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From Retweets to Responsibility: The Moral Imperative of Verifying Information 

Among the stages of modern discourse, social media stands as the loudest and least 

filtered. Its reach is vast, its velocity unmatched, and its influence profoundly 

underestimated. The question at hand – whether individuals are ethically obligated to fact-

check before sharing information within these digital realms – is ultimately one of 

responsibility. This essay will argue that yes, individuals do have an ethical obligation – a 

moral duty, even – to verify the accuracy of the information they share. This obligation stems 

not merely from the subject’s weight, nor the number of followers possessed, but rather from 

deeper ethical principles. 

 

Let us first consider the very act of sharing information. In moral philosophy, 

intention bears immense weight. Immanuel Kant, in his Groundwork of the Metaphysics of 

Morals, asserts that the moral worth of an action is judged not by its outcome, but by whether 

it arises from a sense of duty and a good will (Kant 33). If one shares information without 

verifying it – out of laziness or a desire to provoke – such an act cannot be said to stem from 

a good will. It is, instead, an abdication of moral responsibility, a careless injection of noise 

into the shared moral and intellectual space. Kant’s categorical imperative demands that we 

treat others not merely as means, but as ends in themselves. By spreading unverified claims, 

one reduces their audience to mere instruments of engagement or ego-boosting, robbing them 

of the dignity that accompanies rational deliberation. In this sense, to share information 

without care for its truth is to treat fellow beings not as equals in the pursuit of 

understanding, but as passive receptacles for one’s unexamined thoughts. 

 

Though Kantian deontology emphasizes duty and intention, a utilitarian framework 

focuses instead on the consequences of actions. John Stuart Mill, in Utilitarianism, proclaims 
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that actions are right in proportion as they promote happiness, and wrong as they produce the 

reverse (Mill 14). But utilitarian ethics is not confined to Mill’s formulation; it is a living 

framework that demands we consider the predictable outcomes of what we say and share. 

Under this view, the spread of misinformation is not merely careless, it is ethically 

condemnable. Why? Because its consequences are rarely benign. Confusion, panic, 

misjudgment, and harm are tangible outcomes. Consider the consequences of misinformation 

surrounding public health, say, false claims about vaccines or pandemics. These are not 

abstract harms. They lead to illness, death, and a breakdown of collective trust. Ethics, then, 

cannot remain passive. The ethical person must anticipate such outcomes and act to prevent 

them. Fact-checking, therefore, becomes a moral obligation. Even if the content appears 

trivial or humorous, such as that of a meme, sarcastic post, or “hot take”, it may still 

propagate stereotypes, stoke fear, or fuel ignorance. The line between amusement and malice 

is often thin, and utilitarian ethics requires that we assess not just what we intend, but what 

our actions are likely to bring about. 

 

Beyond intention and consequence lies a more ancient concern: the status of truth as a 

moral good. Plato, in his Allegory Of The Cave, argues that most people live in a state of 

illusion, mistaking shadows for reality. The philosopher’s task is to ascend into the light of 

truth and return to help others do the same (Plato 514a–520a). In our time, misinformation is 

the new shadow, and social media is the cave’s wall. To share unverified claims is to drag 

others deeper into illusion. To fact-check is to participate in the philosopher’s noble ascent. 

Aristotle, too, emphasizes the virtue of truthfulness. In his Nicomachean Ethics, he warns 

against both boastfulness and self-deprecation, favouring instead a golden mean of honesty. 

The virtuous person, he writes, is truthful not only in speech, but in presentation, conveying 

the world as it is, not as it flatters us to be (Aristotle 110). Sharing falsehoods, or truths 
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twisted into convenient shapes, cultivates vice of the intellect and the soul. This perspective 

is not merely academic. Consider one who, in the name of “just sharing what I heard,” 

spreads rumours about an ethnic group, a political candidate, or a protest movement. Even if 

done in jest or ignorance, the very act participates in a deforming of the common good. The 

ethical person, devoted to truth, resists such participation. 

 

In more recent times, Hannah Arendt offers perhaps the most trenchant warning. In 

her analysis of totalitarianism, Arendt highlights the deliberate erosion of the line between 

truth and falsehood as a strategy of control. She writes in The Origins of Totalitarianism: 

“The ideal subject of totalitarian rule is not the convinced Nazi or the convinced Communist, 

but people for whom the distinction between fact and fiction… no longer exists” (Arendt 

474). When truth becomes optional, manipulable, or endlessly relative, the groundwork is 

laid for manipulation and tyranny. Arendt’s warning is not about distant regimes, it is about 

the ease with which a public, numbed by untruths, becomes unmoored from reality. Every 

individual who chooses to verify before sharing becomes a small bulwark against this 

descent. 

 

Still, one might object: Must we become scholars before retweeting an article? Are 

ordinary people to bear the weight of editorial standards? Here, a reasonable standard must 

apply. Ethical obligation does not demand omniscience, but effort. To fact-check in this age 

is not to go digging through libraries. It is, more often, to pause for ten seconds. To click the 

article instead of the headline. To ask, “Does this sound true, or merely sound like something 

I want to be true?” We do this in every other sphere of life. We wash our hands before 

preparing food. We check blind spots before changing lanes. We do not do these things 

because we are saints, we do them because small acts of care prevent large acts of harm. 
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Why should speech be any different? If the digital world is the primary space where people 

now receive news, form judgments, and shape their worldview, then participating in that 

space comes with moral weight. In a world where information is abundant and verification 

tools are readily available, willful ignorance is a form of complicity. Indeed, it is no longer 

excusable to plead passivity. 

 

In conclusion, to speak, to share, and to post, is to wield power. With power comes 

responsibility. When each citizen abandons their duty to truth, the structure of public 

discourse collapses. Trust decays. Institutions falter. The notion of “reasonable 

disagreement” disappears, replaced by factionalism and chaos. To fact-check is to contribute 

to a culture of truth. It is to say, even quietly, that the truth matters, that ideas deserve 

precision, that audiences deserve respect, and that the soul of a democracy lies in an 

informed citizenry. It is to resist, in small but meaningful ways, the nihilism of indifference. 

What we share does not vanish. Therefore, the ethical person must ask: What do I owe others 

in this exchange? The answer? We owe them truth – or, at the very least, our earnest attempt 

to seek it. And to neglect it is not only irresponsible, but unethical. In an era where lies are 

cheap and truth is costly, let us bear that cost. For in doing so, we honour not only the facts, 

but each other. 
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