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Abstract

Nearly a decade ago, Rafael Capurro has gradually shifted his attention towards the ideas of message and of messenger.  In lieu of ‘information’, he proposes and develops a new direction of research he calls Angeletics that aims to examine the nature of message and messenger, both of which are inherently social. Coincidently, at about the same time, we witnessed the rise of social epistemology in Angelo-American analytic philosophy. This coincidence is interesting, because both Capurro’s Angeletics and social epistemology indicated a departure from individualistic-orientedness in hermeneutics and traditional epistemology respectively. While social epistemology has earned its place and status in academia, especially in North America and Europe, Capurro’s Angeletics has yet to receive similar attention to which it deserves. Part of the reason for this, I think, is because of its formulation and terminology is relatively unfamiliar to those who do not share the same philosophical tradition. Hence, one remedy to this situation is to attempt to translate Angeletics in terms of social epistemology, and this – is the objective of the current paper. 
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Introduction

Nearly a decade ago, Rafael Capurro – being dissatisfied with the notion of information – has gradually shifted his attention towards the ideas of message and of messenger.
 In lieu of ‘information’, he proposes and develops a new direction of research he calls Angeletics that aims to examine the nature of message and messenger, both of which are inherently social.
 (Capurro 2003) Coincidently, at about the same time, we witnessed the rise of social epistemology in Angelo-American analytic philosophy. (Goldman 2006) This coincidence is interesting, because both Capurro’s Angeletics and social epistemology indicated a departure from individualistic-orientedness in hermeneutics and traditional epistemology respectively. Although I can offer no precise explanation for their shift from individualistic-orientedness towards social-orientedness, I speculate that it is the increasing usage and popularity of Information Technology that led to the shift. Information Technology has foregrounded the bi-directional nature of information flow (or, in Capurro’s terminology “message flow”), alerted philosophers and theorists the importance of social dimension of communication and related phenomena, and forced them to take it into account in theorising.
While social epistemology has earned its place and status in academia, especially in North America and Europe, Capurro’s Angeletics has yet to receive similar attention to which it deserves. Part of the reason for this, I think, is because of its formulation and terminology is relatively unfamiliar to those who do not share the same philosophical tradition. Hence, one remedy to this situation is to attempt to translate Angeletics in terms of social epistemology, and this is the objective of the current paper. Here, I shall highlight the connections between Angeletics and social epistemology. Particularly, I will try to situate Angeletics in the terrain of social epistemology.
 However, it should be reminded that the aim of this exercise is not to undermine the uniqueness of Angeletics. Instead, it is to continue what Martha M. Smith has suggested, i.e. to illustrate the contributions Angeletics may provide to social epistemology. 
In order to serve this objective, the first step is to enable the exchange between Angeletics and social epistemology. And, to do so, their potential points of connection have to be identified first. In the first and second part of this paper, I will offer an overview of social epistemology and of Angeletics. And, the overview of the two fields will then provide us the background for connecting them in the third part of this paper. Particularly, I will argue that Capurro’s Angeletics can be (re-)formulated as an approach to social epistemology and illustrate its potential contributions to social epistemology. 
What is Social Epistemology?

While it is clearly an overstatement to claim that social epistemology is entirely new, it should not be an exaggeration to claim that contemporary social epistemology only begins in the last two decades.
 As Alvin Goldman (2006) has documented, in the last two decades, we have witnessed a rise of systematic studies on epistemological issues that extend beyond the boundary of individual subjects. The rise of social epistemology, as Philip Kitcher (1994) pointed out, can be seen as a rejection of individualistic atomism, i.e. individual subjects can obtain knowledge independent of any external factors.
Goldman is one of the early proponents of social epistemology in Anglo-American analytic philosophy. He has provided one of the most elaborated theories of social epistemology, and he has also offered one of the clearest accounts of the development of the field, too. (Goldman 1999, 2006) For Goldman’s merit of clarity, I will focus on Goldman’s view of social epistemology in the present paper.

As I have already noted, traditional epistemological issues are often formulated individualistically, i.e. the subjects of knowledge (or true belief, rationality) are detached from the wider social dimension of which knowledge are being transmitted to them. There is, of course, an interesting conceptual question concerning the meaning of ‘social’ in social epistemology. However, this question is not of direct relevance to the present context. It is sufficient, I think, to be reminded that social epistemology extends beyond individual subjects, and takes into account the extrapersonal dimension of knowledge, e.g. knowledge (or true belief) transmission, etc.
 What is more relevant in the current paper is to identify its directions of research, e.g. the subjects of inquiry, types of questions, etc. and to see if there are any overlaps with Angeletics, which can then serve as a point of entry for Angeletics and vice versa. In a recent paper, Goldman (2010) has reviewed the publications in the flagship journal in social epistemology Episteme and categorised them into three research programmes. Since Goldman’s categories provide us a useful way to situate Angeletics within the terrain of social epistemology, I will briefly summarise them here.
Goldman distinguished three research directions (or research programmes) in social epistemology, namely “Individual Doxastic Agents with Social Evidence” (IDA-SE), “Collective Doxastic Agents” (CDA-SE), and “Systems-Oriented Social Epistemology” (SYSOR-SE). IDA-SE can be seen as a continuation of traditional epistemology in that individual subjects remain as its starting point, but it is social because it incorporates social dimension of knowledge into account. As he succinctly summarised, IDA-SE is preoccupied with questions like: “Under what conditions are social-evidence-based beliefs justified (or warranted)? Under what conditions are they rational? And under what conditions do they qualify as knowledge?” (ibid., 193) IDA-SE, in other words, is an attempt to broaden traditional epistemology via infusing the social dimension into the questions already being studied by traditional epistemologists.
CDA-SE, on the other hand, presents something new to epistemologists. Instead of individual subjects, this strand of social epistemology takes collectives, e.g. social groups, community, corporations, institutions, etc., as epistemic agents, and examines epistemological issues with respect to the collectives. In short, in CDA-SE, epistemology takes on a new notion of epistemic subjects as its question bearer. (ibid., 194-197)
Finally, SYSOR-SE studies what Goldman called epistemic systems, i.e. “social systems that houses social practices, procedures, institutions, and/or patterns of interpersonal influence that affect the epistemic outcomes of its members.” (ibid., 197) In this strand of social epistemology, it attempts to examine the systems in question and to determine if it generates the desirable epistemic outcomes; it also seeks to compare and contrast various systems and to determine if alternative systems functions better to achieve certain epistemic ends. (ibid., 197-198)
To sum up, Goldman has identified three research programmes in social epistemology, which are diverged from the individualistic-oriented, traditional epistemology. The categories provided by him should give us a basic idea of the subjects of inquiry, types of questions in social epistemology. I shall now turn to Angeletics, and to see in what ways social epistemology and Angeletics contacts.
Rafael Capurro and Angeletics
Rafael Capurro has stated that Angeletics is the study of message and messengers.
 According to Capurro, what distinguishes message from information is that “a message is sender-dependent, i.e. it is based on a heteronomic or asymmetric structure”, and it “gives rise to the receiver’s selection through a release mechanism or interpretation.”
 (Capurro 2003) And, following Luhmann, he distinguished between “message” (“Mitteilung”), “information” (“Information”), and “understanding” (“Verstehen”). (ibid.) As we will see below, Capurro’s reference to Luhmann’s three stages of communication is significant because it introduces the extrapersonal dimension of communication into the picture, which I believe is the essence of Angeletics.
Capurro noted that message can be analysed in terms of their “form, content, goal, producers, and recipients.” (ibid.) He offered Vilem Flusser’s Communicology as an example of the study of message’s goal. Likewise, he suggested Regis Debray’s Mediology as an example of the study of message’s producers and related phenomena. (Capurro 2010) Yet, he pointed out that Angeletics is a broader field of inquiry than either Flusser’s Communicology or Debray’s Mediology; Communicology or Mediology only focuses on specific aspects of message and messengers, whereas Angeletics aims to pull together various dimensions of message and messengers under one roof; more important, I think, is that Angeletics also aims to examine the normative issues with respect to message and messengers. (Capurro 2000) There are, as one can discern, two related research programmes in Angeletics, the first is more descriptively-, conceptually- and/or empirically-oriented, which aims to study the nature of message and of messengers, whereas the second is normative, which aims to investigate various ethical, social, and political issues associated with message and messengers.
It can be argued that hermeneutics has a very similar agenda to Angeletics, and that hermeneutics also consists of the descriptive, conceptual and/or empirical parts as well as the normative parts. Hence, it will be helpful to point out here how Angeletics differs from hermeneutics. Using Luhmann’s three stages of communication, it is possible to locate hermeneutics at the stage of understanding (and, possibly information too). Briefly, hermeneutics studies the conditions of interpretation and understanding; its emphasis is arguably on individual subjects. Although hermeneutics necessarily takes into account some social elements in thinking about the conditions of interpretation and understanding, that is – the horizon(s) of meaning is not mind-independent but dependent upon a tradition, interpretation and understanding remains necessarily personal in hermeneutics. What is missing there is the consideration of message (“Mitteilung”) in the spirit of Luhmann, i.e. sources of and for interpretation and understanding is given by other persons. As Capurro nicely put, “[e]ach interpretation presupposes a process of message transmission. […] Hermes is first and foremost a messenger and secondary an interpreter and translator.” (Capurro 2003)
Since Angeletics encompasses various fields of study, there is plenty of room to discuss and/or formulate the project(s) of Angeletics. Instead of enumerating the potential topics, I want to propose what I call angeletic condition to be the focus of Angeletics. By angeletic condition, I refer to the background, not of interpretation and understanding performed by individual subjects, but of the transmission of message itself. It includes the processes and mechanisms of which message being transmitted from one party to the others; it also includes the material basis that engenders and shapes the processes and mechanisms. (See also, Takenouchi 2004, 4-5) For example, Capurro has shown the rise of Internet has radically transformed our ontology; this transformation, in effect, can be understood as a transformation of the material basis of message transmission as well as the processes and mechanisms that involve. Internet, based on digital technology, proffers new processes and mechanisms of sending and receiving message. In other words, it provides new background for transmission of message that is unlike, for example, in pre-Internet age, where messages are analogue and messengers are heavily restricted by time and space. Of course, a shift of angeletic condition often accompanied by unseen ethical, social and political issues, because each and any angeletic condition embodied its own set of normative principles, usually exhibits by the senders/producers-recipients relationships, set by and within the angeletic condition. So, the novel set of normative principles that comes with a shift of angeletic condition is very likely to challenge the set of normative principles left behind by the previous angeletic condition. In short, Angeletics – with a specific focus on angeletic conditions – will set to examine the material basis of message transmission, its processes and mechanisms, and various ethical, social and political issues arise from them.
There is one final note on angeletic condition I wish to make before proceeding to the next section. In describing Angeletics as a study of angeletic conditions, it is important to be reminded of the plurality of angeletic conditions. It should be obvious that there are multiple angeletic conditions diachronically; but, angeletic conditions are synchronically plural too. In other words, the angeletic condition of one society may differ from the others. The differences can be a result of the material basis of message transmission, or it can be the differences in their processes and mechanisms of message transmission. Whatever are the sources of differences, Angeletics should pay attention to the questions arise from “fusions of angeletic conditions”, too.
 
Angeletics and Social Epistemology, Angeletics as Social Epistemology
In the last two sections, I have summarised Goldman’s view of social epistemology and Capurro’s Angeletics. Now, I hope it is not too difficult to discern their similarities. For instance, they are both attempts to go beyond a paradigm of individualistic-orientedness by introducing the social dimension into question. For social epistemology, it is the social aspects of knowledge and related epistemic concepts; and, for Angeletics, it is the social origins of interpretation and understanding. Moreover, both of them concern about the stage of transmission as well as the conditions of which the transmission take place. Given their shared sentiment towards individualistic-orientedness and their shared emphasis on transmission (of knowledge and related epistemic concepts and/or of message), they should benefit each other from a synthesis of the two fields. In this section, I shall offer an angeletic approach to social epistemology. By situating Angeletics in the terrain of social epistemology, I argue that there is something missing in social epistemology, which can be supplemented by taking up the angeletic approach.
There are, I contend, various ways to situate Angeletics within the terrain of social epistemology, but I want to focus here on the intersection between Angeletics and SYSOR-SE. Recall the questions pursued by SYSOR-SE: SYSOR-SE examines systems of which knowledge is being transmitted from one party to the others, and it compares – normatively or not – different systems with respect to their capacity to lead to specific epistemic outcomes. To translate SYSOR-SE using the terminology of Angeletics, SYSOR-SE examines various angeletic conditions, i.e. the processes and mechanisms of which message being transmitted, and it compares different angeletic conditions using specific epistemic outcomes as the criteria of judgement. In this respect, I think, Angeletics shares the same subject of inquiry with SYSOR-SE. What makes an angeletic approach to social epistemology different – at least, from the one Goldman envisioned – is the scope of its subject and the criteria of judgement.
In the version of social epistemology favoured by Goldman the criteria of judgement is “veritistic value”, i.e. acquisition of knowledge (or true belief) and avoiding error.
 (Goldman 1999, Chapter 3) Arguably, truth, along with efficiency, is the prime veritistic values in this approach to social epistemology. While truth and efficiency are both important elements, the lone focus on them loses insights of the social, cultural and historical circumstances in which they are being articulated, thus may risk an imperialistic tendency towards those who do not share the same perspective on truth (and efficiency).
 Here, the angeletic approach shall not start with predefined criteria of judgement, but to examine the nature of the processes and mechanisms themselves; and, whether one system (or angeletic condition) is better than another is not determined only by truth and/or efficiency a priori. In other words, the angeletic approach can be a corrective to the truth- and efficiency-oriented social epistemology. In effect, I think, once the diachronic and synchronic plurality of angeletic conditions is recognised, researchers should look for ways of fusions rather than replacements of angeletic condition.
Another way in which the angeletic approach differs is its scope of its subject. Notice that social epistemology as it is characterised by Goldman is to a large extent idealistic in the sense that it pays little or no attention to the material basis of the transmission. In doing so, it misses an important insight from technology studies, i.e. materiality (of technology) shapes human beings. As such, social epistemology fails to incorporate the issues arise from the materiality behind the transmission of knowledge. For instance, the digital and/or the analogue do not only generate social practices, procedures, institutions, and/or patterns of interpersonal influence; they are constitutive of the transmission itself. In this respect, the angeletic approach, which also pays attention to the material basis of angeletic conditions, necessarily goes beyond the view of social epistemology that only looks at non-materialistic aspects in the transmission of knowledge; and, therefore, is capable of explaining how and why the material basis matters.
In short, an angeletic approach to social epistemology can enrich social epistemology by reintroducing the social, cultural and historical circumstances into the study of knowledge transmission, and it will not be blind to the materiality of which the transmission of knowledge depends on.
Conclusion: Angeletics, Angelethik, and Virtues – Beyond Social Epistemology
In this paper, I have summarised Goldman’s view of social epistemology and Capurro’s Angeletics. I pointed out that both social epistemology and Angeletics can be seen as a response to the individualistic-orientedness resides in traditional epistemology and hermeneutics respectively. And, I have also proposed an angeletic approach to social epistemology, and discussed its potential advantages. There are, I contend, other ways in which Angeletics can contribute to social epistemology, but in concluding this paper I want to move beyond social epistemology and, albeit briefly, mention another field that may benefit from a similar synergy. 
I have noted that Angeletics is on one hand descriptive, conceptual and/or empirical and normative on the other hand. In other words, Angeletics also encompasses an Angelethik (an “angel-ethics” or a message ethics). Since the angeletic condition embodies a set of normative principles, message transmission should be conceived as intrinsically ethical too. Here, the ethical nature of knowledge transmission has long been a subject in feminist epistemology (and some strands of virtue epistemology).
 And, there are also interesting overlaps between Angeletics on one hand and feminist epistemology (and virtue epistemology) on the other. Particularly, Angeletics can learn from feminist epistemology (and virtue epistemology) about the ethical quality of message and messenger. A comparison of Angeletics and feminist epistemology, I think, will be a fruitful project of mutual enrichment. This project, however, have to be for the next occasion. All in all, I think Angeletics and other fields can benefit from similar exchange, but more groundwork need to be done to uncover their points of intersection.
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� For an overview of Capurro’s view of information, see Capurro (2009).


� As Rafael Capurro pointed out through our personal correspondence, Angeletics is also applicable to sub-human and/or non-human levels, e.g. biological, mechanical, etc. processes. Hence, here the term ‘social’ has to be understood in it broadest sense, i.e. process that involves any form of exchange. Noted, however, the present paper will only look at issues arises on the human level.  


� An early attempt to compare Angeletics with social epistemology can be found in Smith (2000). I think it is a promising research direction to follow; unfortunately, Smith has not continued to pursue in this direction.


� For an overview of the history of social epistemology, see Goldman (2006). Recently, Frederick Schmitt and Oliver has edited an issue of Episteme, which is devoted to the social epistemology prior to the contemporary social epistemology, see Schmitt & Scholz (2010)


� This is, of course, not to deny the notion of social epistemology as conceptualised by others, e.g. Fuller (1988) However, because Fuller’s view of social epistemology differs quite significantly from Goldman’s view, and the emphasis of the present paper is on the analytic tradition, a study of Fuller’s social epistemology and Angeletics has to be a task for another occasion. 


� For a concise discussion of the meaning of ‘social’ in social epistemology, see Goldman (2006)


� In this paper, I will only focus on message and messengers on human-level. As Capurro has argued, Angeletics is not, and should not be, only restricted to human-level. See, Capurro (2003).


� Capurro has described four features of message (in comparison to information). Here, I have only mentioned the features that distinguish message from information. See, Capurro (2003).


� In other words, we need an Intercultural Angeletics, which examines the angeletic condition(s) of different culture. See, e.g. Capurro & Nakada (this volume)


� In a somewhat uncharitable tone, Goldman labelled those who reject truth as a criteria of judgement as veriphobic, see Goldman (1999, Chapter 1)


� This is not to deny the possibility of universal truth, but it cautions against a predefined universal truth as a starting point for inquiry.


� For an overview of feminist epistemology and virtue epistemology, see Anderson (2010), Greco & Turri (2011)
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