likely required for optimatoot cause resolution

Introduction

Instead of the permanent ascendancy of Western liberal democracy as the final form
of governmenfamouslypredictedby Fukuyama1992)in The End of Historyand the
Last Man democratic backslidingpward authoritarianisfautocracyis stronglyunder-
way (Bermeo, 2016; Lueders and Lust, 2018; Waldner and Lust, 20tE8)y scholars
have concludethat liberal democracy is in crisfBenkler et al., 2018, p. 4; Wiesner et
al., 2019)

The European Uniorgnce a showcase tfe benefits oflemocracy, findstself in
an fexistential crisi® a n d heacked & point where liberal democracy relapses
throughout the continedi{Onis and Kutlay, 2019After an early turn toward democra-
cy after the collapse of the USSR in 19®Rlussia has veered toward dictatorship under
Vladimir Putin and is nowated asan autocraticregime(V-DemtInstitute, 2021)Chi-
na, a ongoarty state which formerly electe@w leaders periodicallyin 2018becomea
dictatorship with the constitutional removal of president term limits, allayvXi
Jinping to remain in powefor life. The United Statesafter four years undddonald
Trumpds embr ace odnd atack d¢f democtatc rinstigutionsingle a |l s
new style of authoritarian populis(@€hacko and Jayasuriya, 2016nly narrowlyre-

dow



turnedto democratic ideals undéoeBiden, by 44,000 out of a total of 74 million votes

in the 2020 election due to use of an electoral college sySemsey and Hanzhang,

2020) However, America@ s  sstide ¢owward authoritarianism continu¢ddEA,

2021; Kagan, 2021)ndia, Tur k ey, and | srael|, nal l previou
mocraci es, 0 h antidemoerdtit populismiRogedjofet and Panievsky,

2020) The problem has grown so acute that the number one agenda item for the De-

cember 2021 Summit for Democra@ttended by9 nations, sDefénding against au-
thoritarianisnd (SummitForDem, 2021)

Using their Liberal Democracynidex the latest V-Dem Democracy Repor{V-
DemtInstitute, 2021) found: iThe global decline during the past 10 years is steep and
coninues in 2020, especially in the Adtacific region, Central Asia, Eastern Europe,
and Latin AmericaThe level of democracy enjoyed by the average global citizen in
2020 is down to levels last found around 1890

This decline has critical implicationsfor common goodproblens like climate
changebecausefiThe connections between the widespread rise of authoritarian and
populist leaderg a n dkstructive trends in environmental politics and governance on
the other are legian(McCarthy, 2019)The rise of authoritarian regimes also increases
geopolitical tensions artielikelihood of armed conflioBrands, 2018)

However, Awe | ack t hethaugheve hatedongengpgedcin n b ack
a perhapsnterminable debate about the causes of democratic transitions, democratic
breakdownsauthoritarian resilience, and democratic consolidat{tvMaldner and Lust,

2018) Specifically, thére is a lack ofvork on the question of under which circum-
stances might instability ariséWiesner et al., 2019)

The topic of fAwhy democracies break downo
from scholarg(Bermeo, 2016)Waldnerand Lust(2018) provide an overview of the
literature by examination dfix theory families deveped to explainvhy democratic
backsliding occurs. The theories center on political agency, political culture, political
institutions, political economy, social structure and political coalitions, and international
actors. Each offers a different set obsely organized factors that could logically cause
backsliding. None offer a rigorous cohesive theory. Waldner and Lust conclude that
Adespite the epopulatedehearyefamdids, we doxnot hawd ah obvious
theoretical framework for explainn g b ac k s | i d(R02Q)hinself Bakrowl-y a ma
edges a fidemocratic recessi,butaferd ne aduiceder way
allowing practicalreversal Instead, his research is limited to recommendimthér in-
vestigation into the relationship between democracy, corruption, and state capacity.

The literaturethus offers notheoretical explanation of democratic backslidifige
paper addressesistgap byreporting ontwo research questiong) What isthe key dy-
namic structurebehindobserved declines in liberal democracy and its main root caus-
es?(2) Can it be empirically demonstrated, on a preliminary basis, @troot causes
exist and can be resolved?

The first questionrwas addressedby system dynamics modeling.he main root
causeof the declinavas found to be low political truth literacyolitical truth literacyis



the ability to tell truth from falsehood in political statementsanéo influencevoters
and to make correct voting dsions based on that information.

The second question was addressed by designing the Truth Literacy Training solu-
tion element and aempirical study Results confirm the main root cause exists (politi-
cal truth | iteracy i s cpoliticaldrath liteyacy lcam g and t
raised from low to higlwith a short amount of training. A follow up study found the
training effect persists, witla smalldecline. This decline is easily correctsith ashort
amount of refresh training.

The papepreseats an analysigexplaining the decline and how it can be reversed by
pushing on the right high leverage points. A sample solution element for doing this,
Truth Literacy Training, ishendescribedand testedThe papeendswith discussion

Analysis of the democratic backsliding problem

Summary of analysis results

In a chapter titledrhe Principle of LeverageéPeter Seng€l990) statesthat fiThe
bottom line of systems thinking is lewg® seeing where actions and changes in struc-
tures can lead to significant, enduring improvemépid4) é As a systems thinker,
you would first identify the key problem symptepand then the symptomatic and fun-
damental responses to it (pl20forrester(1971, pp. 9495, italics addedylescribes
the same twoesponses

People are often led to intervene at points in a system ittkrdeverage ex-

ist®¢ . ...social systems are inherently insensitive to most policy changes that
pele select in an effort to alter behavibr.fact, a social system draws atten-
tion to the very points at whicin attempt to intervene will faiHuman experi-

ence, which has been developed from contact with simple systems, leads us to
look close to the syptomsof trouble for a cause. But when we look, we are
misled because the social system presents us witlpparent causeahat is
plausible according to the lessons we have learned from simple systems, alt-
hough this apparent cause is usually a coincident occurrence that, like the trou-
ble symptom itself, is being producby the feedback loop dynamics of a larger
system

Accordingly, Figure 1 summarizes analysis resbjtemphasing the symptomatic
and fundamental responséise key feedbackoop, thecausal chain from symptoms to
root cause, and the leverage points. The diagram is organizetvntayers: (1)the
supeficial (symptomatic)layer of the problemwhere intermediate causes are so easy
to see they are routinely assumed to be root caasd§?) the deeperfundamental lay-
erwhere by wunderstanding the probl Bam6és st r uc
ret er 6s Aapparent causeodo i s what the diagram
age existso if people assume the apparent c
pushing on low leverage points wher e fdan attemm@blybypenei nt er ven



trating to the fundamental layeri t h t ool s | i ke system dynami c:
dynamics of a | arger systemo be discovered.
. . Problem
Democratic Backsliding Problem Symptoms

High-Level Causal Diagram

Backsliding from

democracy to
authoritarianism

Superficial Solution Forces (S)

Intermediate

Superficial Solutions Low Leverage Point Caus?;lectlon of /_mnce of
Cannot o degenerate
Promote and prove the  Pushon 4 ¢ e politicians not politicians
superiority of democracy — the truth working for the
over authoritarianism b"é‘cjur‘?e democratic The Race to
common good  the Bottom
. Intermediat
Fact-checks, articles, Cannot nggnJSeelg ¢ ®
social media posts, . . anno . L
news, etc. poFi)nting Pushon o Misinformation _resolve S‘;‘;‘ﬁﬁigﬁ”' Dissemination
out the truth correction b%cguRse deception of falsehoods
Superficial Layer — Easy to see using traditional methods
Fundamental Layer — Hard to see without structural analysis
Fundamental Solution Forces (F) Main Root
) i . Cause
Fundamental Solutions High Leverage Point Inherent
Nine sample solution Push on Raise political  <3e atcril\éa'g;a::geetgf
elements, including ———Jp truth literacy from . the Bottom
Truth Literacy Training low to high ccause
F>R Root Cause
Forces (R)

The additional sample solution elements are:

- Freedom from Falsehood - Quality of Life Index

- No Competitive Servant Secrets - Sustainable Management Index
- Politician Truth Ratings - Corporation 2.0 Suffix

- Politician Corruption Ratings - Servant Responsibility Ratings.

Figurel. High-level causal diagramf theanalysisusing standardystems thinking and
root cause termand the three higlevel forces at play: S, F, and R simpler but less
accurate term for the main root cause is low political truth literacy.

That pushing on a low leverage point cannot resolve an intermediate cause is de-
scribed on thaliagram with S<R, meaning superficial solution forces (S) are always
less than root causes forces (R). Only fundamental solutions that resolve root causes can
solve a causal problem. This is described with F>R, meaning fundamental solutions can
work becase fundamental solution forces (F) can be greater than root cause forces (R).
The three higHevel forces are what must be correctly understood to effectively solve
the problenand to provide a comprehensive theory explaining backsliding.

The first why gastion

Root causesre found byapplying some form of the Five Whysethod (Imai,
1986,p.50) where starting at problem symptoms,
cur?0 until the root causes (and the féedbaak d . Thi s
loops structure in more complex problemmghning from symptoms to intermediate
causes to one or more root causes. For difficult problems this requires asking why many
times. A root cause is the deepest cause in a causal chain (or the most basic cause in a



feedback loop structure) that can be resalREsolved means the problem will proba-
bly not recur due to that root cause.
Our first questionwasWHY is backsliding from democracy to authoritarianiso-
curring? Svolik (2019) reports thatl97 democratic backslides occurredm 1973 to
2018 Of these, 46 were military coups and 88 were executive takeovers via election,
with takeoversaveraging about 80% of all backslidafser the end of the Cold War in
1991.In an examination oHow Democracies DielLevitsky and Ziblati(2018, p. 5)
summarizghischange A Democr ati c backsliding today be
Thus the main first intermediate causef backslidingis election of politicans not
working br the democratic common gooepresented bgercentdegeneratemfected
in Figure2. Too many citizens are voting instead for politicians working for the un-
common good of powerful special interests. These may be a single persomt( dlict
authoritariam or a ruling elite (a party, aristocracy, theocraajgarchy,ruling family,
etc.) If backsliding is underway, todaize special interest is usually an authoritarian
The solution used nove the same solution used beforehtasten the spread of de-
mocracybefore the backslide begahhe solution attemptto promote and prove the
superiority of democracy over authoritarianisihis is a form oimore of the trutha
low leverage pointrepresented by thieue memesode in Figue 2
As modeledby Harich(2010) A mor e o fthetrddidona genetglurpose s
process used to solve public interest probldmadeled Classic Actigm, he process
has four steps: 1. Identify the problemFd the truthabout what should be done to
solve the problem, romote the truth and i f t h aMagnifoteesrot®t wor k,
via exhortation, inspiration, and bargainii@n difficult probkems he process frequent-
ly fails, usually because change resistance is highesausesince the process lacks
consideration of root causgspblem solversemainconfined tothe superficial layer of
the problemas is the case here.
The more peoplaccet the truth ofthe superiority of democracy over all other
forms of government, the more they tend to elect politicians who seek to strengthen
democracyFor exampleHalperin et. al(2010, p. xvii and xiyeviewedfifty years of
datafor all developing countriegincludn g Chi na) and found At hat
compelling advantages ov#teir authoritarian counterparts in fostering social and eco-
nomic development. dchat a A pr ov i deascunented cefytationt of thewe | |
dictatoris-b e st n dexts ikeiHalpedi n6s are used by writers,
development agencies, governments, et@rtonotethe truthaboutthe superiority of
democracy.
The chief reason the solution lemgerworks is that sinceabout2000, authoritarian
state capacity (governmeeffectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law, and control of
corruption has improvedo muchworldwide, especially in China, that there is no long-
er proof democracy is superi¢Foa, 2018, p. 133x0f the tweny fastestgrowing
countries of the past two decades, fifteen have been autocratic re@iriae fifteen
wealthiest economies in the world today by per capita income, almoghitde are
nondemocraciesélal per i nés data i s nis thangelkrukuya n t enou



ma @redictionin 1992that liberal democracy hgaermanentlyproven itself to be su-
perior to all other forms of government has, at least in the short term, failed.

The seconavhyquestion

Our next questionwas WHY doeselection ofpoliticians nd working for the com-
mon goodbccur?The answer isnainly because o$uccessful political deceptiprepre-
sented byundetected false memiesFigure2. Other factors like voter suppression, vot-
er fraud, rigged elections, bribery, etc. are anibeception igshe main technique used
to convince an electorate majority to act against their own best interests.

The evidence shows thall authoritarians seeking to gain office, as well as those in
office, depend heavily on deceptively provoking idewange of false beliefs and emo-
tions, especially fear. McCartt{2019)describes how:

They use bellicose rhetoric and gestures in theatrical efforts to project strength.
They promise to take quick and decisive action on highlighted issues, in contrast
to liberal democratic administrations portrayed as weak, passive, and indecisive.
They male the central populist move of claiming to speak and act in the name of
and with the support of ifithe people, 0 who
xenghobic, and often explicitly racialized terms. Following closely from that,
they often identify intenal enemied ethnic or religious minorities, immigrants,
refugees, drug uséysas scapegoats and targets for public anger. They use
populist rhetorical tropes of resentful aalitism, suspicion of experts and com-
plexity, and celebration of direct actiom promise simple, immediate solutions

to complex, longerm problems.

Once in power, la authoritarianregimes rely ordeceptive strategies and copious
amounts ofstatemanagedoropaganddo maintain public supparWalker (2016) ex-
plainswhy:

Above all, authoritarian rulers are preoccupied with regime survival, and they

study and learn from other authoritarian regimes, both past asenprén order

to maintain power . € Through experimentat.
gimes have refined their techniques of manipulation at the domestic level. By

constructing fake political parties, phony social movements, andcstateolled

mediaenterprises that appear in many ways to be like those of their democratic

counterparts, autocrats simulate democratic institutions as a way of preventing

authentic democracy from taking roet.aut hori tari ans can depl c
combination of censorship drpropaganda, allowing them to dominate the me-

dia space and create an unchallenged alternate reality for their audiences.

Solutions used to solve the problensatcessful political deceptiaamploya strat-
egy of misinformation correctiona low leverage @int alsorepresented byrue memes
in Figure 2.If people beliee statementshat are not true, then that can be corrected by
providing citizens with corrected versions of decepsitagementpointing out the truth.
Solutions to do this arfact-checksarticles, social media posts, news, etc. pointing out
the truth



Unfortunately thesesuperficial solutions have workedo poorly that we are now
living in the posttruth age ofpolitics,  w h €he posttrufin politician does not simply
pick-andchaose among relevant facts, offer questionable interpretations or avoid in-
convenient questions. The pdsith politician manufactures his or her own facts. The
posttruth politician asserts whatever they believe to be in their own interesheyd t
continue to press those same claims, regardless of the evidence amassed against them
(Lockie, 2017)Not abl e recent examples are the #nApol
trous Brext vote (Baines et al.,, 2020) Donal d Tr ulmped slectdreic e pt i on
2016, his 30,573 false or misleading claims while in offi€essler et al., 2021and
AThe Big Lieod pr ocsupportesdthatbhg lost theu20Q9 electod only
because of massive election fraud. Despite lack of evidence, 68% of US Republicans,
26% of independentand 6% of Democrats believe the election was stolen from Trump
(PPRI_Staff, 2021)

The thirdwhyquestionand thesimulation model

Digging deeperWHY doessuccessful political deceptiarccur?This was so diffi-
cult to answer weonstructeda system dynamics mod@tigure2). The reasorfor the
difficulty was we had completed our work on ta@syto-seesuperficial layer of the
problem and were now attemptingunderstandhe fundamental layer, whefer diffi-
cult problemscausal structures so hard to seeorrectlythat further analysisoften re-
quires additional tools, such asimulation modehg. Diagraming the superficial layer
(Figure 1), we could see the intermediate causes were part of a reinforcing loop. But we
could not see deeper detail without constructing a model.



The Dueling Loops of the Political Powerplace
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Figure 2. Systerdynamics model with nodes corresponding to Figure 1 identified. LLP
is low leverage point. HLP is high leverage point. IC is intermediate cause. RC is root
cause. Direct relationships use solid arrows. Indirect relationships use dashed arrows.
Constants ahlookup tables use dotted arrows.

The model u (89968 corieeptok memasHAemes copied information

capable of affecting behavior. All memes are learned from others, either directly from
other people or indirectly through a transmission medium such as,lielgkdsion or
social medialn the model a meme is a statement that is true or false. When a meme en-

ters

a personb6és mind, they are said to be

The backbone of the model is the three stocks and two dueling loops. The upper

stock contains supporters infecteglfalse memes. The middle stock contains uninfect-
ed supporters. The lower stock contains supporters infected by true memes. The dueling
loops determine movement between stocks.

The Dueling Loops model follows the long tradition of small system dynamics

models designed to communicate powerful counterintuitive insights to the public and

policy makerdGhaffarzadegan et al.,

2018uch as URBAN1 (38 nodes). Because the
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Dueling Loopsmodel (¥ nodes) i s easily wunderstood and ¢
portant insights regarding the source of pol

Small insight models entail estimated parameters for archetypical/exploratory use or
measured parameters fat@al cases. Using estimation, the Dueling Loops model was
tuned to give realistic behavior over the full range of the high leverage points, false
meme size, and influence per degenerate or rationalist.

The model and later study use two important acronyyg (logical truth quo-
tient) is the ability to logically tell if a deceptive claim is true or false. D@€nfocratic
truth quotient aka political truth literagyis the ability to vote correctly given a decep-
tive statement made by a politicidiilQ is aninput to DTQ, so theoretically DTQ can
never exceed LTQ.

The Race to the Bottom among Politicigtise key feedback loogriving the prob-
lem) worksin this mannerSupporters Due to Degeneratiose theidegenerates influ-
enceto transmitfalse memesLTQ and false meme sizdetermines how manifalse
memedecomedetected false memd3TQ timesdetected false memgiesactionable
false memesThe theory that DT@annot exceed LTQ is enforckg use of arrow A on
the model False memesinus actionable fésse memegjivesundetected false memes
These cause thiegenerates infectivity ratevhich after a delay causes tiiegenerates
maturation rate This causes somkot Infected Neutralist®d move to the stock Gup-
porters Due to Degeneratioand the loop starts over again.

Opposed to the Race to the Bottom is the Race to the Top. Here, instead of attract-
ing supporters with falsehoods an attempt to support the desitd powerful special
interests politicians attract them with thebjecive truth a b o u t what 6s best
common good The two loops are mirror opposites with one critical difference. The
Race to the Top lacks amdetected true memasde, becausthere is no deception to
detect. The twanainloops are locked in a perpetsituggle to attract supporters

This structuremodelsthe essence dhe left-right political spectrumconsequential
b e ¢ a glaba pofitics is first and foremost a debate between the left amigtite...

The leftright dichotomy occupies a specjahce, as the most enduring, universal, and
encompassing of all political strategigdloel and Therien, 2008, p..3)

The Dueling Loopgapure this dichotomy. The two loops each embody an endur-
ing political strategy. The Race to the Top housediteral/progressive left, whbe-
lieve indemocracyequality, justice freedom of many kindgind quality of lifebecause
that optimizes the common good. The Race to the Bottom houses the conserva-
tive/authoritarianright, who promoteanything thatmaximizes what powerful special
interests wantln reality there are many loops along the political spectisuch as the
far right, right, center, et&Ve have modeled only two.

Examples of pwerful special interestare authoritariansmanagers of large for
profit corporations, the rich, and elite ruling groups of many kieds, the ruling class.

All are a small perceaige of the electoratén a democracy, the only way a minority

can persuade the majority Yote forspecial interest candidatesby use of deception,

favoritism, threatgintimidation, or lethal force. Forcl Such as dondét show u
tion day or yowvill be shot.)is illegal. Threatgintimidation (Like vote for my candidate
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or suffer the consequendeare mostly illegal andargely ineffective since balloting is
secret.Favoritism, such as bribery or patronage, is mostly illegatthermore,n a
lar ge popul ati on, favoritism can only attrac
expensive to bribe millions of voters. There are not enough perks and jobs to dole out to
millions of people.
This explains whydeceptions the main strategy fdRaceto the Bottom politicians
and why political deceptiom democratic systemis soubiquitous Jeremy Bentham,
the father of utilitarianism, in his handbook of political fallacies published in 1824
reached the same conclusion it ié impossible by faireasoning...to justify the sacri-
fice of the interests of the many to the intesetthe few.... It follows that for effecting
this purpose they must have recourse to every kind of fallacy, and address themselves,
when occasion requires it, to tpassions, the prejudices, and the ignorance of man-
kindo (Larrabee, 1925, p. xxiReferring to Western democraci@sT he cent r al pr ot
facing conservatives, once their countryaos
clude most adult men, was that it was unclear why maot&ry would want to vote for
t h e(Ware, 196, p. 32)
The keymodelinsight is that the size of a lie, and hence its supporter attractive
power, can be inflatedvhile the size of the truth canndthe bigger the lie, the bigger
and stronger the false belief a deceptive politician can plamtins u pp or fTleer 8 s mi nc
Race to the Bottom contaias inherent advantagidat the Race to the Top lacks
For example, a virtuous politician may gai
balance the budget any time soon, but | will form a panel aéréxpo determine what
t he best we c an dedeptivepdiitician isgarenmgvdupporters by aay-

ing, AEconomics is easy. You just put a fir:Hi
go. | can balance the budget in four years, despite tivbatxperts are saying. They are

just pundit s. Donét | isten to themde- A vote
ceptivepolitician is alsaelling numeroudifferentgr ou p s , AYes, I can do
No problem. 6 Guess who wil/ usually win?

From a mathematical perspective, the size (and hence the appeal) of a falsehood can
be inflated by saying that 2 + 2 =5, or 7, or even 27, but the size of the truth can never
be inflated by saying anything more than 2 + 2 = 4. Inflation is used to craatgten
there is nothing to fear, doubt when there is nothing to doubt, the false promise of | can
doseands o f or you when | really cannot, a | arg
only a small flaw or no flaw, and so on.

We can now answaesur third why question:WHY doessuccessful political decep-
tion occur?The answer is because of tinberent advantage of the Race to the Boftom
represented bjalse meme siz@ Figure 2. Sincet appearghis advantagecan bere-
solvedin a practical mannéboy pushing on the high leverage pointrafse political
truth literacy from low to highn Figure 1 it is the main root caus&or simplification
we usually say the root cause is low political truth literacy.

The single high levage point in thehigh-level causaldiagrambecomegwo de-
tailed high leverage poinia the simulation model: (IJhe firstis LTQ (logical truth
guotien). Raisingit increasegletected false memeshich increasesactionable false
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memes(2) The secondhigh leverage point iDTQ (democratic truth quotientRaising
it increasesctionable false memewhich weakeathe Race to the Bottoiy decreas-
ing undetected false memasd strengthesthe Race to the Tdpy increasing desertion.

Dynamic behwior of the model

This sectiondemonstrate how thetwo high leverage pointbehavewith eleven
simulation rungFigure 3). Percent rationalists Supporters Due to Rationality / (Sup-
porters Due to Rationality + Supporters Due to Degenerafftums1 to 5begin with 1
degenerate supporter, 1 rationalist, and 98 neutradisteell as zero initial percent de-
generates and rationalists infect®lns 6 to 1lbegin with the model in equilibrium
and last 100 instead of 500 years. In all rdresttvo influence variables are equal and
neverchanged.

LTQ and DTQ are the high leverage points. LTQ is the ability to spot political de-
ception, whichcausegletected flse memesDTQ is the ability to spot political decep-
tion and then use that information to vote correctifhich causesctionable false
memeslf DTQ is zerothenactionable false memészerq regardless of LTQ.

Run 1. This shows how when neither sifationalists and degenerates) has an ad-
vantage percent rationalistsstays unchanged at 50%. The number of rationalists and
degenerates rise evenly. Neither side has an advantagdaseeneme size 1 and
logical truth quotien{LTQ) = 0. Demographidruth quotien(DTQ)d o e s n 6 be- mat t er
causaletected false memed).

Run 2. False meme sizs raised from 1 to 1.1. While telling tiny lies offers only a
small advantage, over time it accumulates into a large one. After a long period of time,
degenerategastly outnumber rationalists.

Run 3. Letds give t he o tFalse mensisinzeenovad bacha | | adv
to 1, LTQ is raised from zero to 20%nd DTQ remains zerdNothing happens, be-
cause LTQ only increaseketected false memed®ecause DTQ is zero, soastionable
false memesThe results of run 3 are identical torunld. t he next run | et
DTQ also.

Run 4. DTQ is raised fr omon@listdwho Haved%e adNow i t
vantage. They quickly become the strongly dominant political group, peittent ra-
tionalistsat the end of the simulation run rising to 97%.

Because DTQ is required to increasgionable false memesd DTQ can never
theoreticallyexceed LTQ, LTQ and DTQ are equal in runs 4 and up. Any LTQ greater
than DTQ has no effect.

Run 5. Referencemode 500 years Social agents are adaptive. Degenerate politi-
cians are clever enough to adjust the size of lies to the optimum size: not toal gt
too small. Theeffect of size of lie on detectima lookup table with a curve to reflect
how once a |ie becomes too big, itds more e
Experimentation shows the optimuise meme sizis 2.9. Now the dgenerates are
the ones with the advantageercent rationalistdlattens out at 39%. We hypothesize
that in most political systems both high leverage points are low, at about 20%. This run

(@}

(@}
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thus reflects approximate reabrld behavior and is the referengmde. It is the prob-
lem to solve, as later runs attempt to do.

Run 1. 1 FM size, 0% LTQ, NADTQ Run 6. 2.9 FM size, 20% LTQ, 20% DTQ
100% 100%

Reference Mode

percent rationalists

degenerates
percent rationalists
-~ rationalists and degenerates rationalists
7/
0% L™’ 0%
Run2. 1.1 FM size, 0% LTQ, NADTQ Run7. 3.7 FMsize, 50% LTQ, 50% DTQ
100% 100%

percent rationalists

degenerates

K percent rationalists
",' - -
0% __,,y'/ rationalists |

degenerates

——
e
—_————rre

0%

Run 3. 1 FM size, 20% LTQ, 0% DTQ Run 8. 3.9 FM size, 60% LTQ, 60% DTQ
100% 100%

percent rationalists

percent rationalists

e rationalists and degenerates
0% ’// 0% degenerates
o o

Run4. 1FM size, 20% LTQ, 20% DTQ Run9. 3.4 FMsize, 70% LTQ, 70% DTQ

100% : - 100%
percent rationalists

percent rationalists

rationalists | |
S ain i A I < rationalists
/ Lo,
/i, degenerates ., t ....................
0% T e L 0% egenerates
Run5. 2.9 FM size, 20% LTQ, 20% DTQ Run 10. 3.1 FM size, 80% LTQ, 80% DTQ
100% 100%

percent rationalists

Reference Mode

degenerates | | /e e = —
rationalists
percent rationalists '/-./
———————————————————————— =7 Run 11 looks almost idential to run 10.
rationalists | | e
0% L 0% degenerates  ttn
0 100 200 300 400 500 0 20 40 60 80 100
Years Years
i Simulation Runs
Model Settings
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | 11
False meme size 1 1.1 1 1 2.9 2.9 3.7 3.9 3.4 3.1 1.9
LTQ - Logical truth quotient 0% 0% | 20% | 20% | 20% | 20% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90%
DTQ — Democratic truth quotient NA NA 0% | 20% | 20% | 20% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90%
Years to end of run 500 years 100 years
Results
Percent rationalists at end of run 50% | 4% ‘ 50% | 97% ‘ 39% | 39% ‘ 5% ‘ 83% | 89% ‘ 94% | 97%

Figure 3. Simulation runs 1 to 11. NA is not applicable.
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Because political truth literacy is low, the Race to the Bottom is the dominant loop
most of the timefi Speci al i nt ecreedsetnsc en oow etra kteh ep rceo mmo n
now |ive in a diminished democracy éewith or
sphere by partisan i deol odhilardand$hdn, 3013pf essi o
p. 16) The Race to the Bottom is not dominant all the time, because loop dominance
changes back and forth due to a variety of reasons beyond the scope of this version of
the moel.

Because the model is a simple system with few variables and loops, no formal loop
dominance analysis is necesséDfiva, 2016) Dominance is easily determined by ex-
perimentation, which agrees with inspection.

Run 6. Reference mode 100 yearstarting in equilibrium . This uses the same
settings forfalse meme siz&TQ, and DTQ as run 5. Runs 6 and up start wighmod-
el in equilibrium and run for only 100 years. Thiggnifiesgraph changesver a short
period of time. Because democracy is in crisis and rapid solution is urgently needed, we
are most interested in what happens in the first twenty years.

Run 7. This and following runs begin pushing on the high leverage points to resolve
the main root cause of low political truth literacy. In this run LTQ and DTQ are both
raised from 20% to 50%ptimal false meme sizacreases to 3.7mhe result igpercent
rationalistssoars fron3%% to 75%and he Race to the Topecomegiominant. Virtu-
ous politicians will tend to be elected and deceptive ones willlahing on the high
leverage points is beginning to have the intended effect.

However, 75% percent rationalist is not high enough. In a democracy the rights
and desires of minorities must be respected and addres&&b tf voters prefer Race
to the Bottom politicians, nations will beaalistracted to focus efficiently on highly
demanding problemsas seen irthe disproportionate influence far right groups can
have,such aghe authoritariarpopulist wave in Europef Le Pen in France, the Austri-
an Freedom Party in Austria, and the im&ned Center Pargnd Forum for Democra-
cy partiesin the Netherlanddn Germany, Denny2021)found thatthe farright Alter-
native for GermanyAfD), even thouglm at i on a | poll s sipasegaonl y 10
significant and complex threat to the German constitutional order. Highly organized and
openly hostile to the rules binding other political actors, the German far right has out-
performed itselectoral support in shaping German society. In 202 ofGer many 6 s
intelligence ageneq reported that the number of righing extremists in Germany has
increased to 33,300, of whom 13,300 are thought to be willing to commit vialence.
Historically, the far right is wherauthoritarianisnsupport begins. Wustdo better.

Run 8. This tess the effect of raisind.TQ and DTQfrom 50% to 60%. Optimal
false meme sizecreases to 3.Percent rationalistgises slightly from75% to 83%.

This is not enogh, asdiscussedabove by the destructive effec
ty, which ha only 10% support. We muttereforedo evenbetter.

Run 9. This raisesLTQ and DTQfrom 60% to 70% andreducesoptimal false
meme sizérom 3.9 to 3.4. Citizens are getting so good at spotting political deception
that degenerate politicians must scaéevn the size of their lies, so that smaller ones
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slip through undetecte@ercent rationalistsisesa little more, from 8% to 89%%. This
isstillnotgoal enough, so | etds raise truth I|literac
Run 10. LTQ and DTQ are raised to 80%. Optinfiallse meme sizalls to 3.1 Per-
cent rationalistsrises to 9%. As there is no empiricavidence to say if this is good
enoughl et 6 s stithaghes e i t
Run 11. Finally, both high leverage points are raised to 9@¥timal false meme
sizefalls again tol.9. Percent rationalistsiow reache87%, which appearsufficient
We hypothesize that a range of 80% to 90% LTQ and DTQ is requirestiefactory
root cause resolutiorMuch further research is necessary, however, to determine the
exact ranges for particular democratic systeaswell as how to measure LTQ and
DTQ acurately
Note how the 97% percent rationalistswas not achieved by raisingogical and
democratic truth literacy (LTQ and DT@) an unrealistally high level of 100%A
range o0f80%to 90%appears achievahleonsideringheadult2019 global literacyate
of 86% and the literacy rates of Central Europe and the Baltics (99%), East Asia and the
Pacific (96%), and Latin America and the Caribbean (94INESCO, 2019)

Comparison of the analysis to contemportrgories

The analysis has been kept as simple as possible. It does not attempt to explain the
rise and then the decline of democracy. It only explains why democracy is susceptible
to decline, which is enough tolge the backsliding problem.

Fukuyamg2020)assigned three causesdemocratic backsliding

1. An ideological divide based on identity politics. The left represents oppressed
minorites T h e r i g h ttraditienal giftd afethricallg based national
identity and worries that &édour countryo6 i
grants, foreign competitors, and elites w

2. Appearance of the global intermetd social mediarhishas been used by the
r i g Wytantideiocratiactorswho have discovered that conspiracy stories and
fabricated information often are rewarded with more clicks than the truth re-
ceivesé [ Soci al m e -chinded indidualso find dne akathent
just in their own nations but around the world, while simultaneously shutting out
criticism and di sagreement. 0

3. The decline in authority of trusted traditional social institutions for facts and
n e ws the Iéthal threato modern democracies is rnibie military coup, but ra-
ther a steady, gradual erosion of norms and institidians s o t hat <citi zens
longer know what to trust, and are thus vulnerable to falsehoods.

The first cause, an ideological divide of the left and right, corresponds to the two
dueling loops.
Thesecond cause, use of the interaetlsocial mediaby the right to amplify false-
hoods, corresponds # mechanism for exploitinthe inherent advantage of The Race
to the Bottom.Social media conversatiomsn d pl at f or m fcanspreado al gor i
and amplify falsehoods in a vicious e ¢ h 0 ¢ fleeallvatk doppy unfettered by the
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balancing influence of traditional med#nd the opinionsof others with different and

more truthful viewpointsii € d e mo ¢ r & crigis, puckéing under the pressure of
technological processes that [have] overwhelmed our collective capacity to tell truth

from f al ¢Benkleretdlé 2068, p.4pel i ber ately introduced
pr opagaanndd aibmani pul at i ve d visdoagaf mediancghannetsn ¢ a mp ¢
by politicians parties,and states is undermining democrg®yoolley and Howard,

2019, pp. 810).

The third causeerosionof reliable sourceof political information, is a standard
strategysed by authoritarians to | owkisera popul a
sion also occurred due to technology evolution, as over time the internet allowed (unre-
liable) social media to displace (reliable) traditional media.

Becausdormal causal chias and an appropriate modeling tosérenot usedfFu-

k uy a ma 6 slacks ngarbugcausas structureis three causes lie on the superficial
layer of the problemF-ukuyamawasunable to penetrate the fundamental layer

HannahAr e n d t 6work onl The©sging of Totalitarianismaddressed the fun-
damental question afescribinghow totalitarianismarises She found threeimportant
preconditiors: isolation, loneliness, and most importanysceptibility to propaganda:

The masses have to be won by propagat@eendt, 1976, p. 39¢ Before

mass [movement] leaders seize the power to fit reality to theirtfies, propa-
ganda is marked by its extreme contempt for the facts as such, for in their opin-
ion fact depends entirely on the powétlee man who can fabricate it. (p48)

The ideal subject of totalitarian ruie not the convinced Nazi or the convinced
Communist, but people for whom the distinction between fact and fiction (i.e.,
the reality of experience) arttie distinction betweetrue and fals€i.e., the
standards of thought) no longer ex{gt172)

Inability to distinguish between fact and fiction, true and faksé¢he same as low

political truth literacy, which we found to be the main root cause of democratic back-

sliding. It should thus be no surprise that this is also the main root casssadptibil-

ity to totalitarianism. Once this root cause is resolvedet i d e al subject of

rul eo would no | onger exist in suwofki ci ent gl
The mostusefultheory we found was that of Benkler et @018) not included in

Wal dner diteratureteviesvtindas effort to understand the effect of propaganda

on politics in a specific political system, the project analyzed fiaillion messages in

the US using their Media Cloud platform. Ame

two opposing feedback loops, aright ng Apropaganda feedback |

cians fAcompete on identity c®,nérsusaneemn-i ono r €
trist/leftwi ng fAoaheeadkid yl oop t hat f ol-deoenksi nfigi nnsa ri nhsudt
where politicians Acompete on truth quality

The American media ecosystem consists of two distinct, structurally different
mediaecosystems. One part is the righing, dominated by partisan media out-
lets that are densely interconnected and insular and anchored by Fox News and
Breitbart. The other part spans the rest of the spectrum. It includes outlets from
the left to historicallycenterright publications like the Wall Street Journal and
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is anchored by media organizations on the center and defitérat adhere to
[truth-seeking] professional standards of journalism. (p75)
[The meda on the right uses] an echo chamber thatcalties it inhabitants,
destabilizes their ability to tell truth from fiction, and undermines their confi-
dence in institutions. é The differences ¢k
palpable. Despite extensive efforts, we were unable to find an examgigmnf
formation or commercial clickbait started on the left, or aimed from abroad at
the |l eft, that took hold and became widely
we found such instances repeatedly succeeding in thewigbgtmedia ecosys-
tem, with pervaive exposure and lasting effects on the [false] beliefs reported
by listeners, readers, and viewers within that network. (p383)

B e n k [finglings aresurprisingly close to what oumm analysis foundThe prop-
aganda and realigheck loops corresporekectly to the Race to the Bottom and Top
loops This confirms thatthe Dueling Loopsre firmly establisheth the US, themost
influential democracy in the worldmple evidence existse.g.(Cosentino, 2020; Heft
et al., 2019; Pascale, 201%at similar dynamics occur imany other democracies
particularlythosewith authoritarian tendencies

Svolik (2019)foundt h &lectofalcompetition often confronts voters with a choice
between two valid but potentially conflicting concerns: democratic principles and parti-
san interestd.These two choicesorrespond to the Race to the Bottom versus the Race
to the Top. Why do voters chooBace to the Bottom candidateS9olik argues the
reason ipolitical polarization{italics added)

Each[politician] hassucceeded itransforminghi s countrydés | atent s
into axes of acute political conflieind then presented his supporters with a choice:

Vote for a more redistributive Venezuela, a migiaeeé Hungary, a conservative

Turkeyd along with my increasinglputhoritarian leadershi@ or vote for the op-

position, which claims to be more democratic but offers-dggsealing policies and

leadership| € Thi s wo rrdigsary peopleaate svidifg toarade off demo-

cratic principles for partisan interestas a study showed.]

But from a root cause perspectiHY is an authoritarian politiciamable toper-
form this transformationwhere votersare clearlyvoting against their own best inter-
est® By use of political deceptido falsely polarize the electoratWHY are they able
to do thatso easil Because ahedeeper causef low political truth literacyPolariza-
tion, a deceptie strategyis an intermediate cause.

While all have useful conceptspme of the above theories or the six theory families
examined bywWaldnerand List (2018 containor attempt to find h e p r forlndl e mé s
causal structure. Instead, all are collections of related factors and plausible intermediate
causes connected by problem staories

The Truth Literacy Training study
Goodiisci ent i foi ca smdi@gdiremimds usrequirestesting ofall key
assumptionsi é every system dynamics model goes thr

in which some hypotheses are formulated with little or npigoal foundation. But
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models that go no further than the exploratory stage should not be confused with those
t hat are subjected to t Hevmuchegnpircally mded sci ent i
confidence can we have in the hypothesis that politiaéh fiteracy is low and can be
raised to high in a practical manner, which forms the bedrock ohdiaeP

The results reported in this paper are part of a larger body of work which designed a
comprehensive collection of solution elements for pushing ®mitih leverage point of

raise political truth literacy from low to highAs listed in Figure 1, nine sample solu-

tion elements were designed. The most promising one to develop first appears to be
Truth Literacy Training, since it requires the least amadintork to develop, test, and
implement for the highest impact.

Solution element construction and study design

Using our own software and database, a form of online Truth Literacy Training was
developed using a long questionnaire supplemented by tramateyials (Figure 4). An
elaborate series of pretests was used to refine training and testing design. At one point
we found many subjects were not taking the training seriously, resulting in widely vary-

ing and mostly low scores.

al.,, 2002 on Adi spelling the il | usi esuasionoThe i

ments and explanation of why they were
par ti ci p a gnigsednvunerabiitggo decéptive ads left them unmotivated to

The problem was solved lgyscovery of an insightful set of experime(@agarin et

use defenses against such ads. o0 This
eve they were not susceptible to deceptio

ads containing illegitimate authtigs [a form of deception] more effectively than did
controls. 0 Thi demenatstingi an ureentaldedfasiion that partici-

pants can be fooled by ads containing

To dramatically demonstrate to people that they atamlnerable to deception,

we changed the initial part of the training. After subj@ttgroups 2 and answer ques-
tions for the first three statements (in the Review Section of Figure 4) and before any
training has occurred, they read an educatioeah ion: The concept of truth literacy
There they are shown their own answers (the first two are usually wrong) versus the
correct answers. The item then says:

nNvul ne
authors found it was not enough to inoculate subjects by exposure to deceptive state-

dece

usi

count ¢

|l f you got all the answers right, congratu

ple did. In apast survey with 34 participants, none got the answer to the first
qguestion right. Three got the answer to the second question right. On the third

guestion 19 people got the answer right.
Why are the first two questions so hatd? 6 s b e ¢ a u srdornis bfe y
deception, which makes it terribly difficult to determine how true the claims are.
The reason so many people got the
Generally, i1t6és much easier to spot

us e

t hi
t he

are so used to processing true statements from people we talk to, books we read,

and so on.
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This shocks people into realizing they are vulnerable to deception. From this point
on, almost all take the questionnaire seriouslpm the viewpoint of the elabdian
likelihood model of persuasigillard and Shen, 2013, pp. 13I49), elaborationmo-
tivation hasincreasedrom low to high.Subsequent training increases their elaboration
ability, with the result thatvhen training is completanost deceptive persuasion at-
temptswill be processedelaboratediorrectlyand they will not be fooled

Outline

Getting Started
Introduction
The importance of this survey
Instructions

Review Section
1. Pickpocketing v/
2. Falling Tourism +/
3. Balance the Budget v/
The concept of truth literacy
How arguments work
Three rules for health of democracy
Cherry Picking v/
The Strong Evidence Rule v/
Common Political Fallacies v/
The Personal Truth Test v/
Suggestions v/

Decision Making Section
Tour Scammers v/
Strippled Eagle
Teacher Shortage
Highway System Maintenance
Asteroid Could Strike
Crime Is On the Rise
Lower Traffic Accident Rates
Expert Witness
Drug Addiction
Unemployment
Import Tariff
National Minimum Wage
Golden Opportunity
Water Quality Tourists Sick
Highest Quality of Life
Dumping

End Section
Feedback Questions
Demographics

Completion

Decision Making Questionnaire

@ False

Trade Agreement Treaty

Speaking on behalf of Rutania at a global summit, the vice-
president of Rutania said, “We are pleased to see such progress
on the trade agreement treaty. Free trade helps us all. But some
tariffs are needed to help out developing countries and
industries. There are only two choices here. If we design the
treaty right, we are all going to benefit. But if we design it
wrong, too many nations will suffer. Therefore, we must
take every precaution to design it right instead of
wrong.”

42. The politician said “Therefore, we must take every
precaution to design it right instead of wrong.” How true do
you feel that claim is?

() Mostly false () Half true () Mostly true () True () Cannot decide

43. What is the main reason for your decision in the above
question?

There isn't enough information to base that claim on. This is a false
dilemma.

44. If the election were held today and this was all the
information you had, how much impact would what the
politician claimed have on your decision to vote for or
against the politician?

) Very large impact on voting for them.
O Large impact on voting for them.

) Medium impact on voting for them.

) Small impact on voting for them.

O It would make no difference.

O Small impact on voting against them.
(O Medium impact on voting against them.
) Large impact on voting against them.

@ Very large impact on voting against them.

Reference Material

The Personal Truth Test

Step 1. Check the premises. If they're biased, the rule of
logic is cherry picking and the claim is false.

Step 2. Check to see if the premises are being presented
as evidence the claim is true. If so, then the rule of logic
is the Strong Evidence Rule.

A. If the premises are all reasonably true, relevant,
unbiased, and complete, and there is no credible dissent,
then the claim is true.

B. If these conditions are not satisfied, then the claim
is false.

C. If you cannot tell if the conditions are satisfied,
then the truth of the claim is unknown and you cannot
decide its truth.

Step 3. Check to see if the rule of logic is a fallacy or not.
If it's a fallacy, then the claim is false. See the list of
Common Political Fallacies above to help on this
step.

Step 4. Ifit's not a fallacy and the claim follows from the
premises and the rule of logic, then the claim is true. But
if the claim doesn't follow from the premises and the rule
of logic, then the claim is false.

Notes

1. If the claim is false, apply the Penalize the Deceiver (\ .
rule and strongly oppose the deceiver. For example, this )
would have a Very large impact on voting against

them.

2. If the claim is true, apply the Reward the Truth

Teller rule and strongly support the truth teller. For I 3

example, this would have a Very large impact on voting L }
o,

Jor them.

Figure4. Truth Literacy Training web page, group 3, claim and vote training. The subject has completed the
training, done in the Getting Started and Review Section. fikey just answerdtiree questionsoncerninga
statement about a Trade Agreement Treaty. All three apsawercorrect. The Personal Truth Test is shown on
the right panel. Notes atketwo vote training rules. Abovéhe Personal Truth Teate summaries of the
fallacies groups 2 and 3 were trained Bhe subject scrolls to see all Reference Matedsingthe left panel,
subjects can navigate anywhere in the questiont@mneview their work Checks indicate a completed item.
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Using a Prolific online panelthe study was run 083

US subjects randomly as-

signed to three group®emographics were age range 22 to 51, average age 31, 49%
male. Educational levels wef1% high school, 55% college degree, 10% PAD.
were told this is a decisiemaking study for the purpose of improving the health of

democracy.

Group 1 (the controlgroup) received training orthe
neutral topicof how democracy works

Group 2 received training on how to tell if a politica
claim (embedded in a political statemestich as the ong
in Figure4) was true or false, by spotting the pattern
fallacy or ronfallacy usedand using the Personal Trut
Test which includes the Strong Evidence Rule (Figpre

Group 3 received the same training as group 2 p
training on how to vote correctly (given the perceived le
of truth of a claim) by applying two re$: Reward the
Truth Teller and Penalize the Deceivdiotal time for
group 3averaged 87 minutes, of which about one hour
training.Group 3 training involves 37 questions.

There is a Sminute break after training for all group
necessaryto avoid fdigue and loss of interesbn such a
long questionnaireA follow up study was run later usin
different statements.

In the test section of the questionnaire (called Decig

The Strong Evidence Rule
has 3 conditions:
1. The premises are presented as

evidence the claim is true.

2. The premises are reasonably true,
relevant, unbiased, and complete.

==

3. There is no
credible dissent.

A. If all 3 conditions are satisfied,
then the claim is true.

Strong
Evidence

Rule B. If all 3 conditions are not

satisfied, then the claim is false.

C. If you cannot determine if the

the claim is unknown, since you
cannot decide its truth.

conditions are satisfied, the truth of

Making Section in Figurd), nonhot statements were pre:

Figure 5. The Strong Evidence Rule.

sented in random orddfigure4 shows how ach statement
is followed bythree questions: (lthe truth question(2) an openended questioned

signed to maintain cognitive motivation and give us feed
The fictious
realism wittoutthe bias a real country would hageovoked.

Definitions

Truth literacyis the ability to tell truth from deceptipto

Truth quotienf TQ) 1 s a measur e
age ability to correctly process deceptive arguments in t
claim is, on a scale of zero to 100%. 100% is perfect tru
cally possible due to the complexity and continual evo
Like 1Q or EQ TQ measures an important aspect of intel
nensof TQ:

Logical truth quotientLTQ) is the ability to logically
true or false LTQ was measured by the percent correct
ceptive statements

C 0 U n t in stateméntsoficiRate irdenest anul poltiaas

kerrwdk(3) the vote question.

used
be able to Areado t
of a personds trul

erms of how true areangun® s
th literacy, which is not realisti-
lution ofweald deception.
ligence. Thersvareompo-

tell if a deceptive claim is
for the truth questions for de-

Democratic truth quotien(DTQ, aka poliical truth literacy is the ability to vote
correctly given a deceptive statement made by a politi€diQ was measured by per-
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cent correct for vote questions for deceptive statemBiit®.and LTQ are the two high

leverage points on the Dueling Loops model (Figure 2).

Individual DTQ cantheoreticallynever be higher thanTQ, since DTQ uses the re-

sults of LTQ as inputStudy results supportis prediction.
Deceptive statements containgxl fallacies we found common in political appeals:

cherry picking, ad hominem attack, appeal to emotion, strawman, false dilemma, and

false fact lie plusflawed application of the Strong Evidence Rule

Generalresults

Figure6 summarizes study resulfBhe results bring alive how the real world behind
the system dynamics model behagaantitatively
Group 1(the control group)corresponds to simulation runs 5 and 6, where LTQ and

DTQ are both low. Group 2Zlaim training raise LTQ to high but has no effect on
DTQ, which is still low. Thus group 2 alsmrresponds to runs 5 andgince any LTQ
higher than DTQ has no effect on model behaw®oup 3claim and vote training rais-

es LTQ and DTQ to highwhich correspondto runsl10 and 11
Figure 6 shows thdtTQ is naturally low, at 8% for group 1. Voters not trained in
logical truth literacy can spot a fallacy in a deceptive political statement an average of

only 8% of the timeDTQ is also naturally low, at 2% for group Both are crucial

findings and appear to explain why nations are so susceptible to a dominant Race to the
Bottom and democratic backsliding/hile the study cannot say 8% and 2% are highly

accurate measuresie to the large confidence interval and low ajpisawell as the fact

this was not a reakorld test,the results indicate political truth literacy is low instead of

medium or highn US voters. We expect this can be generalizeddst political states
as some pretesting in other countries sholitgld difference though our sample sizes

were small.

Figure6. Results of the
Truth Literacy Training
study. Average scores and
95% confidence intervals
for answers to deceptive
statements are shown, with
guessing levels and
Cronbachos
Treatment goups were:

17 Trained on neutral
topic (control group)

271 Trained on claims

37 Trained on claims and
vote

a l

First Questionnaire

Second Questionnaire

Pre-refresh training statements

Post-refresh training statements

100%

90%

80%

70%

60% -

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

@@

0%

LTQ DTQ °
Logical Democratic
Truth Quotient Truth Quotient LTQ DTQ LTQ DTQ
Measured by the “How | Measured by the “How °
true do you feel that much impact would
claim is?” question. the claim have on your
vote?” question. @9
Guessing Guessing @ Guessing
Guessing @ Guessing Guessing
(9
5 ¢ @Y
Group 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Alpha .38 .67 .82 44 .68 .92 .60 .82 .86 .10 .68 .85 .63 .86 .77 .41 .72 84
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The key data is LTQ and DTQ for groups 1 and 3. The large increases, from 8% to
76% and from 2% to 67%, &int and 6%point rises,swggestthat Truth Literacy
Training and other solution elemerste capable ofpushing on the high leverage point
of raise political truth literacy from low to higbuccessfullyGroup 3 training averaged
about one hour, indicating that Truth Literacy Tnag) such as in education systems
and online training, wild!@l not require that

The follow up study 26 days later found LTQ and DTQ for group 3 had declined
from 76% to 66% and 67% to 60%,-p0int and 7point falls. After an averagef 30
minutes ofrefresh trainingL TQ andDTQ for group 3 rose t85% and70%,indicating
regular refresh training of some type can work and will be required. Or it may be that
like reading and writing literacy, once truth literacy matures and becomesaboning
default and is exercised often enough, little decline will occur. Long term it may even
rise, if reinforced byegularexposure to truth literacy practices in news media, such as
a story centered on deceptive use of the cherry picking fallacy.

However, LTQ for group 1 was 22% and 20% for thenefeesh and postefresh
training statements, versus 8% for the first questionn@ims. indicates spotting decep-
tion was substantially easier in the second questionnaire statements, and suggests there
was more than th&0-point and7-point decline noted above and that the refresh train-
ing may not have worked as well as ##0 and70% ndicated.Thereason for thisap-
pears tdoe that he secondjuestionnairestatements eredeveloped after the first ques-
tionnaire was run. Without realizing it, we structured them slightly differently and fre-
guently omitted stating how strongly supportbd premises were. Thtmused the sec-
ond set to be substantially easier than the first set, as it made fallacies easier to spot.

The problem is easily corrected more accurate measure of training persistence
would require further statement testing/depshent and rerunning the study using bal-
anced statements of equal difficulty in the first and second questionnaires. During this
work thefirst and second questionnaimesuld be improved as needed.
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Hypothesesesults

In the first questionnaire, N=3003and 33 for groups 1, 2, and 3. In the second
guestionnair@6 days laterN=25, 27, and 24,nraaveragealropout rate of 18%. A mini-
mum sample size of 30 is required to assume results have a normal distribut@n and
reliable standard deviation can bectéhted.Thus,the results of the first questionnaire
are potentially reliable, while results for the second are slightly unreliable. It was our
error to not use higher sample sizes for the first questionnaire to accommodate dropouts
in the second questioaire.Given the small sample sizes, we consider this a very pre-
liminary study.

The study was designed to test six hypothéskesreached these conclusions:

H1.LTQ and DTQ can be accurately measured.

Cronbachods al pha i mterbhahcensisteaney,randdende retiebib s ur e o
ity, of a set of Likert scale questions designed to measure a single cofigteucTQ
or DTQ)in a single situatiorfsuch as groups 1, 2, an§l Ihe standard rules of thumb
for alpha are > .9 Excellent, > .8 Gho> .7Acceptable> .6 Questionable, > .5 Poor,
and < .5 Unacceptab(&liem and Gliem, 208).

The trend in the first and second questionmsaisethat the more the training, the
higher the alpha. The more a person is trained to make a discrimination, like spotting
deception and deciding how to vote, the less thagtguess when choosing answer.
Less guessing increases internal consistency, which increasesTdiplhralatively high
alphas for group 3n the first questionnaire.82 and .92, indicate the scale itself is
sound. LTQ and DTQan thereforebe accurately measurddr group 3 the trained
population

But what of group ]the untrained population, which has alphas of .38 and .44 in
the first questionnaifelncreasing the number of questions in a survey of this type
(where alpha is high enough to be promising and under soméasigigs high like
group 3 can be expected to increase alpha to an acceptable (Teatetr, 2018, p.
1287) as long as theew questions measure the same construet similar manner to
the old questionsThus,the results demonstrate that LTQ and DTQ can be accurately
measured in general.

In the remaining hypotheses, only the 95% confidence intervals are considered.

H2.LTQ and DTQ are currently low in the average vofinis was well supported
by the first questionnairé&roup 1 represents the average vowdrohas never received
the equvalent of Truth Literacy Training. Their LTQ and DTQ were low, 8% and 2%.

H3. LTQ and DTQ can be raised to high via Truth Literacy Trainifigis wasalso
well supportedby the first questionnairdBecause of training, LTQ rose from 8% to
77% and 76%. DD rose from 2% and 6% to 67%.

H4. Truth Literacy Training on LTQ alone is insufficient to raise DTQ to above the
minimum DTQ for a healthy sustainable democrallyis was well supportely the
first questionnaireThe average vote score for those receiviagnm training alone was
6%. This shot up to 67% for the group receiving claim and vote training.

Thiswas an astonishingliscovery Even if a person has been trained on how to tell
whether a political claim is true or false, they are unable to trartbtieuth or falsity
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of a claim into correct action. Instead, they choose all sorts of answers for the vote ques-
tion. This indicates the average voter currently does not penalize deceptive politicians.

Yet in a time when political deception is so rampant and the truth is so rare, why would

anyonenotwant to strongly penalize deceivers? Why would anywievant to strong-

ly reward truth tellersThese two behaviors arequiredfor democratic governments to

work for the best interests of voteM/e suspect the reason for this behaviothist

hardly anyone has received the equivalent of Truth Literacy Traamdgin particular

vote training, which is amazing simple. Vote training consists of followiegwo sim-

ple rulesdescribed irthe lower right ofFigure4.

H5. Training on LTQ and DTQ persists but falls over timhlis waspartially sup-
ported by second questionnaire results.

H6. The fall InLTQ and DTQ over timenay be eliminated with sufficient refresh
training. This was weakly supported by second questionnaire results. However, we ex-
pect the problemsausing weak resultsan be eliminated as discussatlier.

In all cases, further research is requitedmorefully confirm, reject, or modify
these hypothesehlote that study results apply only to political statements using the fal-
lacies subjects were trained,amnd is too narrow to apply to real world behavibr.
broader solution will require broader trainiagd mucHurther development.
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Votequestion results

Treatment Deceptive statements Non-deceptive statements
Groups Answers should all be 9 Answers should all be 1
A B
1 100 - 30
Trained 80 25
on neutral | f « g
- H S5
z E
topic g l I £ 10
20 ] 4 5 5 l
(control 0 g e 0 H m l =
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
group) Very large Very large Very large Very large
increase in increase in increase in increase in
support opposition support opposition
Cc D
120 10
100 :(5)
> 0 7
2 £
3 60 3 20
Trained on | £ ., i
. 10
claims 20 5 I l
o — m m N [ | il | " _
1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 8 9 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
Very large Very large Very large Very large
increase in Increase In Increase In Increase In
support opposition support opposition
E F
350 70
300 60
3 5 250 550
. § 200 § 40
Trained on | i 230
claims and | “wo RS I
50 10
vote o | — - 0 . - l —_— .
1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
Very large Very large Very large Very large
increase in Increase In Increase In Increase In
support opposition support opposition
Answers

The Vote Question

If the election were held today and this was

all the information you had, how much impact
would what the politician claimed have on your
decision to vote for or against the politician?

1. Very large increase in support.
2. Large increase in support.
3. Medium increase in support.
4. Small increase in support.
5. It would make no difference.
6. Small increase in opposition.
7. Medium increase in opposition.
8. Large increase in opposition.
9. Very large increase in opposition.

Figure7. Distributions of the vote question answers for the fjtgtstionnaireThe cor-
rect answer is 9 for deceptive and 1 for fumteptive statement&.normal distribution
curve was added to chart A for discussion.

Let 6s

the vatenqueseon answers tbe three groups Figure7:

Group 1. Trained on neutral topic (control group) i While the effect surely var-
ies across political units and studgmpleswe hypothesize that the first row approxi-
mates how voters imostdemocracies behave today.

InchartAt her ed s

mor e

support

t deeeptivepofitipab s i t i on

claim. This has not gone unnoticed by politicians willing to engaggeiceptionNotice
how close the data comes to a normal distribution centered on the midposindi-

cates a

p e pditeal ttuth litdraeywie largelp due to random factgesvi-

ronmental and genetic chancather than the formal educatisaen in charts C and E.
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Chart B showsauntrainedpeople lean toward supporting truth telling politician, but
seem shy about supporting them strongith answer 1We offer no theory why this is
so.
Group 2. Trained on claimsi As discussed earlier in Hthe second rowontains
what to us is astounding counterintuitive d&dizens trained on how to determine the
truth of claims but not trained in how to vaterrectly, intuitively lean in the correct
direction on vote answerBut very few choosie correct answerof 9in chart C and
1 in chart D A surprising percentage (22&6©d2%) chose answer 5, At
no difference. 0 Thatoés | i ke saying dAlt does
t r ut h Batryetihnoust,.if demoacy is to thrive.
Similar observations apply to other incorrect answérsosing4 and 6is like say-
ing Alt barely matters to me whether a poli
correct answers are why the vote training in group 3 is redjuir
Correct answer preference is worse in chath@nchart B.Claim training reduced
ability to vote correctlyThis too is puzzling behavior we cannot explain
Group 3. Trained on claims and votd The third row, if we could get enough vot-
ers there, wold resolve the root caud®y raising plitical truth literacyfrom low to
high. For the solution element to work, we estimate only 5% to 15% of an electorate
needs effective training since most elections are close. The biggest training impact
would be onuncommitted young and swing voters. Voters already strongly committed
to a false ideology will tend to resist change due to the deceptive power of motivated
reasoningas discuss later. Training is not urgently needed for voters already support-
ing truthtelling politicians.This suggests that initially, training should target those who
would benefit the most. In the losigrm, all citizens should be trained.
The training needs improvement to reduce confusion of some kind, indicated by the
answer 1 spikeni chart E and the answer 2, 5, and 9 spikes in chart F. These should all
be near zero.

Correct answers

Pol i ti cal deception has become so destruct |
answer 9 for deceptive statements and answer 1 fedeceptive statements is required
for democracy to thriveElecting truthtelling leaderg(in terms of theobjectivetruth
about whatodos best t omusthe thenop prieritytofvetersc o mmon g o «
For deceptive statementsyem small deviation fronthe correct answer matters,
since that indicatea person has been partially deceiaed that adds up. Koch ana-A
endt (2017) surveyedthe research on cumulative media effects and found consensus
t hat AWhen media coverage of a certain aspe:
ically from reality), cumulative exposure to this coverage can biaseenigi s 6 per cep -
tions. o0
Deception involves three componef(isllard and Shen, 2013, p. 37)) Response
shaping the initial formdion of a newslightly differentresponse to a stimulus, such as
a slight amount of doubt climate change is reatmall dislike of immigrantssome
doubt a politician not a liaror skepticism towearing face masks during the Covid19
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pandemic(2) Respose reinforcementwhere each repetition of a falsehood (often us-
ing different false evidence) strengthens the false belief resp@)$tesponse change
how a person responds to a stimulus based on the amount of false belief acquired.
The cumulative expure effect occurs becausecoimponen®. Each additional ex-
posure reinforces the conditioned respofise.he st rength of peopl eds
entirely on the number of incoming messages about the attitude issue they have pro-
cessedo (p76).
Considerdeceptive statementé/hat begins as a small error in reasoning, such as a
small deviation from the correct answer, with many repetitions grows into a large error,

such as reasoning that #dAaWell, Pol i an ci an A
yway. o Or they might reason AJust because P
not that strong a reason to oppose him. Ot hce

For nondeceptive statements, small deviation from the correct answer also matters,
since that indiates a person does not understand how to best suppottiethiaih poli-

ticians. These errors accumul ate and can | e
Politician C told the truth on such an important subject. But telling the truth is not that
bg a deal . Other factors | i ke experience ar e

Nullifying the deceptive power of motivated reasoning

The analysisound the high leverage point for resolving the main root cause of
democratic backslidingp beraise political truth literacy from low to highThe study
offers empirical evidencpolitical truth literacy igpresently low and can be fairly easily
raised to highthough this was a laboratory study rather tharactuademocraticsys-
tem.

The cognitive mechanism employed in the trainingpigh-speed pattern recogni-
tion, by spotting patterns of nefallacies (truth) or fallacies (deception). Subjects were
trained onhow to spot one pattern of the truttorrect application of the Strong Evi-
dence Rule. This inductive rule of logic appears to be the most common rule in true po-
litical statements. Subjects were also trained to spot flawed application of the Strong
Eviderce Rule plus six fallaciesommon in political falsehoodsherry picking, ad
hominem attack, appeal to emotion, strawman, false dilemma, and false fact lie.

This approach camullify the deceptive power of motivated reasoning, a well
established theory plaining howbiaseddecisionmaking works(Kunda, 1990) The
theoryexplains why once a person is fooled into believing deceptive goals and facts, the
personbecoms highly partisan and their false beliefs are unshakable. Instead of think-
ing logically, they behave abhe Rationalizing Voter t he titl e of Lodge

magnum opug2013) which summarizedecades of empirical remeh i | n s hort, cit
zens are oftepartisanin their political information processing, motivated more by their
desire to maintain prior beliefs and feelin

otherwise optimal decisions ( p WHef & prior belieis false (such as nemwhites
are inferior or climate change denial), deception has occurred and partisan reasoning
will be erroneousThe research centeon theJohn Q. Publicsimulation mode(p28
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73), acalibratednode i nk associ at iasvbeen mmatkads u cwkiscth ui f&
in replicating the processing and behavior

The purpose of deception is to create a false belief that benefits the deceiver at the
expense of the deceivetMotivated reasoning theorgtivides false beiefs into two
broadtypes: False goals and false facts used to rationalize false goals. In a democracy,
false goals are those that do not benefit the common good (the majority of the elec-
torate), and benefit special interests (a minority) instead.

False Ileliefs are created and strengthened by fallacious arguments, which work
when someone fails to spot a fallacy. But once a person learspdhihe-patternof
truth ordeceptiontechnique of Truth Literacy Training, they are inoculated. Fallacies
they havebeen trained on, or logic they cannot identify, can no longer be used to fool
them into a false belief, so they never believe the false belief in the first place or may
guestion a false belief already held. This depends on the level of truth literaxgon pe
has attained.

The premise ofmotivated reasoning theolg that all reasoning is motivated to
achieve either accuracy goals (slow thinking) or partggaels(directional, fast think-
ing). With enough training abygatteaxrgcegnii ence i |
tion (claim training), and how to use that knowledge to act correctly (vote training), suf-
ficiently correct accuracy reasoning can approach the speed of partisan reasoning and
replace it,thereby becominghe reasoninglefaultwhen important new political argu-
ments or facts are encountered, or old ones need review.

Afét he ways by which we are deceived are cc
(Jackson and Jamieson, 200X)thorough program of pattern recognition training can
createa reliable higkspeed pattern recognition heuristi¢ith proper training, ecuracy
reasonings nowautomaticallyused instead of partisan reasw when confronted with
new potentially false inputdecause accuracy reasoning is now fast instead of slow,
and usually correct instead of so easily deceived.per sondés i mportant po
will now tend to be true instead of false, dependingheir level of truth literacy.

Heuristics workby substituing fast and frugal reasoning for slower logical reason-

i n A .heuristic is a strategy that ignores part of itifermation, with the goal of mak-
ing decisionsmore quickly, frugally, and/or accately thanmore complex methods
(Gigerenzer and Gaissmaier, 2011, p. 4B8ttern recognition allows irrelevant infor-
mation to be ignored and not processed, which can speed reasommgh it becomes
instantaneous.

For example, the statement in Figdreontains85 words about a Trade Agreement
Treaty. As soon as a truth literate person spotdalee dilemmapattern inthe 6 words
sayingfiThere are only two choices hérand confims there really are more than two
choices(therealmost alwaysarein politics), they knowthe statements fallaciousand
nothing elsematters Step 3 of the Personal Truth T€Bigure 4, right panebpplies.

Truth Literacy Training employs the preemptive aspect of inoculation theory. Inno-
vating by training on logic pattern recognition instead of misinformation correction
(such as faethecks and news pointing out the truth), as we have done, Cook et al.
(2017) found that inoculating subjects by training on spottingddbalance and fake
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expert strategies fAneutralizedo the negatiywv
scientific consensus on climate change.
Our approach necessarily goes one step further by introducing vote training and
greatly improves training effctiveness by adding a catalog of common fallacies and
The Personal Truth Teddrilling subjects on the catalog of common fallagjasdcor-
rect andflawed application of the Strong Evidence Ruiejcheshigh-speed pattern
recognition in the same manntrat students are drilled on letters of the alphabet,
words, numbersmultiplication tablesobject namedrom pictures of a cat, dogtc
With sufficient practicec i t i zens c¢can nooammbmrfalaceésocantbee tr ut |
spotted in seconds and false neeimfection preventethost of the time.
Peering into the future, what mighsaciety that has achieved universal truth litera-
cy look like? The key cultural trait might be something likBoush et al., 2009, pp.
123 124)

Mar ket pl ace Deception Protection Skill se.
protection will have wellearned mental procedures designed to detect, neutral-

i ze, resist, correct for, and penalize de
sumers adept deception sefprotection will learn to warn and protect friends,

kin, and | oved onesé¢. Most broadly, consun
protection goal as their defaulté.

Discussion

Summary of findings

Our first research questiowas (1) What is the key dynamic structure behind ob-
served declines in liberal democracy and its main root causes?

Using system dynamics, The Dueling Loops of the Political Powerplace rabdel
the democratic backsliding problemascongructed The main root causa the decline
was found to be low political truth literacy. The high leverage paufitere a small
amount of solution force can have a large effect in resolving the root tatemege po-
litical truth literacy from low to hi@. The reasorpopularsolutions haveargely failed
is they push on thimtuitively attractivebutlow leverage points ahore of the trutland
misinformation correction

Our second question wa) Can it be empirically demonstrated, on a preliminary
basis, that the root causes exist and can be resolved?

In general, yesSuccessfusolution policies must focus on thegh leverage poinf
raising political truth literacy from low to high enoughdause the Race to the Top to
become thestronglydominant feedback loopSince this is a novel claiend lies at the
heart of the analysist was empirically tested witl singlesolution elemenin the
Truth Literacy Training study. While the study has not been replicatddvas a labor-
atory rather than a reatorld study results suggest that in the average democracy, po-
litical truth literacy is low and can be raised to high with a small amoueasify ad-
ministered training. The training effect persists with a small decline, easily restored with
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a shortamount of refresh training.he training approachbould be practicallyincorpo-
rated into a citizenodos nrestomadundatidnwiteadt i on, wh
ing, writing, math, and truth literacyVhile study resultsuggesfTruth Literacy Train-
ing is a promising polig, we expect that many diverse solution elements wiltebe
quiredto fully and swiftly resolve the main root cause.
These findngs providethe foundation o comprehensivéheory explainingdlemo-
cratic backsliding Using ahigh-level causadiagram (Figure 1paired with asystem
dynamics model (Figure ZheDueling Loopgheoryexplairs.

1. Why democratic systems are backgtigi This is due tdhe presencef the Duel-
ing Loopsstructureandan unresolvednainroot causdforceR).

2. Why popular solutions tend to falbuperficial solutios (force Shave pushed on
intuitively attractivelow leverage points

3. Why certain innovativesolutionscanbe expected tsucceedFundamental solu-
tions (force F)can push orthe correchigh leverage poinh order to resolve the
main root cause.

Building on these fresh insightsve offer conclusions and suggestiofts practial
next steps foappliedresearch.

Shifting from misinformation correction to misinformation prevention

While factchecks have greatly increased public awareness of the high level of de-
ception in politics and the need to redule success of thaleception, they have en-
joyed less than the effectiveness expected. This is becausihéais follow a strategy
of misinformation correction rather than misinformation prevention.

Beginning in 2003 with FactCheck.org, the global riseditical fact-check organ-
izationsstaffed by professional journalists has shittegllight of truth on deception in

politics. G-Ehecko has ent er eAdtclgs hews hpstgandlesem | e x i c o
presidential debate moderators routinely cite-theicks. The faetheck movement has

invented fAda new style of politi csade kniemgso, on
tradt i on in journalism by holding public figt

(Graves, 2016, p. 6)n theory factchecks should greatly reduce deception success.
However in practicefactchecksand falsehood correctipthe most populasolu-

tions for reducing the damaging effect of political deception, are largely ineffective

(Margolin et al., 2018; Oeldo#firsch et al., 2020; Walter and Murphy, 20#cause

they push on the low leverage pointrfsinformation correctionas diagrammed in

Figurel. i @ce inaccurate beliefs ai@med,they are remarkably difficuto eradicate

Even after people receive clear and credible corrections, misinformation continues to

influence their reasoning: in cognitive psychology this is known asdhgnued influ-

ence effect omisinformatio® (Swire and Ecker, 2018, italics in the origindlhe ef-

fect 1 s so strong that neven i f people do s
mation they previously believed to be true is incorrect, they are unlikely to change their
votingpef er ences or f eel i ngs Othesfound tdessaneoet i t i c al

s u | tjaurnafiséic factchecks can reduce misperceptions but often nainenal ef-
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fects on candidate evaluations or vote choiceBhese findings suggest motivatesh-
soning carcoexist with belief updatm @Nyhan et al., 2019)A recentmetaanalysis of
factchecking studiegk = 30,N =20,963)concl uded that Aln | ine wi
soning literature, the effects of fadtecking on beliefs are quite weak and gradually
become negligible the more the study design resembles-aaddl scenario of expo-
sure to factthecking (Walter et al., 2020)
Two further reasos factchecks are ineffectivare that factheckers have never
solved the problesof:

1. How to get people toead a factheck correspondini a particulafalsehood.
A W almost never observe respondents readfagtaheck of a specific claim in
a fake news article that they réguess et al., 2018Wlisinformation cannot be
corrected if people never read the correction

2. How to factcheckmostpotential falsehoasl Currently this is prohibitively ex-
pensive, though this is expectedrgorovein the longterm with use of artificial
intelligence and natural language proceg¢®raves, 2018)

Both problems can be solved lgacling citizens how to be #&ir own truth-
checkers wittapproaches lik@ruth Literacy Trainingh Gi ve a man a fi sh an
him for a day. Teach a man to fish and you feed hinafidetime ®hetraininggoal is
to become your owtruth-checker rather than fachecker, becaegshe burden of faet
checking is not on theonsumerof a claim but on thereator Claim authors, such as
politicians and writers, must cite reliable sources fomaflortantpremisegfacts)that
are not common knowledge. If this information is not provided, The Personal Truth
Test teaches citizens to reject the claim since its truth is unkao@quite possibly
false.
As of June 2021 there were341 factchecking organizations 102 counties
(Stencel and Luther, 2021piventhe ineffectiveness ofactcheckng, theanalysisre-
sults anda modest amount @mpirical evidence that political truth literacy is low and
can be raised to high with Truth Literacy Trainingwould behoove faetheclers
journalists and news organizatiorte shift from misinformation correction to mis
formation prevention, bgwitching tothe high leverage point ohise political truth
literacy from low to highiif An  ounce of preventi @mnklins worth
1734, referring to the need to protect towns from fires by various preveméotices)

Averting disaster ithe nation that invented modern democracy
Democratic backsliding has reach crisis levels in the US. A recent poll found that:

é large numbers of Joe Biden and Donald Trump voters view the other party

with fear and contapt. € supermajorities of voters in each camp believe the

other side is bent on destroying the country. More than 80 percent of Biden and

Trump voters agree that elected officials
present danger to American democracy. Mor e t han 70 percent of
voters believe that some extreme media voices on the other side should be cen-

sored fAndespite the U.S. Constitutionds Fir
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of Biden and Trump voters believe that Americans who strosgtyport the op-

posite party also threaten the American way of life. In short, politics has stopped

being about how to govern a shared country
t he JMBtyle seuggle for powe(Olsen, 2021)

This is a recipe fodisasterfi e United States is heading into itegtest political
and constitutional crisis since the Civil War, with a reasonable chance over the next
three to four years of incidents of mass violence, a breakdown of federal authority, and
the division of the country into warring red and blue encla&sgan, 2021)fIn
America] te old labelsieftdversusdightbar e f ast becoming outdat e
mocracy versus authoritarianiérfReich, 2021)

The high leverage point for resolving the main root cause of democratic backsliding
is raise political truth literacy from low to highCan high leverage point solutions be
devised and implemented fast enough to avert thegp#ginto an authoritariarstate?

We seethis as realistically possible, considering how close US presideraiad other
elections have been recenttpmeevidencehat pushing on the high leverage point can
work (such as our study, Cook et €017) andSagarin et al.(2002), and the enticing
fact that the high leverage point has never been pushed on before withdalgysolu-
tion elements.

There arenumerousways to push on the high leverage pointdditionto Truth
Literacy Training. Figure 1 lists eight additional sample solution elembt#sy more
are possible. The training itself would need a much broader cataloflacidias pat-
terns to spot, like conspiracy theories, false populism, pugargularemotionalhot
buttors (especially fearangerfage,and hate)sophisticatednisinformationcampaign
patterns like deception by omission and saturafiopp, 2006) and the many custom
new forms of deception that constantly app&ae training can be woven into all forms
of journalistic discourse bglements like centering a news storytba fallacy(s) used,
the importancee a ¢ h  p BTQsptaysdrs the health of democraapaxims like
ADonb6t baen df ofiopDoendédt be a p a wabtheifanored formeadne el s e
deceptionfor certain politiciansand partiesthe four characterists of an authoritarian
to watch for(Levitsky and Ziblatt, 2018, listed on pp-22), ard so onJust as the med-
ical profession can inoculate a populategainst gphysicalvirus to stop a pandemic,
so too careducation anchews professionals inoculate a population agahestmental
virus of political deceptiorto stop democratic backslidjn

If a high leverage point strategyorks, the increase of Race to the Top votes
should, we hope, be enough to offset the rapidly increasing attbgnpkS Republicans
to subvert upcoming electiondasen(2022)lays out in stark detail how a massive elec-
tion subversion attack is underwdyy use ofvoter suppression, voting fraud, suppres-
sive election administratioryiolent acts,and even overturning of undesired election
results fiThe time to act is now, before American democracy disappdasnsen ar-
gues theattackcan be stoppetivo ways,by legalchanges related to electisaform
andfipoliticalor gani zati oné to reinforce norms respe
tion processes. 0
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The high leverage point strategy offers a third waie expectit is likely the only
viable way, since Republicans are already blocking meaningful election reform and
have demonstrated the ability to destrale of law and electionormsamong a suffi-
cient percentage of votevdith easeH a n s e nwWays, légal changes ameinforcing
norms are forms ofmore of the trutFigure 1) about what people should do and are
thus low leverage point strategi€®epublicans have proven that thght political de-
ception will cause people to ignore the law angortantsocial normsnotablywith the
Big Lie that Trump actually won the 2020 election dhe January ,62021attempted
coup Superficial solutionbased ommore of the trutthave dondittle to prevent decep-
tion success. But fundamental solutions like Truth Literacy Training can, because they
strike at the root of the problem.

Consideringhow permanenthe transition tauthoritariansm tends to bemong su-
perpowergsuch afkussiafrom Lenin to Putin beginning in 192thdcommunistChina
beginning in1949, the importance of moving quickly here cannot be understated.

Scientific management tife keyrequiremenfor a healthydemocracy

The analysis behind the Truth Literacy Training study implies a hypothesis the
study itself cannot measure or test. Given the indispensable role of the voter feedback
loop in modern democracy, we propose what can be calletitisum political truth
literacy requiremendf democracy A certainaverageminimumdemocratic truth quo-
tient (minimumDTQ) is required for a healthy sustainable democracy, defined as one
that can consistently achieve its top common good governanceiguaisitely.

Above this mitmum, the dominant loop in a democratic system becomes The Race
to the Top Among Politicianand that democracy works as intend@d.the other hand,
the further a democracy falls below this minimutme more The Race to the Bottom
dominates. As a conseque®, themore suspectablthat democracys to backsliding
and the lower the benefits it will tend to deliver to the majority of its citizens, since the
more it backslides, the greater the share of benefits delivered to the minority (powerful
special interests, aka the ruling elite) and the pegwity given totop common good
problems,such as war, high economic inequalignvironmentakustainability, andn
particulartheloomingclimate change crisis.

We thereforeargue that once a democracy is established, theekgyrementor its
heat h i s t he el e c tifahisastsfigiantlydighe theasgstem &uioQati-
cally improvesall other factorsas neededbecause the system selinages itself in the
preferred direction of optimizing the common good of wing The Race to theop
feedback loopTheseotherfactors include per capita income, inequalgglitical insti-
tutions, and political culture, all seen to be crucial for democcaiisolidation(Dahl
and Shapiro, 2015, p. 196}he better thelemocratic systemmanagers elected, the bet-
ter factors like these will be managed.dominantRace to the Top is nguist an ac-
countability loop. Managegroperly; it is an optimization loop.

If more modeldetail was addetb Figure 2it would show the Race to the Top act-
ing together with &eltManagement of the Common Good of gtbalseeking loop,
whose explicit goal i®ptimizing thelong-term common goodThe goal causegoliti-
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ciansto cooperativelycompete to see who can attract the most supporters by telling

themt he obj ective tr ut lgenerdd walfare ovaliT tméirgainb e st f o1
symmetry there would be an identical opposing loop added toabe #® the Bottom.

Its goal would be thehortterm maximization of my competitive advantggiech as

wealth and power), which is what powerful special interests strivedtmr to the end-

less struggle of survival of the fitteSthis goalseekingstructue providegat the root

cause level) the foundation for the mechanism required to adtiesocial homeosta-
sisandautomatic regulatioso essentiato thehealthyand successfuife of an organ-

ism, whether it be a biological species or a social sy$Rinhardson, 1991, p. 49 and

52).

The selfmanagemenprocesscentersors ci ent i fi ¢ management of
average DTQ, by measurement and improvement as necdsased upon the theory of
democraticbacksliding embodied in Figures 1 and Qomparablesel-management
analogies are: (1) e way the business world cersteon scientific management of
shortterm profit maximization, based on the theory of double entry accounting and a
long cumulativehistory of how differenpractices andorms of management structure
work bestin different business situationand (2) Thevay science itself centers on the
scientific methodand the goal of steady accumulation wdeful causeandeffect
knowledge, based on the theory of controlled experimentation and knowledge of past
experimental results.

Here the three limitingonstrains to be maximized/optimized are DTQ, profits, and
guality ofthe scientific methadnce a sy st e mbakabattieneakorlicne nst r ai nf
iting factor) is fixed by resolving its root cass@thers will appear. For more on this
viewpoint, see the literateron Theory of Constrain{8Vatson et al., 2007)

What the minimunDTQ requirement is for different politicalystems how DTQ
behaves dynamicaliy real systemshowDTQ and the other factors it contraan best
be effectivelyselFmanagedandwhat otherroot cause forcesequire managemeiot-
fers a rich area for furthguolitical scienceesearch.

Beyondthe exploratory modestage

We are under no illusion that tlexploratorysystem dynamicmodel presented in
this paper is sufficient ttead to solution othe democratic backsliding prah in the
fastest,most efficient manner possiblBut we do see the model as a productive first
step in a new directigras an archetype at the heart of political system beh&Viora t 6 s
neededhextfis not necessarily a large model, but a model whichgtakto account a
wide range of known details and which is therefore capable of making predictions with
levels of confidence and insigfiuch] greater than those of an exploratory model
(Homer, 1996)

Where is thegresenimodel weak or flawedPlow canthe modebe revised and cal-
ibrated to match thbackslidingbehavior of particular nations, regions, or the planet as
a whole? What can explain thibree waves of democratization and auatization
(Luhrmann and Lindberg, 2018@nd their timing2Vhy havethe second and thir@n-
termediate)causes identified by Fukuyanf2020)inthi s p aget®m di€ompari-
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son of theanalysis to contemporary theomdsad such a profound effécBince diffi-

cult complex system problems tend to have multiple root causes, what other root causes
exist?Most importantly,how can solution be acceleradnswers to questions like

these arengently needed, anoffer a rich area for further system dynamics research.
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