Answer to reviewers of the manuscript: “What is information? A multidimensional concern” authored by José María Díaz Nafría

Author’s answers to the comments of the reviewers after revision of the text are indented below the corresponding paragraph and typed in italics.
Managing editor:

Date: 10/03/09

Dear José María Díaz Nafría,

we have received now both reviews for your contribution. Please have a look at the reviewers comments enclosed to this e-mail. We have decided to publish your article after you have provided the required revision. I hope you will send your revised article soon. Please use the UPLOAD button within your submission #76 after the "Editor decision" to send your revised version. Please do not submit new.

Kind regards.
Stefan F. Blachfellner
Managing Editor 
Reviewer A:

This is an interesting manuscript. The authors give a thorough analysis of one of the most fundamental scientific problems “What is information?”

Although it is impossible to solve this problem in a short article, the authors show a broad perspective, demonstrating good knowledge on this topic and being able to convey information on it. 

Thank you, for such a positive assessment.
However, the text has essential defects and demands principal improvements.
I agree completely, and I really appreciate all the given comments, which have been carefully considered. I also found the necessity to change many other aspects concerning expression and content, e.g. the taxonomy and the reference to contemporary theories have been improved. One of the effects of the re-elaboration has been the growth in the article size (about 20%).
1. It is necessary to improve the language of the paper. Here are some examples from the text:
The whole text has been reviewed in this sense, taking special care in the remarked errors (a-f).
2. Some sections have inappropriate titles. For instance, the reader can see on p. 7: “A) According to ontological and epistemological categories”. It would be better, for example, to call this section: “4.a. Ontological and epistemological categorization”
The titles have been changed, especially those of section 4.

3. In this section, the authors separate three approaches to treating information: as objective, as subjective, and in term of a relationship.

However, relationships also can be objective or subjective.
I agree. However, the purpose of the relational category among the objective and the subjective is to highlight the importance of the process or the interaction going on, in which intentionality can be taken into account but not necessary. In the subjectivist interpretations the question about information usually finishes in the fact of being reflected in whatever intentionality, and it plays a necessary role. But in those interpretation labelled as relational the process going on is not bounded by intentionality, though it can be implied (which is illustrated by dashed lines), namely, evolution, measurement, reproduction of an object or process, agents’ activity… For instance, in the UTI or other evolutionary interpretation the subjectivity or intentionality is only recalled from a given stage of development; in the activity theory the recipient could be a device doing something or human.
4. The authors use non-standard punctuation. For example, “… smaller than Shannon’s one  qubit”. 

I don’t imply that it is inappropriate but it demands explanation to make the text comprehensible.
It has been reviewed. Some special characters were not shown because the related fonts were not embedded.
5. The authors mention theories by the names of their creators. However, it is necessary to give a reference to the publication where this theory was presented. For example, some authors included in the Figure 2, such as Lazlo, Brier, Bense, and Moles, don’t have references.
Now there are references for all the mentioned authors, and more explicit descriptions about the related approaches.
6. The authors build very elaborated diagrams. I understand that it’s not an easy to put such a diagram into the computerized form, but they have to be correct. For instance, some words in Figures 1 and 3 miss their parts:

Automa-, Quan-, Linguis-, etc. in Figures 3.
Now, all the labels are visible in the three figures.

7. It is not necessary to give such a long Glossary (as long as the main text) at the end of the paper. If some terms used in the paper need explanation, it’s better incorporate these explanations in the main text or give them as footnotes.
I would agree if it were a glossary to clarify used terminology, but that is not its purpose. A justification, about what for the glossary is supposed to be, is now given beforehand (even in the abstract). One of the purpose of the article itself is to make an invitation to participate in a interdisciplinary elucidation of the information concept. The glossary does not intend to clarify the terms used in the text, but to serve “as an example of what-it-could-be” as interdisciplinary tool for a conceptual elucidation of information theories. 

When the article was submitted, the included glossary was employed as a guide for an interdisciplinary elaboration of a glossary (we have named BITrum glossary, http://sites.google.com/site/ebitrum/) that we are about to publish a first version with circa one hundred entries and some 30 collaborators. As we plan to keep the elaboration alive and open to new collaboration, the glossary included in the article might be useful for further invitations.
Conclusion: the manuscript demands a serious improvement before it can be considered for publication.
I first elaborated the text in Spanish before we got the support for an International Meeting (held in León, Spain, in November 2008) aimed at starting the mentioned project (BITrum) of interdisciplinary elucidation of the information concept. We had to organize all in a very short time, so the text was translated by third persons as invitation to take part in the project. The editors considered it was an interesting matter to be published in TripleC, so they encouraged me. I did it, but not having the time to improve it because of the organizing work, which was extended to the coordination of the founded research group. 
In the manuscript -in comparison to the Spanish text- the sense was very often changed, and sometimes reversed. When I finally came to improve it I found out how far from the original was. In any case, I was looking forward the opportunity to get deeper into the content, even concerning some discussion with my colleagues. I finally did it and I now believe the improvement of the manuscript is significant.

I really appreciate all your reviewing comments. Thank you and best regards.

José María Díaz Nafría
Reviewer B:

Author's idea (trying to understand what is really information, by taking into account the historical roots and adopting an interdisciplinary approach) is very interesting. The structure of the contents is clear. In particular, I found the glossary very useful. 
Thank you for your very positive assessment. I carefully considered your criticism regarding the historical part. Without making any significant change in the content of this part (though some clarifications and meaningful references), I tried to stress the ideas of your comments. In any case, I extensively re-elaborated the whole text, aiming at bringing more clarity into the posed questions. Now the text is some larger (20%), and I believe significantly improved.
By the way, in my opinion the work is too synthetic to be able to provide a complete answer to the original question. In particular, the historical part, that is quite complex, seems to be a bit too generic to me. It is quite difficult to write in one paragraph about "antiquity" or "the rise of modernity", even if we want to insert them in (or use them for) a more generic reasoning. Maybe it could be emphasized and stressed the fact that it is not a complete work, but a work in progress (to be completed in a book?). In that case, the work would be perfect.
On the one hand, I have tried to stress the idea that -especially in the historical part- this is a very brief enquiry that has been treated by several authors and that should be extended. On the other hand, I should mention that one of the scopes of the BITrum research group –founded and coordinated by the author- is indeed the historical research. This text was first aimed at fostering the research already going on (see http://sites.google.com/site/ebitrum/). The editors considered it was an interesting matter to be published in TripleC, so they encouraged me to submit the manuscript. Probably in the next month, a glossary developed by circa 30 collaborators will be published. The glossary proposed in the text was used as a guide for collaborators.
This last point is well stressed in the glossary ("only developed for a short number of entries as an example of what-it-could-be", pag. 15) but not in the other parts of the work (I specifically refer to the historical section).

For the rest, it is very important to check the typos. There are many small errors (e.g. pag. 14 "(, or", pag 15 "symbol ," etc.).
I reviewed the whole text to polish all these small errors. In any case, it might happen that because some special characters were used but not embedded, they are not correctly seen if the recipient computer does not have the corresponding fonts.
I really appreciate all your kind assessment and your reviewing comments. Thank you so much, and best regards.

José María Díaz Nafría
