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Truth Literacy Training: The coresolution element for resolving the
main root cause of democratic backsliding

A precipitous backward slide from democracy to authoatasim/autocracy is

underway. Root cause analysis and a system dynamics simulation model were used
to analyse whyhe backward slideccurred and howt can be reversed. The main

root cause was found to be low political truth literacy. As long as thisvis lo
democracy cannot function as intended because citizens are too easily deceived into
voting against their own best interests. The paper reports on an empirical study of
what appears to be the core solution element for raising political truth literacy:

Truth Literacy Training. Results indicate average political truth literacy is currently
low (the root cause exists) and can be raised to high with a surprisingly small
amount of carefully designed training (the root cause can be resolved). A collection
of sdution elements is required for optimal root cause resolution.

Keywords: democratic backsliding; authoritarianism; root cause analysis; system
dynamics; political truth literagymisinformation
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Introduction

After centuries of democracyds | ong
by collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, Fukuydfma mous |l y decl ar
hi storyo had arrived. Western |ibera

other forms of government and would eventually become the universal norm, bas
on the widespread assumption that high economic developmeireethe efficient
mechanisms of liberal democrat¥his optimistic prediction was shattered by
arrival of a steep slide toward autocratization beginanogind 2000as so clearly
illustrated in Figure 1. The trend continues today.

Why did this happehWhy is democracy backsliding to authoritarianism?

The topic of fAwhy democracies bre
attenti ono3Horwenv esrc,hodleasrpsi.t e this effc
backsliding, though we have long engaged in &gges interminable debate about the
causes of democratic transitions, democratic breakdowns, authoritarian resilience
and democrati‘Specn$okcantayiofrndbhere is
of under which circumstances might instabilitysag® @he literature offers no
satisfactory comprehensive explanation of democratic backsliding and thus no cle
path to analytical solution.
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Figure 1. Patterns of democratization and autocratization over the last 50 years.
Gray areas added. Otheagp hs, such as L uhirtnarnene awa
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begins varies.

The authors addressed this gap in a previous p&padd reference when
analysis paper acceptdsutmake anonymous in submissjon her eaft er
anal ysis paper. o6 Using root cause an
modeling, the analysis paper presented ashejpth analysis of the causal structure of
t he probl em, hi gh Imaimgrbot caute andyhigh léverage poiatb
The key assumption of the analysis, that low political truth literacy is the main roo
cause of the democratic backsliding problem, was empirically tested by the Truth
Literacy Training (TLT) study. Political trutliteracy is the ability to tell truth from
falsehood in political statements meant to influence voters and to make correct
voting decisions based on that information. The analysis and study provide a
compl ete theory, based sacausalstuetaré¢ dand i c a
preliminary empirical evidence, that explains why backsliding occurs, why past
solutions have failed, and how the problem can be solved in a practical manner.

The analysis paper presented the complete analysis and a short summary
the TLT study. This paper presents a summary of the analysis and the full study,
the qualification that TLT is partial solution element for resolving the main root
cause of democratic backsliding. It is naudficientsolution. A collection of
solution elements will be required to fully resolve the main root cause, as well as ¢
additional root causes found in subsequent research.

The analysis and solution should not be interpretédessmnalysis othe
solution, but as an example of what isgbke. The deeper message of the two
papers is that the analysis and solution are an example of how difficulstzalge
social problems like backsliding can be analyzed and solved in an engiAéexing



manner by use of appropriate tools. To clarifyriiessage this paper elaborates on
the analysis method.

The remainder of tapaperbriefly describes the method, then thenmary of
analysis, followed by full description of the TLT study, additional solution element:
and conclusions.

Method

The standardnethod for solving difficult business problems is some version of root
cause analysiRCA), since allcausal problems arise from their root caugesoot
cause is the deepest cause in a causal chain (or the most basic cause in a feedb:s
loop structurejhat can be resolved with practical solutions, without side effects the
create other equal or bigger problems. Resolved means the problem will probably
recur due to that root caud®CA is the systematic practice of finding, resolving, and
preventingrecurrence of the root causes of causal probfethémprove note.

Root causes are found by applying some form of the Five Whys method.
Starting at problem symptoms, the an
root causes are found. This reveals the causal chain (or the feedback loops struct
in more complex problems) running from symptoms to intermediate causes to one
more rod causes. For difficult problems this requires asking why many times.

A causal problem occurs when problem symptanese from one or more
root causeseach of whichmust berectified to solve the problem. Examples are
il l ness or a BExanplestofmardausal probi@rs are tmath problems,
scientific discovery, information search, and puzzle soBsgause altausal
problems arise from their root causes, RCA is the basic process all of us follow wl
solving acausal problem, whether RCAriinologyis usedor not. RCA employs
hundreds of supporting tools and technigtfes

Examples of maturBCA-basedorocesseare Total Quality Management,
Lean Producti on, | SO 9000, NASA6s Ro
MECE i ssue trees. Si x Sigma, the wor
100% of aerospace, motor vehicle, electronics, and pharmaceaticpanies in the
Fortune 5031 MECE issue treé$are the primary problessolving tool for the
worl ddébs top three management strateg
RCA is generic and for difficult problems must be wrapped in a process taitored t
the problem class.

Surveying the business and academic literature, we fouRCAebased
method was available for difficult social problems so we were compelled to develc
one, a common occurrence on novel classes of problems. The result was social f
diagramsA form of causeandeffect (fishbone) diagrams,social force diagrams
use a standard fiih-the-blanks templatéFigure 2)for diagramming the higtevel
causal structure of a difficult largecale social problem in an efficient manner.



Standard Social Force Diagram and Standard Terminology of RCA

Start at Old Symptoms and work from there. Be
sure to get the Root Causes right, because

Undesired Mode
everything depends on that. Add additional layers &

Desired Mode

% Mod
as needed for longer causal chains and additional oce N
. Iy / \ Change N
diagrams for additional subproblems. Old New
Symptoms " Symptoms
Superficial Solution Forces (S)
Law cannot
Superficial  Pushon L resolve Intermediate New
Solutions gverage Causes Intermediate
Points because
S<R Causes
Superficial Layer — Easy to see
Fundamental Layer — Hard to see
Fundamental Solution Forces (F)
High can
Fundamental Pushon L 19 resolve Root New Root
Solutions everage Causes Causes
Points because
F>R T e~
Root Cause New Root
Forces (R) Cause Forces
Autocratic Ruler Problem old Mode New
Symptoms Change Symptoms
A retrospective example of how a difficult large-scale social ymp ) 9 ymp .
problem can be analyzed using root cause analysis. Low median Much higher
quality of life median quality of
while rulers life while leaders

much better off

slightly better off

Superficial Solution Forces (S)

Superficial Solutions Low Leverage Points Intermediate Inteansggiiate
bush Forced Cannot  ©2%*° Causes
Revolution, uprising, _"“*"°%  replacement of eso Mostly bad Mostly good
assassination, coup, etc bad ruler witha rulers leaders
good one S<R
Superficial Layer — Easy to see using traditional methods
Fundamental Layer — Hard to see without structural analysis
Fundamental Solution Forces (F) Root Root W es
Fundamental Solutions High Leverage Points Causes Rule by the
Modern democracy, Pushon The concept that Can No easy way people, via the

to replace a
bad ruler with
a good one (1)

Root Cause
Forces (R)

voter feedback

loop, checks and
balances, etc.
New Root

Cause Forces

- le have rights and "¢
whose essence is the —p» peop
voter feedback loop therefore must have ., 50

power over rulers F>R

(1) More broadly, the root cause is low ruler accountability.

Figure 2. Standard social force diagram template, with an example of how the too
maybe appliedThe superficial layer contains one or more intermediate causes.
Understanding the causal structure of the fundamental layer requires a feedback
model. Some problems require multiple diagrams, since they contain multiple
subproblems (defed by multiple symptoms) and thus multiple root causes.

The diagram is organized into two layers: (1) the superficial (symptomatic) layer c
the problem, where intermediate causes are so easy to see they are routinely ass
to be root causes, and (2etteeper fundamental layer, where by understanding the



probl embs feedback | oop structure it
diagrams are built by starting at problem symptoms and working backward with
AWHY does this o0c cnoatcadsesqne oentl. Athisss dona, t
why past superficial solutions have failed is diagrammed. This is important
knowledge, as it indicates the intermediate causes are indeed intermediate rather
root causes. After the superficial layer of the jpeobis understood, the analyst
follows the causal chain down into the fundamental layer to find the root causes a
fundamental solutions.

Knowledge of the superficial layer and why past solutions failed is mandatc
for solving difficult problems, becaasas Poppét explains:

We are always learning a whole host of things through falsification. We learn not
only thata thing is wrong; we leawvhyit is wrong. Above all else, we gaimaw

and more sharply focused probleamd a new problem, as we alre&dpw, is the
starting point for a new development in science.

After the superficial layer is built a new problem that could not be seen
before comes into sharp focus: What is the feedback loop strtcati@entifiesthe
root cause of the lowest intermediate cause in the superficial layer? What is the h
leverage point for resolving the root cause? What practical solutions can push on
high leverage poinh a manner so wektngineered that the root cause stagoived
and the mode change is relatively permanent?

Social force diagrams center on understanding three key forces. Superficia
solutions (force S) fail because force S is always less than root cause forces (forc
R), indicated on Figure 2 by S<R. By ¢@st, fundamental solutions (force F) can
succeed because if the solutions are properly designed, force F can exceed force
indicated by F>R. Once all three forces are understood and key assumptions hav
been measured or tested, the analyst has aisafficcomplete theory of problem
behavior: Why the problem occurs (force R is unresolved), why present solutions
failing (S<R), and why fundamental solutions can be expected to succeed (F>R).



Summary of analysis

Social force diagram of the demodia backsliding problem

. . Problem Mode New
Democratic Backsliding Problem Symptoms ~ Change  Symptoms
Social Force Diagram Backsliding from Liberal democracy

democracy to becomes the
s rficial Soluti - (S) authoritarianism universal norm
uperticial solution rForces
Intermediat i
Superficial Solutions Low Leverage Point négﬂse I? € New(l)r;tﬁ;rgeimate T
Election of : e
Promote and prove the = Pushon 1o of Cannot politicians not Ele\(/:vtcl)?rlzir?f f?grllilﬁleans
superiority of democracy = 1y =————=—3 working for the democratigc common
over authoritarianism because democratic
S<R good
common good
Fact-checks, articles '“‘Srmediste New(':merm%diale
- ; ) ause ause
social media posts,  pysh on L . Cannot Successful Politicians now
news, etc. pointing —————yp M|5|nfornt1at|on resolve political compete to see
out the truth COrrection  pecause deception who can tell the
S<R most helpful truths
Superficial Layer — Easy to see using traditional methods
Fundamental Layer — Hard to see without structural analysis
Fundamental Solution Forces (F) Main Root ew Main
Fundamental Solutions High Leverage Point Inherent Permanent Race.to
A collection of solution Push on Raise political ~ <ane e\tﬂ\éaFrggacgeetgf t?ﬁeﬂaﬂhsi?%%\f ltlgég
elements, including ———3 truth literacy from——3 4 - B tiom (1 inning strat
Truth Literacy Training low to high because e Bottom (1) winning strategy
) A simoler but | o torm for the main oot F>R Root Cause New Root Cause
O e ok gy torm o e mai rootcaee Forces (R) Forces (R)

Figure3. Social force diagram of the analysis.

The social force diagram for the backsliding prob(&ngure 3) wasleveloped in
this manner: After summarizing problem symptombasksliding from democracy
to authoritarianismweasked: WHY do these symptoms occur? Svoligports that
197 democratic backslides occurred from 1973 to 2018. Of these, 46 were militan
coups and 88 were executive takeovers via election, with takeovers averaging ab
80% of all backslides after the end of the Cold War in 1991. In an examinétion
How Democracies Djd_evitsky and Ziblat®s u mmar i ze t hi s ¢ he
backsliding today begins at the ball
backsliding iselection of politicians not working for the democratic common good
The solution used now is the same solution used before to hasten the spre
of democracy before the backslide began. The solution attempmtsnmwmte and
prove the superiority of democracy over authoritarianigiis is a form ofnore of
the truth The solubn no longer works because since about 2000, authoritarian sta
capacity (government effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law, and control of
corruption) has improved so much worldwide, especially in China, that there is no
longer proof democracy isuperiot’
Next, we asked: WHY doesection of politicians not working for the
common gooaccur? The answer is mainly becaussuwafcessful political deception
Other factors (discussed in the next section) are much less effective. Deception is



main technique used to convince an electorate majority to act against their own b
interests.

The evidence shows that all authoritarians depend heavily on debeptive
provoking a wide range of false beliefs and emotions, especially fear. Mctarthy
describes how this involves fAbellico
to complex longterm problems, populist and racist appeals, identification of false
internal enemies, and more.

Finally, we askedWHY doessuccessful political deceptiatcur?

Answering this required construction of a system dynamics simulation model (Fig
4). The answer was because of itieerent advantage of the Race to the Boftom
summarized as low political truth literacy. Since it appears this can be resolved by
pushing on the high leverage pointraise political truth literacy from low to high

this is the main root cause.

System dynamics model

Model constructiorfFigure4) was driven by understanding whyccessful political
deceptioroccurs. The model captures the essence of thadéftpolitical spectrum,
consequenti al because figl obal pol i ti
and the right. ... The lefight dichotomy occupies a special place, as the most
enduring, universal, and efcompassin



The Dueling Loops of the Political Powerplace

false
false Deception meme size
memes Detection. and l\
The Race to the Appropriate
Actlon
Bottom among B detected
Politicians etecte
Degenerate false memes
Supporters undetected
PP @ false memes
T Main strategy: deception
Serves: special interests,
a minority
Uncommitted
Supporters logical truth
I actlonable quotient
The Race to false memes (LTQ)
the Top among
Politicians
Rational R
Supporters O
Main strategy: truth
Serves: common good, .
the majority approprlate
true action quotient
% memes (AAQ)

Figure4. Feedback loop structure of the backsliding problem. This is a simplified
version of the full system dynamics model. Solid arrows are a direct relationship.
Dashed arrows are an inverse relationship. R and B signify reinforcing and balanc
loops.For haw to readcausal loop diagramsee this articlé®

The backbone of theodelis the two opposing feedback loops dueling for the same
Uncommitted Supporters. Race to the Bottom politicians use deception to gain
supporterswhile Race to the Top politicianse the truth.

The Race to the Bottom feedback loop (the right) represents powerful spec
interests pursuing their own narrow siglferest goals, such as the rich,
authoritarians, managers of large-fwofit corporations, and elite ruling groups of
mary kinds, e.g., the ruling class. All are a small percentage of the electorate. In &
democracy, the main ways a minority can persuade a majority to vote for them ar
force, threats/intimidation, rigged elections, voter suppression, favoritism, or
decepton. Force, threats, and rigged elections are illegal. Voter suppression is mc
illegal. Favoritism is inefficient, as even the rich lack the resources to bribe million
of voters. This leaves deception as the main preferred strategy and explains why
deception is so common in righwing politics. Jeremy Bentham, the father of
utilitarianism, reached the same con
reasoning ...to justify the sacrifice of the interests of the many to the interests of tt
few.... Itfollows that for effecting this purpose they must have recourse to every ki
of fallacy, and address themselves, when occasion requires it, to the passions, th
prejudices, and tHhe ignorance of man



The Race to the Top loop (the left) representselseeking to cooperate in
optimizing the common good of all. Politicians appealing to the left use a strategy
the truth about how they can achieve that goal.

The model uses Da wHKkAments comed infermationo
capable of affectig behavior, such as a fact or an opinion. In the model a meme is
statement that is true or false.

The key model insight is that the size (and hence the attractive power) of a
(false memesn the model) can be inflated, while the size of the trutie (heme}
cannot. From a mathematical perspective, the size of a falsehood can be inflated
saying that 2 + 2 =5, or 7, or even 27, but the size of the truth is always 1. It can
never be inflated by saying anything more than 2 + 2 = 4. Inflation istaszeate
fear when there is nothing to fear, doubt when there is nothing to doubt, the false
promise of Icandosands o f or you when | really
opponent when there is only a small flaw or no flaw, etc. This insight leads t
identification of the main root cause of backsliding:ititeerent advantage of the
Race to the Bottopmepresented on the model lnydetected false meméashe
inherent advantage exists because the opposing loop, the Race to the Top, has n
corresponding variable because there are no inftatednemeso detect. For
simplicity, we usually say the main root cause is low political truth literacy.

Because bits inherent advantage and the goals of powerful special interest
the Race to the Bottom @urrentlythe dominant loop most of the time. Resolving
the root cause leads to a systemic mode ch@figare 3) where the Race to the Top
is now not just thelominant loop most of the tiMeit is permanently dominant,
becauseelling the political trutrabout what is best for the common gesdiow the
winning strategyThere is no longer any cyclic behavior due to oppregsioch as
corruption, high inequaljtof income/wealth, discrimination, and loss of various
rights)followed by peaceful or violent revolution. The end result is democracy now
works as intended and offers such superior benefits to autocracy that after a peric
transition, liberal democrgdecomes the universal norm.

Quantifying the fundamental aspects dfuth literacy behavior

Truth literacy is the ability to tell truth from deceptiow.,to be able to
Aireado the truth. The model toameaburdhe u d
key aspects ofruth literacy. All range from zero to 100%:

(1) LTQ (logical truth quotienyis the ability to logically tell if a deceptive
political claim is true or false.

(2) AAQ (appropriate action quotiehis the ability to take appropriate
action, giverthe perceived truth (using LTQ) of a deceptive political
claim.



(3) DTQ (democratic truth quotientkapolitical truth literacy is the
ability to take correct democratic system action (such as voting
correctly) given a deceptive political claim.

Aper sonob6s DT Gteppmoeess oft(1) geterimiwenthe truth (LTQ)
and then (2) take action given that perceived truth (AAQ). Because of this proces:
the three variables are related by DTQ = LTQ x AAQ, though DTQ is not in the
model.

The single high leverage point in the social force diagram (DTQ) becomes
two high leverage points in the model: LTQ and AAQ. As LTQ rises, so does
detected false memeEhat times AAQ equalactionable false memeActionable
means Al neeéeéchosteaké atti ohmebl i es |
AAQ rises, so doeactionable false memeAs that rises two things happen:
undetected false memescrease, which reduces the power of the Race to the
Bottom, andrue memegcrease, which strengthetige Race to the top.

The key analysis assumption was that the main root cause exists and can
resolved in a practical manner. To test this hypothesis, we performed:

The Truth Literacy Training (TLT) study

Solution element construction and study design

Using our own software and database, a form of online TLT was develope
using a long questionnaire supplemented by training materials (Fguka
elaborate series of pretests was used to refine training and testing design. At one
point we found many suégts were not taking the training seriously, resulting in
widely varying and mostly low scores.

The problem was solved by discovery of an insightful set of experifdemnts
ndi spelling the illusions of invulne
found it was not enough to inoculate subjects by exposure to deceptive statement
and explanation of why they were dec

participantsd sense of wunique invuln
tousedeleses against such ads. o This il
believe they were not susceptible to

the ads containing illegitimate authorities [a form of deception] more effectively th
dd controls. o This was corrected by |
participants can be fooled by ads <co
To dramatically demonstrate to people that they are not invulnerable to
deception, we changed the initgrt of the training. After subjects in groups 2 and 3
answer questions for the first three statements in the Review Section of -ande
before any training has occurred, they read an educational iteim@moncept of
truth literacy. There they arehown their own answers (the first two are usually
wrong) versus the correct answers. The item then says:



I f you

got all the

answers

ri ghpeoplecong

did. In a past survey with 34 participants, none got the answiee fo'st question
right. Three got the answer to the second question right. On the third question 19
people got the answer right.

Wh y

are the first

t wo

questions so

of deception, which makes it terribly difficutt determine how true the claims are.

The
Gener al

reason
Iy, it ods

SoO many
mu c h

peopl e
easi

t he t
t h

got

er to spot

so used to processing true statements from peoplalkvi®, books we read, and so

on.

This shocks people into realizing they are vulnerable to deception. From th
point on, almost all take the questionnaire seriously. From the viewpoint of the
elaboration likelihood model of persuasifrelaboratiormoivation has increased
from low to high. Subsequent training increases their elaboraliity, with the
result that when training is complete, most deceptive persuasion attempts will be
processed (elaborated) correctly and they will not be fooled.

Outline

Getting Started
Introduction
The importance of this survey
Instructions

Review Section
1. Pickpocketing v/
2. Falling Tourism v/
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
Hit y System
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

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?

@ False (O Mostly false O Half true (O Mostly true (O True (O 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?

O Very large impact on voting for them.
O Large impact on voting for them.
O Medium impact on voting for them.
O Small impact on voting for them.
) It would make no difference.
O Small impact on voting against them.
O Medium impact on voting against them.
O 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
example, this would have a Very large impact on voting
Jor them.

Figure5. Truth Literacy Training web page, group 3, claim and vote training. The



subject has completed the training, done in the Getting Started and Review Secti
They have just answered three questions concerning a statement about a Trade
Agreement Traty. The claim in the statement is bolded. All three answers are
correct. The Personal Truth Test is shown on the right panel. Notes are the two v
training rules. Above The Personal Truth Test are summaries of the fallacies grou
2 and 3 were trainedho The subject scrolls to see all Reference Material. Using the
left panel, subjects can navigate anywhere in the questionnaire to review their wo
Checks indicate a completed item.

Using a Prolific online panel, the study was run on 93 US subjectsmiyndo
assigned to three groups. Demographics were age range 22 to 51, average age 3
49% male. Educational levels were 34% high school, 55% college degree, 10% P
All were told this is a decisiemaking study for the purpose of improving the health
of denocracy. The three groups were:

Group 1 (the control group) received training on the neutral topic of how
democracy works.

Group 2 received training on how to tell if a political claim (embedded in a
political statement, such as the one in Figh)revas tue or false, by spotting the
pattern of fallacy or noffallacy used and using the Personal Truth Test, which
includes the Strong Evidence Rule (Fig@ye

Group 3 received the same training as group 2 plus training on how to vote
correctly (given the peeived level of truth of a claim) by applying two rules:
Reward the Truth Teller and Penalize the Deceiver (See Faguotes section for
these rules.). Total time for group 3 averaged 87 minutes, of which about one hot
was training. Group 3 training inlas 37 questions.



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.

=z

3. There is no
credible dissent.

Strong A. If all 3 conditions are satisfied,

Evidence then the claim is true.
Rule

B. If all 3 conditions are not
satisfied, then the claim is false.

C. If you cannot determine if the
conditions are satisfied, the truth of
the claim is unknown, since you
cannot decide its truth.

Figure6. The Strong Evidence Rule.

Thereis a 5minute break after training for all groups, necessary to avoid fatigue at
loss of interest on such a long questionnaire. A follow up study was run later using
differentstatements.

In the test section of the questionnaire (called Decision Making Section in
Figureb), northot statements were presented in random order. Pigghiews how
each statement is followed by three questions: (1) the truth question, (2) an open
endel question designed to maintain cognitive motivation and give us feedback, a
(3) the vote question. The fictious
create interest and political realism without the bias a real country would have
provoked. Deeptive statements contained six fallacies we found common in politic
appeals: cherry picking, ad hominem attack, appeal to emotion, strawman, false
dilemma, and false fact lie, plus flawed application of the Strong Evidence Rule.

In the study, LTQ was nasured by the percent correct for the truth question
for deceptive statements. DTQ was measured by percent correct for vote questiol
for deceptive statements. AAQ is calculated from LTQ and DTQ.

Individual DTQ can theoretically never be higher than L$iQce DTQ uses
the results of LTQ as input. Study results support this prediction.



General results

Figure7. Results of the Truth Literacy Training study. Average scores and 95%
confidence intervals for answers to deceptive statements are shown, with guessir
|l evel s, Cronbachoés alpha, and cal cul
groups were:

171 Trained on neutral topic (control group)

21 Trained on claims

371 Trained on claims and vote

Figure7 summarizes study results for the three groups. Group 1 (the control groug
corresponds to where the average political system is today. Political teuicyi
(DTQ) is low. Group 2 claim training raises LTQ to high but as expected has little
effect on DTQ, which remains still low. Group 3 claim and vote training raises botl
LTQ and DTQ to high.
The key data is LTQ and DTQ for groups 1 and 3. The largeases, from
8% to 76% and from 2% to 67%, -98int and 65point rises, suggest that TLT and
other solution elements are capable of pushing on the high leverage paistof
political truth literacy from low to higlsuccessfully. Group 3 training averdge
about one hour, indicating that TLT, such as in education systems and online
training, wild!@l not require that much
The follow up study 26 days later found LTQ and DTQ for group 3 had
declined from 76% to 66% and 67% to 60%;pint and 7-point falls. After an
average of 30 minutes of refresh training, LTQ and DTQ for group 3 rose to 75%
70%, indicating regular refresh training of some type can work and will be require:



