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1. Lateral reading — leave the page to evaluate a source

< Question (fold —)

A URL ending in a look-alike
domain (mimicking a real outlet)
is a sign to:

Lateral reading is faster than
deep vertical reading because:

Lateral reading helps you quickly
answer the question:

LATERAL reading means, when
you land on an unfamiliar site,
you:

A polished, professional-
LOOKING website is:

A'.org'in a web address means
the site is:

Lateral reading is a strategy
borrowed from:

A quick lateral check ideally
happens:

Fact-checking organizations are
useful for lateral reading because
they:

If lateral reading shows a 'news'
site is actually a single
anonymous blog, you should:

Lateral reading treats a webpage
as:

The FIRST move when you find an
unfamiliar claim online should be
to:

The core question lateral reading
answers quickly is:

Good resources for reading
laterally about a source include:

Which is the strongest evidence a
source is credible?

If a search reveals a source is run

Answer

verify carefully — it may be impersonating a trusted source —
Impersonating domains are a known deception; verify the real source.

a quick check of the source can settle credibility before you invest time —
A fast lateral check often resolves whether a source is worth your time at all.

who is behind this, and can | trust them? — The goal is to learn who created
the information and whether they are credible.

leave the page and check what OTHER sources say about it — Lateral
reading opens new tabs to see what trusted sources say about the site — the
fact-checkers' strategy.

not necessarily trustworthy (appearance is easy to fake) — A slick design
says nothing about accuracy or agenda; readers are often fooled by
professional appearance.

using an open domain anyone can register (NOT proof of trustworthiness)
— '.org'is an open domain; it does not certify a nonprofit or credibility — a
common trap.

professional fact-checkers — The strategy comes from how professional fact-
checkers evaluate sources.

before you invest time reading or believing the page — Vet the source
before committing time or trust to its content.

independently investigate claims and sources — Fact-checkers provide
independent investigation of claims and sources.

lower your trust and seek corroboration — Discovering a thin, anonymous
source warrants caution and cross-checking.

a claim to be investigated, not a document to be trusted on sight —
Approach an unfamiliar page skeptically — investigate before trusting.

open a new tab and find out who is behind it — Before trusting a claim, leave
the page to learn about its source.

can | trust this source before | read further? — It quickly resolves whether a
source is trustworthy enough to engage.

Wikipedia, news coverage, and fact-checking sites — Independent coverage
(Wikipedia, news, fact-checkers) reveals a source's background and reputation.

multiple independent, reputable sources vouch for it — Corroboration by
independent reputable sources is far stronger than any self-signal.

read its claims more critically, seeking corroboration — Knowing the



by a group with a clear agenda,
you should:

VERTICAL reading (the less
reliable habit) means:

Research (Stanford SHEG) found
that professional fact-checkers
evaluate sources by:

The habit that fooled even smart
professors in the SHEG study
was:

Lateral reading empowers
ordinary citizens because it is:

Even a source WITH citations
should be checked because:

An organization's OWN 'About
Us' page is:

Why is lateral reading a core civic
skill in the digital age?

Reading laterally, you would open
a new tab to search for:

Trusting a source because it
'confirms what you already
believe'is:

agenda doesn't automatically make claims false, but it warrants extra scrutiny
and corroboration.

staying on the site and judging it by its own content and appearance —
Vertical reading stays put and trusts the page's look — the very habit that fools
even smart readers (SHEG research).

reading laterally — leaving the site to investigate it — Fact-checkers open
new tabs and check the source's reputation elsewhere, unlike students who
read vertically.

vertical reading (staying on the page) — Even professors were deceived by
reading vertically and trusting a site's appearance.

fast, free, and usable by anyone with a browser — Anyone can read laterally
with a browser — a fast, free defense against misinformation.

citations can be misused, cherry-picked, or misrepresented — Citations
lend an air of authority but can be selective or distorted; verify how they're
used.

what it says about ITSELF — check independent sources too — A source's
self-description is not neutral; verify it against what others say.

it lets citizens quickly judge online information and resist misinformation
— In an information-flooded world, lateral reading is a fast, evidence-based
defense against being misled.

the source's name to see what others say about it — Search the source itself
to learn its reputation and background.

confirmation bias, not verification — Agreement with your beliefs isn't
evidence of accuracy — that's confirmation bias.



2. Source credibility — authority, ownership, and funding

< Question (fold —)

A source can be an EXPERT in one
field but not credible in:

A source's credibility is best
described as:

Building the habit of checking
credibility protects you from:

A source with an undisclosed
conflict of interest is concerning
because:

Checking a source's OWNERSHIP
can reveal:

A credible source is willing to:

Sponsored content (paid to look like
an article) should be evaluated as:

EXPERTISE means a source has:

Why does evaluating source
credibility matter for a citizen?

Popularity (many shares/views) is:

A credible news outlet typically:

A source with genuine expertise on
a topic is more credible on:

If you can't find WHO is behind a
source, its credibility is:

A primary source is:

A source that regularly issues
corrections is showing:

Anonymous online content should
be treated as:

The date of a source matters
because:

The credibility of a claim can differ

Answer

an unrelated field it comments on — Authority in one area doesn't transfer
to unrelated topics — beware borrowed authority.

a judgment based on evidence, not a fixed label — Credibility is an
evidence-based, topic-specific judgment — not an all-or-nothing label.

being misled by unreliable but convincing-looking sources — Routine
credibility checks guard against slick but unreliable sources.

a hidden stake can bias its claims without readers knowing —
Undisclosed stakes can distort a source's claims; transparency lets readers
weigh them.

whose interests it may serve — Knowing who owns a source hints at the
interests behind its content.

show its evidence and sources — Credible sources make their evidence and
sources available for checking.

advertising, with the sponsor's interest in mind — Sponsored content
serves the sponsor's interest — read it as advertising.

relevant knowledge or credentials in the topic — Expertise is genuine,
relevant knowledge — not popularity or presentation.

sound civic decisions depend on trustworthy information — Democratic
participation relies on citizens distinguishing trustworthy information from
the unreliable.

not a reliable measure of accuracy — Widely shared content can still be
false; virality isn't verification.

corrects its errors and separates news from opinion — Transparency,
corrections, and a news/opinion distinction are marks of credible journalism.

that topic than an unrelated one — Expertise raises credibility within the
field of expertise, not beyond it.

hard to establish (a reason for caution) — Without knowing the
author/owner, you can't assess credibility — be cautious.

a firsthand or original record of something — Primary sources are
original/firsthand (e.g. a dataset, a law's text, an eyewitness).

accountability (a credibility signal) — Correcting errors openly signals
accountability and builds credibility.

harder to verify (you can't assess the author's credibility) — Anonymity
removes a key credibility signal; such claims need corroboration.

information can become outdated as facts change — For evolving topics,
an out-of-date source may no longer be accurate.



from the credibility of the person
because:

To judge a source's credibility,
useful questions include who wrote
it and:

Wikipedia is useful for lateral
reading mainly to:

A source's FUNDING matters
because:

A secondary source:

If two credible sources disagree on
a fact, a good next step is to:

A think tank's stated mission can
hint at:

Comparing what a source says
about itself to what INDEPENDENT
sources say is:

even credible people can make unsupported claims — Judge the claim's
evidence too; a credible person can still assert something unsupported.

who funds or owns it, and what expertise they have — Authorship,
ownership, funding, and expertise are key credibility signals.

get a quick overview and links about a source — Wikipedia offers a fast
overview and links to investigate a source further — a starting point.

who pays can shape what a source emphasizes or omits — Funding can
create incentives that influence coverage; knowing the funder informs your
scrutiny.

interprets or summarizes primary sources — Secondary sources analyze
or summarize primary material; both can be useful with scrutiny.

look for more evidence and the strongest reasoning on each side — Seek
additional evidence and weigh the reasoning rather than choosing by
preference.

the perspective it is likely to promote — An organization's mission
suggests the perspective it advances — useful context.

a strong credibility check — Contrasting self-description with independent
accounts reveals credibility.



3. Bias and framing — how presentation shapes meaning

< Question (fold —)

Word choice like 'freedom
fighter' vs 'rebel' for the same
person is an example of:

Recognizing a source's bias
should lead you to:

A photo's CROP can create bias
by:

Detecting framing does NOT
mean:

Why is understanding bias and
framing essential to media
literacy?

Comparing coverage of one
event across several outlets
helps you:

To escape an echo chamber, a
person can:

Two accurate headlines about
the same event can differ by:

A neutral-sounding label can still
carry a frame because:

Confirmation bias in a READER is
the tendency to:

Describing the same policy as a
'cut' vs a 'savings' is an example
of:

BIAS in a source means:

Noticing what a report OMITS is
important because:

The tone of a message (alarmed,
calm, outraged) is part of its:

A story that presents only one
side's quotes exhibits:

Understanding bias and framing
ultimately helps a citizen:

Answer

framing through connotation — Different words with different connotations
frame the same subject differently.

weigh its claims carefully and seek other perspectives — Bias is a reason for
careful weighing and cross-checking, not automatic acceptance or rejection.

including or excluding context that changes the impression — What a photo
includes or leaves out frames the viewer's understanding of the scene.

concluding every framed message is a lie — All communication is framed;
detecting a frame is about understanding it, not calling it false.

it lets you see how presentation shapes meaning and read more
independently — Recognizing framing frees you to interpret information on
your own terms rather than the framer's.

see the different frames and get a fuller picture — Multiple frames reveal
what each emphasizes or omits, building a more complete understanding.

deliberately seek credible sources with different perspectives —
Intentionally engaging credible differing perspectives counters an echo
chamber.

which facts they emphasize and what they leave out — Even true headlines
frame differently by emphasis and omission, steering interpretation.

the choice to use it emphasizes a particular angle — Even neutral-seeming
choices emphasize an angle — framing can be subtle.

favor information that agrees with what they already believe —
Confirmation bias leads us to accept agreeing info uncritically and dismiss
disagreeing info — a self-check for readers.

framing through word choice — Different words (‘cut' vs 'savings') frame the
identical fact to evoke different reactions.

a consistent slant that favors one perspective — Bias is a systematic lean;
recognizing it helps you weigh a source, not automatically dismiss it.

omission can shape impressions as much as what's included — What's left
out can distort understanding just as much as what's put in.

framing (it shapes the emotional reading) — Emotional tone frames how the
audience feels about the same facts.

one-sided framing — Quoting only one side frames the story in that side's
favor.

interpret media on their own terms — Recognizing framing lets you interpret
information independently.



An 'echo chamber' is when
someone mostly encounters:

Selection bias in a news story is

when:

Recognizing framing is a skill that

applies to:

FRAMING is:

A key question for detecting
framing is:

A way to counter your OWN
confirmation bias is to:

The same statistic placed in
different contexts can:

Bias in a source does NOT
automatically mean:

Every source has SOME
perspective, so the goal is to:

views that agree with what they already think — Echo chambers surround
people with agreeing views, reinforcing existing beliefs.

which stories or facts get covered creates a skewed picture — Choosing
which events/facts to cover (and which to ignore) shapes the overall impression.

all media, including sources you agree with — Framing shapes all messages
— apply the skill even to sources you like.

how information is presented, which shapes how it's understood —
Framing is the angle, word choice, and selection that shape a message's
meaning.

what is being left OUT of this message? — Noticing omitted context or
alternative framings is central to reading critically.

deliberately seek out and steelman opposing views — Actively engaging the
strongest opposing arguments checks your own bias.

support very different framings — Context and comparison change how a
statistic is understood.

everything it reports is false — A biased source can still report true facts; read
it critically rather than dismissing it wholesale.

understand the perspective and read across multiple sources — Perfect
neutrality is rare; reading across perspectives gives a fuller picture.



4. Claims and evidence — claim, warrant, and support

< Question (fold —)

A strong argument has a claim,
relevant evidence, AND:

Good reasoning treats a claim's
evidence as:

Anecdotal evidence (a single
story) is:

Testimony from an eyewitness
is:

Cherry-picking evidence means:

The claim 'this policy will help
the economy' is supported best
by:

Distinguishing a claim from the
evidence for it lets you ask:

Asking for the SOURCE of a
claimed fact is:

A testable claim is one that:

The strength of evidence
depends partly on its:

EVIDENCE is:

A WARRANT is:

Evidence that does NOT actually
relate to the claim is:

An argument can have TRUE
premises but still be:

Correlation (two things
occurring together) does NOT
by itself prove:

Evaluating a claim's evidence,
you should ask whether it is:

A claim that cannot be tested or

Answer

a warrant linking the evidence to the claim — Claim + evidence + warrant
together make a complete, evaluable argument.

the basis for how much to believe it — How much to believe a claim should
track the strength of its evidence.

weak for a general claim (one case may not represent the whole) — A single
anecdote can illustrate but rarely proves a general claim; systematic evidence is
stronger.

evidence that should still be weighed for reliability — Eyewitness testimony is
evidence but can be mistaken; weigh its reliability.

selecting only the data that supports your claim while ignoring the rest —
Cherry-picking presents a biased slice of evidence; honest reasoning weighs all
relevant data.

relevant data and sound reasoning about its effects — Regardless of the
policy, the SUPPORT that matters is relevant evidence + reasoning, not
confidence or repetition.

does this evidence actually support this claim? — Separating claim and
evidence focuses you on whether the support is adequate.

a reasonable and important step — Requesting a claim's source is basic to
evaluating its evidence.

could in principle be checked against evidence — Testable claims can be
evaluated with evidence — the kind argument and inquiry can resolve.

quantity and quality, not just its existence — Strong support needs sufficient,
high-quality evidence — not merely some evidence.

the facts, data, or examples offered to support a claim — Evidence is the
factual support (data, examples, testimony) backing a claim.

the reasoning that connects the evidence to the claim — The warrant is the
logical bridge explaining WHY the evidence supports the claim.

irrelevant (it doesn't support the claim even if true) — True-but-unrelated
evidence provides no support; relevance is required.

invalid if the premises don't support the conclusion — Validity is about
structure; true premises can still fail to support the conclusion.

causation (that one caused the other) — Two variables can correlate without
one causing the other; causal claims need more than correlation.

relevant, sufficient, and from a credible source — Good evidence is relevant
to the claim, sufficient in amount/quality, and credibly sourced.

hard to evaluate as true or false — Unfalsifiable claims can't be evaluated with



checked in any way is:

A CLAIM is:

Why is distinguishing claims
from evidence essential to
reasoning?

A FACT differs from an OPINION
in that a fact:

When someone makes a claim,
a fair and useful response is to:

An unsupported claim (asserted
with no evidence) should be
treated as:

A single study is:

Evidence that conflicts with a
claim should be:

An assertion made with great
confidence but no evidence is
still:

evidence.

a statement asserted to be true that can be supported or challenged — A
claim is an assertion open to support or challenge — the thing an argument tries
to establish.

it lets you judge WHETHER a claim is actually supported — Separating a claim
from its support is the foundation of judging whether to believe it.

can be verified against evidence — Facts are verifiable; opinions express
judgments or values (and can still be well- or poorly-reasoned).

examine the evidence and reasoning, not just the person — Sound
evaluation engages the evidence and warrant, not the arguer's character
(avoiding ad hominem).

not yet established — ask for the evidence — A bare assertion isn't
established; the reasonable response is to seek its evidence.

one piece of evidence, best confirmed by others — One study is suggestive;
robust conclusions need replication and convergence.

weighed honestly, not ignored — Honest reasoning weighs disconfirming
evidence rather than ignoring it.

an unsupported claim — Confidence doesn't supply evidence; the claim
remains unsupported.



5. Steelmanning — engaging the strongest opposing case

< Question (fold —)

A good steelman of an
argument you disagree
with should:

Why is steelmanning a
cornerstone of good
deliberation?

Steelmanning is a sign of
intellectual:

If you steelman a claim
and find a real flaw, your
critique is:

If you can steelman an
opposing view and STILL
disagree, your position is:

The principle of CHARITY
in argument means:

A steelman should
capture the opposing
view's:

STRAWMANNING is the
fallacy of:

Steelmanning is especially
valuable on contested
issues because it:

Steelmanning a view you
find distasteful is valuable
because it:

Practicing steelmanning
improves your own
thinking by:

The difference between
steelman and strawman
is:

The opposite of
steelmanning is:

Steelmanning takes effort

because it requires you to:

A discussion where both

Answer

be one the other side would recognize as fair — A fair steelman is one the opponent
would accept as an accurate, strong statement of their view.

it makes disagreement productive by engaging real, strong arguments fairly —
Deliberation works when people engage each other's best arguments honestly — the
essence of steelmanning.

honesty and confidence — Willingly engaging the strongest opposition reflects
honesty and confidence, not weakness.

more convincing because it targets the best version — A critique that defeats the
strongest version is far more persuasive.

stronger, because it survives the best counterargument — Disagreeing after
honestly engaging the strongest opposing case makes your view more defensible.

interpreting others' arguments in the most reasonable way — Charitable
interpretation reads an argument in its best light before critiquing it.

best reasons and strongest evidence — Steelmanning captures the strongest
reasons and evidence on the other side.

misrepresenting an opposing view to make it easier to attack — A strawman
distorts the opponent's view into a weak version, then knocks that down — a dishonest
move.

builds understanding and reduces polarization — Engaging the best of the other
side fosters mutual understanding rather than caricature and division.

tests whether your rejection is well-reasoned — Engaging a view's best form tests
whether your rejection rests on good reasons.

exposing you to the best arguments and testing your reasons — Engaging the
strongest opposing arguments sharpens and stress-tests your own reasoning.

strongest fair version vs weakest distorted version — Steelman = the best fair
version; strawman = a distorted weak version. Opposites.

strawmanning — Strawmanning (distorting to a weak version) is the opposite of
steelmanning.

understand a view you may disagree with — You must genuinely understand a view
to state its strongest form.



sides steelman each other
tends to be:

Steelmanning is ultimately
a practice of:

Steelmanning helps a
GROUP discussion by:

Steelmanning BEFORE you
respond helps because it:

Steelmanning requires
you to:

Rapoport's rules suggest
that before criticizing, you
should first:

Engaging a strawman
instead of a steelman
means your rebuttal:

The instinct to make an
opponent look foolish is:

STEELMANNING an
argument means:

On a genuinely contested
VALUES question, a
responsible thinker:

Attacking a distorted
version of someone's
argument is:

more productive and respectful — Mutual steelmanning fosters respectful,
productive discussion.

intellectual honesty — Steelmanning embodies intellectual honesty — engaging ideas
at their best.

keeping it focused on real arguments, not caricatures — It keeps discussion
anchored to genuine arguments rather than caricatures.

ensures you're addressing the real, strongest argument — Engaging the strongest
form makes your response substantive and fair.

genuinely understand the opposing view first — You can only steelman a view
you've genuinely understood.

restate the other position so clearly they say 'thanks, | wish I'd put it that way' —
Rapoport's rules begin with re-expressing the opponent's view so accurately they'd
endorse your summary.

misses the real argument — Refuting a distortion leaves the actual argument
standing.

the strawman temptation to resist — Wanting to make opponents look foolish leads
to strawmanning — resist it.

stating the opposing view in its STRONGEST, most reasonable form —
Steelmanning represents the other side at its best before responding — the opposite
of strawmanning.

steelmans all sides and weighs their trade-offs, rather than declaring one simply
'correct' — For contested values, the mature move is to illuminate each side's
strongest case and trade-offs — not to pronounce a winner.

a strawman fallacy (it doesn't refute their real view) — Refuting a distortion leaves
the actual argument untouched — a strawman.



6. Logical fallacies — structural flaws in reasoning

< Question (fold —)

A LOGICAL FALLACY is:

A genetic fallacy judges a claim

based on:

A CIRCULAR argument
(begging the question):

An AD HOMINEM fallacy
attacks:

An identical argument
structure with a false

conclusion shows the

argument is:

The best response to a
fallacious argument is to:

A RED HERRING introduces:

Being able to name fallacies
protects you from:

A'whataboutism' response
deflects criticism by:

A STRAWMAN fallacy:

Detecting a fallacy requires
focusing on the argument's:

Two wrongs make a right is a
fallacy because:

A SLIPPERY SLOPE fallacy
claims:

A FALSE DILEMMA (false
dichotomy) presents:

Spotting a fallacy in an
argument means the
CONCLUSION is:

Post hoc (false cause)
reasoning assumes that
because B followed A:

Answer

a flaw in reasoning that weakens an argument — A fallacy is a structural
reasoning error — the argument fails even if it sounds persuasive.

its origin rather than its actual merits — The genetic fallacy accepts/rejects a
claim by where it came from, not its merits.

assumes the very conclusion it's trying to prove — Circular reasoning uses the
conclusion as its own premise, proving nothing.

the person making the argument instead of the argument itself — Ad
hominem targets the arguer's character rather than refuting their reasoning.

logically invalid (the structure doesn't guarantee the conclusion) — If the
same structure can produce a false conclusion, the structure itself is invalid.

name the flaw and ask for sound reasoning — Identify the reasoning flaw and
request a properly supported argument.

an irrelevant distraction from the actual issue — A red herring diverts
attention to an unrelated point instead of addressing the argument.

being persuaded by flawed but slick arguments — Recognizing fallacies shields
you from convincing-but-flawed reasoning.

pointing to someone else's wrongdoing instead of addressing the issue —
Whataboutism dodges the argument by redirecting to another's faults.

misrepresents an opponent's argument to attack a weaker version — A
strawman distorts the opposing view into an easier target.

structure and whether premises support the conclusion — Fallacy detection
examines whether the reasoning actually supports the conclusion.

another's wrongdoing doesn't justify your own — Pointing at another's wrong
doesn't justify or refute the issue at hand.

one small step will inevitably lead to an extreme outcome, without
justification — A slippery slope asserts an unsupported chain from a small step
to a dire end.

only two options when more actually exist — A false dilemma forces a choice
between two options, hiding other possibilities.

not yet supported by THIS argument (it could still be true for other reasons)
— A fallacy means the argument fails to support its conclusion — the conclusion
might still be true on other grounds.

A must have caused B — Post hoc mistakes sequence for causation: 'after this,
therefore because of this.'



An argument's being
persuasive does NOT
guarantee it is:

An APPEAL TO EMOTION

becomes fallacious when it:

The fallacy of moving the
goalposts happens when
someone:

A HASTY GENERALIZATION
draws a broad conclusion
from:

Why is recognizing logical

fallacies an essential reasoning

skill?

The 'no true Scotsman' fallacy

defends a claim by:

An APPEAL TO AUTHORITY
becomes a fallacy when:

If someone commits a fallacy,

the fair response is to:

The fallacy 'everyone believes

it, so it's true' is:

logically sound — Persuasiveness and logical soundness are different; fallacies
can be persuasive.

replaces evidence and reasoning rather than supplementing them — Emotion
can accompany good reasoning, but substituting feeling for evidence is fallacious.

changes the criteria after they've been met — Shifting the standard after it's
satisfied is the moving-the-goalposts fallacy.

too few or unrepresentative examples — Generalizing from insufficient
examples is a hasty generalization.

it helps you evaluate arguments on their merits and resist manipulation —
Spotting flawed reasoning lets you judge arguments fairly and avoid being misled.

redefining terms to exclude counterexamples — It dodges counterexamples by
arbitrarily redefining the category.

the 'authority’ is not actually an expert on the topic — Citing a real, relevant
expert is fine; the fallacy is invoking irrelevant or fake authority.

point out the specific flaw, not ridicule them — Name the specific reasoning
flaw respectfully rather than ridiculing the person.

an appeal to popularity (bandwagon) — Truth isn't determined by how many
people believe something — the bandwagon fallacy.



7. Rhetoric and persuasion — ethos, pathos, logos, and technique

< Question (fold —)

An advertisement using a
celebrity's fame to sell a
product relies mainly on:

Emotional appeals are:

ETHOS as a mode of
persuasion appeals to:

Understanding rhetoric lets a
citizen:

A personal story meant to
make the audience feel
sympathy is primarily:

Rhetorical questions can
persuade by:

Recognizing a persuasion
technique in a message helps
you:

An argument that relies ONLY
on emotion, with no reasons,
is:

Rhetorical awareness makes
you a:

LOGOS as a mode of
persuasion appeals to:

Analyzing a persuasive
message means asking both
HOW it persuades and:

Recognizing an appeal doesn't
tell you whether the claim is
true because:

PATHOS as a mode of
persuasion appeals to:

A speaker establishing shared
values with the audience is
building:

Overusing fear (pathos)

Answer

ethos (borrowed credibility) — Celebrity endorsements borrow the celebrity's
credibility/appeal — an ethos appeal (often a weak one).

legitimate when honest and paired with real reasons, manipulative when
they replace them — Emotion isn't inherently bad; the ethical line is whether it
accompanies or replaces reasons.

the speaker's credibility and character — Ethos persuades through the
speaker's trustworthiness and authority.

appreciate skillful communication while still evaluating the substance —
Rhetorical awareness lets you value good communication and still judge the
argument's substance.

pathos — An emotional anecdote appeals to feeling — pathos.

leading the audience to a conclusion they seem to reach themselves —
Rhetorical questions guide the audience toward a conclusion without stating it
outright.

separate HOW it persuades from WHETHER its claim is true — Noticing the
technique lets you evaluate the underlying claim on its own merits.

weak (emotion alone doesn't establish a claim) — Emotion without reasons
doesn't establish a claim's truth.

more critical and independent audience member — Understanding rhetoric
lets you engage messages critically and independently.

logic, reasoning, and evidence — Logos persuades through reasoning and
evidence.

whether its claim is actually supported — Good analysis examines the
technique AND the underlying claim's support.

the technique is separate from the claim's evidence — Spotting how a message
persuades is separate from whether its claim is supported.

the audience's emotions — Pathos persuades by evoking emotion in the
audience.

ethos (connection and credibility) — Connecting through shared values builds
credibility and rapport — part of ethos.



without reasons can slide into:

A'bandwagon' appeal urges
you to believe something
because:

A trustworthy speaker who
also gives evidence combines:

Repetition of a slogan is a
persuasion technique that
works by:

Why is understanding
persuasion techniques
important in a democracy?

A statistic used to support a

point is primarily an appeal to:

Persuasion becomes
MANIPULATION when it:

A logical chain of reasons and
evidence is an appeal to:

The strongest arguments
typically combine:

A speaker citing their years of
experience is using:

Vivid imagery in a message
primarily works through:

manipulation — Relying on fear without reasons crosses into manipulation.

many others already do — Bandwagon persuades by popularity (‘everyone thinks
so') rather than merit.

ethos and logos — Credibility plus evidence blends ethos and logos effectively.

making an idea feel familiar and true through exposure — Repeated exposure
can make claims feel true (familiarity), independent of evidence.

citizens face constant persuasion and must judge messages on their merits —
In a media-saturated democracy, recognizing how messages persuade is essential
to independent judgment.

logos — Data/statistics appeal to logic and evidence — logos.

deceives or exploits emotions to bypass reasoning — Ethical persuasion is
honest and open to scrutiny; manipulation deceives or exploits to bypass
judgment.

logos — Structured reasoning and evidence appeal to logic — logos.

credible ethos, appropriate pathos, and solid logos — Effective, honest
persuasion blends credibility, appropriate emotion, and sound reasoning.

ethos — Establishing credibility via experience is ethos.

pathos (emotional engagement) — Vivid imagery engages emotion — a pathos
technique.



8. Statistics in the news — what a number shows and hides

< Question (fold —)

Two variables can correlate
because a THIRD factor
influences both — this is a:

'Correlation is not causation'
warns us that a headline linking
two trends may:

A rate (per 100,000) is often
more informative than a raw
count because it:

'Average' can refer to the mean
OR the median, which matters
because:

A survey asking a leading
question (worded to suggest an
answer) produces:

A statistic can be technically
TRUE yet misleading if it:

A number without its source or
method is:

To interpret a statistic, a key
question is:

Statistical literacy lets citizens
evaluate data claims:

Alarge RAW NUMBER (e.g.
10,000 cases') is most
meaningful when compared to:

CORRELATION between two
variables means:

The AVERAGE (mean) can be
misleading when:

A SAMPLE that isn't
representative of the
population leads to:

A statistic from a source with a
stake in the result should be:

Statistical literacy helps a
citizen:

Answer

confounding variable — A confounder can drive a correlation without either
variable causing the other.

have no causal relationship despite the apparent link — A reported
correlation doesn't establish that one thing causes the other.

accounts for the size of the group — Rates adjust for population size, allowing
fair comparison.

they can differ, especially in skewed data — Mean and median can diverge in
skewed data, so 'average' should be specified.

biased results — Leading wording nudges respondents, biasing the results.

omits context that would change its interpretation — Selective true numbers,
stripped of context, can create a false impression.

hard to trust — A statistic with no known source or method can't be trusted.

compared to WHAT? (what's the baseline or context?) — Numbers need a
comparison point — a baseline or context — to mean anything.

on their merits rather than being impressed or intimidated — Understanding
statistics lets you judge numerical claims on their actual merits.

the total it comes from (as a rate or percentage) — A raw count needs context
— arate or percentage of the whole — to be interpreted.

they tend to change together — NOT that one causes the other — Correlation
shows association, not cause; a causal claim needs more evidence.

a few extreme values skew it away from the typical case — Outliers pull the
mean; the median often better represents the typical value in skewed data.

biased results that don't generalize — An unrepresentative sample produces
conclusions that don't hold for the whole population.

checked against independent data — A number from an interested party
warrants cross-checking with neutral sources.

interpret data-driven claims critically instead of being impressed by
numbers — Understanding statistics lets you evaluate numerical claims rather
than being swayed by them.



Why is understanding statistics
essential for evaluating news?

A PERCENTAGE increase can be
misleading when:

A graph that cherry-picks a
short time window can:

A graph with a truncated y-axis
(not starting at zero) can:

A survey's result depends
heavily on:

Comparing two things using
different scales or units is:

Big, scary numbersin a
headline should prompt you to
ask:

The MEDIAN is often more
informative than the mean
when data is:

Before trusting a striking
statistic, you should ask:

A poll's 'margin of error' tells
you:

numbers are persuasive but easily misused; critical reading prevents being
misled — Because data carries authority and can mislead, statistical literacy is a
core defense for an informed citizen.

the starting number is very small (a big % of a tiny base) — A '100% increase'
from 2 to 4 sounds dramatic but is a tiny absolute change — the base matters.

hide a longer-term trend — Selecting a favorable window can conceal the
broader trend.

exaggerate small differences visually — Cutting the axis makes minor
differences look dramatic — a common visual distortion.

who was asked (the sample) and how the question was worded — Sample
representativeness and question wording strongly affect a survey's validity.

misleading (an apples-to-oranges comparison) — Comparing across
inconsistent scales/units distorts the comparison.

out of how many, and compared to what? — Context — the denominator and
comparison — determines a number's real meaning.

skewed by outliers — For skewed distributions, the median better represents
the typical value.

where it came from and how it was measured — The source and
measurement method determine whether a statistic is reliable.

the range within which the true value likely falls — The margin of error gives
the likely range around the reported estimate.



9. Civic institutions and process — how decisions get made

< Question (fold —)

The idea that power should be
LIMITED is reflected in:

An INFORMED citizen
participating in a process
should:

A free press contributes to
civic life by:

Understanding institutions
helps a citizen avoid:

A 'check and balance' is a
mechanism that:

Accountability in government
means officials:

Civic participation can take
many forms, including:

Separation of powers refers to:

Civil society groups
(nonprofits, associations)
contribute to civic life by:

Knowing which institution
handles an issue helps a
citizen:

Following a bill or policy from
proposal to decision helps you
see:

Understanding how a public
decision gets made means
tracing:

Why is understanding civic
institutions and process
important?

Following the actual PROCESS
of a decision guards against
believing:

Understanding civic process
turns a citizen from a spectator
into:

Answer

constitutions, checks and balances, and the rule of law — Constitutions,
checks and balances, and the rule of law all constrain power.

understand the issue and the relevant procedure — Effective participation
combines understanding the issue with knowing the process.

informing the public and scrutinizing power — A free press informs citizens
and holds power to account.

the false belief that a single person or post controls everything — Knowing
how power is distributed corrects the myth that one actor decides everything.

lets one part of government limit another — Checks and balances let branches
restrain each other, preventing abuse.

can be held responsible for their actions — Accountability ensures officials
answer for their decisions and actions.

voting, contacting officials, attending meetings, and organizing —
Participation ranges across voting, advocacy, meetings, and organizing.

dividing government authority among different branches to check each
other — Dividing authority among branches lets each check the others, limiting
concentrated power.

organizing people around shared interests and informing debate — Civil
society organizes participation and adds voices and information to public debate.

direct their effort where it can matter — Understanding institutional roles lets
you focus effort where it's effective.

the multiple steps and actors that shape the final result — Real decisions pass
through many steps and stakeholders — tracing them builds understanding.

the process and institutions involved, not just the final outcome — Civic
literacy follows how a decision moves through institutions and steps, not just the
result.

it lets citizens participate effectively and hold power accountable — Knowing
how decisions are made empowers meaningful participation and accountability.

misinformation about how it was made — Knowing the real process helps you
spot false accounts of how a decision happened.

an informed participant — Knowing how decisions are made enables active,
informed participation.



Local governments typically
decide matters like:

An independent judiciary
matters because it:

Elections are a civic process
that:

The RULE OF LAW means:

A citizen wanting to influence a
local issue would typically
engage:

Transparency in government
means:

Different levels of government
(local, state, national) exist so
that:

Public comment periods and
hearings exist so that:

Federalism divides power
between:

A key benefit of knowing civic
PROCESS is that a citizen can:

community-level issues (e.g. local roads, schools, zoning) — Different issues
are handled at local, state, and national levels; local government handles
community matters.

can rule impartially, even against powerful actors — Judicial independence
allows impartial rulings, including against the powerful.

let citizens choose representatives and hold them accountable — Elections
give citizens a voice in choosing and holding leaders accountable.

everyone, including officials, is subject to the same laws — Under the rule of
law, no one — including those in power — is above the law.

local government or community meetings — Local issues are addressed
through local government and community forums.

decisions and information are open to public scrutiny — Transparency lets
citizens see and evaluate how decisions are made.

decisions can be made at the appropriate scale — Multiple levels let decisions
be handled at the scale that fits the issue.

citizens can provide input before a decision is finalized — These mechanisms
let the public contribute to decisions in progress.

national and regional (state/local) governments — Federalism splits authority
between national and regional governments.

identify WHERE and HOW to have input — Knowing the process reveals the
points where citizens can weigh in effectively.



10. Rights and responsibilities — balancing a right

< Question (fold —)

Reasonable people can disagree
about balancing rights because:

When two people's rights
CONFLICT, a fair approach is to:

The idea of EQUALITY before the
law means:

A responsibility that comes with
the right to free expression is:

Understanding rights AND
responsibilities makes a citizen:

A citizen's responsibility to stay
informed supports their right to:

Reasoning about whether a right
has LIMITS involves considering:

The claim that a right is 'absolute’
(no limits ever) is:

Why is reasoning carefully about
rights essential in a democracy?

The tension between individual

freedom and the common good is:

Respecting others' rights while
exercising your own is part of:

A responsible citizen exercising a
right considers:

Free expression is widely valued
because it:

Understanding rights AND

responsibilities helps prevent:

A thoughtful position on a rights
question can change when:

Balancing liberty and security
involves:

Answer

they weigh competing values differently — Different, legitimate value
priorities lead reasonable people to different balances — not necessarily
ignorance.

weigh the competing interests and look for a balanced resolution —
Conflicts of rights call for weighing interests and seeking a balanced,
principled resolution.

the law applies the same to everyone — Equality before the law means the
same rules apply to all persons.

not using it to knowingly spread falsehoods that harm others — With free
expression comes responsibility to avoid knowing, harmful falsehoods.

better able to navigate real civic conflicts fairly — Grasping both rights
and responsibilities equips citizens to handle conflicts fairly.

participate meaningfully in civic decisions — Being informed makes the
right to participate meaningful.

its effects on others' rights and safety — Assessing limits weighs a right
against its impact on others' rights and safety.

usually contested, since rights can conflict with others' — Whether any
right is truly limitless is contested precisely because rights can conflict.

democratic life constantly requires balancing competing rights fairly —
Democracies continually navigate conflicts between rights; reasoning about
them fairly is a core civic skill.

a recurring theme requiring careful balancing — Balancing individual
freedom against the common good recurs across civic issues.

being a responsible member of a community — Rights coexist; responsible
citizenship respects others' rights alongside your own.

its effects on others — Responsible exercise of a right weighs its impact on
others.

allows the exchange of ideas needed for self-government — Open
exchange of ideas underpins democratic self-government.

the mistake of treating a right as having no limits or duties — Seeing
responsibilities alongside rights guards against absolutist thinking.

you encounter a stronger argument or new evidence — Being open to
revising a rights position given better arguments/evidence reflects good
reasoning.

weighing competing values reasonable people prioritize differently —
The liberty-security balance is a genuine values trade-off reasonable people
weigh differently.



The 'harm principle' suggests a
person's liberty may be limited
when their action:

A thoughtful position on a rights
question can:

A civic responsibility of citizens is

to:

Due process means a person is
entitled to:

Respecting a right you disagree
with someone exercising is part of:

ARIGHT is:

On a genuinely contested question
about where a right's limits
SHOULD be, a responsible thinker:

Two rights can genuinely conflict,
such as when:

Rights often come with
corresponding:

causes harm to others — A common principle: liberty can be constrained to
prevent harm to others (mere unpopularity isn't enough).

acknowledge the strongest points on the other side — A well-reasoned
rights position engages, not dismisses, the strongest opposing considerations.

stay informed and participate constructively — Staying informed and
participating constructively are basic civic responsibilities.

fair procedures before rights or liberty are taken away — Due process
guarantees fair procedures before the state deprives someone of rights or
liberty.

living in a society that protects rights for everyone — Protecting rights
means respecting them even when you dislike how they're used.

a freedom or protection a person is entitled to — A right is an entitlement
to a freedom or protection.

weighs the values on each side rather than declaring one answer simply
correct — Where reasonable people disagree on a values question, the
mature move is to weigh each side's values and trade-offs.

one person's freedom affects another person's safety or rights — Rights
conflict when exercising one impinges on another's rights or safety.

responsibilities (duties that go with the freedom) — Exercising a right
typically carries responsibilities toward others and the community.



11. Deliberation and common ground — finding shared interests

< Question (fold —)

A productive deliberation
depends on participants:

The goal of deliberationis a
decision that is:

Disagreementin a
deliberation is:

A good-faith deliberator
assumes the other person:

If common ground can't be
fully reached, deliberation can
still:

DELIBERATION is:

A facilitator in a deliberation
should:

The best deliberators are
willing to:

If someone deliberates in bad
faith (not really open), the
process:

Deliberation can change a
participant's mind when:

Asking someone WHY they
hold a view (their underlying
interest) helps because it:

Finding common ground does
NOT require:

Summarizing the other side's
point before responding
shows you:

Acknowledging a valid point
from the other side during
deliberation:

Why is the skill of finding
common ground vital for
citizens?

Reframing a disagreement as

Answer

listening to understand, not just to reply — Deliberation works when people
listen to genuinely understand each other.

well-reasoned and considers everyone's input — Deliberation seeks a well-
reasoned decision informed by all participants.

normal and can be productive when handled respectfully — Respectful
disagreement is a normal, often productive part of deliberation.

has reasons worth understanding — Good-faith deliberation assumes others
have understandable reasons.

clarify the real disagreement and build mutual respect — Even without
agreement, deliberation can sharpen understanding and sustain respect.

reasoning together about a shared problem to reach a considered decision —
Deliberation is collaborative reasoning aimed at a well-considered decision, not just
winning.

help all sides be heard without pushing a position — A good facilitator ensures
fair participation and does not advocate a side.

be persuaded by good arguments — Openness to good arguments is the mark of
a strong deliberator.

is undermined, though others can still model good faith — Bad-faith
participation harms deliberation, but others can still uphold good faith.

they encounter a compelling reason or new information — Good deliberation
allows minds to change in response to good reasons or new facts.

reveals interests you might be able to address together — Understanding the
interest behind a position opens paths to shared solutions.

abandoning your own views or agreeing on everything — Common ground is a
shared starting point, not surrender or total agreement.

understood it (and keeps the discussion fair) — Restating the other's point
demonstrates understanding and keeps things fair.

builds trust and can move the discussion forward — Recognizing the other
side's valid points builds trust and progress.

self-government requires people who disagree to still cooperate and decide
together — Democratic self-government depends on citizens who can deliberate
and find enough common ground to act together.



a SHARED problem to solve
tends to:

Deliberation differs from
DEBATE in that its goal is:

Beneath a disagreement
about HOW to solve a
problem, people often share:

Deliberation is especially
important in a diverse society
because it:

A shared FACT base helps
deliberation because:
COMMON GROUND is:

A precondition for good
deliberation is:

Common ground is valuable
even on divisive issues
because it:

The mindset that makes
deliberation work is:

Finding common ground
often starts by identifying:

make collaboration more likely — Treating an issue as a common problem
invites cooperation rather than combat.

mutual understanding and a good decision, not defeating an opponent —
Debate aims to win; deliberation aims at understanding and a sound collective
decision.

the same underlying goal — Disputes about means often mask agreement about
the underlying goal — a source of common ground.

lets people with different views live and decide together — Deliberation
enables cooperation and shared decisions across genuine differences.

people can reason together instead of disputing basic facts — Agreeing on
basic facts lets deliberation focus on values and solutions.

an interest or value both sides actually share — Common ground is a genuinely
shared interest that can anchor productive discussion.

mutual respect among participants — Mutual respect is necessary for
deliberation to function.

provides a foundation for cooperation — Shared interests offer a foundation to
cooperate despite ongoing differences.

curiosity and respect toward those who disagree — Curiosity and respect
toward others' views are what make deliberation productive.

a goal or value both sides share — Common ground begins from a genuinely
shared goal or value.



12. Propaganda and manipulation — recognizing manipulative

techniques

< Question (fold —)

A message that discourages you
from checking other sources is:

MANIPULATION differs from honest
persuasion because it:

The 'plain folks' technique
persuades by:

Recognizing a manipulative
technique helps you:

Propaganda often simplifies a
complex issue into:

A 'testimonial' from an unnamed
'satisfied person' is weak because:

A message designed to make you
angry enough to share it without
checking is exploiting:

Repetition is used as a propaganda
tool because:

A healthy defense against
manipulation is to:

Emotional reactions to a message
are:

Propaganda can use TRUE facts and
still be manipulative when it:

Manipulative content often targets:

PROPAGANDA is:

Understanding manipulation
techniques protects a citizen's:

Why is recognizing propaganda
essential for a free society?

Propaganda differs from honest
advocacy because it:

Answer

a warning sign of manipulation — Sources that tell you not to check
elsewhere are a red flag.

deceives or exploits people to bypass their judgment — Manipulation
works by deception or exploitation to bypass reasoning; honest persuasion is
open and reasoned.

presenting a message as coming from ordinary, relatable people — 'Plain
folks' borrows the trust of ordinary relatability rather than offering evidence.

pause and evaluate the actual claim and evidence — Spotting the
technique lets you step back and judge the underlying claim on its merits.

a slogan or single villain — Propaganda reduces complexity to slogans or
scapegoats.

it can't be verified and may be fabricated — Anonymous testimonials can't
be checked and may be invented.

your emotions to bypass verification — Outrage-bait manipulates emotion
to drive sharing before you verify — a common online tactic.

repeated claims start to feel true regardless of evidence — Repeated
exposure builds a false sense of truth through familiarity.

check sources, seek context, and consider other perspectives — Verifying
sources, seeking context, and weighing perspectives resist manipulation.

a signal to slow down and check before believing or sharing — Strong
emotional pull is a cue to pause and verify rather than react.

selects and frames them to mislead — Selective, framed true facts can still
create a misleading impression.

strong emotions like fear, anger, or pride — Manipulation exploits strong
emotions to drive reactions.

information spread to promote a cause, often by manipulating
emotions — Propaganda promotes a viewpoint, frequently by manipulating
emotion rather than reasoning.

independent judgment — Knowing the techniques safeguards your capacity
for independent, reasoned judgment.

citizens who can spot manipulation can make free, informed choices —
A free society depends on citizens who can resist manipulation and choose
based on evidence and reason.

relies on deception or manipulation rather than honest argument —
Honest advocacy argues openly; propaganda deceives or manipulates.



Recognizing YOU are the target of a

technique helps you:

The 'us vs them' technique
manipulates by:

The strongest long-term defense
against propaganda is:

A 'fear appeal' manipulates by:

Scapegoating manipulates by:

A message urging you to act NOW
before it's 'too late' often uses:

A meme that spreads a claim with
no source is best treated as:

A 'glittering generality' uses:

A healthy response to an
emotionally charged post is to:

regain your independent judgment — Awareness that a technique is aimed
at you restores your independent judgment.

dividing people into a virtuous group and a demonized other — This
technique frames one group as good and another as an enemy, discouraging
fair consideration.

a habit of critical thinking and verification — Consistent critical thinking
and verification are the durable defense against manipulation.

provoking fear to push a conclusion without evidence — Fear appeals use
alarm to short-circuit reasoning toward a desired conclusion.

blaming a group for a complex problem — Scapegoating pins a
complicated problem on a single group, oversimplifying and inflaming.

manufactured urgency to bypass reflection — False urgency pressures
you to act before thinking — a manipulation tactic.

unverified until checked — Claims in memes without sources are unverified
until you check them.

vague, emotionally positive words with little concrete meaning —
Glittering generalities attach warm, vague words (like 'freedom’) to a cause
without substance.

pause, check the source, and consider context before reacting —
Pausing to verify counters emotionally-driven manipulation.



13. Media production ethics — building an honest message

< Question (fold —)

Manipulating an image to
mislead viewers is:

An ethical creator who makes
a mistake should:

Transparency about a
message's funding or
sponsor is:

Using accurate context (not
cherry-picked facts) in a
message is:

Giving credit to sources
(attribution) is important
because it:

Building your OWN honest
message means you:

A responsible creator
distinguishes:

Editing a quote to change its
meaning is:

An honest message about a
contested issue:

When making a message
about a contested issue, an
ethical creator:

Why does ethical media
production matter in a
democracy?

A creator who respects the
audience gives them:

Correcting a mistake you
published is:

Choosing which facts to
include in a message carries
the responsibility to:

An ETHICAL media message
is one that:

Using someone's work
without credit is:

Answer

deceptive and unethical — Doctoring images to create a false impression is
deception.

correct it transparently — Transparent correction of errors is an ethical duty.

an ethical expectation — Disclosing who funds a message is an ethical
expectation.

an ethical responsibility of the creator — Providing honest context, rather than
cherry-picking, is central to ethical media.

lets the audience verify and respects others' work — Attribution supports
verification and honors the original source.

apply the same standards you use to evaluate others' messages — Ethical
creation holds your own message to the standards you use to judge others.

fact from opinion in their message — Ethical media clearly separates factual
claims from opinion/interpretation.

unethical (it misrepresents the speaker) — Altering a quote's meaning
misrepresents the source — an ethical violation.

represents the strongest version of other views — Ethical media on contested
issues steelmans, rather than distorts, opposing views.

represents opposing views fairly rather than strawmanning them — Ethical
media on contested issues represents other views fairly, not as strawmen.

citizens both consume and create media, and honest communication sustains
trust — As everyone becomes a media creator, ethical communication is essential
to a trustworthy public sphere.

the information needed to reach their own conclusions — Respecting the
audience means equipping them to reason, not dictating conclusions.

an ethical responsibility — Issuing corrections is an ethical duty that actually
builds credibility.

not create a misleading impression by omission — Selective inclusion must not
create a misleading picture — an ethical duty.

informs honestly and respects the audience's ability to reason — Ethical
communication informs truthfully and treats the audience as capable reasoners.

unethical (plagiarism) — Using others' work without credit is plagiarism —
unethical.



Presenting a rehearsed scene
as spontaneous reality is:

Respecting the audience
means:

Labeling opinion content
clearly as opinion is:

An ethical persuasive
message can still:

Applying media ethics to your
OWN posts means:

Sensationalizing a story to
get more attention risks:

Media production ethics
ultimately protects:

Disclosing WHO made a
message and WHY is
important because it:

Media production ethics
turns media literacy into:

misleading the audience — Passing off staged content as spontaneous deceives
viewers.

trusting them to reason with honest information — Ethical media respects the
audience's capacity to reason from honest information.

an ethical practice that respects the audience — Clearly marking opinion helps
audiences distinguish it from reporting — an ethical practice.

make a strong case using honest evidence and reasoning — Persuasion is
ethical when it argues honestly with real evidence — advocacy isn't inherently
wrong.

verifying before you share and crediting sources — Ethical creation applies to
your own sharing: verify and credit.

distorting the truth for engagement — Sensationalism trades accuracy for
attention, an ethical hazard.

a trustworthy shared information environment — Ethical creation sustains a
trustworthy information commons everyone relies on.

lets the audience evaluate it fairly — Transparency about authorship and
purpose lets audiences judge a message honestly.

a two-way skill: evaluating AND creating responsibly — Understanding ethical
creation completes media literacy — you can both judge and make messages well.



14. Policy trade-offs — costs, benefits, and who's affected

< Question (fold —)

Two people can support the
same GOAL but disagree on
the policy because:

Who is AFFECTED by a policy
is important because:

Evaluating a policy means
weighing its:

A short-term benefit of a
policy might come with:

On a contested policy where
values genuinely differ, a fair
analysis:

Considering the LONG-term
effects of a policy matters
because:

Comparing two policy options
fairly requires:

A cost-benefit analysis
becomes misleading if it:

The honest conclusion of
many policy debates is that:

Comparing a policy to the
STATUS QUO (doing nothing)
helps because:

A cost that falls on a group
with little voice in the process
is:

A hidden cost that a policy
shifts onto future generations
is worth:

A policy that helps one group
may:

Evidence about a policy's
effects reduces (but doesn't
eliminate) the role of:

Why is understanding policy
trade-offs essential for
citizens?

Answer

they weigh the trade-offs and evidence differently — Shared goals can still yield
different policy views due to different trade-off judgments.

costs and benefits fall on different groups — Policies distribute effects unevenly;
identifying affected groups is key.

benefits against its costs and who bears them — Sound policy analysis weighs
benefits, costs, and their distribution across people.

long-term costs (or vice versa) — Policies can trade short-term gains against long-
term costs — timeframe matters.

lays out the trade-offs each side prioritizes, without declaring one simply
correct — For value-laden policy disputes, illuminate the trade-offs each side
weighs rather than pronouncing a winner.

short-term results can differ from long-term ones — Policies can have different
short- and long-term effects worth weighing.

weighing each one's costs, benefits, and affected groups — Fair comparison
weighs the full cost-benefit-distribution profile of each option.

counts benefits but ignores real costs — Ignoring real costs while tallying
benefits distorts the analysis.

reasonable people can weigh the same trade-offs differently — Because values
differ, reasonable people can reach different conclusions from the same trade-offs.

doing nothing also has costs and benefits — The alternative of inaction also has
trade-offs, making it a fair baseline.

worth surfacing so it isn't overlooked — Costs borne by those with less voice
deserve deliberate attention so they aren't ignored.

surfacing in the analysis — Costs shifted to the future deserve explicit attention in
analysis.

impose costs on another group — Policies often distribute benefits and costs
unevenly — a key thing to examine.

value judgments in the final decision — Evidence informs, but values still shape
the final policy judgment.

real decisions involve costs and benefits, and good citizenship means
weighing them honestly — Every policy choice involves trade-offs; weighing them
honestly is central to informed citizenship.



A TRADE-OFF means:

Evidence about a policy's
likely effects should:

An 'unintended consequence'
of a policy is:

Saying a policy has 'only
benefits and no costs' is
usually a sign of:

Asking 'who is affected and
how?' about a policy helps
reveal:

Opportunity cost is:

Thinking in trade-offs helps
citizens resist:

A policy with clear benefits
can still be worth debating
because:

A well-reasoned policy view
can:

Reasoning about policy trade-
offs helps a citizen:

gaining one thing usually requires giving up something else — Trade-offs
recognize that choices have costs — you can't maximize everything at once.

inform the analysis, tempered by uncertainty — Evidence informs policy
analysis but comes with uncertainty; values still shape the final judgment.

an effect that wasn't the goal but happens anyway — Policies can produce side
effects nobody intended — worth anticipating.

an incomplete or one-sided analysis — Almost every policy has costs; claiming
none signals a one-sided analysis.

its distributional consequences — Identifying affected groups exposes who gains
and who bears the costs.

the value of the next-best option you give up when you choose — Every choice
forgoes alternatives; the opportunity cost is the best alternative given up.

simplistic 'all good' or 'all bad' policy messaging — Trade-off thinking guards

against black-and-white policy messaging.

its costs and trade-offs deserve honest examination — Even beneficial policies
carry costs and trade-offs worth weighing.

acknowledge the costs of the option it favors — A mature policy position admits
the costs of its own preferred option.

form nuanced views rather than all-good or all-bad judgments — Trade-off
thinking produces nuanced judgments instead of black-and-white ones.



15. Perspective-taking — understanding views across differences

< Question (fold —)

On a values question where
people genuinely differ,
perspective-taking leads you to:

Perspective-taking is NOT the
same as:

PERSPECTIVE-TAKING means:

The deepest value of
perspective-taking is that it:

Perspective-taking does NOT
require:

When you can articulate several
sides of an issue, you are better
able to:

Considering multiple
perspectives on an issue tends
to produce:

Perspective-taking supports
deliberation by helping you:

Assuming everyone who
disagrees with you is 'stupid or
evil'is:

A person's perspective is

shaped by:

Empathy in civic reasoning
means:

Perspective-taking is a skill that:

Perspective-taking is closely
related to which reasoning skill?

The principle of charity asks you
to interpret others"

Understanding why a
reasonable person holds a
different view helps you:

The combination of perspective-
taking and steelmanning lets a
citizen:

Answer

understand each side's reasons without necessarily adopting them — You
can understand others' reasons on a contested values question without being
required to agree.

agreeing with every view you understand — You can understand and fairly
represent a view without agreeing with it.

genuinely trying to see an issue as another person sees it — Perspective-
taking is honestly trying to understand how someone else sees an issue.

makes fair, informed civic reasoning possible across differences —
Perspective-taking is what makes fair civic reasoning possible in a diverse society.

abandoning your own well-reasoned views — Understanding others fully is
compatible with keeping your own reasoned position.

reason toward a fair, well-considered position — Understanding several sides
equips you to reach a fair, considered judgment.

a more complete and balanced understanding — Weighing several
perspectives yields a fuller, more balanced picture.

engage others' real concerns — Understanding others' concerns enables
genuine deliberation.

a failure of perspective-taking (and usually inaccurate) — Dismissing all
opponents as stupid or evil abandons perspective-taking and is usually wrong.

their experiences, values, and information — Experiences, values, and
available information all shape how someone sees an issue.

recognizing the human concerns behind different positions — Civic empathy
sees the real human concerns motivating different positions.

improves with deliberate practice — Like other reasoning skills, perspective-
taking strengthens with practice.

steelmanning (stating the other view at its strongest) — Understanding a
view well enough to state its strongest form is steelmanning.

arguments in their strongest reasonable form — Charity interprets others'
arguments in their best, most reasonable form.

engage the real disagreement respectfully — Grasping the other's reasoning
lets you engage the actual disagreement with respect.

engage disagreements fairly and think more clearly — Together,
understanding and fairly stating other views make civic reasoning fair and sharp.



Perspective-taking asks you to
consider:

Someone's life experiences can
lead them to:

Why is perspective-taking
essential in a diverse
democracy?

A common barrier to
perspective-taking is:

Practicing perspective-taking on
low-stakes topics helps you:

Perspective-taking helps reduce
polarization by:

Perspective-taking makes
disagreement:

Being able to pass an
'ideological Turing test' means
you can:

A good check on your
understanding of another view
is whether:

how the issue looks from another person's situation — It means viewing the
issue from where another person stands.

reasonably weigh an issue differently than you do — Different experiences
lead reasonable people to weigh issues differently.

citizens must understand and respect differing views to govern together —
A diverse democracy depends on citizens who can understand and respect the
range of views they must govern alongside.

assuming your own view is obviously correct to everyone — Assuming your
view is self-evidently right blocks genuine perspective-taking.

build the skill for harder, contested issues — Practicing on easy topics
develops the skill for contested ones.

humanizing those who disagree and revealing shared concerns — Seeing
others as reasonable people with concerns reduces caricature and division.

more understandable and less hostile — Understanding where others come
from reduces hostility in disagreement.

state another view so well its holders think you're one of them — Passing it
means representing another view convincingly enough to be mistaken for a
believer.

someone who holds it would say you represented it fairly — The test of good
perspective-taking: the other side would agree you captured their view fairly.



16. Capstone — evaluate, steelman, deliberate, and craft a

message

< Question (fold —)

Sharing your reasoning
with others invites:

The mentor's stance
throughout deliberation is
to:

Before responding to
opposing views, you
should:

A complete civic reasoning
process should END with:

Reflecting after
deliberation (what you
learned, what you'd
reconsider) helps you:

After gathering
information, a good next
stepis to:

The FIRST step in
reasoning about a public
issue is usually to:

The ultimate aim of
AgoraQuest is to develop
citizens who:

On a values-laden
capstone issue, 'winning' is
best redefined as:

The goal of deliberation,
even on hard issues, is:

Charitable reading
throughout the process
means you:

A citizen who has
reasoned carefully
through an issue can:

Why is the ability to
deliberate an issue fairly
the ultimate civic skill?

Crafting a civic MESSAGE

Answer

scrutiny that can strengthen or correct it — Exposing your reasoning to others lets
it be tested and improved.

facilitate fair reasoning and NEVER push a personal position — A good facilitator
supports fair reasoning without advocating a position — the anti-evangelism stance.

steelman them (state their strongest form) — Engaging the strongest opposing
case makes your reasoning fair and robust.

a fair, well-reasoned conclusion you can explain and defend — The process
concludes in a defensible, well-reasoned judgment you can articulate.

grow as a thinker and citizen — Reflecting on the process deepens your reasoning
and civic growth.

identify the main claims and evaluate their evidence — Identify and weigh the key
claims and their support before forming a view.

gather and evaluate credible information (reading laterally) — Sound civic
reasoning begins with gathering and vetting credible information.

can reason together honestly across differences — The aim is citizens who reason
together honestly across their differences — the foundation of self-government.

reasoning fairly and understanding the issue deeply — For contested values,
success is fair reasoning and deep understanding, not defeating others.

better mutual understanding and wiser collective decisions — Deliberation aims
at understanding and wiser shared decisions, not conquest.

interpret others' views in their strongest, most reasonable form — Charitable
reading (the principle of charity) frames others' views fairly at every step.

explain their view AND the strongest opposing view fairly — Careful reasoning lets
you articulate both your view and the strongest opposing case fairly.

democratic self-government depends on citizens who reason together honestly
across differences — Self-government rests on citizens who can gather good
information, engage all sides fairly, and reason together — the capstone civic skill.



about your reasoning
should be:

The habit of charitable
reading throughout the
process:

The capstone habit
AgoraQuest builds is to:

A citizen skilled in this
process contributes to
democracy by:

Deliberating an issue with
others works best when
you:

Constructing a message at
the end of the process
should:

If your reasoning survives
good-faith challenges, it is:

A complete civic reasoning
process integrates:

If new evidence challenges
your view, a good
reasoner:

On a genuinely contested
VALUES question, the
capstone goal is to:

A citizen who has done the
full process can teach it to
others by:

The process is CYCLICAL
because new information
may:

honest, well-evidenced, and fair to other views — An ethical civic message reasons
honestly, cites evidence, and represents other views fairly.

keeps you fair to views you oppose — Charitable reading maintains fairness to
opposing views at every stage.

evaluate information, steelman all sides, deliberate, and reason fairly — never
just pick a team — The core habit is careful, fair civic reasoning — evaluate, steelman,
deliberate — rather than tribal team-picking.

raising the quality of public reasoning around them — Skilled civic reasoners
improve the quality of public discourse.

listen to understand and look for common ground — Productive deliberation
combines understanding others with seeking shared interests.

reflect the same honesty and fairness you used to reason — Your final message
should carry the honesty and fairness of your reasoning.

more trustworthy — Reasoning that withstands good-faith challenges earns more
trust.

evaluating sources, weighing evidence, steelmanning, and deliberating — Full
civic reasoning combines source evaluation, evidence, steelmanning, and deliberation.

updates their view in light of the evidence — Being open to revising your view when
the evidence warrants is a mark of good reasoning.

reason fairly and illuminate the trade-offs, not to declare one side simply correct
— For contested values, the mature outcome is fair reasoning that illuminates trade-
offs — not a decreed winner.

modeling how to evaluate, steelman, and deliberate — You spread civic reasoning
by modeling the method, not dictating conclusions.

prompt you to re-evaluate and revise — Civic reasoning is ongoing; new information
can reopen and refine your view.



Keep going
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