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1. Introduction

The study of information and its dangerous counterparts – misinformation and disinformation – have never been more popular: we are living in what the Secretary General of the World Health Organisation has dubbed an ‘infodemic’ (2024), and the United Nations has deemed the spread of misinformation online to be an existential risk to humanity (2023). Furthermore, many have warned that the central risk involved in the rise of AI has to do with the uncontrollable spread of misinformation that may well render the internet an epistemic wasteland in the not-too-distant future.
	Research on the spread of misinformation and disinformation, as well as on technological, legal, and education-based strategies to defend people and democracies from their effects has been done extensively in recent years, and across several fields (e.g. philosophy, political science, social science, computer science, neuroscience, social psychology). One challenge that hasn’t been addressed with equal enthusiasm, however, and that constitutes a very serious obstacle to progress, has to do with  building a unified conceptual framework for research on this topic, one that can insure that researchers from different fields build on each other’s results, that their results are translatable from one field to another, and that we’re not just talking past each other in virtue of employing different concepts and conceptions of the target phenomena. Furthermore, insofar as the different fields have registered any conceptual overlap, it has come at the cost of accuracy: often, researchers work with naïve dictionary definitions of information, misinformation, and disinformation, which are, at best, lacking precision, and, at worst missing the boundaries of the phenomenon altogether. 
	We have recent results on the epistemology of information (2025) and disinformation (2023). Our ambition here is, relying on these initial results, to defend a thorough, unified, epistemologically informed conceptual framework for information research. We proceed by first debunking several popular assumptions about the relations holding between the target phenomena. Further on, we defend our preferred unified account of the nature of information, misinformation, and disinformation. 


2. No Type-Species Relation

The received conception of information outside of epistemology takes information to simply map on to content: on this view, information may well be false. A signal can carry the information ‘The cat is on the mat’ whether the cat is, as a matter of fact, on the mat or not. On a view like this, it is natural to take information to stand in a type-species relation to misinformation and disinformation, where misinformation and disinformation are false varieties of information. In turn, orthodoxy also takes disinformation to be a species of misinformation, where the former is the intentionally spread variety of the latter. Here is orthodoxy:

Orthodoxy: Misinformation is the false species of disinformation. Disinformation is an intentional species of misinformation. (e.g. Carnap and Bar-Hillel, Cevolani 2011, D'Alfonso 2011, Dinneen and Brauner 2015, Fallis 2009, Frické 1997, Shannon 1984) 

	In contrast to orthodoxy, epistemologists working on the nature of information have long pressed that non-factivism is gravely epistemologically uninformed (e.g. Dretske 1981, Millikan 2013). Information is an important, valuable epistemic commodity. Since it would not be the valuable epistemic commodity that it is if there were an open question whether it is true or not, it follows that information is factive: A signal only carries the information that ‘The cat is on the mat’ insofar as, well, the cat actually is on the mat. As Dretske well puts it, “signals may have a meaning, but they carry information. What information a signal carries is what it is capable of telling us, telling us truly, about another state of affairs. […] When I say I have a toothache, what I say means that I have a toothache whether it’s true or false. But when false, it fails to carry the information that I have a toothache.” (1981, 44).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  See also Floridi (2004, 2005), Sequoiah-Grayson (2007) Mingers (1995, 1996a, 1996b).] 

Naturally, epistemologists have also denied the type-species relations liked by non-factivists: 

No structure can carry the information that s is F unless, in fact, s is F. False information, misinformation, and (grimace!) disinformation are not varieties of information — any more than a decoy duck is a kind of duck (Dretske 1981).

	If Dretske is right about the factivity of information, there is good and bad news for information research: the good news is that their subject matter – information – is a valuable commodity. The bad news is that if epistemologists are right about the type-species relation, we are completely in the dark about what misinformation and disinformation may be.
	Who is right? Dretske is. But isn’t it natural to say things like ‘fake information’? And doesn’t this suggest  that information can be fake, and thus is not factive? One of us has argued in the past that natural language at best cannot decide the factivity issue either way, and at worst suggests information is factive (Simion 2023). When a complex expression consists of an intensional modifier and a modified expression, we cannot infer a type-species relation – or, indeed, to the contrary, in some cases, we might be able to infer that a type-species relation is absent. This latter class includes the so-called privative modifiers such as fake, former, and spurious, which get their name from the fact that they license the inference to ‘not x’ (MacNally 2016). Take gold: gold takes fake as a modifier, but we would not infer from this that fake gold is gold. If so, the fact that ‘information’ takes fake as modifier suggests, if anything, that information is factive, in that ‘fake’ acts as privative: it suggests that false content is not information to begin with. For similar reasons, inferring that misinformation and disinformation are species of information from the looks of the lexical items is a mistake: mis- and dis- are privative modifiers, so a type-species relation cannot be inferred: being misaligned is not a way of being aligned, and being misunderstood is not a way of being understood; being disbarred is not a way of being a member of the bar, being displaced is not a way of being placed.[footnoteRef:2] (Of course, the fact that an inference to a type species relation is not warranted, it does not follow that an inference to the absence thereof is warranted (e.g. misplacing is a way of placing). The issue is simply not settled by the lexical form). [2:  Some etymologies also predict the same: e.g. having a disease is not a way of being at ease (thanks to Tim Williamson for pointing this out to us).] 

Finally, note that, typically, when type-species relations obtain, assertions of the following form sound bad: telling you that your cat and the pretty cats should be fed triggers the implicature that your cat is not a pretty cat. That’s because the quantity maxim is flouted. Similarly, and for the same reason, it’s problematic to say things like ‘philosophy and ethics’, or ‘sciences and social sciences’, or ‘humans and women’.
But, as the title of this paper and common parlance in research and outside of it shows, asserting things like ‘Information, misinformation, and disinformation are the subject of this research’ sounds perfectly fine. This suggests that no type-species relation is present.


3. Information, Knowledge-First

What is information? Extant factivist theories of information in epistemology are truth-first theories of information – in that they aim to analyse information in in terms of probability raising.[footnoteRef:3] On these views, very roughly, a signal carries the information that p is the case just in case it suitably raises the conditional probability that p is the case (Dretske 1981, Milikan 2013).  [3:  For factivism outside of epistemology, see Floridi  2007, 2011, Floridi et al 2008. On his modal account the quantity of information in a proposition p is calculated in terms of the distance of p from a situation z (where situations are partial or incomplete worlds) that p is supposed to model. Floridi is clear that he is not seeking a reductivist account of information, but rather is open to more notions floating around, to be ranked by contextual usefulness. For the non-factivist ancestor of Floridi’s view, see Bar-Hillel and Carnap (1952). ] 

As we have argued elsewhere, probabilistic accounts of information are notably faced by a reference class problem: conditional probabilities are defined relative to references classes. For instance, consider the question as to whether a certain look raises the probability that the mushroom before one is a chanterelle. Now consider a scenario in which we are at a farmer’s market. In this scenario, the answer is arguably yes. The probability that the mushroom is a chanterelle given that it has the look is high. Consider next a scenario in which we are in a forest, where the look in question is shared by both edible chanterelles and poisonous jack-o-lanterns. In this scenario, the probability that the mushroom before us is a chanterelle given that it has the look is not great. Furthermore, we might consider broader reference classes such as our home country, which contains both farmer’s markets and forests. One question we need to answer is why we should go for the farmer’s market as a reference class rather than the country. We might also consider smaller reference classes such as the particular stall we are currently at. Accordingly, another question we need to answer is why we should go for the farmer’s market rather than the particular stall we are currently visiting. It is easy to see that the list of candidate reference classes simply has no end. But since conditional probabilities are relative to reference classes, any probabilistic account of information will need to provide a principled way of determining references classes. Without it, the account simply will not make determinate predictions about whether a signal carries the information that p (Hajek 2007, Kelp and Simion 2025).
For those familiar with the history of the analysis of knowledge, these problems will look very familiar. One lesson many of us have drawn from this history is that knowledge, not truth, comes epistemically first (Williamson 2000, Simion 2025): we should not venture to analyse epistemologically interesting phenomena in terms of truth, but rather we should use knowledge as our primitive.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  For work on knowledge-first see e.g. Carter, Gordon, and Jarvis 2017, Kelp and Simion Forthcoming, Logins and Vollet 2004, Pritchard and Greenough 2009, Simion 2019, 2004, 2005, Williamson 2000.] 

Recall that Dretske’s argument for the factivity of information relies crucially on its epistemic value: according to him, the orthodox non-factivity claim implies that information is not always epistemically valuable. But information is always epistemically valuable. Therefore, the non-factivity claim is false: misinformation is to information like fake ducks are to ducks, not like bad ducks are to ducks. 
	Note, however, that, strictly speaking, truth alone is not of epistemic value unless there is some way for us to have it: an arithmetic truth that is impossible to grasp because of our cognitive limitations, as well as by any technology we could ever come to build, is of no epistemic value to us. Truth, as it were, is only good for us insofar as it can enhance our epistemic status. If so, and if we want our account of information to predict its epistemic value, we should analyse it in terms of knowable truth, rather than truth alone. 
Why knowable rather than merely graspable/believable? Couldn’t one ‘have’ the truth in the relevant sense simply by being able to form a true belief?
Not our variety of cognitive agent, no. We are the kind of cogniser for whom knowledge just is our way of getting at the truth – of representing the world. In a wide range of cases, knowledge is widely and readily available. All we have to do to acquire knowledge is open our eyes, listen to what other people tell us, attend to our feelings, etc. In comparison, true belief that falls short of knowledge is a rare commodity that exists only in very special environments: one either needs to get it right by luck – and also be able to form the relevant belief in the face of no evidence in support of it, which properly functioning cognisers find hard to do (at least in the absence of some compensating emotional mechanisms, such as motivated reasonings); or else, one might get a true belief that falls short of knowledge by being Gettierised – again, not the most common situation to be in, for creatures like us, living in our epistemic environment. Knowledge, for limited creatures like us, is just our way of having the truth (Kelp and Simion 2017).
This also explains the distinctive value of knowledge as a commodity, over and above mere true belief. Or so we have argued (Kelp and Simion 2017): knowledge, as a commodity, is our chief epistemic value in virtue of being our way of representing the world – our way of getting at the truth. To see this, think about the value of another central commodity in our lives, to wit, water. Water is of course valuable in many respects, but for our purposes here, we’d like to focus on its value in virtue of its power to quench our thirst. Suppose liquid hydrogen were just as well suited to quench our thirst as is water. The constituents of liquid hydrogen, H2, are a proper subset of the constituents of water, H2O (so that liquid hydrogen stands to water as, for instance, justified true belief stands to knowledge.) Now suppose you have before you two glasses, one containing water, the other liquid hydrogen. It is plausible that the glass with water is no more valuable than the glass with liquid hydrogen, at least not with respect to its power to quench your thirst. 
Does that mean that water, the commodity, couldn’t have special value, value that warrants our concern with water? No. To see this, suppose (as happens to be the case) that liquid hydrogen is extremely rare and can exists only in very special environments. Suppose that, at the same time, water is easily available in a wide range of places and to a wide range of people. In that case water is distinctively valuable to us. What makes water thus valuable is not just the fact that it has the power to quench our thirst. It is a combination of the fact that it has this property and the fact that it is so widely and easily available to creatures like us, living in an environment like the one we inhabit. Water is of special value because it is our way of quenching our thirst. In parallel with the case of water, then, what makes knowledge especially valuable is not just the fact that it involves a correct representation of the world. It is the fact that it has this property in combination with the fact that, in a wide range of areas, it is so widely and easily available. Just as water is of special value because it is our way of quenching our thirst, knowledge is of special value because it is our way of correctly representing the world.
If this is so, and if our account of information is to reflect its epistemic value, we should seek an account of information in terms of knowledge, rather than truth. In several passages, some of the champions of the truth-first account of information seem to agree; here is Dretske:

Roughly speaking information is that commodity capable of yielding knowledge, and what information a signal carries is what we can learn from it. (Dretske 1981, 44, our emphasis)

And here is Millikan: 
A natural sign of a thing is something else from which you can learn of that thing … (Millikan 2004, 37, our emphasis)
For instance, the presence of smoke carries information about the presences of fire to the extent that we can learn from the presence of smoke about the presence of fire, x-rays carry information about bone fractures to the extent that we acquire knowledge of fractured bones from x-rays, an open brioche bag on our kitchen counter carries the information that our son helped himself to a brioche to the extent that we can know that he did based on the presence of the open brioche bag, and so on. 
	The knowledge-first account we prefer (Kelp and Simion 2025) has two important advantages over its truth-first cousin: it is extensionally adequate in a non-ad-hoc fashion (for it avoids the reference class problem), and it delivers a natural, unified view of information, misinformation, and disinformation.  We think, roughly, that information is the kind of stuff that can generate knowledge (Kelp & Simion 2025). We unpack this slogan dispositionally. On the standard view of dispositions, dispositions have trigger and manifestation conditions and that they can be individuated in terms of these conditions. The thought then is that a signal T carries the information that p iff T has a disposition to generate knowledge that p in some agent S: upon reception of the signal T by S, S in a position to know that p based on it.
	Importantly, the direction of explanation we prefer is knowledge-first, i.e. it is from right to left. That is to say, we use knowledge as a primitive in explaining information. 
	One major advantage of this knowledge-first account (which is shared by knowledge-first views of many other phenomena) is that, as opposed to its probabilistic truth-first cousin,  it doesn’t suffer from a reference class problem: when the looks of mushrooms put one in a position to know that they are chanterelles, they also carry the information that they are chanterelles. When they don’t put one in a position to know (e.g. because unsafe environment etc), they also don’t carry the information. Knowledge and information covary across reference classes. 
The above account is an account of information simpliciter in that it countenances information that isn’t relativised to agents. But what does it take for a signal to carry information for an agent? Here is the view we prefer (Kelp and Simion 2025): A signal T carries the information that p for an agent S iff T has a disposition to generate knowledge that p in S: upon reception of the signal T by S, S in a position to know that p based on it.
On our preferred view, being in a position to know has to do with hosting cognitive capacities that have the function of generating knowledge: S is in a position to know that p if and only if S has a cognitive capacity with the function of generating knowledge that can easily[footnoteRef:5] uptake p in cognisers of S’s type (Simion 2024). In turn, stable, constitutive features matter for individuating the type of cogniser: cognitive architecture, inherent physical limitations. Fleeting, contingent features will not (i.e. mere cognitive ‘furniture’): biases, previously held beliefs, wishes, among others. Our suggestion, then, is that for a subject S to be in a position to know that p based on a signal r is to host capacities with the function of generating knowledge such that cognisers of S’s type (with S’s cognitive architecture, physical limitations) can easily uptake p based on r. Note that on our account, since being in a position to know is factive. no signal carries the information that p when p is false.   [5:  (Simion 2024) unpacks ‘easy uptake as having to do with the fact in question being ‘at hand’ for me in my epistemic environment: at hand qualitatively (it needs to be the type of thing a creature like me can access and process), quantitatively (it needs to belong to the quantitatively limited subset of facts that a creature like me can access and process at one particular time), and environmentally (it needs to be easily available in my – internal or external – epistemic environment; i.e. in my mind or in my physical and social surroundings).] 

A note: Here is why we analyse information in terms of being in a position to know rather than in terms of knowledge: our account, but not a simple knowledge account, has the advantage that it will not make agent information (nor information simpliciter) depend on whatever biases one might host: women’s testimony that p carries the information that p simpliciter in a sexist society, and it also carries the information that p for a sexist cogniser: sexist societies and cognisers are in a position to know that p based on women’s testimony that p, in virtue of their cognitive architecture, even when their biases get in the way of their coming to know that p.
And a final note: on our account, information for an agent entails information simpliciter. After all, any signal with the disposition such that specific agent is in a position to know that p based on the signal upon receiving the signal will also have the disposition such that some agent is in a position to know that p based on the signal upon receiving the signal. We take it that this is entirely as it should be. In fact, we take it to be a desideratum on theories of information that they preserve the entailment of information simpliciter by information for an agent. A signal cannot carry the information that p for one unless it carries the information that p.  


4. Misinformation and Disinformation

We started this paper by noting that non-factive accounts of information afford (and often involve) the following type-species assumptions: misinformation is a species of information (the false variety thereof), and disinformation is a species of misinformation (the variety that is spread with the intention, or function to mislead). 
	We have also seen, however, that non-factivism is false. This straightforwardly implies that, should misinformation or disinformation turn out to be essentially false, they will not stand in a species-type relation to information. By the same token, we would be left in the dark as to what misinformation and disinformation are. 
In what follows, we will outline our preferred account, on which no type-species relation occurs between information, misinformation, and disinformation. This will explain the Gricean datum observed in Section 2: recall that we said that, typically, when type/species relations obtain, assertions of the following form sound bad: ‘Your cat and the pretty cats should be fed’ implicates your cat is rather ugly. The reason for this is that the assertion triggers the quantity implicature that your cat is not a pretty cat (similarly, and for the same reason, it’s problematic to say things like ‘philosophy and ethics’, or ‘sciences and social sciences’, or ‘humans and women’). But asserting things like ‘Information, misinformation, and disinformation are the subject of this research’ sounds perfectly fine. This suggests no type-species relation is present.
Nevertheless, on the account we develop, these concepts, as well as the categories they pick out, are not completely foreign to each other – there is some interesting conceptual overlap, that explains the underlying intuition behind the popular but false type-species assumption: Information, misinformation, and disinformation alike stand in interesting relations to possible knowledge, understood in our sense.
	We have already seen that natural language semantics tells us that inferring that misinformation and disinformation are species of information from the looks of the lexical items is a mistake: mis- and dis- are privative modifiers. With privative prefixes, a type-species relation cannot be inferred: being misaligned is not a way of being aligned, and being disbarred is not a way of being a member of the bar.
Interestingly for our purposes in this section, natural language also gives us reason to be sceptical about disinformation being a species of misinformation: the mis- prefix modifies as badly, wrongly; unfavourably; opposite or lack of; not. In this, misinformation is fake information, in the same way in which fake gold is essentially non-gold. As opposed to this, for the most part, ‘dis-’ modifies as ‘deprive of’ (a specified quality, rank, or object), ‘exclude’, or ‘expel from’. In this, paradigmatically[footnoteRef:6], ‘dis-’ does not negate the prefixed content, but rather it signals un-doing, depriving: if misplacing is placing in the wrong place, displacing is taking out of the right place. Disinformation is not a species of misinformation any more than displacing is a species of misplacing (Simion 2023).  [6:  Not essentially. Disagreeable and dishonest are cases in point, where the dis- prefix modifies as not-. The underlying rationale for the paradigmatic usage, however, is solidly grounded in the Latin, and later French source of the English version of the prefix. (Latin prefix meaning “apart,” “asunder,” “away,” “utterly,” or having a privative, negative, or reversing force)] 

Finally, note, also, that while misinformation, like information simpliciter, is not agent-dependent, it exists out there. In contrast, disinformation is audience-dependent: no disinformation without a target. Likewise, one cannot deprive simpliciter, displace simpliciter, or disbar simpliciter – one needs to deprive, displace, or disbar something or someone. Consequently, one cannot engage in disinformation without an audience, since one cannot deprive of information simpliciter.
	Against this background, we find it very attractive to think of misinformation as fake information, and of disinformation as the counterpart of information. Here it goes:
We have said that the mis- prefix modifies as badly, wrongly; not. In this, we find it plausible to think of misinformation as fake information, in the same way in which fake gold is essentially non-gold, and fake ducks are essentially non-ducks. Note, though, that fake information, just like fake gold, still bears interesting relations to the real thing: it presents as though it is the real thing, in an important way. Silver is not fake gold (although it is non-gold), and dogs are not fake ducks (although they are non-ducks). Similarly, misinformation is false content presented as true: it is the kind of thing that, from the cogniser’s viewpoint, is undistinguishable from content that has the capacity to generate knowledge. A signal T carries misinformation that p iff T carries false content that p. In this, misinformation, just like fake gold, presents as possible knowledge but fails to be it. 
In turn, we think that, if information is possible knowledge, and since, for the most part, ‘dis-’ modifies as ‘deprive of’, disinformation is the stuff that has the capacity to generate ignorance – i.e. to deprive the audience of knowledge or block their access to knowledge. Here is, more precisely, what it is, on our preferred view, for a signal to carry disinformation for a particular audience: A signal T carries disinformation for an audience A about the fact that p iff T has a disposition to generate or increase the degree of ignorance about the fact that p in A.
Readers will note that our account departs sharply from disinformation orthodoxy in many ways, including that our account, pace orthodoxy, does not countenance an intention or function to mislead as essential to disinformation (e.g. Fallis 2009, 2015, Floridi 1996, 1983, Fetzer 2004, Mahon 2008). We think this widely endorsed claim is a mistake generated by paradigmatic instances of disinformation.  We also think it is a dangerous mistake to operate with such a restricted concept of disinformation in a world in which automated spread of disinformation that has little to do with any intention on the part of the programmer (or, arguably, with any function plausibly attributable to the relevant technology) (Simion 2023). Furthermore, most importantly, artificial intelligence is not the only place where the paradigmatic and the analytic part ways:  think of conspiracy theorists. Often, these folks are genuine believers in the conspiracy theory they spread online, and, if anything, have the intention to inform (and save!) us rather than mislead us. We submit, also, that spreading conspiracy theories online is a paradigmatic instance of spreading disinformation if there has ever been one. Indeed, we submit, if an account of disinformation cannot accommodate this case, we should go back to the drawing board. Disinformation does not involve an intention or function to mislead, but rather a disposition to generate ignorance.
We have defended a full, unified account of the nature of information, misinformation, and disinformation.  A few final things about things to say about the account.[footnoteRef:7]  First: We have said that we take disinformation to be the counterpart of information, and we have analysed information as possible knowledge and disinformation as possible ignorance. Readers may note that this commits us wo a particular view of the nature of ignorance as lack of knowledge. We are happy with this commitment – it is the view that we endorse. We also find it to be a great feature of our account that it can explain how content that preserves true belief in the audience but lowers justification is disinformative (which competing accounts of ignorance in terms of lack true belief, when paired with our account of disinformation, would struggle with).[footnoteRef:8] [7:  We thank the reviewers as well as audiences where we presented this paper and our earlier results on this topic for pressing us on these points.]  [8:  Thanks to a helpful referee for pressing us on this. The referee also wonders: But isn’t it a truism that ignorance excuses? And, if ignorance is lack of knowledge, shouldn’t it be that acting wrongly on a true belief that isn’t knowledge is excused? (which, intuitively, is not). ‘Ignorance excuses’ is a lay slogan that has been recognised as being false in moral philosophy as well as epistemology quarters for a while now: first, if anything, what excuses is blameless ignorance – if I’m ignorant because I’m doing my inquiry badly, there’s no excuse for my actions sourced in said ignorance. Second, if I believe (be it knowledgeably, truly, or falsely) that phi-ing is wrong and I phi anyway, I am not morally off the hook. For our preferred account of the normativity of blame and criticism, see Kelp & Simion 2017.] 

Isn’t the view (conversely), however, going to be too inclusive? Here are a few ways in which one might worry it is: (1) the account predicts that if one person knows about some strange correlation, then there is information at the relevant signal: if, strangely, whenever our friend Julia wears red in Britain, it’s raining in Spain, and we know it, but nobody else does (or ever will), the account will predict Julia’s fashion choices in Britain carry information (simpliciter) about the weather in Spain. Isn’t that strange? We are happy with this, and we can accommodate strange soundingness – if any - at the level of the semantics or pragmatics of language: perhaps a contextualist account of properly attributing information carrying makes such attributions problematic unless the agents who are in a position to know are among the set of agents picked out at the context; or perhaps such attributions can falsely imply that the agents who are in a position to know are among the set of agents picked out at the context by relevance considerations; we are happy with any of these options. (2) isn’t the view going to predict that the very same piece of content can be, at the same time, information and disinformation (depending on the impacts on the audience? ) Yes, and we are happy with this result: uttering ‘There is disagreement in science about climate change’ in a scientific conference comes at no risk of generating ignorance – folks will know the disagreement is insignificant. Saying the same on news TV risks, due to relevance implicature, to generate the false belief in the audience that there is significant (i.e. news-relevant) disagreement. (3) But doesn’t this suggest the account of disinformation is too inclusive? Can I be accused of spreading disinformation when I let everyone know e.g. that it’s raining tonight, which is true, just because it might, via some strange chain, get you to falsely believe that John is not coming to dinner (perhaps you suspect John hates walking in the rain)? We are happy with this result too: like most acts, spreading disinformation can be done intentionally and blameworthily, or neither. This is an example of the latter.
The previous points had to do with extensional adequacy. The final point will query prior plausibility: information and evidence seem to be closely related concepts. How does this account of information accommodate different accounts of evidence? Does one need to subscribe to a knowledge first version of both or neither? We very much like knowledge-based accounts of evidence (Williamson 2000). One of us (Simion 2024) has defended a view of evidence as facts one is in a position to know (Simion 2024) which, unsurprisingly, makes for a great marriage with the account of information we outline here. That being said, of course, information and evidence are different beasts: A signal p can carry evidence that p is the case without carrying the information that p. The fact that the butler’s glove was found at the crime scene is evidence that the butler did it (it enhances evidential probability that he did, it is pro tanto reason to raise your confidence that he did etc), but it does not carry the information that he did it. As such, our knowledge-first account of information is compatible with any plausible account of evidence.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  We appreciate that this may be thought by some readers to be a fairly obvious point. We were, however, pressed on this by a reviewer, as well as an audience member (in Q&A), which made us think the clarification will be useful to some readers.] 

 

6. Conclusion

We have defended a unified conceptual framework for information research, that unpacks information, misinformation, and disinformation in terms of their capacity to impact knowledge. On this view, and against orthodoxy, no type-species relation obtains between information, misinformation and disinformation.
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