MAX PARADOX

PROBLEM? RELAX. YOU’VE GOT THIS!
Self-Help with a Sense of Humor ;)

I Don’t Know

Who to Believe
Online Anymore

How to Stay Sane Between Experts,
Fakes, and “Do Your Own Research”

We have a problem. Relax. We can solve it—
and have a laugh along the way.
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INTRO

You are sitting on the couch, holding your phone, trying to
answer what should be a simple question.

Is this true?

That is all. You are not decoding intercepted military
communications. You are not testifying before Congress. You
are not examining a mysterious briefcase discovered under a
park bench. You just want to know whether something you
saw online is actually true.

Unfortunately, the internet has other plans.

One article says yes. Another says absolutely not. A doctor
in a video explains that the first article is dangerously
misleading. A man filming himself in a truck says doctors
cannot be trusted because “they don't want you to know this.”
Someone in the comments says the truck guy has been
debunked. Someone else says the debunkers are funded by
the same people who funded the original study, which was
apparently conducted by criminals, lobbyists, pharmaceutical
companies, the government, Big Broccoli, or some exciting
combination of all four.

Twenty minutes later, you know less than when you
started.

But you do have eleven browser tabs open.

This is one of the strangest problems of modern life. We
have access to more information than any ordinary person in
history, yet sometimes finding out what is true feels like trying
to identify the most trustworthy raccoon in a dumpster.
Everyone is making noise. Several of them appear confident.
One has a podcast.



The problem is not simply that there is misinformation
online. There has always been misinformation. Humans were
confidently telling one another nonsense long before Wi-Fi
arrived. The internet merely gave nonsense excellent
distribution, professional lighting, subtitles, dramatic
background music, and a button that says SHARE.

The harder problem is that bad information increasingly
looks like good information.

A ridiculous claim does not necessarily arrive wearing a
ridiculous hat. It may have charts. It may cite studies. It may
be delivered by someone with letters after their name. It may
appear on an expensive-looking website whose design
politely whispers, “We have definitely checked this.”

Meanwhile, accurate information can look uncertain,
complicated, and annoyingly unsatisfying. A legitimate expert
may say, “The evidence suggests this, although there are
limitations and we need more data.”

Then a stranger on TikTok says:

“No. Here's what they're hiding from you."”

One of these statements is much more exciting.
Guess which one gets twelve million views.

Our brains do not naturally evaluate information like calm
little scientific committees. We notice confidence. We like
clear stories. We remember emotional claims. We trust people
who sound familiar, speak our language, share our
frustrations, or confirm something we already suspected. We
are especially vulnerable when the topic makes us angry,
scared, hopeful, disgusted, or eager to forward something to
the family group chat before Uncle Steve beats us to it.

This does not mean you are stupid.



It means you own a human brain.
Unfortunately, so does Uncle Steve.

The normal reaction to all this confusion is to search
harder. You read more posts, watch more videos, open more
links, and keep going until certainty finally appears.

Often, certainty does not appear.
Fatigue does.

After enough conflicting information, people usually drift
toward one of two bad strategies. The first is believing
whatever feels most convincing. The second is giving up
completely and deciding that nobody knows anything, every
institution is corrupt, every expert is compromised, every
study is fake, and the only intellectually responsible position
is apparently sitting in the kitchen saying, “Who can really
know?" while refusing to trust the expiration date on milk.

Neither approach works.
Blind trust makes you easy to fool.
Blind distrust does too.

That second point matters because skepticism has
developed an excellent public image. Being skeptical sounds
intelligent. It sounds independent. It suggests you are not one
of those gullible people who simply believe things because an
authority said them.

Good.

You should not believe something merely because an
authority said it.

But automatically rejecting something because an authority
said it is not independent thinking either. That is just
obedience with the direction reversed.



If someone says, "Experts believe X," and your automatic
response is, “Then X must be false,” the experts are still
controlling your opinion. You have simply installed the
rebellious version of the software.

This book is about developing a better system.

Not a perfect system. You are not going to finish Chapter
20 and become a walking lie detector who can identify
fabricated statistics from across a parking lot. There is no
magical checklist that turns every complicated issue into a
five-minute certainty festival.

Some questions really are difficult.

Experts genuinely disagree sometimes. Research changes.
Early conclusions get revised. Journalists make mistakes.
Institutions can fail. Companies have incentives. Politicians
spin facts. Influencers oversimplify. People misunderstand
studies. Algorithms reward outrage. Your cousin can read
three paragraphs about something on Tuesday and begin
offering consultations by Wednesday.

Reality is messy.
The goal is not to remove uncertainty.
The goal is to stop being helpless in front of it.

You will learn how to separate a claim from the person
delivering it, judge expertise without worshipping credentials,
recognize common manipulation tactics, check whether a
source actually supports what someone says it supports, and
decide when a disagreement matters. You will learn how to
handle studies without pretending you need a PhD in statistics
before buying toothpaste. You will learn why screenshots,
clips, graphs, anonymous insiders, viral anecdotes, and
impressive-looking numbers deserve different levels of trust.



Most importantly, you will build a practical method for
deciding what deserves your attention.

Because another major problem is not merely believing
false things. It is spending ridiculous amounts of time
investigating claims that never deserved fifteen seconds of
your life.

Someone posts:

“Scientists FINALLY admit coffee changes your DNA."”

Now you are reading a forty-page paper at 11:47 p.m.
despite having no idea what half the terminology means.

This is not media literacy.
This is being kidnapped by a headline.

We will also deal with the phrase that has become both
reasonable advice and an international comedy project:

“Do your own research.”

Yes, you should check things for yourself when the issue
matters. No, this does not mean watching seventeen videos
until someone finally agrees with you. Research is not an
Easter egg hunt where the prize is the opinion you wanted at
the beginning.

Sometimes doing your own research means reading the
original source.
Sometimes it means comparing multiple reliable sources.

Sometimes it means finding out what qualified people in a
field broadly agree on.

And sometimes it means admitting, “lI do not know enough
about semiconductor manufacturing, monetary policy,
vaccine development, structural engineering, and maritime
law to personally settle this before dinner.”



That sentence is not intellectual failure.
It is intellectual adulthood.

You do not need to know everything. You need to know
how to decide what deserves confidence, what deserves
caution, what deserves further checking, and what deserves
the ancient scholarly response of closing the tab.

That is what we are going to build.

A system calm enough to work when the internet is
screaming.

Simple enough to use when you are tired.
Skeptical without becoming cynical.

Open-minded without leaving the front door of your brain
unlocked.

You will still encounter bad information. You will
occasionally believe something that turns out to be wrong. So
will 1. So will experts. So will the person currently posting
"WAKE UP" beneath a video recorded vertically in a parked
car.

The goal is not to become impossible to fool.

The goal is to become much harder to fool—and much
easier to correct.

That is a far more useful superpower.
Wklejony tekst



Chapter 1- Confidence Is Not Evidence

A man appears in your feed looking directly into the
camera.

He is calm. Serious. Certain.

“Everything you've been told about this is wrong."”
Excellent.

Apparently Tuesday has been canceled.

He speaks quickly but clearly. He has dates, names,
percentages, and screenshots. At one point he says, “l've
spent hundreds of hours researching this,” which sounds
impressive until you remember that people have also spent
hundreds of hours building medieval castles in Minecraft.
Time invested proves dedication. It does not automatically
prove correctness.

Still, the video works.
You feel yourself leaning toward belief.

Not because you have checked the evidence yet. You have
not even finished your coffee. You believe him a little more
because he sounds like someone who knows.

This is one of the internet's most important illusions:
confidence feels like evidence.

It is not.

Confidence is a delivery style.

Sometimes knowledgeable people are confident because
they genuinely understand the subject. Sometimes poorly
informed people are confident because they do not
understand enough to realize how complicated the subject is.



Sometimes people are confident because uncertainty
performs terribly online.

Nobody builds a viral video around:

“I've looked into this fairly carefully, and my current
interpretation is that the answer is probably yes under several
conditions, although there are limitations.”

That may be responsible.
It is not exactly setting TikTok on fire.

Certainty is simpler. Certainty is satisfying. Certainty gives
the brain a chair to sit in.

“This is what happened.”

“This is what causes it."

“These people are lying.”

“This product works."

“This food is toxic.”

“This investment cannot lose.”

“This politician personally controls the price of cereal.”

The last one is especially useful because cereal prices, like
all complex systems, are obviously governed by one person
standing behind a curtain with a large red Kellogg's lever.

The human brain likes clear cause and effect. We prefer a
confident explanation over an accurate fog of probabilities.
When something feels confusing, a person who seems
absolutely certain can provide emotional relief.

That relief is dangerous if we confuse it with verification.
Why confidence persuades us

Imagine two people answering the same question.
Person A says:



“The evidence is mixed. Several studies point in this
direction, but there are limitations, and the effect seems
smaller than people often claim.”

Person B says:

“This has been proven. Anyone telling you otherwise is
either ignorant or lying.”

Person B sounds stronger.
But notice what has happened.

You have learned almost nothing about the quality of the
evidence. You have mainly learned about the speaker's
willingness to remove uncertainty from the sentence.

That is not the same thing.

Real expertise often produces more precise language, not
more dramatic language. Someone who understands a
complicated subject knows where the edges are. They may
distinguish between strong evidence and weak evidence,
correlation and causation, early findings and established
knowledge.

This can make actual expertise sound less impressive than
amateur certainty.

The expert says:

"It depends.”

The influencer says:

“It's obvious."

Your brain says:

“Finally. Someone useful.”
Poor brain.

It means well.
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