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Abstract

A review of philosophical practice, commonly referred to as philosophical counselling, reveals an
array of approaches with a variety of aims. These aims include problem solving, therapy, scepticism,
self-knowledge, wisdom and virtue. | argue that the various approaches to philosophical practice can
be understood as aspects of a singular vision of philosophy as phronetic: practical wisdom directed
at bringing about / increasing well-being. Contrary to the view that philosophical practitioners use a
wide variety of methods, | give evidence that most practitioners endorse a Socratic vision of
philosophizing. In accordance with this, the philosophical practitioner applies the Socratic Method
and adopts the position of the Socratic gadfly — a critical dialogical partner intent on getting the
participant to access and assess her worldview. | argue that such a vision of philosophizing is
insufficient to meet the phronetic ends of wisdom and well-being. As such, | maintain that additional

visions of philosophizing are required.

The central focus of this dissertation is dedicated to exploring alternative visions of philosophizing,
with the view to developing and enriching philosophical practice. | associate philosophical practice
with the conception of philosophy as a way of life. | identify five essential elements of a
philosophical way of life: it promotes a transformative aspiration; the aspiration informs a
transformative project; it provides a vision of philosophizing that is holistic and personally invested;
it provides transformative tools; and it constitutes a self-contained and coherent philosophical
system. | offer these five elements as criteria to identify additional philosophies that could enrich

and develop philosophical practice.

| explore a selection of Western philosophies that, | argue, offer philosophical ways of life. These
include: the Stoics, the Epicureans, Kant, Dewey, Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. | pair these on the basis
of two criteria: shared philosophical aspiration; and divergent metaphysical and ethical tendencies.
Firstly, each chapter is orientated around a single aspiration: to ‘be happy’; ‘be good’; and ‘become
authentic’. Secondly, in each chapter the philosophies have either ‘transcendent’ or ‘immanent’
metaphysical and ethical tendencies. This serves to highlight the richness and diversity of
philosophies that share a philosophical aspiration. By investigating these six | make the following
contributions: illuminate a divergent array of ethical, metaphysical and epistemological views;
increase the scope of phronetic ends; significantly augment the pool of philosophically prescribed
practices; expand the range of roles that the philosophical practitioner can assume; and sketch a

tentative view of what philosophical practice could look like.



Isifinyezo sokuqukethwe

Ukubuyekezwa kwendlela yokwenza ifilosofi, evame ukubizwa ngokuthi ukweluleka kwefilosofi,
kuveza uxhaxha lwezindlela ezinezinjongo ezahlukahlukene. Lezi zinjongo zifaka ukuxazulula
izinkinga, ukweluleka, ukungabaza, ukwazi ngokwakho, ubuhlakani kanye nobumsulwa. Iphuzu lami
lapha lithi, izindlela ezahlukahlukene zokwenza ifilosofi zingagondwa njengezixha zombono owodwa
wefilosofi njengephronetic: ubuhlakani obunomthelela nggo ekuletheni okanye ekuthuthukiseni
inhlalakahle. Ngokuphikisana nombono wokuthi abasebenza ngefilosofi basebenzisa izindlela
ezahlukahlukene, nginikeza ubufakazi bokuthi iningi lezazi zefilosofi livumelana nombono kaSocratic
wokwenza ifilosofi. Ngokuhambisana nalokhu, isazi sefilosofi sisebenzisa indlela kaSocratis futhi
samukele umbono weSocratic gadfly - ukuhlaziywa kwezingxoxo okuhloswe ngakho ukwenza
umlingani kwingxoxo ukuba afinyelele futhi ahlole indlela akawubona ngawo umhlaba.
Ngighakambisa iphuzu elithi lendlela yokwenza ifilosofi ayanele ukuphelelisa iziphetho zobuhlakani

bempilo kanye nenhlala-kahle. Ngalokhu ngithi, imibono eyengeziwe yefilosofi iyadingeka.

Okuzoba umgogodla walolucwaningo ukuhlonza izindlela ezakukahlukene zokwenza ifilosofi, injongo
okungukukhulisa kanye nokucebisa indlela yokwenza ifilosofi. Indlela yokwenza ifilosofi
ngiyimatanisa nendlela ebukwa ngayo ifilosofi njengendlela yokuphila. Zinhlanu izinto engizibalayo
ezichaza ubunjalo befilosofi: ikhuthaza umdlandla yokuguqula; lomdlandla ukhuthaza ucwaningo
loguquko; inikeza indlela yokwenza ifilosofi ephelele; ihlinzeka ngezikhali zoguquko; futhi inikeza
indlela yefilosofi eqoqgekile. Nginikeza lezi zinto ezinhlanu njengezindlela zokuhlonza amanye

amafilosofi angacebisa futhi athuthukise indlela yokwenza ifilosofi.

Ngiphenya amafilosofi athize aseNtshonalanga anikeza izindlela zokwenza ifilosofi. Lokhu kufaka
phakathi: amaStoics, amaEpikhuru, uKant, uDewey, uKierkegaard kanye noNietzsche. Ngihlanganisa
lokhu ngesisekelo sezinto ezimbili: ukwabiwa kwentshisekelo yefilosofi; kanye nokuhlukahlukene
kwesilinganiso nomgomo yokuziphatha. Okokugala, Isahluko ngasinye siqondiswe kwisifiso
esisodwa: 'ukujabula'; 'ukuziphathe kahle'; kanye 'nobuginiso'. Okwesibili, esahlukweni ngasinye
amafilosofi anokuthambekela kokulinganisa nokuziphatha. Lokhu kusebenza ukuggamisa ukuceba
nokwehlukahluka kwamafilosofi ahlanganyela isifiso sefilosofi. Ngokuphenya ngalezi eziyisithupha
ngenza lokhu okulandelayo: kukhanyisela uhlu olunhlobonhlobo Iwezimiso zokuziphatha,
zokulinganisa nezokubuka; khuphula ubukhulu bemikhawulo ye-phronetic; kwandisa kakhulu ichibi
lemikhuba ebekiwe yifilosofi; andise ububanzi bezindima ezingahle zithathwe yisazi sefilosofi; bese

ubhala ngombono ongasho lutho wokuthi umkhuba wamafilosofi ungabukeka kanjani.
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Chapter One

Introduction

This dissertation will be concerned broadly with philosophical practice — the practical application of
philosophy directed at the beliefs, values, perspectives and / or worldviews of the individual with a
view to challenging, changing, and / or improving the way she thinks about herself and the world,
conducts herself and comports herself®. This concise formulation conceals a complex and contested
terrain. Philosophical practitioners promote a variety of ends. These include problem solving,
therapy, scepticism, self-knowledge, wisdom and virtue. Dissent amongst practitioners regarding the
ends could create the impression that the field of philosophical practice is diverse and differentiated.
Contrary to this, | will argue that the various approaches to philosophical practice are aspects of a
singular vision of philosophy as phronetic: practical wisdom directed at bringing about / increasing
well-being. | will then examine the means professed by philosophical practitioners. Some
practitioners advocate methodological eclecticism — the view that the practitioner has the freedom
to utilize any philosophical ideas and practices she deems appropriate. | argue that practitioners
should be cautious of such an approach, as the uncritical application of philosophical traditions with
contradictory metaphysical and ethical commitments, and their associated methods, may result in
unhelpful logical inconsistencies in the participant?. | will argue that most practitioners endorse a
Socratic vision of philosophizing, with respect to focus, method and role of the practitioner. While
application of the Socratic Method avoids the concern | raise against methodological eclecticism, |
will argue that it is insufficient to meet the phronetic ends of wisdom and well-being. In an effort to
attend to this deficiency | will develop and enrich the vision of philosophical practice by associating it
with the tradition of philosophy as a way of life. This will permit me to identify a selection of
Western philosophies that philosophical practitioners have largely neglected: the Stoics, the
Epicureans, Kant, Dewey, Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. By investigating these six | will make the
following contributions: illuminate a divergent array of ethical, metaphysical and epistemological

views; increase the scope of phronetic ends; significantly augment the pool of philosophically

11 employ ‘she’ when making reference to the practitioner and participant simply as a way of showing that
these roles are not necessarily male. The reader should take ‘she’ as a convenient shorthand for ‘she or he’.

2| make use of ‘participant’ as emphasizes activity as a necessary requirement of the person meeting with the
philosophical practitioner, while deemphasizing relations of power. While the term ‘client’ is often used, it not
only emphasizes the commercial element of the practice, given the notion that ‘the client is always right’ it
could place power in the hands of the participant. ‘Patient’ might be employed, though it places emphasis on a
state of ill health, and places power in the hands of the practitioner as ‘healer’. While ‘pupil’ or ‘student’ may
be used, | contend that these terms emphasize unequal power relations between practitioner, as teacher or
bearer of knowledge, and participant.

8



prescribed practices; expand the range of roles that the philosophical practitioner can assume; and

sketch a tentative view of what philosophical practice could look like.

Philosophical practice is commonly referred to as philosophical counselling. Achenbach (1995, 1998),
originator of contemporary philosophical practice, makes repeated reference to ‘philosophical
counselling’ and ‘philosophical practice’. There is no evidence that Achenbach differentiates
between the two, and it appears that many practitioners similarly treat the terms synonymously.
The notion of philosophical counselling conveys the idea of philosophy conjoined with psychology.
While this is conceptually useful, especially for those encountering it for the first time, such an
association runs the risk of creating misconceptions and false expectations. While some
practitioners, for instance Cohen (2005), have definite psychological influences, orientations and
inclinations, it is not the case that all do. While most practitioners make no connection between
philosophy and psychotherapy, others, such as Achenbach (1995) and Lahav (2001a), define
philosophical practice in negative relation to psychotherapy, respectively referring to it as an
‘alternative’, or ‘complementary’ to psychotherapy. However, defining philosophical practice in
reference to and as distinct from psychotherapy is problematic in several ways. Firstly, any reference
to ‘psychotherapy’ creates the misleading impression that it is a singular entity. There are in fact
many and varied psychotherapies. Accordingly, Raabe (2001: 102) states that it is “impossible to
distinguish all philosophical counseling from psychotherapy by means of generalizations”. Raabe
(2001: 85) raises a second concern: assertions of difference could inadvertently result in overlooking
the similarities between philosophical practice and those forms of psychotherapy that use
philosophical approaches, which “all resemble philosophical counseling when they are examined
closely”. | disagree with Raabe on the latter point. While it is the case that some psychotherapies
may appropriate and utilize aspects of philosophy, | regard philosophical practice to be distinctive in
at least four ways: it is firmly grounded in philosophy (metaphysics, epistemology and ethics); it is
orientated toward the pursuit of philosophical ends; it makes use of philosophically advocated
means in order to realize the ends; the philosopher plays an instrumental role. In light of the above,
and given that philosophical practice is still in early stages of development, | make use of the term
‘philosophical practice’ as it places emphasis on the practical application of philosophy while not

associating that practice in any way with psychology, psychological counselling or psychotherapy.

The opening task of this dissertation will be to generate an overview of the broad domain of
philosophical practice, providing an account of the professed aims and the practices used to attain
them. This is far from simple as the field of practice appears to comprise of a variety of approaches
and an array of ends. Moreover, while practitioners are clear with respect to their aims and

particular methodological approaches, they tend to describe their work in isolation from other

9



approaches to philosophical practice and philosophy proper. Isolationist conceptualizations of this
sort result in the development and use of unique descriptors that have the effect of making the field

of practice appear to be more diverse than it is.

In chapter one, | will enumerate the ends of philosophical practice, as well as highlight the dissent
amongst practitioners with respect to those ends. This could create the impression that the field of
philosophical practice is diverse and differentiated. One attempt to rationalize this is made by Sivil
and Clare (2018). They develop a taxonomy of ends that identifies four variants of philosophical
practice: instrumental-specific approaches, which are concerned with the end of problem-solving;
instrumental-general approaches, which advocate therapy as an end; intrinsic-specific approaches,
which are concerned with epistemic ends such as scepticism and self-knowledge; intrinsic-general
approaches, which endorse the ends of wisdom and virtue. The taxonomy reduces the complexity of
ends, and provides useful categories for discourse. Problematically, it posits strict divisions between
the different variants that results in an uncharitable reading of practitioners who endorse ends from
different variants. | will argue for a unified understanding of philosophical practice as phronetic, in
which the manifold approaches are regarded as expressions of a single vision of philosophy as
practical wisdom orientated to bringing about and / or increasing well-being®. It is hoped that this
will create a clearer sense not only of what philosophical practice is about, but how the
conceptualizations and practices of individual practitioners lie in relation to one another and to

philosophy proper.

Having clarified the end(s) of philosophical practice, | will turn my attention to examine the means
advocated by philosophical practitioners. While Raabe (2001: 43) describes philosophical practice as
comprising a “plurality of distinct methodologies” an examination of the literature will reveal that
few methods are actually endorsed. Some practitioners, such as Marinoff and Tukiainen, endorse
‘methodological eclecticism’ — the view that the practitioner has the freedom to utilize whatever
ideas and methods they deem to be appropriate. | caution against such an approach. My concern is
that the application of philosophical traditions with contradictory metaphysical and ethical

commitments, and their associated methods, may result in logical inconsistencies in the participant.

| will argue that most practitioners utilize a Socratic vision of philosophizing. In accordance with this
the participant’s worldview is the primary focus. The primary task of the practitioner is to help the

participant access, assess and modify her worldview. This is achieved through a critical dialogical

3 The term ‘phronetic’ is derived from Aristotle’s notion of phronesis, or practical wisdom, and is used as a
placeholder for a whole spectrum of ideas on this topic.

10



process akin to the Socratic Method. Such a task requires that the practitioner assume the role of

the Socratic gadfly: interrogator, dialogical partner and teacher of critical reasoning.

| will contend that if it is the case that philosophical practice has different ends, then it would be
logical to assume that different means would be required to attain them. However, since | will argue
that all these approaches are facets of a singular vision of philosophy as phronetic, it would seem to
follow that the predominance of a single method might be justified. One might also argue that since
a Socratic vision of philosophizing is devoid of metaphysical and ethical commitments, use of it not
only avoids the concern | raise against methodological eclecticism, it also preserves and enhances
participant autonomy. | will argue that these justifications are insufficient to warrant the sole
application of the Socratic Method in philosophical practice. While the Socratic Method might be
necessary to achieve phronetic ends, | will argue that it is not sufficient. Accordingly, | will maintain

that additional visions of philosophizing are required.

Not all practitioners agree that a Socratic vision of philosophizing is adequate to meet phronetic
ends. For example, Lahav (2006) advocates a Platonic vision of philosophizing. | will explore his
suggestion and argue that his rendition of Plato is philosophically suggestive rather than contentful,

and practically vague.

| will then explore Aristotle’s vision of philosophizing, paying particular attention to his ethics which
is fundamentally phronetic. | will explore his conceptions of virtue and well-being, philosophical and
practical wisdom, and the associated methods to develop these virtues. These include:
contemplation, deliberation, exemplification and habituation. | will then highlight the roles he might
attribute to the philosopher. These include: the Socratic gadfly; trainer of deliberation; developer of
sensitivities; and exemplary figure. In light of the above, an Aristotelian vision of philosophizing

presents as a genuine possibility for philosophical practice.

| will argue that Aristotle’s immanent vision of philosophizing stands as a genuine contrary to Plato’s
transcendent vision. ‘Immanent’ and ‘transcendent’ represent divergent metaphysical and ethical
tendencies in philosophy. Transcendent philosophies present a bifurcated vision of the world, such
that there is this world, and another, higher, ideal, or ‘true’ reality. This can take a variety of shapes:
Platonic Forms, God, the Absolute or Reason. Metaphysics informs ethics — the way we ought to live.
Transcendent ethics requires that we relinquish some aspect of ourselves. This can manifest in
several ways. We can, for example, relinquish desire and live according to the dictates of reason, or
we can effect a full resignation of the self and live according to the dictates of God. Immanent
philosophies do not bifurcate the world. The existence of the physical and human world is

recognized. Consequently, the way we ought to live does not entail looking outward, or giving any
11



part of ourselves up. Instead, the answer to the question of how we should live lies within us and
merely needs to be developed and cultivated. This could entail a partial cultivation of feeling and

sensitivities, or total self-recreation.

| am going to make a very general suggestion that philosophies can be divided into those that have
immanent metaphysical and ethical tendencies; and those that have transcendent metaphysical and
ethical tendencies. | acknowledge the oversimplified nature of this division as not all philosophies
embody a single tendency. This division will perform a thematic function as a framing devise in
subsequent chapters, permitting me to contrast divergent schemes of thought. The general nature
of this characterization serves to highlight the richness and diversity of philosophies within a
tradition. It could serve a secondary purpose to address the concern | raise against methodological
eclecticism: that the indiscriminate use of philosophical ideas and methods may result in logical
inconsistencies that could cause problems for the participant. It is hoped that partitioning
philosophies with divergent metaphysical and ethical tendencies might help to reduce incidences of

cross-combining contrary views and their associated methods.

Given that Western philosophy has significantly more to offer than Socrates, Plato and Aristotle the

primary focus of this dissertation will be to identify and explore additional visions of philosophizing.

In order to identify additional visions of philosophizing that might be relevant to philosophical
practice | will develop the understanding of philosophical practice by associating it with the
conception of philosophy as a way of life. Hadot (1995: 83) describes this conception of philosophy
as “an exercise in the art of living” that teaches us a new way to live, and which “causes us to be

more fully, and makes us better”.

The significance of associating philosophical practice with the conception of philosophy as a way of
life is fourfold. Firstly, it provides a richer understanding of philosophical practice. Secondly, it
highlights the notion of commitment. A philosophical way of life is something that one adopts and
lives. By extension, the activities promoted in philosophical practice should not be thought of as
being restricted to the philosophical encounter but should be performed in each moment of one’s
life. Thirdly, such an association highlights a temporal aspect of philosophical practice — that it is
continuous and without end. Finally, and most importantly, | will extrapolate five criteria out of it by
which additional visions of philosophizing can be identified. These are: 1. it promotes a
transformative aspiration; 2. the aspiration informs a transformative project; 3. it provides a vision
of philosophizing that is holistic and personally invested; 4. it provides transformative tools; 5. it

constitutes a self-contained and coherent philosophical system.
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If it is the case that philosophical practice accords with this conception of philosophy as a way of life,
then it is logical to assume that any philosophy that accords with such a conception might be

relevant to philosophical practice.

The following philosophers will be identified as offering philosophical ways of life: the Stoics, the
Epicureans, Kant, Dewey, Kierkegaard and Nietzsche®. Given that very little work has been done by
any philosophical practitioner to elucidate the theoretical and practical merits of these philosophies,
or indeed of philosophical practice as phronetic in general, | will embark on a ‘philosophical
excavation’ with the express intention of uncovering what each might offer to philosophical practice.
This will be a fundamentally exegetical task, the purpose of which will be to: expose what makes
these philosophies philosophical ways of life; detail their ethical, metaphysical and epistemic

outlooks; examine their associated practices; and explore the roles they assign to the philosopher®.

In each subsequent chapter the philosophies will be presented in pairs, on the basis of two criteria:
shared philosophical aspiration; and divergent metaphysical and ethical tendencies. Each chapter
will be orientated around a single aspiration: ‘being happy’ (chapter 3), ‘being good’ (chapter 4), and
‘becoming authentic’ (chapter 5). The division of philosophies into ‘transcendent’ and ‘immanent’
will be used as framing device, intended to highlight the richness and diversity of philosophies that

share the same philosophical aspiration.

In chapter three | will explore the Stoics and the Epicureans. Both these Hellenistic schools of
philosophy endorse happiness as the ultimate goal. They define happiness in terms of tranquillity
and self-sufficiency. Despite sharing a philosophical aspiration these philosophical schools are
metaphysically and ethically divergent from one another. The Stoics endorse a bifurcated vision of
the world: human and the divine. They regard reason to be divine and universal, and associate the
Good with the realization of perfect reason. Attaining happiness entails cultivating reason, living in
accordance with nature and accepting one’s fate. | will read the Stoics as offering a transcendent
philosophical way of life. In contrast, Epicurean metaphysics does not rest on the notion of a
transcendent realm. They associate the Good with minimizing pain. Attaining happiness entails
diminishing desire and taking pleasure in simple things. | will read the Epicureans as offering an

immanent philosophical way of life.

4 Since these philosophies are intended to be lived | regard them as ‘living’, and as such refer to them all in the
present tense despite the fact that all the philosophers under review are no longer alive.

5 In my use of the six philosophical writers or schools | use the primary sources only insofar as this is
appropriate for my purposes in a study of this nature.
13



In chapter four | will explore Kant and Dewey. | contend that Kant and Dewey endorse the aspiration
to be good. Being good requires developing positive character traits, such as intellect, and living and
acting in accordance with an ethical principle that governs the way we live with others. Despite
sharing a philosophical aspiration these philosophers offer divergent metaphysical and ethical
positions. Kant posits a metaphysical view that bifurcates reality into two distinct realms: the
phenomenal and noumenal. He promotes autonomy as the highest good, which governs the
aspiration to moral purity. This requires that we develop our intellect, and subdue our affect, govern
our passions, and bring all our capacities and inclinations under the control of reason. Right action is
determined by living and acting in accordance with moral law and associated duties. | will read Kant
as offering a transcendent philosophical way of life. In contrast, Dewey endorses a naturalistic
metaphysic that recognizes the phenomenal world as the sole plane of existence, and characterizes
it as being in a constant state of evolution and emergence. He posits a naturalistic ethic that
recognizes growth as the sole criterion of the Good. Right action is that which generates the best
consequences for the general welfare. | will read Dewey as offering an immanent philosophical way

of life.

In chapter five | will explore the philosophies of Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. These philosophers
endorse the aspiration to become authentic. This is understood as an ongoing and never ending
process of ‘becoming who you are’. Despite endorsing the same philosophical aspiration the
philosophies of Kierkegaard and Nietzsche are metaphysically and ethically divergent. Kierkegaard
presents a bifurcated view of reality: God as infinite, absolute, necessary and free from change; and
material existence as finite, temporal, causal and subject to change. He identifies having a
relationship with God as the highest Good. Becoming authentic requires that the individual
relinquish her finitude and surrender herself to God. | will read him as offering a transcendent
philosophical way of life. In contrast, Nietzsche endorses a naturalistic metaphysic that posits a
vision of reality comprised of a single realm, and offers the ‘will to power’ as the underlying
character of life. Moreover, he offers the ‘will to power’ as the objective measure of value.
Becoming authentic is an act of self-creation that requires the individual to embrace and develop all

facets of herself. | will read Nietzsche as offering an immanent philosophical way of life.

Since each chapter will examine two related, though divergent, philosophies with a view to
elucidating their relevance to phronetic philosophical practice the pathway of each chapter will be
more or less identical. This permits me to describe that pathway in general terms. Chapters two,

three and four will each comprise of several tasks.
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The first task will be to ratify that the philosophy under review constitutes a philosophical way of
life. I will do this by indicating how each philosophy satisfies the five criteria of a philosophical way of
life, i.e. that it: promotes a transformative aspiration; endorses a transformative project aimed at
changing and improving the individual and her way of life; provides a vision of philosophizing that is
holistic and personally invested; provides transformative tools; and is a self-contained and coherent

system.

The second task will be to show the relevance of each philosophical way of life to philosophical
practice. In particular, | will explore what each has to offer the participant with respect to the
transformative aspiration and project. | will show that the Stoics and Epicureans endorse a
naturalistic conception of the Good, and promote a transformative project of character
development that entails the acquisition of virtue. | will show that Kant offers autonomy as the
Good, and endorses a transformative project of cultivating the spirit. | will show that Dewey offers
growth as the Good and endorses a transformative project of self and social-reconstruction. In
addition, | will show that Kant and Dewey implicate aesthetic sensibility in the transformative
process. | will show that Kierkegaard offers eternal happiness as the Good and advocates a
transformative project of creating subjectivity. | will show that Nietzsche advocates strength and
health as goods, and promotes a transformative project of self-creation. | will argue that the
transformative visions of these philosophical ways of life are directly relevant to philosophical

practice, as they could serve as transformative ends and means for the participant.

| will then explicate the transformative tools associated with the each philosophical way of life. |
regard this task as crucial, since there is a distinctive lack of phronetic methods in philosophical
practice. Since most practitioners utilize a Socratic vision of philosophizing, the fundamental activity
in a philosophical session is critical dialogue. Relevant concepts, beliefs, values, and principles are
discussed, considered, and assessed for inconsistencies, contradictions, and fallacious reasoning.
While rational critical dialogue is a central philosophical activity, an examination of the respective
philosophies will reveal a host of practices that are not restricted to rational argumentation and
critical dialogue. These include practices for the individual: studying philosophy, contemplating the
moral exemplar, memorization of epitomes and principles, contemplating one’s death, developing
aesthetic perception and aesthetic distance, silence, irony, self-vigilance, self-reflection, self-
disclosure, self-overcoming, revaluating values, loving one’s self and one’s fate; and social practices
such as friendship, confession, conversation, and listening. | will argue that these practices are

relevant to philosophical practice.
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| will then elucidate the roles these philosophers ascribe to the philosopher. This is significant given
that the primary role assumed by philosophical practitioners appears to be that of the Socratic
gadfly. Such a role requires the practitioner to question the participant, with a view to teasing out
her worldview, values, beliefs, and inducting the participant into the process of Socratic questioning
so that she may apply it to herself. Once the participant has been lead to identify her worldview, the
next step is to help her critically assess it. To this end the philosophical practitioner acts as a teacher
of critical reasoning. Such a role demands no personal input from the practitioner and creates an
asymmetrical relationship between philosopher and participant. An examination of the six
philosophies will explicate a host of additional roles that are available to the philosophical
practitioner. These include philosophically conventional roles such as educator, social critic,
custodian of ideas; and unconventional roles such as sage, doctor of the soul, friend, moral

exemplar, re-valuator of values, legislator, leader and moral prophet.

| will then elucidate the metaphysics that informs each philosophical way of life. This will serve an
intrinsic and an extrinsic purpose. Any philosophical way of life is a self-contained and coherent
system, such that its metaphysic informs its ethics. Accordingly, explicating the metaphysic of each
philosophical system will provide a deeper and richer understanding of the ethical way of life. In
addition, elucidating the metaphysics of each philosophical way of life will expose divergences

between the philosophical ways of life.

| will then enunciate the epistemology of each philosophy. This will serve an intrinsic and an extrinsic
purpose. Given that any philosophical way of life is a self-contained and coherent system, the
epistemology is intimately implicated in the ethical way of life. As such, explicating it will provide a
deeper understanding of that philosophical way of life. In addition, it will illustrate that dynamic

tensions exists between the philosophical ways of life.

| will conclude by identifying a range of philosophical and practical points of agreement that occur
between the different philosophical ways of life. Philosophical points of commonality include: the
importance of education; the centrality of community; and the non-essential nature of the self.
Practical points of commonality include: self-examination, confession, developing the capacity to
reason, experimentation, contemplation, catechism, the moral exemplar, aesthetic perception,

silence.

That the same practices are advocated by an array of philosophers might appear to call my intuition
regarding methodological eclecticism — that the indiscriminate use of philosophical ideas and
methods may result in logical inconsistencies that could cause problems for the participant —into

question. | will argue that my intuition is imprecise, but not wrong.
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Lastly, | will explore what is required of the philosophical practitioner who offers a philosophical way
of life. To this end | will organize the full range of roles available to the philosopher into three
categories of investment: intellectual, personal and existential. | will argue that the practitioner that
promotes philosophy as a way of life necessarily has to assume a role that incorporates all three

categories of investment.
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Chapter Two

Understanding Philosophical Practice

The primary task of this chapter will be to gain a clear understanding of philosophical practice: what
it is, and how it could be developed. | will explore the philosophical practice literature in order to
explicate the professed ends and means. This will reveal that practitioners advocate a broad range of
ends. Contrary to the view that philosophical practice is of its nature characterized by being diverse
and differentiated, | will argue for a unified understanding of philosophical practice as phronetic, in
which the manifold approaches are regarded as expressions of a single vision of philosophy as
practical wisdom orientated to bringing about and / or increasing well-being. | give evidence that the
Socratic vision of philosophizing is the preeminent method, and will argue that it is insufficient to
attain phronetic ends. | will explore a Platonic and an Aristotelian vision of philosophizing as
alternative visions of philosophizing for philosophical practice. | will make the case that philosophical
practice accords with the conception of philosophy as a way of life. This will permit me to identify
five criteria of a philosophical way of life, which can be used to identify additional philosophies that

could enrich and develop philosophical practice.

In section 2.1 | will show that philosophical practitioners promote a variety of ends. These include
problem-solving (Marinoff, Boele and Cohen), therapy (Cohen and Marinoff), scepticism (Achenbach
and Shuster), self-knowledge (Lahav, Schefczyk, Mijuskovic and Marinoff), wisdom (Achenbach,
Lahav and Tukiainen) and virtue (Tukiainen, Tuedio and Cohen). | will also show that there is
significant disagreement amongst philosophical practitioners regarding which of these ends are
appropriate for philosophical practice. | will make the case for a unified understanding of
philosophical practice that describes the different approaches as facets of a singular vision of
philosophy as phronetic: practical wisdom that brings about / increases well-being. This will provide
a unifying frame through which we can understand how existing approaches to philosophical

practice not only relate to the larger whole, but also to one another.

In section 2.2 | will explore the means that practitioners promote to attain their ends. | will show
that some practitioners endorse methodological eclecticism — the view that the practitioner has the
freedom to utilize whatever philosophical ideas and methods she deems appropriate. | will argue
that practitioners should be cautious of such a view. | will argue that the Socratic vision of
philosophizing is preeminent in philosophical practice. | will argue that a Socratic vision of
philosophizing is insufficient to attain phronetic ends, and thus maintain that alternative visions of

philosophizing are required.
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In section 2.3 | will explore the Platonic vision of philosophizing that Lahav advocates for
philosophical practice. | will argue that his rendition of Plato is philosophical suggestive rather than

contentful, and practically vague.

In section 2.4 | will explore an Aristotelian vision of philosophizing. | will argue that Aristotle’s ethics
is phronetic in that it is explicitly concerned with practical wisdom and the attainment of well-being.
Moreover, he prescribes methods and assigns roles to the philosopher that could expand
philosophical practice beyond the Socratic. | will recognize that he offers an immanent vision of

philosophizing that positions him as a contrary to Plato’s transcendent vision.

In section 2.5 | will develop my phronetic conception of philosophical practice by associating it with
the conception of philosophy as a way of life. | will extrapolate five criteria of a philosophical way of
life from Hadots’ (1995) seminal text: 1. it promotes a transformative aspiration; 2. it endorses a
transformative project; 3. it provides a vision of philosophizing that is holistic and personally
invested; 4. it provides practices to effect the transformation; 5. it constitutes a self-contained and
coherent philosophical system. | will offer these criteria as means to identify additional philosophies

that could enrich and develop phronetic philosophical practice.

In section 2.6 | will identify six philosophical ways of life: the Stoics, the Epicureans, Kant, Dewey,
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. Unpacking these and exploring their possible contributions to

philosophical practice will form the body of this dissertation.

2.1 The End(s) of Philosophical Practice

In this section | will explore the ends of philosophical practice. | will show that practitioners promote
a wide variety of distinct ends. Some practitioners promote the end of problem-solving, while others
promote therapy as the end of philosophical practice. | regard these approaches to have an
instrumental orientation. Philosophical practice is instrumental when it is applied with a view to
attaining a goal associated with satisfying some other end. These goals could include dealing with a
problem, healing a hurt or restoring a sense of normalcy. The end is determined by the participant
and could be a reduction in stress or achieving a sense of happiness. Goal-orientated practice of this
sort is reasonably short lived, and is determined by client satisfaction (Raabe 2001: 50). Other
practitioners promote a different subset of ends. Some promote scepticism as an end of
philosophical practice, while others promote self-knowledge, and yet others promote the ends of
wisdom and virtue. | regard these approaches as having an intrinsic orientation. Philosophical
practice is intrinsic when the philosophical activity or pursuit is regarded as meaningful in itself,

rather than as a means to some other end (Lahav 2001a: 7). Because intrinsic practice is not goal-
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oriented, it has no definitive end. In this respect, it can be viewed as practice that is continuous and

without end.

| will show that there is significant disagreement amongst the practitioners with respect to which
ends are suitable for philosophical practice. A case in point is that practitioners who endorse intrinsic
ends tend to regard philosophical approaches that pursue instrumental ends in a suspicious light.
Achenbach (1995: 68), for instance, charges instrumentally orientated approaches to philosophical

practice with misconceiving the philosophical endeavour.

In order to make sense of the diversity of ends and supposed ‘muddled thinking” of practitioners that
promote more than one end, | will argue that all the approaches to philosophical practice, reviewed
above, can be understood as facets of a singular vision of philosophy as phronetic, i.e. as practical

wisdom that brings about / increases well-being.

Some practitioners, such as Boele, Marinoff and Cohen, promote problem-solving as an end of
philosophical practice. According to Boele (1995) understanding, solving, overcoming or managing
everyday problems is an objective of philosophical practice. Problems are generally understood to
arise as a result of contradictory conceptions about how one should live, unexamined assumptions,
overgeneralizations, unrealistic expectations, or faulty reasoning (Lahav 1995: 8). Marinoff (2002:
85) regards philosophical intervention as well suited to deal with a wide array of problems “whose
focus is ethics, values, meaning, purpose, moral dilemmas, resolving conflicts, coping with change,
searching for identity, seeking fulfillment, dealing with injustice, managing adversity, or a host of
other issues related to these”. Cohen (2005) endorses a narrower vision of philosophical practice

that is directed at overcoming emotional and behavioural problems.

Practitioners recognize that not all problems are amenable to philosophical correction. Marinoff
(2002: 331) admits that philosophy “can be both necessary for addressing some problems and
insufficient for addressing others”. In this respect the practitioner would be required to identify the
source and nature of the problem and make the determination whether what she has to offer is
suitable or not. Schuster (1999a: 183) recognizes that not all problems can be cured. She is of the
opinion that sometimes it is sufficient for the participant to understand and take ownership of her
problem. In a similar vein, Tukiainen (Web 2) maintains that irresolvable problems should be

“tolerated and endured”.

Not all philosophical practitioners agree that philosophy should serve practical needs. Lahav (2006:

3), for instance, regards solving personal problems as contrary to “philosophy in the original, deep
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sense of the word”. In contrast, Achenbach (1995: 68) claims that the point of philosophical practice

is not to “produce solutions but rather question them all”.

Some philosophical practitioners, such as Cohen, promote therapy as an end of philosophical
practice. Cohen (2004) conceives of philosophical practice as “a hybrid discipline” that conjoins
philosophy and psychology to offer “a form of counseling that uses philosophical methods and
techniques”. Cohen’s ‘Logic-Based Therapy’ is a modified form of RET that places emphasis on the
justification of beliefs (Raabe 2001: 70). Emotions are understood to possess cognitive components,
and emotional problems are understood to rest on fallacious and irrational thinking “that occur(s) in
the premises of people’s behavioural and emotional reasoning” (Cohen 2005). Marinoff (2003)

loosely endorses the end of therapy in a book titled “Therapy for the Sane”.

There is disagreement between the practitioners who endorse the end of therapy. Cohen (2004)
rejects Marinoff’s notion of philosophy as a ‘therapy for the sane’ for a host of reasons. These
include the implication that psychology is a therapy for the insane; that such an implication
stigmatizes people seeking psychological counselling; and that it incorrectly judges the client rather
than her patterns of thinking, behaviour and emotions. In contrast to Cohen, Marinoff explicitly

disavows the link between philosophy and psychology (Cohen 2004).

A fair number of philosophical practitioners are adamant that philosophical practice should not offer
therapy. Achenbach is emphatic that philosophical practice is not, nor should be, considered a form
of therapy (Schuster 1999a: 34). Curiously, he advocates scepticism and therapy was something the
sceptics endorsed (Nussbaum 1994: 13). Schuster (1995: 102) claims that philosophical practice is
the “antipode of therapy”. According to Tukiainen (2011: 52) “philosophy should not be seen as
therapy”.

The rejection of philosophy as offering a form of therapy rests on at least two views, relating to the
notion of therapy and to that of philosophy. ‘Therapy’ commits us to: viewing the participant as
unhealthy, or deviating from a norm of good health; in need of treatment with a view to curing the
participant or returning her to ‘normality’; making a diagnosis on the basis of symptoms; and
effecting treatment (Raabe 2001: 26). Schuster (1999a) argues if therapy is understood as a
scientifically confirmed curative method, then philosophical practice is its conceptual contrary — a
free and open exploration with participants that are in good health. In a similar vein, Sivil and Clare
(2018) argue that since therapy, by definition necessarily entails a commitment to the medical
model; and since most philosophical practitioners reject such a model (Sivil 2009); that philosophical

practitioners should not promote their brand of practice as therapy. Lahav (2001a: 7) challenges the
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end of therapy from another angle. He maintains that promoting therapy as an end of philosophical

practice “betrays the distinctive nature of philosophy” by demoting it as a means to some other end.

| disagree with Lahav. Some philosophies are explicitly orientated to instrumental ends. Ancient
Greek philosophers conceived of philosophy as ‘therapy for the soul’; and Hellenistic philosophers, in
particular, regarded themselves as ‘doctors of the soul’ that sought to attend to and overcome

suffering (Nussbaum 1994: 13-47).

More than healing hurts, ancient Greek philosophers sought to effect fundamental changes to the
way an individual perceived and existed in the world (Hadot 1995). Contemporary practitioners
Marinoff (2002: 84-5) and Raabe (2001: 205) attempt to justify contemporary use of the term
‘therapy’ by invoking this historical association. They trace the etymology of the word to its Greek
derivative therapeia which means in ‘service’ of, or to ‘attend to’. In this respect the philosophical
practitioner is in the service of the participant, attending to her concerns, with a view to bringing
about an improvement in her outlook and or disposition. Schuster (2004: 3) rejects this etymological
move by pointing out that it extends the idea of therapy to any acts of service or attendance, such as

restaurant waiters or parking attendants.

Curiously, some of the practitioners who reject therapy as an end of philosophical practice
acknowledge the therapeutic potential of their particular offerings. Schuster (1999a: 8), for example,
refers to her brand of philosophical practice as “trans-therapeutic”. Others, including Boele (Raabe
2001: 29), Lahav (1995: 16) and Tukiainen (2011: 52), similarly tout the therapeutic potential of
philosophical practice. When practitioners make claims regarding the therapeutic potential of their
philosophical practice they loosely rest their claim on the recognition that philosophy can
“spontaneously ... induce well-being” (Schuster 1999a: 19). For Schuster (1999a) and Boele (1995)
well-being is achieved by clarifying misconceptions and misunderstandings. For Tukiainen (2011: 47)
well-being is enhanced through the development of virtues. Tuedio (2003) makes a much more
inclusive claim. Since he regards any aspiration by philosophical practitioners to “‘help’, ‘expand’ or
‘improve’” as possessing a therapeutic orientation, he advocates the view that all modes of

philosophical practice are therapeutic.

Some practitioners, such as Achenbach and Schuster, maintain that the end of philosophical practice
is to develop scepticism in the participant “concerning everything which considers itself right,
settled, conclusive, indubitable, or in short, everything which considers itself ‘true’ and which
therefore wants to abolish further questioning ” (Achenbach 1995: 73). This helps the participant to
avoid prefabricated patterns of thought and pre-constructed ideas, stimulate new ways of thinking

and generate new areas of thought (Zinaich 2003).
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One could object that the epistemic stance of the sceptic — that truth is unobtainable, and we can
therefore know nothing (Aristocles, in Long and Sedley 1987: 1F) — could have a destabilizing effect
on the participant. This concern is allayed by both Sceptics and philosophical practitioners alike. The
Sceptics regard the suspension of judgment to necessarily bring about “freedom from disturbance;
and ... pleasure” (Aristocles, in Long & Sedley 1987: 1F). Here ‘freedom’ is synonymous with freedom
from worry about what is true, right and good; freedom from the pursuit of the practical goals that
arise out of these judgments; and freedom from the affiliated emotions — fear, distress, grief, guilt
and excessive joy — which tend to arise when we fail or succeed to achieve these goals (Nussbaum
1994: 296-97). While Schuster (1999a: 5) does not run this line of thinking, she does claim that
philosophical inquiry of this sort not only develops the intellect, but facilitates the development of
philosophical wonder. This could make the participant’s conceptual world more interesting and
ensure that she stays sufficiently open-minded to constantly question that which she believes to be
true. Rather than shatter a participant’s worldview, this could help her develop a sense of clarity

(Schuster 1999a: 39-40).

Some practitioners, such as Lahav (1995), Schefczyk (1995), Mijuskovic (1995) and Marinoff (1999),
endorse the pursuit of self-knowledge as the primary aim of philosophical practice. Developing self-
knowledge requires that the participant access, assess and modify her worldview®. The practitioner
helps the participant to expose and clarify the concepts and ideas that underlie and inform her
attitudes, beliefs, values and presuppositions (Lahav 2001a: 8). Interpreting a participant’s
worldview can serve a descriptive function by providing concrete expression to something which
was undisclosed or hidden. It can also serve a normative function by providing the participant an
opportunity to explore the philosophical implications of her worldview and identify any internal
conflicts or inconsistencies. Awareness of such conflicts and inconsistencies can help the participant
make alterations to the way she understands the world in which she lives and her place in it. While
interpreting one’s worldview may not necessarily lead to any concrete solutions, this is
unproblematic as developing and enriching one’s worldview is deemed to be intrinsically valuable

(Lahav 1995: 16).

Lahav (2001a: 8) later rejects self-knowledge as an end for philosophical practice. He recognizes that
philosophizing possesses the potential to transform the participant’s outlook and way of being.

Pursuing the end of self-knowledge emphasizes, and reinforces, a preoccupation with oneself, one’s

6 Practitioners use different terms of reference for ‘worldview’: Lahav (1995: 4) refers to the participant’s
“personal philosophy”; Schefczyk (1995: 76) talks of the participant’s “conceptual history”; Mijuskovic (1995:
94) discusses the participant’s “first principles (paradigm system and network of beliefs)”; and Marinoff (1999:
5) refers to the participant’s “set of operating principles”.
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concerns and limited frame of understanding. The participant is not given the necessary tools or
inspiration to transcend and explore domains that extend beyond the horizons of her worldview

(Lahav 2006: 4).

Some practitioners, such as Achenbach, Lahav and Tukiainen, see themselves as promoting the end
of wisdom. Given that wisdom is “a philosophically challenging concept” (Tukiainen 2011: 47), it
should come as no surprise that different conceptions of it are promoted by philosophical
practitioners. Achenbach’s (1998) conception of wisdom places a premium on the sceptical way one
relates to theoretical knowledge, to the problems that one confronts, and to oneself. The point of
this is to challenge, develop, examine, and deepen the insights of the participant. Lahav (2001a)
relates wisdom to spirituality, enrichment, edification, meaningfulness, and a broader and deeper
understanding of life. This intellectual account of wisdom “opens us to the realities beyond our
ordinary self-centred worldview” (Lahav 2006: 4). Tukiainen (2011: 48), in contrast, promotes a more
practical account of wisdom that is concerned with “knowing how to live well”. Living well includes:
pursuing and attaining personally fulfilling goals; having a sense of personal satisfaction; freedom
from external influence and excessive personal evaluation; and peace of mind (Tukiainen 2011: 48-

50).

For Tukiainen (2011: 48) the virtues are crucial to living well. Virtues can be loosely understood as
human excellences: ideal traits that make a person good (Roberts 2017: 18). More than making a
person good, the acquisition of virtues facilitate personal growth, and this contributes to a sense of
personal fulfilment and well-being (Tuedio 2004: 3). Beyond benefitting the individual, the virtues
are implicated in the “cultivation of a good society” (Tuedio (2004: 1). Tukiainen (2011: 48-50)
provides a catalogue of virtues that includes: the cognitive virtues of self-knowledge, knowledge of
the external world, good judgment, and openness; and the moral / existential virtues of objectivity,

disinterestedness, flexibility, moderation, preserving physical health, and achieving pleasure.

The virtues that Tukiainen presents are for consideration and not uncritical application. While he

regards the virtues as timeless, he does recognize that different social contexts and situations may
require a different set of virtues (Tukiainen 2011: 50). According to Tuedio (2004: 2), since life and
one’s being is in a state of constant flux, different individuals would value different virtues, and at

different times.

It is curious that Tukiainen does not make any reference to virtue ethics, given that he offers a list of
virtues. That virtues are a focal point of philosophical reflection for Tukiainen is sufficient to consider
him offering a form of virtue ethic. Virtue ethics typically place emphasis on virtues, and on the

development of moral character; is person rather than action orientated; and asks questions
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regarding the good life, how we should live, as well as the kind of person we should be (Roberts

2017: 18).

While it is evident that Lahav and Tukiainen advocate different accounts of wisdom —intellectual
and practical respectively, common ground exists between them. | argue that Lahav’s conception of
wisdom, which is devoid of the language of virtues, maps onto at least some of Tukiainen’s virtues.
Tukiainen’s (2011: 48) virtue of openness entails seeing ourselves and our world in radically new
ways, as well as entertaining novel concepts. | argue that this accords with Lahav’s (2001a: 12) vision
of philosophical investigation as the process of opening oneself up to a wider range of meanings and
perspectives (Lahav 2006: 4). Tukiainen (2011: 49) endorses the virtue of objectivity. This entails
distancing oneself from one’s own narrow perspective, and seeing things from “a cosmic
perspective”. | argue that this call for objectivity is endorsed by Lahav (2001a: 12) who advocates
rising above our narrow self-centred worldview. Tukiainen (2011: 49) promotes the virtue of
disinterestedness, as the “ability to experience the world as it is in itself, and not only as it is for us
and our projects”. This requires we refrain from evaluating the world in terms of our own desires
and motives. | argue that Lahav (2001a: 8) endorses this when he emphasizes the importance of

going “beyond my particular opinions and desires”.

The common ground that exist between them should not be taken as an indication that they are in
total agreement. Tukiainen and Lahav would disagree over the worth of self-knowledge. Tukiainen
(2011: 48) regards self-knowledge as an important part of wisdom since it enables us to identify and
pursue personally satisfying goals independently of external influence. In contrast, Lahav (2008: 14)
proclaims the search for self-knowledge to be antithetical to the pursuit of wisdom. A pre-
occupation with oneself and one’s limited horizon of meaning is the very thing that would prevent
one from expanding one’s horizon of meaning and “developing a new openness towards one’s

world”.

There are several approaches one could take to understanding the heteronomy of ends of
philosophical practice. One could take it at face value as a diverse and differentiated domain.
Tillmans (2005) endorses this vision of diversity when she proclaims that there are “as many
interpretations of what philosophical counseling is as there are philosophical counsellors”. | will
argue that conceiving of philosophical practice as diverse and differentiated is a misconception that
fails to illuminate the practice in ways that could contribute to its growth and development.
Moreover, it is unproductive in that it runs the risk of making the philosophy of philosophical

practice appear to be “in a state of dynamic disarray” (Raabe 2001: xvi).
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A second approach would be to reduce the complexity of philosophical practice by organizing the
ends into discrete and meaningful clusters. Sivil and Clare (2018) do this by developing a taxonomy
of ends that contains two divisions: the first division categorizes the ends as instrumental or
intrinsic; the second division categorizes the ends as having specific or general foci. Philosophical
practice is specific when it has a narrow orientation of focus, i.e. it is directed toward attaining a
singular specified end. Examples include solving a particular problem, or acquiring self-knowledge.
Philosophical practice is general when it has a broad, more encompassing focus. For example, the
end of wisdom may entail becoming more virtuous, which entails a host of smaller ends, such as
becoming courageous, moderate, prudent, flexible, open, objective, etc. This system of
categorization organizes the ends of philosophical practice into four variants: approaches that
promote the end of problem-solving are categorized as ‘instrumental-specific’; approaches that
endorse the end of therapy are ‘instrumental-general’; approaches that endorse the ends of
scepticism and self-knowledge are labelled ‘intrinsic-specific’; and approaches that endorse the ends
of wisdom and virtue are regarded as ‘intrinsic-general’. Lahav (2006: 3) endorses three different
kinds of philosophical practice: problem solving, critical self-reasoning, and Platonic. These
correspond with the instrumental-specific, intrinsic-specific, and intrinsic-general variants in Sivil and
Clare’s taxonomy. He would discount therapy as a legitimate end of philosophical practice, as do Sivil

and Clare (2018).

The taxonomy serves several purposes. It organizes the range of ends into four variants with distinct
orientations and foci. Not only does this rationalize the domain of ends, it provides useful category
labels that facilitate ease of discourse. In addition, compartmentalizing practices with different ends
could help to explain dissent amongst practitioners as healthy criticism rather than a signal of

disarray.

Problematically, organizing the approaches into discrete clusters results in an uncharitable
evaluation of practitioners that cross-combine ends from different variants. Such instances include:
Cohen and Marinoff, who endorse the ends of problem-solving (instrumental-specific) and therapy
(instrumental-general); Achenbach, who endorses the ends of scepticism (intrinsic-specific) and
wisdom (intrinsic-general); and Lahav, who endorses the ends of self-knowledge (intrinsic-specific)
and wisdom (intrinsic-general). Sivil and Clare judge this to be “a reflection of ... (the particular
practitioner’s) own muddled thinking” (2018: 135). A second objection is that the taxonomy fails to
illuminate philosophical practice in a way that might contribute toward its growth and development.
While | agree that developing philosophical practice is a worthwhile endeavour, since the taxonomy

was not developed with this in mind | do not think that the second objection is warranted.
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A third option, that | will exercise, is to look beyond the particularities and differences in an attempt
to understand philosophical practice as unified. To this end | liken philosophical practice to a multi-
faceted jewel. | argue that all the approaches to philosophical practice can be understood as facets
of a singular vision of philosophy as phronetic: practical wisdom that brings about / increases well-

being.

To describe the approaches as ‘facets’ means that each approach is implicated, to some degree, in
the phronetic whole. This is corroborated by the fact that at most practitioners endorse at least one
phronetic aspect. Lahav, Tukiainen and Tuedio endorse wisdom as the end of philosophical practice.
While Achenbach promotes the end of scepticism, he also endorses wisdom. Tukiainen and Tuedio
implicate the acquisition of virtues in the attainment of wisdom. While Cohen (2005) promotes the
end of therapy, he also endorses the acquisition of “eleven transcendent virtues”. These virtues
include metaphysical security, courage, respect, authenticity, temperance, moral creativity,
empowerment, empathy, good judgment, foresightness, scientificity. A host of practitioners
recognize well-being as an outcome of their practice. These include: Boele, who promotes the end of
problem-solving; Schuster, who promotes the end of scepticism; and Lahav, Tukiainen and Tuedio,

who promote the ends of wisdom.

To say that ‘each approach is implicated, to some degree, in the phronetic whole’ implies that not all
facets are equal, i.e. they contain different degrees of the phronetic aspects (wisdom, virtue and
well-being). | regard practitioners that promote all three phronetic aspects, such as Tukiainen who
endorses the end of wisdom, implicates virtue in that process and recognizes that the attainment of
virtues brings about / increases well-being, to possess a high phronetic degree. This in comparison to
approaches that promote fewer or no phronetic ends, for example Boele who promotes the end of
problem-solving and only recognizes the possibility of attaining well-being. This is not a judgement
against approaches that have a low phronetic degree, merely a recognition that there are degrees of

distance from the phronetic whole.

Not only does this vision of philosophical practice as phronetic account for the relationship of each
facet to the whole; it provides an understanding of the relationship between facets. Since each facet
is implicated in the whole, and the whole contains the aspects of all facets; it is possible for one facet
to ‘reflect’ or contain an aspect of another facet. Examples of this ‘reflection effect’ include the
views that: solving problems results in well-being (Boele), and attaining wisdom makes life easier
and less problematic (Lahav 2001a: 7 and Aristotle 1998:21); therapy leads to a sense of well-being,
and the virtues are implicate in the therapeutic process (Cohen 2005); scepticism is implicated in the

process of acquiring wisdom (Achenbach), and in the acquisition of well-being (Schuster); self-
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knowledge is regarded as one virtue, amongst others, that is required for wisdom (Tukiainen), and
wisdom is recognised to bring about well-being (Lahav, Tukiainen and Tuedio). This ‘reflection effect’
also provides a charitable explanation for instances when practitioners advocate multiple ends. Such
instances include: Cohen and Marinoff, who endorse the ends of problem-solving and therapy;
Achenbach, who endorses the ends of scepticism and wisdom; and Lahav, who endorses the ends of

self-knowledge and wisdom.

One might object that imposing a unifying vision onto philosophical practice could have a
homogenizing effect on the terrain. This objection rests on a misunderstanding, and as such is
unfounded. | am not making a normative claim about how philosophical practice should be, nor am |
suggesting the dissolution of existing approaches. | am merely describing a way to understand the
practice as a single, though uncoordinated, unified whole. To this one might object that such a
descriptive endeavour fails to make any significant contributions to the development of the field of
practice. There are two ways to respond to this. One would be to claim that this was not the
particular intention behind developing the unified vision, and so the objection is weak. However,
given that | do have the intention to develop philosophical practice, such an objection should be
taken seriously. Granted conceiving of philosophical practice as united under the phronetic rubric, in
itself, may not advance philosophical practice beyond its current form; | do think that existing modes
of practice might be enriched through the understanding of how they relate to the unified whole
and each other. At the very least this might result in a decrease in dissent amongst philosophical
practitioners regarding the appropriateness of ends. It could even lead to practitioners expanding
their professed ends to include those articulated by other practitioners. At the very best, it might
spur practitioners, and other interested persons, to contemplate and articulate a clearer conception

of philosophical practice. This is something | will undertake in section 1.5.

2.2 The Means of Philosophical Practice

In this section | will explore the means advocated by philosophical practitioners. | will show that
some practitioners endorse methodological eclecticism - the view that the practitioner has the
freedom to utilize whatever philosophical ideas and methods she deems appropriate. | will argue
that practitioners should be cautious of such a view. | will show that some practitioners deny an
allegiance to method. | will argue that most practitioners employ a Socratic vision of philosophizing,
with respect to focus, method, and role of the practitioner. | will argue that while a Socratic vision of

philosophizing might be necessary to achieve phronetic ends, it is not sufficient.

Given that philosophical practice is constituted by a range of approaches that promote distinctive

ends, it would be reasonable to assume that there would be a diverse range of methods. Raabe
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(2001: 43) alludes to this when he describes philosophical practice to comprise of a “plurality of
distinct methodologies”. Far from there being consensus, the heterogeneity of philosophical
practice ensures that “there is general disagreement over whether there is a method at all, whether
there is only one particular method, or whether there are a number of equally important but
distinctly different methods” (Raabe 2001: 71). In line with the latter, Lahav (2006: 6) claims that
“there are many appropriate methods, and ... different ones could work better with different
people”. Despite these characterizations an examination of philosophical practice literature reveals

that few methods are actually endorsed.

Some practitioners, such as Marinoff, Tukiainen and Lahav, endorse the view that the philosophical
practitioner has the discretionary freedom to use any and all philosophical material and methods.
Von Morstein (2001) describes Marinoff as offering methodological eclecticism. Marinoff (1999;
2003) articulates two frameworks (PEACE; MEANS) that are intended to highlight the various
perspectives from which practitioners can view the participant and their problems. These
frameworks are notably devoid of reference to specific philosophical material or method. Tukiainen
(Web 2) endorses the freedom of the practitioner “to find the historical ideas and practices that best
suit the counsellee’s unique circumstances of life”. Lahav (2001a) would endorse methodological

eclecticism since wisdom is acquired through an exposure to a broad range of philosophical ideas.

It is easy to understand why a philosophical practitioner might endorse methodological eclecticism.
If the success of the practice is determined by the end result then any method that facilitates
reaching this end would be deemed acceptable. From a pragmatic point of view, the greater the
range of means, the greater the chance of increasing utility. This explanation applies directly to

Marinoff (1999: 304), who refers to himself as a “mystical pragmatist”.

| argue that practitioners should be cautious of methodological eclecticism. While a pragmatist may
have no problem with such an approach, provided it works, there is very little empirical evidence
that philosophical practice actually works’. So it would be premature to make any kind of pragmatic
justification in favour of eclecticism. A second concern is that the uncritical application of
philosophies with contradictory metaphysical and ethical commitments, and their associated
methods, may result in logical inconsistencies in the participant. This could cause potential problems

for the participant that at best could result in conceptual confusion, and at worst result in crisis. |

7 Lavah (2001b) undertook a sixteen person study. Problematically, the size of the study was too small to
extrapolate anything of significance, and “the research amounted to nothing more than an attitudinal survey
rather than a rigorous test of efficacy” (Sivil & Clare 2018: 141). Knapp & Tjeltveit (2005: 563) reported that in
2002 Marinoff claimed to be undertaking empirical research. To date he has failed to publish any findings.
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contend that creating these sorts of inconsistencies is contrary to philosophical practice that should
aim to uncover conflicting ideas and vales in an attempt to unify them. Tukiainen (Web 2) recognizes
the issue, but sidesteps it by claiming that “this far | have not run into problems with logical
incompatibility”. Lahav (2001a: 16) doesn’t recognize the issue at all. He explicitly advocates the
application of contrary philosophical views to ensure that no one philosophical theory is taken as a

definitive authority.

Some practitioners deny an allegiance to method. Achenbach, for example, promotes a ‘beyond-
method’ method (Schuster 1999a: 38), for the reason that any attempt to fix philosophical practice
to a particular method flies in the face of his sceptical epistemic commitment. Despite this,
Achenbach does have a discernible approach. The practitioner must be free of goals and intentions
prior to meeting the participant, and must be prepared to adapt themselves to the participant and
her needs. The practitioner and participant must commit to engage in open and unconstrained
conversation. The practitioner must encourage the participant to explain herself. The practitioner
must try to enlarge the participant’s worldview, and must nurture that which is deemed appropriate
(Raabe 2001: 57; Schuster 2004: 4). Tillmans (2005) advocates a position similar to Achenbach. She
eschews the notion of philosophical method; sees philosophy as a direct engagement with the
world, grounded in the wonder of everyday experiences; and promotes philosophical practice as the
attempt “to set thought free ... (by questioning) taken-for-granted assumptions, presuppositions

about life, beliefs and values”.

It would seem apparent from this survey that a Socratic vision of philosophizing, with respect to
focus, method, and role of the practitioner, is the preeminent methodological approach in
philosophical practice. Socrates sought to discover and clarify the concepts the interlocutor was
using, and to expose hidden assumptions, contradictory values and meaning, and, or fallacious
reasoning. To this end he adopted the role of a gadfly, a critical, bothersome, dialogical partner that
asked questions and demanded reasons to support the interlocutor’s views, and then guided the

interlocutor to subject those views to tests of critical examination.

Philosophical practitioners that advocate the end of problem-solving apply a method that | regard to
be analogous to the Socratic Method. The practitioner helps the participant resolve her own
problems by helping her access her worldview — the concepts, beliefs, values and assumptions that
make up her “background mindscape” (Marinoff 2002: 86). The practitioner guides the participant to
philosophize for herself. To this end, the practitioner teaches the participant the necessary
argumentative skills so that she can critically engage with her own worldview, examine hidden

assumptions, identify faulty inferences, and critically appraise values and beliefs (Marinoff 2002: 82).
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Practitioners who advocate the end of therapy similarly endorse accessing, assessing and modifying
the participant’s worldview. According to Cohen (2004) the philosophical practitioner assists the
participant by facilitating an examination of her belief system, her key concepts and underlying
assumptions and inferences, with a view to clarifying vague concepts, exposing hidden or assumed
premises, eradicating unjustified assumptions and beliefs, and resolving logical inconsistencies and
fallacious reasoning. Cohen (1995: 122) makes particular use of formal deductive logic to analyse the
client’s belief system; and prescribes fallacies of reason as an antidote to irrational premises that

underlie problematic emotions (Cohen 2005).

For practitioners who promote the end of self-knowledge philosophizing necessarily entails a critical
encounter with the participant’s worldview. The practitioner helps the participant to expose the
network of concepts, assumptions, beliefs and values that constitute “the philosophy of life in which
the person is living” (Lahav 2001a: 8). The practitioner applies and imparts the necessary reasoning
skills onto the participant so that she can engage in self-corrective reflection. The express intention
of this is to develop, in the participant, “a richer philosophical understanding of their self and the

world” (Lahav 2001a: 8).

Some practitioners who promote the ends of wisdom and virtue similarly advocate a Socratic vision
of philosophizing. Tukiainen (2011: 51) promotes self-knowledge as a virtue. Self-knowledge of the
participant is increased by the practitioner who asks her questions and demands justifications for
her answers. Tuedio (2004: 2) claims to apply “philosophical analysis” to the participant’s personal
experience and identity, with the view to exposing her worldview. This serves several purposes. It
helps the participant “test the representational validity” (Tuedio 2004: 5) of her worldview, i.e. how
close her beliefs or values are to the truth. It helps the participant test the performative validity of
her worldview, i.e. how close the narrative construction of the participant is to how she lives her life
(Tuedio 2004:6). In addition, Tuedio (2004:5, 2) maintains that a Socratic encounter with oneself
helps to establish a context for reflecting on the virtues, and that this makes us better attuned to the

virtues.

The above review reveals that a narrow range of means are utilized by philosophical practitioners. If
there are different ends to philosophical practice, then surely there should be different means.
Viewed in this light, the pre-eminence of the Socratic vision of philosophizing in philosophical
practice, and the absence of other methods, is puzzling. However, since | argued that all these
approaches are facets of a singular vision of philosophy as phronetic, it would seem to follow that

the predominance of a single method might be justified.
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Use of the Socratic vision of philosophizing might be justified on another ground. One could argue
that what makes a Socratic vision of philosophizing particularly desirable to philosophical
practitioners is that it enhances participant autonomy. This is something philosophical practitioners
would likely agree to be a fundamental objective of the practice (Raabe 2001: 32). Socrates’ driving
project was to establish the truth of the claim made by the oracle of Delphi that he was the wisest
man. As a result, he never offered (implicitly or explicitly) any position of his own, but instead
contented himself with examining the thoughts of others. In line with this a Socratic vision of
philosophical practice free of metaphysical and ethical assertions. One can argue that this freedom
preserves the participant’s autonomy, as it does not impose any metaphysical or ethical views onto
the participant. Moreover, the participant’s capacity to make informed and independent decisions is
increased through the practice of critical self-reflection and self-examination (Raabe 2001: 52).
Becoming more self-knowledgeable permits the participant to develop greater awareness of her
thinking processes, beliefs, values and desires. A consequence of this is that the participant is better
equipped to employ “conscious intentionality in her decision-making” (Raabe 2001: 33). This
increases the participant’s control over the choices she makes. Since possessing autonomy requires
reflection on the reasons for one’s desires and actions, and philosophical practice improves the
participant’s capacity for critical self-reflection, it follows that philosophical practice enhances
participant autonomy (Taylor 2002). While self-reflection and self-examination are necessary for the
enhancement of one’s autonomy, one could argue that the philosophical practitioner should also
dedicate substantial effort toward strengthening the participant’s “trust in the value of his or her
own experience and reason” (Raabe 2001: 32) so that she may take responsibility not only for her

thinking but the direction in which her life unfolds.

While we might agree that participant autonomy is valuable, and that a Socratic vision of
philosophizing preserves and enhances autonomy, it does not follow that a Socratic vision of
philosophizing is the only form that does this. If there are other vision of philosophizing that
preserve and enhance autonomy, exclusive use of a Socratic vision of philosophizing in philosophical

practice would not be justified.

While | concede that a Socratic vision of philosophizing might be necessary to attain phronetic ends,
| do not regard it to be sufficient. There are two ways to argue this — from a particular, and a general
point of view. One could argue, from a particular point of view, that the Socratic vision of
philosophizing is phronetic in that it facilitates the acquisition of self-knowledge, and self-knowledge
is a virtue. However, since it does not offer the full range of phronetic aspects, i.e. endorse a vision
of practical wisdom and well-being, it is not phronetic to a high degree. Accordingly while an

application of a Socratic vision of philosophizing might be necessary, it is not sufficient. Admittedly,
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this argument is open to contestation based on interpretations of Socrates’ approach to philosophy.
Embarking on a defence would be a time consuming and unnecessary exercise given that we would
arrive at the same answer if we approached the issue from a general point of view. Let us assume
that we have a vision of philosophizing that was phronetic to high degree, for example Tukiainen’s
approach that promotes a vision of practical wisdom, virtue and well-being. Let us be charitable, for
the moment, and concede that the means he prescribes to attain his particular ends are not only
necessary, but also sufficient. Given that there are different visions of wisdom (this was confirmed
above when reviewing the philosophical practice literature) and different views regarding which
virtues are important, and different conceptions of well-being (this will be confirmed in subsequent
chapters), it follows that Tukiainen’s method would be insufficient to attain the full range of those

phronetic aspects. In light of this | maintain that additional visions of philosophizing are required.

Not all practitioners agree that a Socratic vision of philosophizing is necessary to attain phronetic
ends. Lahav has two issues with the application of a Socratic vision of philosophizing: focus and
approach. The pursuit of self-knowledge focuses the participant onto her narrow concerns and
worldview; while the pursuit of wisdom requires the participant to transcend her worldview (Lahav
2006: 4). As such, he regards a Socratic vision of philosophizing to be antithetical to the pursuit of
wisdom. Lahav (2006: 4) is also critical of the approach employed in a Socratic vision of

|Il

philosophizing. He regards it to be “much too analytic and critical”. Such an approach
overemphasizes the power of abstract reason to convince others, and mistakenly identifies the
reasoning capacity of the participant as the primary capacity. Moreover, a Socratic vision of
philosophizing requires the practitioner to assume a stance that is neutral and objective (Lahav
2008: 15). In light of the above, he claims that a Socratic vision of philosophizing is inappropriate for

philosophical practice and calls for it to be abandoned (Lahav 2008: 15).

If a Socratic vision of philosophizing is inadequate / inappropriate for philosophical practice, then
other visions of philosophizing are required. In wl hat follows | will enunciate Lahav’s suggestion to
use a Platonic vision of philosophizing (section 2.3). | then explore the potential of an Aristotelian

vision of philosophizing for philosophical practice (section 2.4).

2.3 Platonic Vision of Philosophizing

In this section | will Lahav’s rendition of a Platonic vision of philosophizing for philosophical practice.
| will detail his position, and where necessary, will draw from Plato and relevant scholars to fill in
missing detail. | find Iris Murdock’s account of Plato the most illuminating for this purpose. | will
show that Lahav’s rendition is philosophically incomplete, in that it is devoid of the language of

forms. As a consequence, it misses a significant opportunity to offer something distinctly
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philosophical — moral development. In addition, | will argue that his rendition is methodologically
vague. | will identify the role of Plato’s philosopher as translator as an additional role available to the

philosophical practitioner.

Lahav (2006: 5) offers Plato’s allegory of the cave as an analogy of philosophical practice. This
permits him to illustrate that the concern of the practitioner does not lie with the needs and
problems of the participant: the “philosopher’s goal is not to help the cave dwellers deal with their
shadows and satisfy their current desire”. Instead, the task of the practitioner is to help the
participant to transcend herself “to get out of the cave and get closer to the light”. Lahav does not

elaborate on what this light is, so we turn to Plato to gain a clearer understanding.

The light that Plato wants us to turn to are the transcendent forms — the changeless, immaterial and eternal
“objects of intelligence but not of sight” (Plato 1955a: 306). While Murdoch (1992: 10) defines the Platonic
forms as “archetypes: universals, general concepts as distinct from particular entities”, he also notes that the
relation of the forms to particulars, for Plato, is “persistently problematic ... The forms are more like

‘immanent universals’ at the start, and ‘transcendent models’ later on” (Murdoch 1977:46).

The forms are crucial for Plato (1955: 308) since it is through contemplating the forms that truth and
reality is illuminated. They are what the soul “attends to and feeds on” (Taylor 1989: 124). Plato
(1955: 303) regards the form of the Good as the highest form of knowledge. Moreover,
contemplating the form of the Good lies at the heart of his moral doctrine. The forms satisfy a
“moral need” that “goodness is something indubitably real, unitary, and (somehow) simple”
(Murdoch 1977: 25), and which exists beyond the sensible realm. They also stand as active moral
ideals, “images of virtue” (Murdoch 1992: 10) that are essential to one’s moral development. Plato
connects right order in our lives with right order in the universe, such that knowing the Good is a

necessary and sufficient condition to make us become good.

Knowing the Good is achieved through contemplating beauty. Beauty, celebrated in the Symposium
and the Phaedrus, is the most accessible of forms as it is manifest in the world. More than this, it has
the capacity to move us and to inspire us. It is something that we can desire and adore, yet cannot

possess (Murdoch 1977: 35).

Plato reveres beauty in nature, and not art. The beauty in nature that interests Plato is pattern and
necessity (as found in mathematics and geometry). An encounter with necessity “leads to knowledge
of the eternal and changeless” (Murdoch 1977: 44). Through appreciating beauty the energy of the
soul is directed toward the Real and the Good, which is experienced as joy. This joy is transfigured

desire. Accordingly, perceiving beauty provides us with “an immediate image of good desire, the
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desire for goodness and the desire for truth” (Murdoch 1977: 45). This provides a means for us to
escape from the narrow confines of our ego. Plato denies beautiful art possesses the same capacity
as beauty in nature. He regards artists as base, egotistic, morally weak and as meddlers, and art as
dangerous, exciting the baser emotions. As a mimesis of particulars, art endorses appearances and
hence illusion, therein disguising and trivializing the spiritual. As a result, it is likely to lead us away
from the forms rather than towards them. Despite this generally negative view he does acknowledge
the artist’s inspiration and intuitive understanding as divine; and that certain non-representational,
simple art forms, including folk art, handicraft, didactic poetry and architecture, could serve positive
social purpose, such as creating order and discouraging crime. To achieve this, though, the arts

would have to be censored and directed.

Plato’s notion of contemplation is metaphorically associated with the sense of sight. It is “a power to
see things aright” (Taylor 1989: 116); it is “looking carefully at something and holding it before the
mind” (Murdoch 1992: 2). In order to ‘see things aright’ the soul has to undergo a process of
conversion — reason has to rule over the appetites and desires. The soul must be purified of passions
and selfish attachments; and the intellect must be “guided by ideas of perfection which are objects
of love” (Murdoch 1992: 14). Love is the crucial element that elevates us beyond egoistic desires
(Taylor 1989: 123). When in love we give the object of our love our full attention. Platonic
contemplation requires that we love the light: that we do not simply turn our eyes toward the light,
but the whole of our being (Murdoch 1992: 14). Loving the forms effects a change in the direction of
our awareness and desire (Taylor 1989: 123), away from the mutable, material and temporal toward

the Good, Truth, and Beauty.

Despite promoting a Platonic vision of philosophizing, Lahav does not promote Plato’s doctrine of
forms. He is silent on exactly what ideas we should entertain. Lahav appears to regard exposure to a
wide range of ideas as sufficient to broaden the participant’s horizons and separate her from her
narrow (particular and contextual) perspective, and therein attain wisdom. Arguably, failure to
incorporate the forms into his vision of philosophizing is philosophically unproblematic as there are
other instances of Platonic philosophizing that do not make knowing the forms a central element to
the development of one’s moral life. Taylor (1989: 25-6) identifies the Stoics and Epicureans as
expressions of the Platonic model. | argue, however, that neglecting the forms is practically
problematic. Since knowing the Good, for Plato, is the means to become good, failure to recognize
the forms is a missed opportunity for Lahav’s version of philosophical practice. Moral development is
something distinctive that philosophical practice could offer, yet Lahav fails to provide any

commentary of a moral nature.
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Like Plato, Lahav (2006: 6) endorses contemplation as the means to attain wisdom. Problematically,
he provides a vague conception of contemplation describing it as a way of understanding “from the
wholeness of our being”; from “my depth understanding” (Lahav 2006: 6). Unlike Plato, Lahav
metaphorically associates his idea of contemplation with the sense of hearing. Contemplation

requires that we open “inside ourselves an inner space of ‘listening’” (Lahav 2006: 6).

Lahav (2006: 6) chooses to deliberately leave “the issue of method ... open” claiming that
contemplation is “something we must personally explore and experience for ourselves”. He does
give some indication of the methods he has used. He confesses to having “experimented with
various meditation techniques” (Lahav 2006: 6), though says very little regarding meditation
practice. Given that Lahav (2008: 14-5) calls for an abandoning of the conventional academic notion
of philosophizing we can assume that he is not endorsing philosophical meditation. This is confirmed
when he declares that contemplation is not a dialogical exercise: it is “not from the understanding
which my thoughts verbalize” (Lahav 2006: 6); and he enjoins us to push “ordinary thoughts aside”
(Lahav 2006: 6). This aligns with Plato, who regards words as a barrier to truth and wisdom. Truth of
the forms does not exist in books, but rather in the immediate consciousness. This can be grasped
only through “direct apprehension” (Murdoch 1977: 60), and through “direct acquaintance”
(Murdoch 1977: 26). Not only is language unable to grasp the forms, it is also an impediment that
could remove us from the moment of direct apprehension (Murdoch 1977: 60). This does not mean
that Plato rejects discourse. Discourse is regarded as an essential element in moral training as it
provides an insight into the nature of the Good (Long 1986: 6). Moreovr, it is only through

“sustained and persistent discussion” (Murdoch 1977: 23) that we arrive at true understanding.

Aligning philosophical practice with a Platonic vision of philosophizing highlights an additional role
for the philosophical practitioner. In Plato’s allegory of the cave it is the philosopher that breaks free
and is able to see reality for what it is. Since the others in the cave remain plunged in an illusory
reality (Murdoch 1977: 21), it falls to the philosopher to act as a translator: an intermediary between
the worlds of the real and the apparent. Lahav and Tuedio both make mention of this role. According
to Tuedio (2003) the philosophical practitioner has to move between the particular lived world of
the participant and a much more general philosophical vision in “an interweaving dance of
translation and innovation”. Lahav (2001a: 15) mentions this role of philosophical practitioner as
translator, with the express intention of helping the participant to “transcend her present being
towards broader and deeper understandings and attitudes”. Curiously, he presents this in a single
case study, and makes no attempt to generalize it. While the role of translator could be construed as
placing the practitioner above and separate from the participant, Lahav (2001a) corrects this

misconception by characterizing the practitioner as a philosophical companion, a fellow traveller
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that is on her own transformative journey. This is likely to result in a more egalitarian relationship
between practitioner and participant, in which a degree of mutual sharing would be beneficial to
both. This is a fundamentally different dynamic to the asymmetrical Socratic relationship in which

the practitioner maintains her distance and discloses little about herself.

2.4 Aristotelian Vision of Philosophizing

In this section | will investigate an Aristotelian vision of philosophizing, as presented in the
Nicomachean Ethics. | will explore his conceptions of virtue and well-being, and pay particular
attention to his notions of philosophical and practical wisdom, and the associated methods to
develop these virtues. These include: contemplation, deliberation, exemplification and habituation. |
will then highlight the roles he might attribute to the philosopher. These include: the Socratic gadfly,

the trainer of deliberation; developer of sensitivities; and the exemplary figure.

Aristotle’s notion of virtue is intimately interconnected with wisdom. Virtues are understood as
human excellences, whereby action is guided in accordance with a rational principle (Aristotle 1998:
14). There are two sorts of virtues: moral and intellectual. Moral virtues, which include temperance
and liberality, determine a person’s character (Aristotle 1998: 27). A virtuous man is a man of good
character who is stable, dependable and durable, and is not influenced by external variables or
internal variable such as petty wants or fluctuating moods (Aristotle 1998: 21-22). This contrasted to
the man who is “many-coloured and changeable” (Aristotle 1998: 21). There are two intellectual

virtues: philosophical wisdom (sophia) and practical wisdom (phronesis).

Possession of the virtues is directly linked to well-being (a happy or flourishing life), as they make
dealing with the misfortunes and hardships of life easier (Aristotle 1998: 22). The happy man is the
man who has moral virtues — a sufficiently developed his character; and intellectual virtues — he “will
do and contemplate what is excellent” (Aristotle 1998: 21). In this respect both philosophical and

practical wisdom are deemed necessary to achieve well-being.

Aristotle (1998: 145) describes philosophical wisdom as “intuitive reason combined with scientific
knowledge ... of highest objects”. These are invariable things (or first principles), such as the eternal,
the divine, the universal, the remarkable, and the necessary. Philosophical wisdom represents the
highest part of the rational soul. While philosophical wisdom is regarded as being intrinsically
valuable, the highest possible way of living and “the pleasantest of virtuous activities” (Aristotle
1998; 264), it possesses the least amount of practical value — it is neither “practical nor productive”
(Aristotle 1998: 139). As a consequence, the man of philosophical wisdom is nothing more than “a

spectator of the truth” (Aristotle 1998: 14).
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Philosophical wisdom is acquired through practicing contemplation. Contemplation considers right
reasoning — that which is true or false (Aristotle 1998: 139). Given that Aristotle’s notion of
contemplation favours rigorous and scientific thought, there is little methodological accord between
it and Lahav’s notions of contemplation, which demands a deeper immersion within oneself, and an

inner stillness synonymous with a lack of active critical thought.

Aristotle (1998: 264) regards contemplation as the highest virtue, something which is “self-
sufficient” and independent of daily life, and which offers “pleasures marvellous for their purity and
their enduringness” (Aristotle 1998: 264) and “perfect happiness” (Aristotle 1998: 267). Despite the
lofty position he awards to it, because it has no practical applications (Aristotle 1998: 264) he claims
that such a way of living would be too high for man (Aristotle 1998: 265). Accordingly, he endorses

the need for practical wisdom (Aristotle 1998: 268).

Practical wisdom is concerned with the variable, with the contextual and changeable world within
our grasp. More to the point, it is concerned with “the ultimate particular” (Aristotle 1998: 148) —
the individual, his interests and desires. Unlike philosophical wisdom, practical wisdom is valued
instrumentally “for the sake of becoming good” (Aristotle 1998: 154). It is through practical wisdom
that we attain happiness (Aristotle 1998: 4-5). Practical wisdom is not only valued as the means to
attain good action, but also as the means for attaining other moral virtues. In this respect, practical
wisdom is regarded as the gateway virtue through which all other virtues are acquired (Aristotle

1998: 158).

Deliberation is a crucial element in the acquisition of practical wisdom. Deliberation concerns the
attainment of human goods: “we deliberate about things that are in our power and can be done ...
(by our) own efforts” (Aristotle 1998: 55-6). We do not deliberate about the ends, or goods, as these
are assumed, but rather with selecting the means, the manner in which to attain the ends (Aristotle
1998: 56). Specifically, deliberation is concerned with choosing, and choice is made through
calculation (Aristotle 1998: 138). While we deliberate on the particular and the contextual (Aristotle
1998: 98), deliberation is not restricted to what is good and advantageous to the particular
individual, but also takes account of “what sorts of things conduce to a good life in general”

(Aristotle 1998: 142).

Deliberation entails choosing the right means, for the right reason. Aristotle (1998: 16) offers
pleasure as the rule or measure of virtue. His starting premise is that each man loves that which is
pleasant (Aristotle 1998: 16). Since every action or desire is accompanied by pleasure and pain, and
the virtues relate to activities, it follows that every virtue will similarly entail pleasure and pain. To

be virtuous is “to do what is best with regard to pleasures and pains” (Aristotle 1998: 33). Aristotle
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(1998: 253) recognizes that there are different kinds of pleasure: some arising from base sources,
others from noble sources, some undesirable, and others desirable for its own sake. Accordingly, the
path toward virtue requires educating or cultivating the right desire — “to feel delight and pain

rightly” (Aristotle 1998: 33).

Right desire “must have the quality of aiming at the intermediate” (Aristotle 1998: 38). The
intermediate, or Mean, entails choosing between excess and deficiency; not too much and not too
little. This means to feel emotions “at the right times, with reference to the right objects, towards
the right people, with the right motive, and in the right way” (Aristotle 1998: 38). Aristotle (1998: 46)
suggests that the best way to attain the intermediate requires that one “must first depart from what
is more contrary to it” — our own natural inclinations. In this respect, self-knowledge serves an
essential function. Aiming at the Mean requires departing from the extremes of our own natural
inclinations and passions. Knowing what we most naturally desire, which is pleasure, we should aim
in the opposite direction (Aristotle 1998: 46). This is not to say that Aristotle endorses an ascetic life

denouncing the pleasures, rather he calls for us to moderate our appetites (Aristotle 1998: 77).

Exemplification (modelling) is a second crucial element in the acquisition of virtue, as we learn to be
virtuous by acting as virtuous men would (Aristotle 1998: 35). The exemplar acts as a guide on which
to model ourselves. Turning away from Aristotle for a moment, all three philosophical practitioners
who advocate approaches that have a high phronetic degree endorse the idea of the exemplar.
Lahav (2008: 20) states that the image of the wise person is “the ideal towards which philosophical
practice is directed”. His ideal of the wise person is one who possesses cosmic consciousness, she
“belongs to a bigger world ... gives voice to the many voices of reality ... is somebody through whom
reality speaks”. Tukiainen (Web 2) describes a wise person as one who embodies the virtues: she is
level-headed, moderate in expectation, sufficiently flexible, humble, and independent of social
convention and opinion. A philosophical session could entail the practitioner and participant
reflecting on how the wise person might respond in the participant’s situation (Tukiainen 2011: 51).
Tuedio (2004: 3) makes reference to the good person, as opposed to the wise. We can determine
whether we are living in the right way by considering how the good person would live. Determining
what the good person would do is for each of us to decide individually, though it could be a matter

for discussion in a session with a philosophical practitioner.

The third crucial element in the acquisition of the virtues is right upbringing and habituation.
Aristotle (1998: 270) regards upbringing as essential as it provides the basic moral foundation,
without which the virtues could not be cultivated. This places a significant burden of responsibility

onto parents; and arguably renders the philosophical practitioner impotent, since unless virtues are
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instilled from early on, there is no way to cultivate them. Philosophical practice in this respect can

only refine what is already there.

Having completed an overview of Aristotle’s ethics, | will now consider the implications it has for
philosophical practice. In particular | will explore the ways in which this Aristotelian vision of
philosophizing might expand the role of the philosophical practitioner. Given that self-knowledge is
crucial fo