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The purpose of this paper is to clarify and evaluate the possibility of teaching doing philosophy. Using analysis as a
main method, I argue that philosophizing, as an activity, has different levels, some of which are connected with specifi-
cally philosophical abilities. By analyzing John Rudisill’s minimal conception of «doing philosophy», I demonstrate that
many philosophical practices, such as the interpretation, analysis, and critical assessment of arguments and presupposi-
tions, as well as the application of simple philosophical concepts, do not need a background of specifically philosophi-
cal abilities. However, other philosophical practices, including the application of sophisticated philosophical concepts
and the development of novel approaches, need such a background. I show that specifically philosophical abilities are:
(1) high ability of abstract thinking, (2) high motivation to achieve intellectual autonomy, and (3) capability to feel
«philosophical astonishment». I also argue that there is a real possibility to teach doing philosophy, although students
without specifically philosophical abilities will successfully learn only basic levels of philosophizing. Consequently,
careful selection of prospective students for philosophy courses is important. Moreover, I claim that the possibility of
teaching doing philosophy highly correlates with a teacher’s expertise in the pedagogical approaches and techniques of
philosophy teaching. The results of my research provide to philosophy teachers information to help them choose proper
methodology and raise teaching effectiveness.
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Iloxo moxkiauBocTi popmyBaHHs (inocoPpcbKUX HABUYOK
O. B. Kynux

JlHinpoBchKuii HaioHaIbHUH yHIBepeuTeT iMeHi Onecs ['onuapa, {ninpo, Yipaina

MeTor0 ZOCIiIKEHHS € IPOSICHEHHST MUTaHHS MOXIIMBOCTI HAJIABaTH CTYACHTaM (HLTOCOPCHKI HABIUKH, 8 HE TUTHKH
¢binocoderki 3HaHHA. Y CTATTI MpoaHai30BaHi TEOpii Ta JaHi 1010 BUKJIAJCHHS HAaBYAJIBHOTO MaTepialy B paMKax
YHIBEPCUTETCHKHUX IMPOINEAEBTUUHHUX KypciB 13 ¢pinocodii. Mu aprymentyemo, mo ¢inocodyBaHHs K DiSIbHICT Mae
Ppi3Hi piBHI, YaCTHHA 3 IKUX HOTPeOye HAsIBHOCTI y CTy/eHTa crielupiunux 3ai0H0cTeil 1o dinocodii. IIpoananizysaBiiu
npezcrasieny JxonoMm PymiciuioMm koHueniito (imocodii K AisUTBHOCTI, MU OOIPYHTYBaJIH, IO YuMasio ¢inocod-
ChKHX IPAKTHUK, SIK-OT IHTEpPIpETallis, aHaji3 1 KPUTHYHA OIIHKA apryMEHTIB Ta MPHITYIICHb, @ TAKOXK 3aCTOCYBaHHS
HeckIagHuX (izocodcbkux Teopiil, He MOTPeOyIOTh HAsIBHOCTI Y CTYAEHTIB crienudiuHux ¢inocopcbkux 31i0HOCTEH.
VTiM, Taki Gpi10co(DChbKI NPAKTUKH, K 3aCTOCYBAHHS PO3BUHYTHX (i10cO(CHKUX KOHLENTIB Ta PO3p0OKa HOBATOPCHKUX
MiAXO/1iB, MOTPEOYIOTH Crielu(iuHuX Pi10cOPCHKIX 3MI0HOCTEH y AKOCTI 6a3ucy JUisl TX MPaKTUKYBaHHs. Mu 1mokasaiu,
[0 JIJISl YCIIiXy Ha BHCOKUX PIBHSX 3IIHCHEHHS JisUTbHOCTI 3 ¢inocodyBaHHs MOTPiOHI SIK MiHIMYM TpH Taki (akTo-
pu: mo-mepiue, 1e 30i0HICTh 1O PO3BUHYTOTO aOCTPaKTHOTO MHCIEHHS, MO-ApYyTe, e BUCOKa MOTHBALliS 10 iHTENIeK-
TyaJIbHOI aBTOHOMIi, IIO-TPETE, L€ 34aTHICTb 0 «(hi1ocopChKOro 3AuByBaHHsS» (B apHCTOTENIBCHKOMY ceHCl). Takox
MU apryMEHTYBaJIH, 10 B paMKaX YHIBEPCHTETCHKHX MPOIEIEBTHIHUX KyPCiB IUIKOM MOKIIMBO HABYATH JisUTBHOCTI 3
¢binocodyBaHHs, Xoua CTYJACHTH, KOTPi HE MalOTh crielnigyHnX Gi1ocoPChKUX 3M10HOCTEH, 3MOXKYTh OMAHYBaTH Tillb-
KU 0a30Bi piBHI (inocodyBanns. BinTak, BaxaMBoro crarycy HaOyBae NMUTAHHS BiOOPY CTYHEHTIB VISl BiJBiXyBaHHS
KypciB i3 dinocodcebkoro Temarukoro. Kpim Toro, Mu o0IpyHTyBanu, Mo €(QEeKTUBHICTb NPOLECY HABUAHHS CTYAEHTIB
¢binocodcrKkuM HABUYKAM TICHO KOPEITIOE 3 piBHEM BOJIOIHHS BUKJIA[adeM MeIaroriqTHUMH ITiIX0IaMH 010 HaBYaHHS
¢binocodii Ta BiAMOBIIHUME MeTOaMU. Pe3ysbTaTu TaHOTO A0CITIHKEHHSI JONOMOXKYTh BHKIa1auaM (izocodii oopatu
IpaBUIbHY METONOJIOTIIO 1 MiABUILUTH €(hEeKTUBHICTh M1EIarOriyHOrO MPOLECY.
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O Bo3MO)kHOCTH (POPMHPOBATH (PHI0COPCKIE HABBIKH

0. B. Kynuk, /Inenposckuit HanuoHanbHeli yuusepeureT umenn O. Tonuapa, JInenp, Ykpanna

Lenpto nccnenoBaHus SIBIACTCS TPOSICHEHHE BOMPOCA BO3MOXKHOCTH (DOPMHPOBAHUSA y CTYAECHTOB (rmocodeknx
HAaBBIKOB, a HE€ TOJIBKO O6y‘{CHI/I$l ux q)HJ'[OCOq)CKI/IM 3HaHUsIM. B cTarbe MpOoaHaJIU3UPOBAHBI TCOPHUU W JaHHBIC
OTHOCHUTEJIBHO IIPENO/IaBaHUs y4eOHOTO MaTepralia B paMKaX YHUBEPCHUTETCKHX IIPOIIEICBTHYECKIX KyPCOB (DHIOCO(HH.
MBEI apryMeHTHpPYEM, YTO OCYIIECTBICHIE (GHUI0CO(HH KaK ASSTSTBHOCTH COIEPKUT B ceOe pa3IHIHbIe yPOBHH, YacTh U3
KOTOPBIX TpeOyeT HaIN4HA y CTYACHTa Crienu(uieckux crmocodrocreit. [Ipoananusuposas npeacTaBIeHHYO [XKOHOM
Pynucunnom xonnenmuio ¢unocoduu Kak IesTeIbHOCTH, Mbl 00OCHOBAJIM, 4TO MHOTHE (uiocodckue MpakTHKY,
TaKWe KaK MHTEPIIPeTallys, aHaIN3 M KPUTHYECKas OIEHKAa apryMEHTOB M IIPEIIIOJIOKCHHI, a TakkKe NPUMEHECHHE
HECJIOXKHBIX (UIOCO(CKHUX TeopHil, He TPeOyIOT HAHINS y CTyACHTOB CHEH(IIecKiX (GprIocopCKuX CiocoOHOCTEH.
BwMmecte ¢ Tem, Takue QUIOCOPCKHE MPAKTHKH, KaK MPUMEHCHHUE Pa3BUTBHIX (PHIOCOPCKHX KOHIICTITOB U pa3paboTka
HOBAaTOPCKUX IOAXOIOB, TpeOyroT creruduueckux (miocodckux CrocoOHocTeld B KauecTBe 0aszuca, Ha KOTOPOM
BO3MOXKHO HX OCYIIECTBIISITH. MBI ITOKa3alH, 9TO JUIs yCIleXa Ha BBICOKHX YPOBHSX OCYIIECTBICHHS (HIOCO(NCKHX
MPaKTHK HEOOXOANMO HaININe Kak MUHAMYM TPEX CIeTyIomuX (paKTopoB: BO-NIEPBHIX, 3TO CHOCOOHOCTH K Pa3BUTOMY
a0CTPaKTHOMY MBIIIICHHIO, BO-BTOPHIX, 9TO BHICOKAas MOTHBALUS K HHTEIIEKTYyalbHOW aBTOHOMHHM, B-TPETBHX, ITO
CIIOCOOHOCTB UCTIBITHIBAThH «(puiocodckoe yauBIeHHe» (B apUCTOTENIEBCKOM cMbIcie). Takke Mbl apryMEHTHPOBAIIH,
YTO B PaMKaX YHHBEPCUTETCKHUX MPOIEICBTHYCCKAX KYPCOB BIOJIHE BO3MOXKHO 00ydaTh (GhHI0CO(PCKIM HABBIKAM, XOTS
CTYZICHTHI, KOTOPBIE HE MMEIOT CIEIU(PUICCKUX (HIOCO(NCKUX CIIOCOOHOCTEH, CMOTYT OBNAJIETh TONBKO 0a30BBIMH
(dunocodckumu HaBbikaMu. [1o3TOMY, 0COOBIH cTaTyc MpuoOpeTaeT BOPOC 0TOOpa CTYICHTOB ISl OCEIICHUS KYPCOB
¢ ¢dunocodekoit Temarukoil. Kpome Toro, Ml o0ocHOBasiM, 4TO 3(GQEKTUBHOCTH Ipouecca OOydYeHHUs! CTYAEHTOB
(HI0CO(CKIM HaBBIKAM HETIOCPEJICTBEHHO KOPPEIHUPYEST C YPOBHEM BIIAJICHUS IPEIIOAABaTENIeM IeJarOrHIeCKIMH
MOIXOJaMH W METOJaMH o o0ydeHHIo (mrocoduu. Pe3ymsraTsl TaHHOTO MCCIICIOBAHHS MOMOTYT MPETIOAABATENIAM

(unocoduu BEIOpATh MPABUIBHY METOIOJIOTHIO U TIOBBICUTH AP GEKTUBHOCTD TIEJarOTMYECKOTO Mpoliecca.

KuroueBsbie ciioBa: ¢uiocodusi; oOpa3oBaHKe; MMeAaroruka; ocymecTsieHue ¢uinocopun; GUIocopus Kak AesTeb-

HOCTB; 00yueHne dunocopun; punocodus odOpazoBaHus

Introduction. Subjects going under the name
of «philosophy» are taught almost in all countries
(Goucha, 2007, p. 106). Every year, many thousands
of students learn philosophy. My research question
in this article is if it is possible to teach these
students doing philosophy, rather than only knowing
philosophy. The answer to this question can provide
to philosophy teachers information to help them
choose proper methodologies and raise teaching
effectiveness.

In this paper, I discuss several central findings.
Firstly, philosophizing as an activity has different
levels, some of which are connected with specifically
philosophical abilities. Many philosophical practices,
such as the interpretation, analysis, and critical
assessment of arguments and presuppositions, as
well as the application of simple philosophical
concepts, do not need a background of specifically
philosophical abilities. However, other philosophical
practices, including the application of sophisticated
philosophical concepts and the development of novel
approaches, need such a background. Secondly, these
specifically philosophical abilities include: (1) high
ability of abstract thinking, (2) high motivation to
achieve intellectual autonomy, and (3) capability to
feel «philosophical astonishment». Thirdly, there
is a real possibility to teach doing philosophy;
however, students without specifically philosophical
abilities can successfully learn only basic levels
of philosophizing. Consequently, it is important to
carefully select prospective students for philosophy
courses.

The results of my research are implicated in the
pedagogical practice of teaching philosophy. They

could help organize and optimize the teaching of
philosophy.

Literature review. There are different positions
on the issue of the possibility of teaching doing
philosophy. Contemporary U.S. philosopher John
Hick believes that philosophers are born, not made
(Hick, 2010). His position has many predecessors,
such as Friedrich Nietzsche, and Samuel Taylor
Coleridge. However, another modern researcher, John
Rudisill, believes that it is possible to teach «doing
philosophy» (Rudisill, 2011). As far as I know, there
is no research on these two positions to clarify their
correctness. I want to fill this gap with this article.

The Purpose of the Research. The purpose of
this paper is to clarify and evaluate the possibility of
teaching doing philosophy.

The Main Material. In 2011, John Rudisill,
Professor of Philosophy at the College of Wooster,
published «The Transition From Studying Philosophy
to Doing Philosophy». This paper triggered extensive
discussion on the possibilities and tasks of teaching
philosophy. Rudisill’s research received recognition
from colleagues. Professor Rudisill won the 2012
Lenssen Prize for the best paper regarding the
teaching of philosophy from the American Association
of Philosophy Teachers.

John Rudisill believes that knowledge of
the history of philosophy and the mastery of a
philosophical lexicon are not the only benefits of an
education in philosophy. He emphasizes that students
who study philosophy should gain philosophical
skills, not only philosophical knowledge. Students
can be engaged in a sort of intellectual activity called
«philosophy».
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These thoughts are not unusual for philosophy.
For example, the course «Philosophy for Everyone»
at the University of Edinburgh emphasizes that
philosophy is an activity (Chrisman and Pritchard,
2014, p. 1). Moreover, Rudisill’s ideas are in
accordance with beliefs of many famous philosophers.
For instance, Martin Heidegger thought that the
task of understanding the nature of philosophy is
impossible without immersion into philosophy or
without philosophizing. For instance, he writes:
«When we ask, «What is Philosophy?» then we
are speaking about philosophy. By asking in this
way we are obviously taking a stand above and,
therefore, outside of philosophy. But the aim of our
question is to enter into philosophy, to tarry in it, to
«philosophize». The path of our discussion must,
therefore, not only have a clear direction, but this
direction must at the same time give us the guarantee
that we are moving within philosophy and not outside
of it and around it» (Heidegger, 1956, p. 21).

However, the idea of teaching students not only
philosophy knowledge, but also philosophy activity,
is not obvious for many philosophy teachers. Some
say that it is impossible to produce new Kants,
Aristotles, and Platoes from students. Some say that it
is impossible to learn to be a philosopher.

This position has its famous theoreticians. For
instance, the early 19th-century English poet and
philosopher Samuel Taylor Coleridge identifies
the «philosophic organ». He writes that this organ
is completely lacking in «many a one among us»
(Winterowd, 1998, p. 117). Friedrich Nietzsche
thought that philosophers are born, not made
(Nietzsche, 2002). Contemporary philosopher John
Harwood Hick writes that «made philosophers» are
not true philosophers (Hick, 2014, p. 124).

To decide which of these two positions is
correct, I think it is necessary to analyze the term
«philosophizing». I will do this through analyzing
Rudisill’s ideas. There are four building blocks
in Rudisill’s minimal conception of «doing
philosophy» (Rudisill, 2011, p. 243). By using notion
«philosophizing», he means the following types of a
philosopher’s activity.

First are interpretation and analysis. Is it possible
to succeed in teaching students to interpret and
to analyze? I think that this is possible. These are
philosophical techniques that any philosophy teacher
can teach to students. Moreover, a philosophy
teacher must do this. In philosophy, there are many
good techniques of interpretation and analysis. For
instance, Hans-Georg Gadamer’s hermeneutics gives
good techniques for philosophical interpretation; such
analytic philosophers as Bertrand Russell and Ludwig
Wittgenstein have also elaborated excellent techniques
of philosophical analysis.

Even only reading philosophical texts can help
students to learn the basics of philosophizing. David
W. Concepcion, chair of Philosophy and Religious

Studies at Ball State University, writes: «If a student
is truly engaged in reading she will be evaluating and
making arguments. If we show students how to read
philosophy well we will increase learning and when
learning is increased, student enjoyment and retention
tend to rise as well» (Concepcion, 2004).

The second building block of a philosopher’s
activity, according to John Rudisill, is the critical
assessment of arguments, ideas, and presuppositions.
Critical assessment is a philosophical technique; I do
not see any problems with teaching this technique.
It is not necessary to be born a philosophical genius
to learn using critical assessment. A philosophy
instructor can teach students to wuse Aristotle,
Sextus Empiricus, Descartes, Voltaire, and other
philosophers’  efficient techniques of critical
assessment for different types of arguments, ideas, and
presuppositions.

Of course, a philosophy teacher has to provide
students not only knowledge of different philosophical
techniques, but also help them to gain experience
in applying these techniques. One good way to do
this is to write argumentative and critical papers:
«writing assignments, by design, require students
to go beyond merely describing others’ claims and
arguments towards articulating critical assessments
of these claims and arguments and developing
arguments of their own» (Rudisill, 2011). Another
way to teach these philosophical techniques is to
encourage students to comment on philosophical
texts at seminars and conferences, speaking about the
weaknesses or strengths of an author’s position and
elaborating an alternative interpretation of the author’s
source material (Rudisill, 2011, p. 254). A good way
to enhance the effectiveness of these pedagogical
methods is to introduce controversial issues in
discussion. Nel Noddings, an American philosopher
known for her work in philosophy of education,
together with Laurie Brooks, propose that philosophy
teachers foster critical thinking through the
exploration of such controversial issues as equality,
religion, gender, justice, freedom, poverty, and so
on: «The object is not necessarily to win a debate.
Rather, it is to understand what is being said on all
sides and, perhaps, to find a nucleus of agreement that
will provide a starting point from which we can work
together» (Noddings and Brooks, 2016, p. 1).

The third part of Rudisill’s understanding
of «philosophizing» is the fluent application of
philosophical concepts, distinctions, and methods to
address a philosophical problem. Having more than
12 years of experience in teaching philosophy, I can
say that this is a more difficult task than the previous
ones. It is possible to teach the effective application
of, for example, Kant’s concepts from his «Critique
of Pure Reason» only to those students who are
well equipped with philosophical abilities. By this, I
mean a necessary high level of abstract thinking. Of
course, all students have some ability to think about
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principles and ideas that are not physically present.
But not every student can demonstrate high results
in this activity. Philosophy as an activity demands
the strong performance of abstract thinking. My
pedagogical experience informs me that there are not
any problems for students applying the philosophical
concepts of Diogenes the Cynic or Aristippus of
Cyrene about the good life; however, sophisticated
concepts, like Descartes’ kinds of ideas or Kant’s
transcendental idealism, are very difficult to apply for
most students.

The forth building block of Rudisill’s notion of
«philosophizing» consists of «creatively developing
and pursuing, through the means of effective written
and oral communication, a novel approach to any of a
certain broad class of puzzling issues» (Rudisill, 2011,
p. 243). Of course, philosophy is not only a history
of famous dead philosophers’ ideas. Philosophy is a
living thing for people today. Students can take part
in its creation. But, it is apparent to me that not all
students can do this. Not all students can develop
novel approaches. I think that the main problem in
this area is not a lack of creative thinking ability.
Rather, many students do not have the motivation to
create novel approaches and not all students have the
need to be intellectually free. In his «Escape from
Freedom», Erich Fromm explains that conformity
is highly pervasive among people. He writes that
using others’ ideas is more convenient for many
people than developing their own points of view
(Fromm, 2013). In these conditions, I can address the
development of novel approaches only as a goal of
teaching philosophy; it cannot be a standard feature
for all students who complete a philosophy course.
Philosophy teachers can teach students techniques for
developing novel approaches, but they cannot teach
them to want such development.

Regarding the forth building block of Rudisill’s
notion «philosophizingy, it is productive to remember
Aristotle’s famous idea about the role of wondering
in philosophizing: «For from wonder men, both
now and at the first, began to philosophize, having
felt astonishment originally at the things which
were more obvious, indeed, amongst those that
were doubtful; then, by degrees, in this way having
advances onwards, and, in process of time, having
started difficulties about more important subjects»
(Aristotle, 2013, p. 5). We can teach students to use
the techniques of philosophers, but we cannot teach
them to wonder. If students do not wonder, they
cannot execute the level of philosophizing needed to
develop novel approaches.

To sum up, I want to say that I do not see
problems with agreeing entirely with Rudisill’s ideas
on the possibility of teaching students philosophizing
by means of the interpretation, analysis, and critical
assessment of arguments and presuppositions. Such
skills do not require a special background, Coleridge’s
«philosophic organ», or Nietzsche’s instinct. I have

argued that successes in providing these activities
are based on techniques. Everyone who can study
in higher educational institutions can learn the
techniques of effective interpretation, analysis, critical
assessment of arguments, ideas, and presuppositions.
These skills do not require any specific background.

I am ready to accept with reserve Rudisill’s
ideas that it is possible to teach students to apply
philosophical concepts and to develop novel
approaches to puzzling issues. However, I think
that not all students can learn these philosophical
activities.

To master these skills, a person does need a
specific background. From my exploration, I found
three components of this background, namely: (1) a
high ability of abstract thinking, (2) a high motivation
to achieve intellectual autonomy, and (3) a capability
to feel «philosophical astonishment». But, I do not
think that a person who already has these abilities
does not need philosophical education. Such a person
can strengthen these abilities during the process of
learning philosophy by practicing them and learning
the best techniques. Of course, Thales of Miletus
was a born philosopher, but in the 21-st century,
after hundreds of prominent philosophers have
lived and died, it is strange to provide Thales’ style
of philosophizing by avoiding using well-regarded
philosophical techniques.

John Harwood Hick wrote the following: «Born
philosophers usually deal with the big and important
issues, whilst the ones who are made often deal
in highly sophisticated trivialities. They can be
incredibly clever, and yet contribute nothing to our
understanding of the universe and our place in it»
(Hick, 2014, p. 124). So, Hick thinks that «made
philosophers» are not truly philosophers and that it
is impossible to make true philosophers. But, I think
this does not really contradict my ideas that it is
possible to teach doing philosophy. I agree with John
Hick that different people have different possibilities
for doing philosophy. However, firstly, persons with
weak philosophical abilities can be taught to do
philosophy at some level; and, secondly, persons with
high philosophical abilities can be taught professional
techniques to do philosophy more effectively.

I think that a careful selection of prospective
students for philosophy courses is important. It is
necessary to check not only the basic knowledge of
prospective students, but also some of their abilities
and motivations, namely a high ability of abstract
thinking, a high motivation to achieve intellectual
autonomy, and a capability to feel astonishment
at philosophical ideas. It can be useful to organize
different groups of philosophy students based on a
criterion of their background.

By having highly motivated students who also
have a high ability of abstract thinking, a teacher
can help them to effectively apply sophisticated
philosophical concepts and to develop interesting

«Granin. 2017. Vol. 20; 12

www.grani.org.uad 217



PINOCOPIA

ISSN 2077-1800 (Print), ISSN 2413-8738 (Online)

/is TPAHI

novel approaches. There are a lot of pedagogical tools
for doing this. For instance, John Rudisill provides
such practices as scaffolding and guided discovery
during Junior Seminar. Firstly, a teacher directs
students’ focus on a manageable task or narrowed
range of tasks, puts into relief the critical features of
the assigned tasks, and models ideal solutions to these
tasks. Secondly, when students are doing their own
research projects, they get pieces of advice from peers
how to do it in the proper way. For this purpose, I
also use such practices as thought experiments, brain
storms, and group discussion of philosophical texts.

I want to discuss one difficulty that can arise in
the process of teaching doing philosophy. Usually,
we can follow the model of an apprenticeship in
teaching skills. But this model has some specific
challenges for philosophy. As I have shown early,
only those students with motivation for intellectual
autonomy can achieve successes in doing philosophy.
Glenn Ross, a professor of Philosophy at Franklin
and Marshall College, believes that neutrality is an
important feature of teaching philosophy. He holds
that «A philosophy teacher should not take it as a
goal of the teaching of philosophy that students be
converted to any particular philosophical doctrine,
or that they be sustained in any of their preexisting
opinions» (Ross, 1996, p. 245). A teacher of
philosophy should not regard producing adherents of
a particular philosophical school as his task. On the
contrary, he should help his students to think critically
about all positions. Descartes’ ideas on doubting as
the fundamental process of reasoning demonstrate
the importance for a philosopher to think critically
on every position. Philosophy students are gravitating
to make their own philosophical decisions, so the
model of an apprenticeship is specific to philosophy.
A philosophy teacher should not impose his
philosophical views on students. He must help them
to create their own philosophical positions.

There are different ways to provide this neutrality.
For instance, Eugene Marshall from Wellesley
College proposes diversifying syllabi beyond the
canonical set of philosophers and theories (Marshall,
2014). Elizabeth Schiltz from the College of Wooster
proposes actively using comparative philosophy
material (Schiltz, 2014, p. 215). Christopher S.
Gifford from the University of Bristol, Royal
Institute of Philosophy, believes that the method of
introducing issues via puzzles, paradoxes, problems,
and conundrums develops individual students’
independent, original, and creative philosophical
thinking (Gifford, 2015, p. 193).

Moreover, I think that the dialogical nature of
philosophy helps teachers to provide neutrality when
teaching philosophy. Heidegger writes about this:
«We philosophize when we get into conversation
with philosophers. This is dialog. We speak with
them about topics of their interest» (Heidegger, 1956,
p. 67). In philosophy, every philosophical position,

including a teacher’s position, is only one side of a
dialogue. A student learning philosophy is the other
participant, with full rights to philosophize. I think
that Socrates’ maieutics can be a good sample for any
philosophy teacher.

It is apparent that a strong pedagogical
background is necessary for a philosophy teacher,
if we want him or her to be able to teach doing

philosophy.  Unfortunately, this background is
uncommon. David W. Concepcion, Melinda
Messineo, Sarah Wieten, and Catherine Homan

explored the state of teacher training in philosophy
graduate programs in the English-speaking world
(2016) and argue the following: «A majority of
philosophers (i) know little about best practices in
teaching and learning, (ii) receive fewer than twenty
hours of formal teacher training during graduate
school, and (iii) believe they are well prepared for the
teaching aspects of the professoriate» (Concepcion,
Messineo, Wieten, and Homan, 2016, p. 2).

I think that we can find much the same picture
in non-English-speaking countries. This is a big
problem and when I explore possibilities to teach
doing philosophy, I must say that these possibilities
also depend on the pedagogical expertise of a given
philosophy teacher. There are many pedagogical
approaches that could help a philosophy teacher
effectively teach doing philosophy. For instance,
intentional learning is a well-thought-out method
(Cholbi, 2007). Still, a philosophy teacher must be
aware of these approaches and be able to use them.

Conclusions. As I have shown, it is possible to
teach doing philosophy, although it is impossible to
teach all students to achieve the best results in doing
philosophy. Only students with a good background,
namely (1) a high ability of abstract thinking, (2) a
high motivation to achieve intellectual autonomy, and
(3) a capability to feel «philosophical astonishment»,
are able to be taught doing philosophy at high levels.

I have analyzed Rudisill’s minimal conception
of «doing philosophy» and pointed out two levels of
philosophical activities in it. The first level includes
such philosophical practices as the interpretation,
analysis, and critical assessment of arguments
and presuppositions and the application of simple
philosophical concepts. To learn doing philosophy
at this level, students do not need a background
of specifically philosophical abilities. The second
level includes such philosophical practices as
the application of sophisticated philosophical
concepts and the development of novel approaches
to philosophical issues; these require a special
philosophical background. Having this background
enables students to learn doing philosophy at this
second level.

As I have argued, the possibility of teaching
doing philosophy is also highly correlated to a
teacher’s expertise in pedagogical approaches and
techniques of philosophy teaching.
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