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Abstract

We compare what we have seen in the | CPPwith the current status of the disciplinein our country
(Argenting). Then, we explore some convergencesand divergences, in order toidentify valuable contribu-
tionsand criticize potentialy harmful trends. Weaddressthefollowingissues: (1) theexploration of empiri-
cal issueswhich arerelevant to philosophical practice (in contrast with an oppositetrend to moveasfar
away asposs blefrom science, itsresults, and itsmethods), (2) theimplementation of diverse speech acts
(in contrast with aninteraction based exclusively on the use of questions), (3) the subtleinfluencesof our
axiological perspectivesin our practices (in contrast with aneglect of thisissue with the excuse of a
mythicd “neutrality”), and (4) therelevance of thecounsdor”straining in critical thinking (in contrast with
the unawareness of our tendencies make cognitive errors, like the confirmation bias or the confusion of
correlation with causation).

Keywor ds. philosophical practicein Argentina, harmful, science, speech acts, axiology, neutrality,
critical thinking, cognitive errors

WE'll givesomeof our impressionsabout the 10th ICPP, First of dl, wearegrateful for the hospitaity
of our hogts, who did excellent work in the organi zation of theevent and thefacilitation of theinteractions
between the partici pants. It wasaval uable accomplishment that the conferenceincluded participantsfrom
many different countriesand cultures. The 10th ICPPwasavery good opportunity to know each other,
exchange our pointsof view, explore possibletrendsfor thefuture, observe how philosophical practitio-
nerswork intheir sessions, and reflect about the waysin which philosophical practice can betaught.

It wasinteresting to explorethe convergencesand divergences between different cultural and persona
perspectives. We compare what we have seen in the | CPP, with the current status of the disciplineinour
country. We'd say that the most developed subfield in Argentinais Philosophica Practicewith Children.
Many books about thistopic have been published, and severa philosopherswork inthisarea(including
AndreaPac, who gaveaworkshop in the |CPP). The Philosophica Cafeisanother subfield that iswidely
disseminated inArgentina(thereare many Cafesaround the country), but thiskind of practicewasamost
absent inthel CPP. In comparison, Philosophica Counsaling ismuch lessdisseminated, perhapsbecause
Argentinahasthe greater number of psychologistsper citizenintheworld (154 psychologists per 100,000
citizens). Despitethisstuation, thereare severa colleaguesworkingin Philosophica Counsding, andaso
some philosophically-oriented psychol ogists. Roxana Kreimer has organized thefirst Seminar of Philo-
sophical CounsdinginanArgentinian University (UCES, 2005) and haswritten thefirst book in spanish
about Philosophica Counseling (Artesdel buenvivir, 2002/2005, published by Editoria Paidés, the big-
gest publishing company of LatinAmerica). Thereisoneprivateingitutethat teaches Philosophica Coun-
seling, but (asfar aswe know) only one of itsteachers has had some experiencein thispractice. The
ingtitutiona teaching of Philosophica Practice hasnot achieved asmuch asother countriesrepresentedin
the | CPP.
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Theexploration of convergencesand divergencesalowed us toidentify somevaluable contributions
and criticize somepotentialy harmful trends. Theexploration of someempirica issueswhich arerelevant
to Philosophical Practiceisavaluable contribution for thediscipline. (e.g. Antti Mattila’s Workshop on
“Happinessfor aNation”, see also Mattila2001; Snyder & Lopez 2002; Lyubomirsky 2007; Ariely
2009) Therearemany empirical issuesthat could be explored by interdisciplinary research between
philosophers, psychologigts, sociologists, linguists, and educators (e.g. interpersona communication, per-
sonal experiences, belief systems, argumentation, reasoning, cognitive errorsand biases, meaning oflife,
axiologica hierarchies, ethicd dilemmas, socid injustice, reigious practices, non-religiousbeliefs, etc). All
theseissues, and many others, could offer many potential contributionsto thedifferent subfieldsof Philo-
sophical Practice, and we hopethat they will be more exploredin thefuture conferences of our discipline.

Unfortunately, we have seen very few examplesof thissearchfor empirical contributionsinthe | CPR,
and we have observed in many casesan oppositetrend to moveasfar away aspossiblefrom science, its
results, and itsmethods (perhaps asamisplaced reaction to scientism, or amisguided effort to be different
from psychology). For example, in AndersLindseth’s Seminar on “ Philosophical Practice: A Method of
Experiencing”, it wasargued that the method of proposing and testing hypothesesisworthy for exploring
theexterna world, but that it cannot (or should not) be applied to therealm of persona experiences. Such
restrictive advice does not seemto bewell-justified: there are experiencesthat can befruitfully explored
withthemethod of proposing and testing hypotheses. A woman may think and fedl that shedoesnot liketo
dance, but, after adeeper exploration of thisexperience, shemight realizethat infact shedoesnot likethe
kind of musicthat isvery repetitive, theloud volumethat hurtsher earsand preventsdia ogue, thelack of
communi cation between other peopl e, the shamethat shefeel sfor not dancing aswell asshewants, and
thelonelinesswhen shefed sthat nobody noticesher presence. But then, shed so might redlizethat none of
those things means she does not like dancing. If she changesthekind of music, itsvolume, her dancing
skills, and thesocia context, perhaps shemight enjoy dancing. Inthisexample, theprocessof “proposing
and testing hypotheses’ might allow her to realize that shewas committing an overgenerali zation, from
some contingent and narrow aspectsof her previousexperiences, to thewhole experience of dancing. So
there’sno good reason to dismissthe application of thismethod to personal experiences(and, of course,
thisdoesn’timply that we should dwaysuseit).

Another valuable contribution wasthe possibility of observing some sessionsof Philosophica Coun-
seling, which alowed adetailed analysisof theverba and nonverbal communi cation between counsel or
and client (absent in the descriptions of case studies). In those sessions, we have observed that most
philosophical counsdorsinteracted with the client exclusively through questions, asif they wereafraid of
using other speech actsthat could beinterpreted asmore* directive’. Theimplicit assumption might bethat
we should avoid influencing the client with our own thoughts. But questions can also function asadvice
(“Haveyou considered doing this?”), warnings (“ Did you assesstherisks?’), direct requests (“ Could you
givemethat?’), indirect requests (“ Areyou hungry?’) or indirect criticisms (* You' rewearing that?’). In
fact, questionsmight evenincreasetherisksof undesirableinfluence, becausethey canbelessexplicit than
other speech acts. If someonethinksthat he can avoid giving advice by using questions, then heisneglect-
ing theindirect effects of questions (L evinson 1983; Searle 1969; Tannen 1990). We don't know if this
restriction wasavoluntary or aninvoluntary choice, but there seemsto beno good reason to dismissa
wiseimplementation of other speech acts, or for being overconfident that questions can prevent undesir-
ableinfluencesontheclient.
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We can understand aquestion asarequest to give an answer that bringsabout adesideratum (i.e., the
state of affairsinwhich the questioner acknowledgesthat the question has been answered; Sintonen
1996). Closed questionsare answered by yesor no, while open questionsrequirelonger answers. Unlike
the more assertive speech acts (which can be dismissed without further analyss), questionsrequireat least
that the respondent makesthe effort of understanding and giving an answer. Questionsallow usto inter-
rupt and redirect theinterpersonal dialogue and/or theintrapersonal stream of consciousness. For ex-
ample, if acouple beginsto fight about each other’ sfaults, the counsel or might interrupt their mutual
blaming by asking them“How long have you beentogether?” and thisquestion may redirect thedialogue.
Questionsmay al so help the client to explore some previoudly neglected hypotheses and evidence. For
example, when aclient complains about how bad thingsare, acounselor asks*Why do you think things
haven't gotten evenworse?”, and thismay maketheclient moreaware of some positiveinfluences(McGee
etal. 2005).

Questions have embedded presuppositions (i.e., propositionswhosetruth isnecessary for the ques-
tion to have an answer).Those presuppositions exert aframing effect on the respondent, because they
establish the conceptual space wherethe respondent will search for an answer, and at the sametime, they
implicitly exclude other potentia conceptud spaces(Sintonen 1996). Thisframing effect isvery important,
becauseit can generate beneficia or harmful consequences, depending on the case. A question that pre-
supposesaclient’sstrengthsor aclient”sweaknesseswill probably increase the client”s awareness of
those strengths or weaknesses (McGeeet d. 2005). The question *What made you decide to make such
positive change?’ presupposesthat the changewas* positive’ and that it wasa“ voluntary decision”. We
can seethat evenif it seems, superficidly, that thecounsdor is seeking new information fromtheclient, on
the presuppositiona level the counsalor isintroducing somenew informationtotheclient (McGeeet al.
2005). The potentid risk of thismechanismisthat, if the question presupposesawrong framing, it will be
very difficult for theclient to opposeit (see Savater 2003, on truth conditionsand axiological frames). The
only way to oppose awrong framing (e.g., theloaded question * Have you stopped beating your wife
yet?’) would beameta-communication (e.g., “ That questionisill-conceived”).

Theexact choice of wordsisavery important aspect of theframing effect (Mattila2001). For ex-
ample, clientsmight categorizetheir situation with different concepts (such as” disorder,” “ symptom,”
“mentd illness” “complaint,” “lifeproblem,” “ difficulty,” * persond weskness,” “ disability”), and their ques-
tionswithin the session might beformulated inmany ways (“whéat ismorereasonableto do?’, “what should
bedone?’, “what iscloser tomy values?’). The philosophical counsel orsmight accept those categories, or
challengethem, or inquire about them, but they surely cannot choose all these optionswith all those
categories, so they must decide what to do. Regarding these decisions, we have seen that some philo-
sophical counselorsstill believethat they must hold acomplete neutrdity” about values(e.g., thisclaim
wasraised asan objectionin RoxanaKreimer'sMaster Class). Wethink that such neutrality isnot pos-
sible, because the philosophical counselor inevitably must sel ect which categorieswill be explored or
challenged with questions and which categorieswill be accepted without further questions (it would be
impossibleto explore and challenge each and every concept used by the client, and it would beuncritical
to accept al the conceptswithout further analysis). Therefore, the axiological perspectivesof the counse-
lorswill inevitably beexpressedintheir selection and dismissal of potential questions. Given that our
valueswill haveinevitable effectson our practice, whether welikeit or not, it would be abetter optionto
bemoreexplicitin our reflectionson the different axiological perspectivesand their influencesin our
practices, instead of neglecting thewholeissuewith theexcuse of amythica “ neutrality” (Bunge 1989;
Kreimer 2005; Savater 2003).
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WEe'd liketo mention someother mistakesthat we ve observed in the conferenceand in other sources
of analysis(e.g., many video-recordingsof sessonswith different counsdors, provided by Carmen Zavaa
to the Hispano-American mailing list of Philosophica Practice—FIACOF—for acollectiveanaysisand
discussion). During the sessions, both counsel or and client are expl oring and trying to make sense of
different Stuationsand experiences, by congtructing andimproving their respective hypothesesand framings
(Mattila2001; McGeeet d. 2005). Inthe process, they are exposed to many cognitiveerrors (Boudry &
Braeckman 2010; Gilovich 1991), including the confirmation biasand the confusion of correlation with
causation. The confirmation biasisatendency to have excessive confidence that our statementsare cor-
rect. For example:

Counselor: You are eight yearsolder than your partner, before you were married to aman that was
fifteen yearsolder than you. Theyounger onewaslikeasonfor you.

Client: No.
Counselor: Well, | amtrying to see beneath the surface.

But, benesth the surface, we can makeamistake. The problem istheneglect of other possible hypoth-
eses: it might bethat the age of her partner was not important for her, that our society encourageswomen
to prefer an older partner, that she changed her preferences, or that thewholeissueof ageisirrelevant.
Some philosophica counsdors(e.g., Oscar Brenifier, inthe previoudy mentioned video-recordings) have
adopted aperspectivethat closaly resemblesthe psychoanalytic concept of “resistance” (without neces-
sarily using thisname). But if the client does not accept an hypothesis, it would be authoritarian toimpose
it, and it would be dogmatic to dismissthe possibility that we might bewrong. Those attitudes can easily
function asimmunizing strategies and epi stemi ¢ defense mechanisms (Boudry & Braeckman 2010). In
those situations, possibly it”sabetter option to assess and explore different hypotheses. For example:
“Givenwhat you have said, it might bethat your implicit philosophy isthis, or perhapsthat. What do you
think?’

Another common mistakeisthe confusion of correlation (of eventsor ideas) with causation (Boudry &
Braeckman 2010; Gilovich 1991). In one of theworkshopsin the previously mentioned video-recordings,
aparticipant finished an exercise and gaveit to the philosophical counselor. The counsel or asked the
participantif hegives"too muchweight” to authority, and the participant answered* Yes.” But thisinterpre-
tation neglected other possible hypotheses: the participant might smply havefinished hisexercise, without
further implications. The philosophical counsel or has assumed that hisassociation of ideasaccurately
described acausal relation, but the association of ideas may not be describing acausal relation.

The counsdaor might haveinduced theaffirmative answer of the participant with hisquestion. Thiskind
of influenceiswel known by memory researchers. decadesago, psychologistsinvoluntarily induced false
memoriesin someof their femalepatients of being abused (L oftus 1994). We must remember that clients
usually have atendency to believe their counselors, so we should bevery careful with these kinds of
guestionsthat can inducean answer. Inthisexampl e, both the counsel or and the participant were exposed
to therisk of confirmation bias (the counsel or confirmed hisinterpretation, and the participant confirmed
histrust).

There’sevidencethat all of usare exposed to these kinds of cognitive errors, and to many others
(Gilovich 1991). Theonly way to decreasetheir frequency and their potential harmfulnessisthat philo-
sophical counsdorstrainthemsavesininformd logicand critica thinking skills, avery excitinginterdiscipli-
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nary areaof research that isbased on thejoint contributions of philosophers, psychol ogists, and educators
(Comesana 2001; Facione 2000, 2004; Walton 1989). During the | CPP dial ogue about Philosophical
Counsding Training, José Barrientosinformed usthat the course he has organized in Spain gaveaprepon-
derant placeto critical thinking skills. Wethink that those skillsneed not only betheoretically learned by
philosophica counselors, but they also need to be put into practicein the context of concrete situationsand
experiences.
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