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THE CORRELATION BETWEEN THE CONCEPTS
OF “ KNOWLEDGE” AND “INFORMATION”

Actuality of the problem. The analysis of the evo-
lution of the category of “knowledge” shows that in the
carly stages of economic thought, the object of the study
has been the person and his or her personal knowledge.
The subject of the study is the accumulation of knowledge
by means of training, their spread and practice, their use.
The role of knowledge as a factor of production over time
has substantially increased, and already from the middle of
the 20th century, knowledge has become a major driving
force of social and economic development, and the objects
of research are knowledge in the system of industrial rela-
tions; the subject of research is obtaining benefits from
the use of knowledge and its transformation from intellec-
tual to financial capital. Today, knowledge is not only the
main value of any sector of the economy, but also a major
resource that provides a strong competitive advantage to
economic entities micro- and global level. Despite the ana-
lytical materials that are presented, there is no obvious dif-
ference between the term “knowledge” and “information”.

Analysis of recent research and publications. Among
the authors, whose works largely represent the differeces
and similar characteristics of the methodological analyses
of the terms “knowledge” and “information”, it is neces-
sary to mention D. Bell, T. Gryhiles, U. Dyzard, J. Mar-

The transformation of modern society began with the transition of most developed countries to the
knowledge-based economy, the foundation of which is intangible value, implemented in intangible assets.
In the course of development of social production, knowledge in various forms turns into the system and con-
tinuous phenomenon, a characteristic feature, which is a fixed monopoly on rental factors. It can be argued
that the knowledge market is a knowledge-based set of economic relations established between producers and
sellers of knowledge that shape their supply, and buyers (consumers) of these goods and services that shape
demand for them through buying and selling the latter. From our point of view, the knowledge market is a new
market that can be classified on several grounds.

Key words: knowedge economy, knowledge, information, transformation.

tine, E. Masudu, F. Makhlup, E. Mansfield, R. Nelson,
I. Nikolov, T. Stouniere, E. Toffler, J. Schumpeter, J. Ellul,
A. Anchishkina, L. Veger, L. Gatovsky, L. Glyazer.

The aim of the article is to come up with the differ-
ences in the interpretation of the terms “knowledge” and
“information”.

The presentation of the main materials. To character-
ize the post-industrial society from the economic point of
view, to use scientific knowledge as independent economic
resource seems the most significant. Analyzing the defini-
tion, we can assert, that from our point of view, knowledge
is the result of mapping information (data) intellectual entity
in time and context, which the knowledge owned in a certain
individual context — dependent information images.

Another aspect that is paid attention to in identifying the
nature of knowledge is the connection with person, his or
her cognitive, intellectual activity. Previously, this aspect
was the privilege of philosophy and psychology. Domes-
tic philosophical science defines knowledge as “a practi-
cal result of knowledge of reality, its correct reflection in
human thinking”. In the development of this approach, the
knowledge that the person accumulates during the hour
of work is interpreted as the result of individual cognitive
activity, inextricably linked with human intelligence. At
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the same time, information is defined as the exchange of
signals, the transmission exists in both animate and inani-
mate nature, i.e. may be independent of the individual.

From our point of view, knowledge in the knowledge
economy plays the following role:

— along with labor and capital, knowledge plays a role
in economic growth — the resource concept of knowledge;

— production of knowledge is evaluated as quality,
which determines the shape of the economy — productive
concept of knowledge;

— codified knowledge becomes the main component of
economic relations — the codified concept of knowledge;

— knowledge development is based on information and
communication tools — a concept that regulates the devel-
opment of the information society.

The presented data show that researchers nature and
role of knowledge and information do not follow a sin-
gle approach but a few, which is quite justified, because
only by combining different approaches, the basic prop-
erties of knowledge and information, which impact on the
processes of production, distribution and application, can
be detected. The emphasis on one aspect limits the under-
standing of these phenomena and narrows the ability to
manage them [1, p. 46-49].

It is important to note that in the opinion of experts, the
universally accepted system of classification of knowledge
has not been created. However, it is possible to identify a
number of existing approaches, which are used in both the
scientific literature and in the practice of knowledge man-
agement. From historical times, knowledge has been the
subject of scientific interest. One of the most early classifi-
cations of knowledge belonged to Aristotle, who identified
the following types of knowledge: — knowledge of both
theoretical and universal (know — why, “I know why”);
— knowledge of how the technology works, which is based
on practice (know — how, “know how”); — knowledge as
a standard activity, which is based on life experience and
specific context (practical wisdom — common sense).

M. Polanyi introduced the concept of “indirect” knowl-
edge “we may, we know more, than we can say”. Assumed
to knowledge are personal in nature, they are tied to the con-
text, so it is difficult to convey to others. Explicit or codified
knowledge indicate knowledge, which can be transformed
into officially recognized, systematic language”.

Considering the knowledge-based economy, such
related concepts as “information” and “knowledge” should
be clarified. As it turns out, there is a fundamental differ-
ence between them. For example, K. Arrow builds the
following logical chain: “Information creates a produc-
tive field for inventions, stimulating the production of
new knowledge, which helps to optimize the allocation of
material resources and the emergence of other inventions”.
A. Fosket offered to distinguish the category “information”
and “knowledge”, defining its difference in the following
way: “Knowledge is the fact that I “know”, but informa-
tion defines “who knows”. At the same time F. Machlup
proposed his point of view: “Production of new knowl-
edge is not complete until they are transferred to another
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person and are not the property of one person. Informa-
tion meanwhile transfers the knowledge which may be the
result of the received information. Information is carried
out in order to invest knowledge in the mind of another”
[2, p. 74-78].

A somewhat different interpretation of these categories
is given George R. Hodgson : the concepts of “knowledge”
and “information” can be equated. Availability of informa-
tion does not mean widespread knowledge. Information —a
set of data that has already been interpreted, which man-
aged to give some meaning. And knowledge is a product
of the use of information. Knowledge is not separate from
social or other context. The application and dissemination
of knowledge depends significantly not only on technology
but also on social institutions. His position that “the availa-
bility of information does not mean the widespread dissem-
ination of knowledge” shows the lack of ITT development
alone. The interpretation of the concept of “knowledge” by
K. Vig is quite close to George R. Hodgson: “Knowledge
consists of truth and ideas, points of view and concepts,
judgments and propositions, methodologies and know-
how. We accumulate knowledge, organize it, integrate it
and store it for a long time in order to apply it to specific
situations or problems. Information consists of facts and
data that describe a particular situation or problem.

Consistent application of knowledge of the appropriate
understanding of the available information on a particu-
lar situation and the coming up with the decision how to
approach it. We can state that the concept of “information”
is interpreted very broadly, almost every science has its
own definition. This understanding of information per-
sisted for a long time, until the middle of the 20th century.

The first scientific direction in the study of this phe-
nomenon is information theory. Publications on these
issues appeared in the early 20th century, but the most
famous and scientifically sound concepts are associated
with the names of scientists who worked in the mid-
dle of the 20th century. Information theory has created a
basis for the development of the production of computers,
many means of communication and information technol-
ogy, which are becoming the main means of production
in terms of informatization. At the same time, information
theory has laid the foundation for the development not
only of cybernetics, but also a number of other sciences.
K. Shannon also noted that information theory has found
application in biology, psychology, linguistics, theoreti-
cal physics, economics, theory of production organization
and in many other fields of science and technology. In the
beginning of the 21st century, the category “information”
attracts the attention of scientists and experts from vari-
ous disciplines. Information becomes the subject of study
of many sciences, as a consequence, there are many defi-
nitions of information that carry different semantic load.
As a result, there is currently no generally accepted defini-
tion of information [3, p. 343-352].

Systematization of most approaches to the definition of
“information” was carried out by D.I. Bljumenau, grouping
them into two main directions: practical and philosophical.
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Within the practical direction, the theory of information is
of the greatest interest to us. In information theory, there
are two aspects in the study of the concept of “informa-
tion”: quantitative and qualitative. From the very begin-
ning in the development of information theory there was a
contradiction between the well-developed first and almost
unexplored second aspect.

The founders of quantitative theory of information are
K. Shannon, R.A. Fisher and N. Wiener. They proposed
a statistical theory of the amount of information in the early
1950s. In this case, R.A. Fischer proceeded from the clas-
sical statistical theory, K. Shannon — from the problem of
information coding, and N. Wiener — from the problem of
communication and noise in electric filters.

In quantitative theory of information, the concept
of “information” is opposed to the concept of “entropy”
(a measure of uncertainty). Entropy is associated with
chaos and information can reduce the entropy of a system
in order to return it to equilibrium. The amount of informa-
tion in the system is a measure of organization, and entropy
is a measure of disorganization of the system; “One to
another, taken with the opposite sign”. Subsequently, these
theories were developed in the works of W. Ashby, L. Bril-
louin, A. Turing. An algorithmic approach to the concept
of information was proposed by the Soviet mathematician
A.N. Kolmogorov in the late 60s, according to which the
definition of information is based on mathematical (prob-
able) approaches. In this regard, attempts have been made
to develop a qualitative theory of information, where the
main element of the study is the value of information for
the recipient. One of the founders of qualitative theory of
information, A.A. Kharkevich, determined the value of
information by increasing the probability of achieving the
purpose for which information is collected. Information
that increases the probability of achieving a goal has a pos-
itive value, and information that reduces it has a negative
value. The disadvantage of this approach is the excessive
use of quantitative ratios in determining the value of infor-
mation. Therefore, the very concept of information quality
is not amenable to detailed study [4, p. 161-166].

Further analysis of the value characteristics of infor-
mation has led to the emergence of two approaches in the
framework of qualitative theory of information: semantic
and pragmatic. The first approach evaluates the informa-
tion obtained taking into account the content, the second —
taking into account the subjective value for a particular
individual. The pragmatic (value) concept of information
theory takes into account the substantive side of the infor-
mation received, but also assesses its need for the recipient
at a certain point in time.

The study of the nature of information in the philosoph-
ical field is of great importance in theoretical and meth-
odological terms. From a philosophical point of view, we
can distinguish two approaches. Researchers of the first
approach (R.M. Nizhegorodtsev, A.V. Sokolov, A.D. Ursul)
associate information with reflection and consider it an
integral part of matter (attributive concept). For example,
“information is a reflected diversity” or “information —

a general, universal property of matter, which expresses the
nature and degree of its order.” This approach implies that
information is contained in all material objects and is their
integral property, i.e. information does not arise for the first
time at the level of life, but exists and has always existed.

Scientists of the second approach (V.G. Afanasyev,
D.I. Bljumenau, M.I. Setrov) consider information as an
element of self-governing systems or their function (func-
tional-cybernetic concept). Proponents of this approach
do not recognize the presence of information in inanimate
nature and associate it with management. Here informa-
tion is a property of only living beings, which distinguishes
them from inanimate nature. Thus, D.I. Bljumenau writes
that “information does not exist at all in the objective reality
given outside and independently of the knowing subject.”

In our study, we will adhere to the attributive concept
in understanding the nature of information. Information is
intangible in nature, but at the same time it is contained
in any tangible object. Information underlies matter. Every
phenomenon carries information about its essence. But the
process of using information, of course, is available only to
living beings. For example, the laws of nature exist inde-
pendently of human activity, but person discovers them.

In economics, the concept of “information” is quite
diverse. They can be divided into two groups. The first
group includes studies of a general methodological nature.
Here the information is considered from the point of view
of its role in activity of firm, in the market, in formation of
a society of new type.

Information as an economic category that affects the
functioning of the firm, studied A. Hart, F. Knight. Thus,
F. Knight pointed out the dependence of the efficiency of
the firm on its information security and defined the infor-
mation as a value inversely proportional to the uncertainty.
A. Hart considered information as one of the reasons for
success in the activities of the firm [5, p. 37-39].

Quantitative approach to the definition of “information”
is fully disclosed in the works of K. Shannon, R.A. Fischer,
N. Wiener, W. Ashby, A. Turing, and A.N. Kolmogorov.
The qualitative side of the phenomenon of information is
considered in the works of A. Kharkevich, A. Schreider,
E. Yasun. It should be noted that information as a technical
phenomenon has been studied in great detail, but the jus-
tification of its qualitative characteristics has not yet been
completed. Followers of the concept of post-industrial
development and the information economy itself are the
following foreign scientists: D. Bell, P. Drucker, M. Cas-
tells, J. Masuda, F. Machlup, M. Porat, T. Stoner, E. Toffler,
T. Umesao, K. Arrow etc. In their works, the role of infor-
mation and knowledge in social development is studied,
and such aspects as the socio-economic consequences of
the information revolution, information production, infor-
mation resources, mechanisms of the functioning of the
network economy, and others are analyzed.

A new concept of “information resource” has appeared
in the economic literature, and a whole galaxy of different
definitions of this concept has already been formed. For
example, B.M. Rudzitsky under information resources
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means “a set of fundamental and applied scientific knowl-
edge, engineering and management solutions, all profes-
sional, creative and educational potential of the popula-
tion”. From this point of view, information resources are in
the form of knowledge that exists independently in objec-
tive reality. At the same time, without any consolidation
of knowledge on a tangible medium, it may be lost or not
communicated to most people. Therefore, in our opinion,
such a definition requires clarification, as knowledge, also
being an ideal category, needs a carrier in order to act as a
material productive force [6, p. 12-21].

There is a broader interpretation of information
resources, proposed by A.D. Ursul. He defines them as infor-
mation in the form of conceptual knowledge. As a result,
the information resource is all the scientific and technical
information presented in the form of a document (includ-
ing on computer media). However, A.D. Ursul writes, the
concept of information resources in a broad sense includes
information tools, as well as includes personnel who have
mastered computer and information literacy and culture. In
our opinion, information resources are mainly products of
applied research — patents, licenses, various current scien-
tific and technical information (know-how, copyright certif-
icates, etc.), which contains a description of new technical
achievements and technological solutions.

The study of various aspects of the use of the catego-
ries “knowledge” and “information” has started from the
1960s. in research, these concepts were often used if not
as identical, but very close in nature. The paper divides
the concepts into “data”, “information” and “knowledge”,
which are presented in the following logical sequence:
source data — information (the context in which the data is
used) — knowledge (conclusions based on data and infor-
mation). Thus, the main difference between knowledge
and information is to some extent the organization and
consciousness of primary data.

It can be concluded that any information in the ordinary
sense of the word is knowledge, although not all knowledge
can be called information. Thus, information is defined by
some set of knowledge, and the latter is a broader concept
in relation to the concept of information. It is important
to note that there is a wide variety of knowledge, but the
following are the most used: explicitly encoded (codifia-
ble, explicit knowledge), implicit, secret implicit (implicit,
tacit knowledge) [7, p. 19-28].

The study identified the need for data category anal-
ysis, as a large number of scientists identify the concepts
of “knowledge” and “data”. From our point of view, data
is a set of objective facts about objects, events, phenom-
ena, processes, it is all that is registered, described and

perceived by a person. Qualitative measures for data are
timeliness, compliance and accuracy. Data is transformed
into information by contextualization, categorization, cal-
culation, correction, compression. The very concept of
“knowledge” is much deeper and broader than just data or
information. Data is just code, it does not make any sense
in itself. Information is meaningful data decoded with a
context key. In turn, knowledge is the information that an
individual or organization can transform into action, build
their vision of the future on it. The data only partially
describe objects, phenomena, facts and processes. They do
not provide assessments or interpretations and, therefore,
are not always an acceptable basis for action. Although
decision-making material may include data, it will not tell
you what to do. Data is important to an organization mainly
because it is the source material for creating information.
Data is converted into information by:

contextualization: we know why the data is needed;

categorization: we break down data into types and
components;

calculation: we process data mathematically;

correction: we correct mistakes and eliminate omissions;

compression: we compress, concentrate, aggregate data.

Just as information arises from data, knowledge arises
from information through comparison, definition of the
area of comparison (with information about other, similar
objects); establishing links (with other information about
this object); evaluations (how this information can be eval-
uated and how it is evaluated by others); determining the
scope of information to certain decisions or actions.

Conclusion. Thus, knowledge plays more important
role than the information, contributes to economic results
in the following ways:

firstly, knowledge is the basis of any production pro-
cess, creating added value, as the simplest form of produc-
tion requires special knowledge;

secondly, knowledge, embodied in capital, provides an
increase in the efficiency of production and management
processes, allowing to increase productivity and save costs;

thirdly, the competence of workers, supported by
knowledge, ensures the normal course of the production
process, as the necessary correspondence between the tech-
nological level of production and the quality of workers;

fourthly, knowledge is the basis for improving exist-
ing and creating new products and services that allow you
to expand existing markets and form new ones. Not all
knowledge is economically used as an economic resource.
Therefore, it is necessary to identify an array of knowledge
that is important in the economic sense as a resource of
production, as capital.
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CIHIBBIJITHOINEHHSA KOHIEINTIB «3HAHHSA» TA « I HOOPMAIIILS»

Tpancopmayis cyuacnozo cycninbcmea nouanacsi 3 nepexoo0y HaubiIbul pO3GUHEHUX KPAiH 00 eKOHOMIKU, 3ACHO-
BAHOI HA 3HAHHAX, OCHOBOIO SIKUX € HEMAMEPIANbHA YIHHICMb, KA PeanizyeEmbCs 8 HeMamepianbHux akmueax. ¥ npoyeci
PO36UMKY CYCNIbHO2O 8UPOOHUYMEBA 3HAHHA 8 PIZHUX (hopmax nepemeoproomvca Ha cucmemHe i besnepepsne asuuye,
Xapaxmepmy 0coonusicmo. axa € Qikcoearo MOHONONICIO HA haxmopu opeHouU, eKOHOMIKA, 0e 3a2anbHda CyMa 00X00)y
BUPIWATLHY PONb NOYUHAE 2pamu IHMENeKmYyalbHa PeHmd, NepemeopioeEmvCst 6 eKOHOMIYI, CRUPAYUch HA 3HAHHAL.
YV cyuacnux ymosax euxopucmanmsi 3uanv sk pecypcy nepeobauac opicHmayilo Hacamnepeo Ha PUHKOSI MeXaHizmu
@DYHKYIOHY8aHHA MA (OPMYEANHS, eKEIBAIeHMHICb, ONIAMY Md KOHKYPEHMOCNPOMONCHICIb. SHAUUMICTb 3HAHb SK
pecypcy CmpiMKo 3pO0Cmae, a ix obcsae 30ibuyemsbcs 3 maKkow WeUOKICII, Wo 3apo0dCYEMbCS PUHOK 3HAHb 8JiCe MAE
PI3HOMAHIMHI Opeanizayiini hopmu: mepexca yeHmpie 3 nepeKkiady pisHUX 3HAHb (8UHAX0O0I8, BIOKPUMMIE, NIOPYUHUKIE
mowjo) 6 eNeKMpOHHULL U0 (KOHMEHM), CMEOPEHHS YUDPOSUX Peno3umapiis, 30MICHEeHHs. MPAHchepnty mexHoN02ill,
CMBOPEHHS «MICI 3HAHbY 1 «PECiOHI8 3HAHbY, W0 B0100II0Mb PO3GUHEHUMU THIMENEKMYATbHUMU PeCcypcamu i € OCHO-
BHUMU 2PABYSAMU YbO2O PUHKY, AYKYIOHU 3HAHD, OIpoiCi 3HaHb, Npudbants abo openoa (axieyis, HAOAHH KOHCAIMUH-
208UX NOCHY2, 8 MOMY YUCHI [ 8 PeCUMi peanvHo2o dacy, aymcopcune. Modcna cmeepodcysamu, wo puHoK 3HAHL €
CYKYNHICTIO eKOHOMIYHUX GIOHOCUH, AKI 8CTNAHOGIIOIOMbCSA MIdC GUPOOHUKAMU [ NPOOABYAMU 3HAHL, WO popmyoms ix
npono3uyiio, i NOKYRYAMU (CROMCUBAUAMUY) OAHUX TOBAPI6 | nociye, AKI popmyoms NONUM HA HUX Yyepe3 KYNigi npo-
dasic ocmanuix. 3 Hauwoi MouKY 30py PUHOK 3HAHbL MA OOMIH HUMU — Ye HOBU Ul PUHOK, AKULL MOJICHA KiacupiKysamu 3a
kinokoma osHaxamu. I1ociioosHo 3acmocysants 3HanHs Oisl inmepnpemayii HaseHol ingopmayii uyooo oxkpemoi cumyayii
i Ons npuiiHamms piuwenns npo me, K 00 Hei nioxooumu. Mu modcemo Koncmamysamu, o ROHAMM «iHopmayisy
MPAKMY€EMbCsL QYIHce WUPOKO, NPAKMUYHO 8 KOJUCHIU HAYYI € C80€ 8U3HAUEHHS Ybo2o nonamms. Hezeadcaiouu na me, uwjo
3 HAYKOBOI MOYKU 30PY B0OHO CIANLO O0CAIOACYBAMUCS BIOHOCHO HedasHo. Cnouamxy NOHAmMmms «iHhopmayisy omomooxc-
HI08ANI0CA 3 AKUMUCH 8I0OMOCMAMIL.

Kniouosi cnosa: inghopmayis, 3uanms,, 3HaAHE8A eKOHOMIKA, MPAHCHOPMAYIs, MIYMAYEHHS MEPMIHY.
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COOTHOHIEHHUE KOHHOHEINITOB «x3HAHUE» U «<MH®OPMALIUS»

Tpancopmayus coepemennozo obujecmea Ha4aracs ¢ nepexoda OONLUUNCTNGA PA3ZBUMBIX CIMPAH MUPA K 9KOHO-
MUKe, OCHOBAHHOU HA 3HAHUSAX, OCHOBOU KOMOPUIX AGIACMCA HEMAMEPUATbHAS. CIMOUMOCHb, KOMOPAsi Peanu308and 6
HeMAmepuaibHblx akmueax. B xode paseumus obwecmeeHHo20 npouzeo0cmea 3HaHus 8 pasiuyHbIX POpMax npespauia-
IOMCAL 8 CUCTNEMHOE U HENPEPbIBHOE ABNEHUE, XAPAKMEPHOU Yepmoli KOMOPO20 AGIACMCA YUKCUPOBAHHAA MOHONONUA HA
Gaxmopul apenovi; IKoHoMuKa, eoe 8 0bwell cymme 00X0008 Peuarouyio poib HaYUHAenm Uepams UHMeNNeKmyalbHds
penma, npespawaemcs 8 IKOHOMUKY, OCHOBAHHYIO HA 3HAHUAX. ModcHo ymeepacoamy, Ymo pulHOK 3HAHUL — MO CO60-
KYNHOCIb YKOHOMUYECKUX OMHOWEHUL, YCAHOBIEHHBIX MENCOY NPOU3BOOUMENAMU U NPOOABYAMY 3HAHUU, KOMOpbie
Gopmupyrom ux npeonodicerue, U NOKYRAmenamu (nompeoumensimu) smux mogapos u yciye, Komopule opmupyom
CNPOC HA HUX NOCPEOCEOM NOKYNKU U npodadcu nocreonux. C Hawell moyKu 3penus, PblHOK SHAHULL U UX 0OMeH — Mo
HOBbI PHIHOK, KOMOPBILL MONHCHO KAACCUDUYUPOBAMb NO HECKOTLKUM NPUSHAKAM.

Kniouegvie cnosa: ungpopmayus, suanus, 3naneea IKOHOMUKA, Mpanchopmayus, moaKkosanue mepmund.
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