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Abstract
[bookmark: _Hlk209701743]In the digital era, the overflow of information, misinformation, the echo chamber and the post-truth culture are profoundly influencing the knowledge building process of individuals and societies. In this context, the study argues that ancient Greek myth is not just a cultural or religious statement; Rather, it can be considered an epistemic infrastructure that organizes the principles of belief, suspicion, testimony, authority, and fact-checking. The purpose of this study is to investigate how the structures of knowledge acquisition, acceptance or rejection of information, and collective belief formation in ancient Greek myth can serve as an effective explanatory model for analyzing contemporary data crises. The study conducts a qualitative literature analysis using intensive reading, comparative text-analysis, and interpretive criticism methods. Selected Greek tragedies and myths, including Oedipus Rex, Antigone, Agamemnon, The Bacchae, are analyzed in the light of the theoretical framework of narrative epistemology, social epistemology, and misinformation studies. The analysis shows that processes such as the credibility of testimony, cognitive bias, power influence, reproduction of collective statements, and ignoring warning signals are structured in ancient myth in a way that bears a profound resemblance to the workings of modern misinformation, epistemic injustice, and the functioning of the Echo Chamber. The study concludes that ancient Greek myth is not just a literary tradition of the past; Rather, it provides an effective interdisciplinary analytical framework for rethinking contemporary information-culture, critical thinking, and epistemic resilience.
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Introduction 
In the current information environment, people are faced with a huge amount of information, claims, and opinions every day. Many of these claims are contradictory. Consequently, a crucial question arises: whom should one trust? Which claims should be accepted, and which should be viewed with scepticism?
This decision does not depend solely on the presence of information. Even if a claim is true, it may not be accepted as credible. Conversely, even when evidence is present, it can be misinterpreted. Authority, too, does not always guarantee truth. Preconceived beliefs can sometimes lead to the rejection of even contradictory evidence. Therefore, it is not enough to see the information crisis as a problem of mere production or dissemination of false information. It also involves the relationship of credibility, authority, evidence, interpretation, and belief (Garusi & Splendore, 2023).
Research Objective
This research centers on this broader epistemic process. Here, the ancient Greek tragedy is not viewed or read merely as a vehicle for mythological tales or moral instruction; in the selected plays, the characters are repeatedly confronted with situations where the question of knowing, believing, doubting, and rejecting become significant. Even when the truth is spoken, the speaker is not believed. Even if there is evidence, its meaning is not properly understood. Again, different authority provides different interpretations of the same event. Sometimes preconceived beliefs block the way of accepting the opposite knowledge.
Here, the term “information” is not being used to denote an ancient concept equivalent to modern digital information systems; rather, it serves as an analytical category. It encompasses prophecy, testimony, reports, signs, evidence, and various types of knowledge claims. Similarly, the term “epistemic infrastructure” does not imply a direct comparison between ancient Greek culture and modern technological infrastructure; instead, it functions as an analytical framework used to examine how narrative authority, testimony, evidence, interpretation, belief, and their consequences are organized. 
The scope of this research is also specific. “Ancient Greek narratives” are not treated here as a monolithic or homogeneous category. The study focuses on four specific Greek tragedies: Aeschylus’s Agamemnon, Sophocles’s Oedipus Tyrannus and Antigone, and Euripides’s The Bacchae. These four plays are read and examined comparatively because each presents a distinct configuration of epistemic conflict. Agamemnon highlights issues of testimony and credibility; Oedipus Tyrannus illustrates the relationship between evidence and interpretation; Antigone brings to the fore the conflict between authority and competing truth claims; and The Bacchae explores questions of denial, perception, and collective belief.
There is significant research on Greek tragedy, myths, narratives, social epistemology, and contemporary information-disorder. However, these studies have generally evolved into individual theoretical fields. Recent research in narrative epistemology has also analyzed how narratives play a role in shaping knowledge, evidence, and perception (Talbi, 2025). This study does not claim any direct historical equivalence between these fields. Rather, it explores how the correlations of knowledge, credibility, evidence, authority, and belief are dramatized within the mythic narrative.
To this end, the study proposes the concept of “Myth as Epistemic Infrastructure” (MEI). Through MEI, the selected tragedies are interpreted as narrative structures in which authority, testimony, evidence, interpretation, belief, and consequences are interconnected. The aim of this framework is not to establish Greek tragedy as an ancient version of contemporary information disorder. Rather, it seeks to show that some of the fundamental epistemic mechanisms of belief, doubt, and knowledge acquisition can be comparatively analyzed in different historical and cultural contexts.
The core question of this research is: 
How do selected ancient Greek tragedies dramatize the processes through which testimony, evidence, authority, and belief become accepted, rejected, or contested as knowledge?
The study addresses five sub-questions:
a. How does Agamemnon construct the relationship between testimony and credibility?
b. How does Oedipus Tyrannus reveal the relationship between evidence and interpretation?
c. How does Antigone construct the conflict between competing authorities and truth claims?
d. How does The Bacchae reveal the relationship among belief, denial, and epistemic closure?
e. How do these four configurations collectively support the concept of Myth as Epistemic Infrastructure (MEI)?
Methodology
Research Method and Analytical Procedure
This study adopts a qualitative literature-research approach that includes intensive reading, comparative text-analysis, and interpretive criticism. The main texts of the study are Aeschylus's Agamemnon, Sophocles' Oedipus Tyrannus and Antigone, and Euripides's The Bacchae. These plays have been purposefully selected because they present distinct but comparable forms of epistemological conflicts: evidence and credibility, evidence and interpretation, competing claims of authority and truth, and belief and denial, respectively. Although other Greek tragedies could also have been relevant to this study, these four selected plays provide a precise comparative text for examining the proposed MEI structure.
The study used the English versions listed in the references: Theodoridis's Agamemnon (2005), Fagles's The Three Theban Plays (1994), and Vellacott's The Bacchae and Other Plays (2000); The primary text is referenced following the line numbers of the respective versions. Each play is first analyzed through intensive reading. The six MEI dimensions: authority, testimony, evidence, interpretation, belief, and consequences are then analyzed using who establishes knowledge, how claims are presented and supported, how the evidence is interpreted, how beliefs are accepted or rejected, and the consequences. The analysis also identifies relevant narrative, ritual, political, and social structures and examines how they affect knowledge transmission, epistemological conflicts, and individual and collective activities. The results of the four plays are later compared; Here the six dimensions are considered not strictly linear steps, but as interconnected processes. Instead of viewing the plays as identical examples of tragic systems, they are analyzed on the basis of the specific pattern of relationships and processes in each play.
Limitations
The four selected plays do not represent the entire Greek tragedy; rather, they have been used as an focused and limited corpus for analyzing various forms of epistemological conflict through the MEI framework. As a result, alternative patterns of knowledge, authority, belief, and truth present in other Greek tragedies have not been directly examined in this study. In addition, as a qualitative and explanatory study, the results are also dependent on selected passages, analytical approaches, and the English translations used. Therefore, the results should not be considered universally applicable conclusions about the entire Greek tragedy. 
The four plays were selected to provide coverage across three major tragic playwrights and four distinct epistemic problems, allowing the MEI framework to be tested across variations in genre, dramatic context, and modes of knowledge conflict without making the corpus too broad for close comparative analysis.
Results
Agamemnon: Prophecy, Testimony, and Epistemic Injustice
The most striking example of epistemic conflict in Agamemnon revolves around Cassandra. Cassandra possesses knowledge of the future, yet she initially lacks the credibility required for that knowledge to become socially effective. Consequently, the play raises questions that go beyond merely “who knows the truth”; it also explores how knowledge held by an individual transforms into social knowledge when that person lacks credibility.
Cassandra's epistemic authority becomes apparent gradually. At the beginning of the play, she remains silent for nearly three hundred lines. Initially, her silence accentuates her status as an unknown foreigner. Clytemnestra assumes she does not even understand the Greek language. The Chorus, too, remarks, “It seems to me the stranger needs some able interpreter” (Aeschylus, 2005, lines 1062–1063). Taplin (1985, p. 77) demonstrates that this silence subsequently transforms into an active marker of Cassandra’s “peculiarity.” Her prophetic speech gradually shifts from obscurity toward clear knowledge. 
This change is also reflected in Cassandra's own language: “But now! Now my prophecy will be seen utterly clearly! It will no longer be hidden behind the fine linen of a bride... No more riddles now. Now, I will enlighten you with clear words." (Aeschylus, 2005, lines 1178–1185)
In other words, no new knowledge is being created here; rather, Cassandra begins to articulate her existing knowledge in a way that makes it more comprehensible to others. Taplin (1985, p. 104) interprets this change as Cassandra's move toward “knowledge and insight”. He contrasts Agamemnon’s journey with a state of “unknowingness,” while associating Cassandra’s journey with knowledge. Consequently, the play demonstrates that social authority and epistemic authority are not the same.
This distinction can be explained more precisely through Fricker’s (2007) concept of testimonial injustice. According to Fricker, testimonial injustice arises when prejudice diminishes a speaker's credibility. Its central form is the “identity-prejudicial credibility deficit” (p. 28). It would not be accurate to equate Cassandra directly with Fricker’s contemporary concept; however, there exists a significant structural tension between her identities as a woman, a foreigner, and a slave and her prophetic status. She possesses knowledge, yet the social readiness to accept that knowledge is weak.
Goldman’s social epistemology is also significant here. Acquiring knowledge through testimony relies on the statements of others; consequently, a speaker’s credibility is a crucial component of epistemic exchange (Goldman, 1999). Applying Goldman’s analysis to the case of Cassandra reveals that true knowledge becomes socially effective only when others regard the knowledge-bearing speaker as a credible epistemic source. It is precisely here that Cassandra’s tragedy transforms into a social-epistemic problem.
The epistemic stance of the Chorus and the audience shifts alongside Cassandra’s speech. Taplin (1985) notes that the Chorus and the audience “are pulled round from the role of patronizers to that of the receivers of enlightenment” (p. 104). In other words, those who initially viewed Cassandra as a stranger and a subordinate woman gradually transform into recipients of her knowledge. 
The discussion of Vernant and Vidal-Naquet also shows the important role of prophecy, omen, and divine signs in Greek tragedy. They show that diviners and prophets serve as important intermediaries in the tragedy of Aeschylus to create a connection between the ambiguity of the human world and the divine world (Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1996, p. 261). In Cassandra's case, this intermediary function is more complicated because although she carries knowledge, her words are not socially recognized at first.
Therefore, the testimony dimension of MEI in Agamemnon adds three layers: knowledge, communicability, and credibility. Cassandra knows the truth and reveals it; But social recognition is needed for her testimony to be effective. As a result, the play shows that truth alone is insufficient for knowledge to become socially effective. Cassandra's tragedy is therefore not just a tragedy of ignored prophecy; It is an example of an epistemic failure where the truth is present, but the credibility of the person who bears that truth is not recognized in time.
This lesson follows by applying the dimensions of MEI to Agamemnon to how Cassandra's prophetic authority and testimony are accepted, how the chorus and other characters interpret her knowledge, and how her failure to acknowledge her credibility contributes to the tragic outcome. While testimony and credibility are particularly important here, the analysis also considers their relationship to authority, interpretation, belief, and consequences.
Oedipus Tyrannus: Evidence, Investigation and Interpretation
If Agamemnon demonstrates that even known truth may not be accepted as credible testimony, Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus shifts the epistemic problem toward the realms of evidence, investigation, and interpretation. From the very beginning of the play, Oedipus seeks the cause of Thebes’s plight and the identity of Laius’s killer. He declares “I’ll start again—I’ll bring it all to light myself!” (Sophocles, 1994, line 150). Thus, the pursuit of truth is not merely a political duty but also an integral part of his epistemic identity. But the person who is most active in uncovering the truth, his own identity and prejudices ultimately hinder him from understanding the meaning of the evidence.
Oedipus’s epistemic authority is grounded in his previous success. It was his ability to solve the Sphinx’s riddle that made him King of Thebes. A significant reversal of this capacity occurs during his encounter with Tiresias. Tiresias declares that Laius’s murderer is standing right before Oedipus and foretells his future blindness and exile (Sophocles, 1994, lines 447–462). But Oedipus could not take this statement as evidence of his identity. He instead saw the possibility of a conspiracy against Tiresias and Creon. Thus, the problem is not the absence of evidence; the problem is the interpretation of the evidence.
This double meaning of Tiresias's statement makes the epistemic structure of the play particularly clear. The audience understands the meaning of his words, because they know Oedipus's true identity; but Oedipus does not understand it. Taplin (1985) shows that Tiresias' speech acts like a riddle (p. 30). Oedipus himself tells him, “Riddles—all you can say are riddles, murk and darkness,” to which Tiresias points to Oedipus's old Sphinx-solving abilities (Sophocles, 1994, lines 500–505). As a result, the meaning of the same evidence varies according to the epistemic position of the receiver.
In the subsequent parts of the play, the evidence steadily accumulates. Jocasta’s statements, the site of Laius’s murder, and the testimonies of the Corinthian messenger and the old shepherd gradually weave disparate facts into a larger pattern. Although Oedipus initially interprets the evidence in a way that aligns with his preconceptions, he is ultimately unable to sustain that interpretation. Consequently, the study identifies investigation, witnesses, evidence, interpretation, and delayed recognition as the central focuses of this tragedy.
This delayed recognition becomes more apparent in the light of Aristotle's Poetics. Aristotle (1996) speaks of peripeteia or reversal and anagnorisis or recognition as important elements of complex plots. Oedipus is an important example of these two elements, as Oedipus's investigation eventually leads to the recognition of one's own identity. Ricoeur (1984, p. 31) explains emplotment in Aristotle's Poetics text as the process of organizing discrete events into a coherent whole. In his discussion, Aristotle's tragedy creates a narrative structure in which discordant events acquire a meaningful configuration.
This concept is important for understanding the epistemic structure of Oedipus Tyrannus. The individual testimonies and evidence confronting Oedipus do not reveal the whole truth separately. They are interconnected in the progress of the narrative. Ultimately, recognition occurs when the previous evidence is organized into a single explanatory pattern. That is, knowledge is not just information accumulation here; it is the result of narrative configuration.
Bruner's (1986, pp. 13–14) narrative theory helps explain another aspect of this interpretation. Narrative places the temporal relationships of human action, intention, and events in a meaningful configuration. In Oedipus Tyrannus, discrete evidence is not just stored as facts; they combine to form a causal narrative. As a result, Oedipus's investigation is both evidence collection and narrative reconstruction.
Segal (1981)'s Tragedy and Civilization is important for understanding the relationship of knowledge, identity, and recognition in the Sophoclean tragedy. In Oedipus's case, the investigation is not ultimately limited to identifying the outside culprit. The investigator himself becomes the object of the search. As a result, his epistemic journey transforms from external investigation to self-recognition (Segal, 1981, pp. 8–10). It is this transformation that creates Oedipus's paradox of knowledge: the person who is able to solve the riddle of others fails to solve the riddle of his own identity until the full pattern of evidence is revealed to him.
Therefore, the nature of epistemic failure in Oedipus Tyrannus is different from that in Agamemnon. In Cassandra's case, the problem was the credibility of truth; In Oedipus's case, although the evidence was present, but its interpretation repeatedly failed. Sophocles' primary text, Aristotle's recognition and reversal, Ricoeur's emplotment, Bruner's narrative meaning, and Segal's Sophoclean analysis together show that Oedipus's knowledge is not a direct access to truth. It is built on investigation, evidence, contested interpretation, and delayed recognition.
For this reason, Oedipus Tyrannus raises a fundamental question from the perspective of MEI: "How should evidence be understood?" The play shows that evidence does not produce truth on its own. Translating evidence into meaningful knowledge requires explanation, adjustment to relevance, and ultimately recognition. So analysis follows how authority, evidence, evidence, interpretation, belief, and consequences interact with each other; At the same time, special emphasis is placed on the relationship between evidence and interpretation.
Antigone: Authority, Competing Truths, and the Legitimacy of Knowledge
While Agamemnon brings to the fore issues of testimony and credibility, and Oedipus Tyrannus highlights problems regarding evidence and interpretation, Sophocles’ Antigone elevates the epistemic conflict to the level of authority, competing truth claims, and legitimacy. The question here is not merely who possesses the truth, but rather which authority has the power to establish a claim as valid truth. Accordingly, the study identifies political authority, divine law, public legitimacy, and competing truth claims as the central foci of Antigone.
Creon’s position is grounded in political authority. As the ruler of Thebes, he presents civic order, obedience, and state decrees as the foundations of legitimacy; to him, the burial of Polyneices constitutes an act of disobedience against state authority. In contrast, Antigone asserts a normative authority that transcends human decrees, invoking “the great unwritten, unshakable traditions” in opposition to Creon’s command (Sophocles, 1994, lines 504–505). Consequently, the same act “the burial of Polyneices“ takes on different meanings within these two distinct frameworks: for Creon, it is an act of disobedience, whereas for Antigone, it is a duty.
Vernant and Vidal-Naquet demonstrate that Antigone does not merely present a simple conflict between the “individual” and the “State”; rather, a tension between the ‘oikos’ and the ‘city’ is at play (Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1996, pp. 40-41). They also refer to Hegel’s interpretation of Antigone, cautioning against viewing the play simply as a clash between Antigone’s “wildness” and Creon’s “cold reason of State”.
Ricoeur, in discussing Sophocles' Antigone, cites a moral situation in which conflicting moral values and norms converge within the same narrative. According to him, tragedy serves as an “ethical laboratory” in which competing values can be examined and realized through narrative (Ricoeur, 1984, pp. 58–59). Thus, the conflict of Antigone can be seen not only as a conflict between individuals and states, but also as an epistemic conflict between opposing moral claims.
Foucault’s power/knowledge framework clarifies the epistemic dimension of this conflict. According to him, power and knowledge are not separate; specific forms of knowledge and rational discourse are constituted and regulated within power relations (Foucault, 1980, pp. 51–52, 93). The legitimacy of discourse is also influenced by governing systems of “order, appropriation and exclusion” (Gordon, 1980, p. 233). Thus, in Antigone, Creon’s political authority does not merely control action; it also constricts the scope of interpretation. Antigone’s stance is not perceived as an alternative form of knowledge but rather as a threat to the state order.
Michael Lynch’s truth-oriented approach draws an important distinction here. In True to Life: Why Truth Matters, Lynch defends the significance of truth and opposes reducing it merely to personal belief or preference (Lynch, 2004, pp. 35–36). Consequently, the existence of competing truth claims does not imply that all claims are equally true or legitimate. Creon’s political authority does not automatically render his claim true; likewise, Antigone’s moral conviction does not solve all questions on its own.
Antigone differs from the previous two tragedies in this respect. In Cassandra's case, the problem was truth without sufficient credibility; in Oedipus's case, evidence without adequate interpretation; and in Antigone, competing authorities produce competing truth claims. In the text of Vernant and Vidal-Naquet, tragedy creates a situation where one dike collides with another dike and the meaning of law is not fixed (Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1996, p. 26)).
Consequently, Antigone elucidates the relationship of authority → interpretation → belief → consequences within the MEI framework. Authority does not merely determine who speaks; it also influences which statements are deemed legitimate and which interpretations are considered acceptable. 
As a result, Antigone clarifies the correlation of authority, testimony, evidence, interpretation, belief, and consequences within the MEI framework; In particular, the emphasis is on how mutually competing authority influences the interpretation and acceptance of claims of truth.
Antigone therefore poses a fundamental epistemic question: which authority legitimizes a truth claim, and can that authority guarantee truth? Instead of providing a simple solution to this question, Sophocles places competing claims, competing authorities, and their tragic consequences in the same epistemic field.
The Bacchae: Denial, Collective Belief, and Epistemic Closure
The Bacchae brings to the fore the fourth epistemic configuration. In Agamemnon, the question was whether the speaker is believed despite knowing the truth; the interpretation of evidence in Oedipus Tyrannus; competing authority in Antigone. The Bacchae shows how denial, perception, and collective belief can create an epistemic environment where it becomes difficult to receive the opposite knowledge.
Pentheus classifies Dionysian worship as a disorder and a threat rather than as a religious reality (Euripides, 2000). As a result, new information does not revise his preconceived notions; rather, it finds meaning within that existing belief. The presence of Dionysus destabilizes these established categories. Vernant and Vidal-Naquet demonstrate that in the world of Dionysus, familiar appearances no longer remain constant; he creates a reality where “nothing and no one ever remain what they seem” (Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1996, p. 398).
Burkert’s discussion on Greek religious experience is also significant here. He shows that ecstatic religious experience can lead the individual to see or feel something that is beyond ordinary perception (Burkert, 1985, pp. 161–162). From this perspective, Pentheus’s problem is not merely his denial of Dionysus; his established perception is incapable of embracing the new religious reality.
Eliade’s theory of myth offers an opportunity to understand this matter more comprehensively. Myth is a meaning-making structure linked to sacred reality and ritual experience (Eliade, 1963 , p. 139). Consequently, attempts to interpret Dionysus through the political category of Pentheus fail to fully capture that reality.
Here a structural parallel can be drawn to Nguyen's concept of the echo chamber. Nguyen shows that alternative voices are not only absent in the echo chamber; their credibility may also be actively weakened (Nguyen, 2018, p. 4). Pentheus is not being cited as a direct example of a contemporary echo chamber. Rather, its position shows how the new evidence fails to change beliefs if the alternative interpretation is already identified as illegitimate.
Lewandowsky et al. (2012) show that belief and credibility judgment can reinforce each other. Distrusting a source does not modify its information; Again, prejudice can further diminish the credibility of that source. This reciprocal process can produce an “epistemic circularity” (Lewandowsky et al., 2012, p. 119). In the case of Pentheus, this modern concept is not being applied directly; however, a similar self-reinforcing structure can be observed.
As a result, Pentheus's epistemic failure is not limited to personal misunderstandings. His belief influences interpretation, takes the form of interpretation action, and ultimately produces tragic consequences. 
As a result, The Bacchae makes particularly clear the correlation of beliefs, interpretations, authority, testimony, evidence, and consequences within the MEI framework; In particular, special emphasis is placed on how established beliefs affect the acceptance of knowledge that is disruptive or contrary to conventional ideas. 
Thus, the four tragedies together present four distinct configurations: truth without credibility in Agamemnon, evidence without adequate interpretation in Oedipus Tyrannus, competing authorities in Antigone, and belief that closes itself against disruptive knowledge in The Bacchae. This comparative pattern constitutes the core analytical value of MEI.
Comparative Synthesis
A comparative reading of the four tragedies reveals that the problem is not merely the presence or absence of information. The key question is how information becomes credible, interpretable, authoritative and believable. Agamemnon, Oedipus Tyrannus, Antigone and The Bacchae visualize this epistemic process in different ways. This pattern forms the basis for the comparative analysis of the next discussion section.
Discussion
An analysis of the four tragedies reveals that, despite variations in the forms of epistemic failure, there is an underlying common structure. In Agamemnon, the credibility of the person who knows the truth is denied; In Oedipus Tyrannus, the interpretation fails despite the evidence; In Antigone, competing authorities produce conflicting truth claims; And in The Bacchae, prior belief narrows the scope of acceptance of the opposite knowledge. As a result, knowledge is not created from the presence of information alone; It is socially effective through the interrelationship of authority, testimony, evidence, interpretation, and belief.
What MEI Reveals Anew
The main contribution of MEI is to place these individual epistemic events in a comparative analytical sequence. Agamemnon makes the closure of credibility, Oedipus Tyrannus interpretation, Antigone authority, and The Bacchae belief particularly visible. As a result, authority, testimony, evidence, interpretation, and belief are not separate categories; they are part of an interdependent epistemic process.
This pattern establishes a significant connection with social epistemology. Fricker (2007) demonstrated that the social distribution of credibility is not neutral regarding knowledge acquisition (pp. 1, 17); Medina (2022) further elaborates on this discussion by showing that marginalized populations may experience cognitive disability if their knowledge is not properly accepted or their collective cognitive abilities are weakened. Nguyen (2018, pp. 2, 5) has linked the echo chamber to cognitive isolation and the impairment of alternative voices. Similarly, Edy et al. (2025) demonstrate how institutional formats systematically dictate who is granted the epistemic authority to represent reality.
and Lewandowsky et al. (2012) discussed the reciprocal influence between beliefs and credibility judgments (p. 119). However, Greek tragedy renders these mechanisms visible not as abstract propositions, but through narrative conflict and tragic consequences.
Why “Epistemic Infrastructure”?
The “infrastructure” here is not a direct comparison of myth with a modern information network. Rather, it refers to the dramatic architecture in which it determines who speaks, who is trustworthy, what evidence is acceptable, how the evidence is interpreted, and what the consequences of epistemic judgment are produced (Edy et al., 2025). The definition of MEI is the structure through which authority, testimony, evidence, interpretation, belief, and consequences are organized into narratives.
In this sense, Cassandra’s prophecy is not merely an isolated truth claim; its credibility, the response of the chorus, and the recognition of the audience together form an epistemic structure. Similarly, in the case of Oedipus, the relationship of investigation, testimony, partial evidence and recognition is important. As a result, MEI reimagines myth not only as a container of knowledge, but as a narrative structure for the circulation, evaluation, and validation of knowledge.
Relationship with Contemporary Information Disorder
This framework does not claim Greek tragedy to be a direct historical precursor to contemporary misinformation. Its relevance lies at the level of epistemic mechanisms. Even in the current information environment, the admissibility of a claim depends not only on its factual accuracy; but also on the credibility of the source, authority, selective interpretation, and predetermined belief (Lewandowsky et al., 2012; Nguyen, 2018; Mang et al., 2024; Pfänder & Altay, 2025). MEI establishes a conceptual bridge between the epistemic mechanisms of Greek tragedy with the separate discussions of misinformation, disinformation, post-truth, and belief formation in the research of information disorder. MEI therefore links the Greek tragedy to contemporary research on misinformation, intentional disinformation, post-truth, and belief formation.
The four tragedies thus highlight a crucial distinction: epistemic failure is not always the result of false information. Sometimes the truth is spoken but the speaker is not believed; sometimes evidence exists but is misinterpreted; sometimes competing authorities clash over the legitimacy of the truth; and at other times, belief rejects contradictory evidence. This multidimensional pattern constitutes the core analytical value of MEI: myth can function as an epistemic infrastructure because narrative organizes not only what is known, but also how knowledge becomes credible, interpretable, believable, and consequential.
Conclusion
Analysis of Agamemnon, Oedipus Tyrannus, Antigone and The Bacchae shows that the Greek mythic narrative has an important epistemological dimension. In these tragedies, credibility, evidence, authority, interpretation, and established beliefs are interrelated: Cassandra's testimony is rejected, Oedipus misinterprets the evidence, Antigone's conflict of competing authority occurs, and Pentheus prevents anti-knowledge from entering into itself. These examples show that epistemological failures do not arise solely from false information; They can also arise from beliefs that deny true claims, misinterpretation of evidence, and limit the possibility of correction.
The concept of Myth as Epistemic Infrastructure (MEI) provides a framework for analyzing these relationships. It does not integrate or equate the ancient Greek narrative with modern information systems; rather, it shows how the narrative structures the processes by which society determines which knowledge is trustworthy, whose testimony is recognized, how evidence is interpreted, and when beliefs are maintained or changed. Therefore, the Greek tragedy is relevant in the discussion of contemporary information-disorder not because it foreshadowed modern problems, but because it visualizes the social and narrative conditions through which beliefs, doubts, and epistemological consequences are organized.
In practice, MEI proposes that media literacy and critical thinking education should not be limited to identifying false information, but should also focus on how credibility is determined, how evidence is accepted, and how conflicting claims are presented. Evaluating evidence, source location, authority, corroboration, and exclusion can help with more balanced credibility-determination. In the case of platform management, the MEI also indicates that the visibility and widespread dissemination of any information should not be equated with epistemological reliability.
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