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Abstract: The Stoics, Epicureans, and Skeptics all approached philosophy with the therapeutic aim of improving people’s lives. This paper is an argument – by example – that contemporary philosophers should adopt this aim. The example that I use to illustrate a modernized attempt at therapeutic philosophy involves the nature of harm suffered by a survivor of sexual assault. I argue that it is possible to describe a harm suffered by the victim of rape that is conceptually independent of the wrong perpetrated. A rape victim can conceive – and more importantly, concentrate upon – at least one aspect of the harm she has suffered, without needing to understand the nature of her perpetrator’s action. I spell out why I think that this possibility is important; the nature of rape is such that a victim may benefit – therapeutically, we might say – by being able to focus upon a harm that is conceptually independent of the perpetrator’s action.
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‘We [must] talk about rape and sexual harassment with greater specificity … while we create more careful demarcations of harm that reflect the complexity of women’s real experiences.’ 
- Naomi Wolf 

‘Would you really know what philosophy offers to humanity? Philosophy offers counsel.’

- Seneca 

A notable strain running through the work of the Ancient Stoics, Epicureans, and Skeptics
 is a ‘therapeutic’ or ‘medical’ approach to philosophy. The early Stoic writer Chrysippus is reported to have written:
It is not true that there exists an art that we call medicine, concerned with the diseased body, but no corresponding art concerned with the diseased soul. Nor is it true that the latter is inferior to the former, in its theoretical grasp and therapeutic treatment of individual cases.

Like that of the Skeptics and the Epicureans, at the base of much Stoic thought was the conviction that philosophy could improve people’s lives. This aspect of Hellenistic and Roman philosophy has received a good deal of renewed attention in recent years, resulting in some excellent work.
 However, I believe that philosophers should not only study the Ancients who approached philosophy with a therapeutic aim; I believe we should emulate them. The first and final sections of this paper are programmatic: I spell out some of the ways in which the modern academic philosopher should not (or need not) follow the Hellenistic therapeutic tradition, and one way in which she can conceive of the aim of therapeutic philosophy. In the middle three sections of the paper, I exemplify a therapeutic approach to philosophy, by defending a conceptual distinction that victims of sexual assault could fruitfully use to understand the harm they have suffered. While either part of the paper – the outline of a modernized, therapeutic approach to doing philosophy (Sections 1 and 5) or the claim that it may be useful for victims of sexual assault to see themselves as suffering what I call ‘non-meaning harms’ (Sections 2-4) – could be accepted on its own, the overall aim of this paper is an argument by example. I hope to convince professional philosophers that they should spend some of their time doing philosophy with a therapeutic aim, by doing so myself.
1. Conceiving of Contemporary Philosophy with a Therapeutic Aim
Philosophy as it is now practiced differs in a number of ways from Ancient philosophy. The contemporary philosophical community is largely made up of specializing academics who publish and present their work to be read and heard by other members of the same community. While the modern philosopher can – and should – do philosophy with a therapeutic aim, there is much that we either should not or need not follow in the Stoic, Epicurean, or Skeptic approach to therapeutic philosophy. 
In the first place, we should not follow the Epicureans – at least – in only doing therapeutically-minded philosophy. Epicurus himself expressed a starkly exclusivist attitude towards his way of doing philosophy: 

Empty is the argument of the philosopher by which not human disease is healed; for just as there is no benefit in medicine if it does not drive out bodily diseases, so there is no benefit in philosophy if it does not drive out the disease of the soul.
 

Epicurus’ exclusivity is unwarranted; other kinds of philosophical work are important, worthwhile, and useful in non-therapeutic ways. Modernizing the therapeutic approach to philosophy does not entail an overhaul of philosophy, but rather an additional motivation leading philosophers to do some of the work that we do.
Second, we need not agree with the Skeptics, the Stoics, or the Epicureans with regard to the way in which people can benefit from philosophical work. The Hellenistic philosophers envisioned a very particular trajectory via which their students’ lives could be improved by their work. A common aim among all three schools was to bring about kind of imperturbability,
 which one gained either (i) by the understanding of one’s inability to achieve certain kinds of knowledge (Skeptics), (ii) by the proper grasp of the nature of the world and where value lies within it (Stoics), or (iii) by whatever dialectical means necessary (Epicureans).
 While the overall aim of imperturbability and the particular approaches these schools took to achieve it may have much to recommend them, we must not assume that they are the only approaches to philosophy that will be therapeutically worthwhile. Indeed, we will see that the therapeutic aim that I pursue in the next three sections of this paper is not one that we would recognize were we to constrain ourselves to the Hellenistic approaches. 
Third, philosophers engaged in therapeutic philosophy need not be on the search for broad theories or approaches that will serve many therapeutic aims. The Hellenistic philosophers advocated a ‘way of life’ in their work, seeking to make broad, sweeping changes in the lives of their followers.
 The modern philosopher doing therapeutic work need advocate no such thing. She can suggest small changes in attitude that would, if adopted, amount to narrow but beneficial changes in a person’s life. The therapeutic claim that I pursue in this paper may be applicable to those who are not victims of sexual assault, or it may be generalizable into a broad theoretical approach with many therapeutic possibilities; however, my claim should not be judged in virtue of whether or not it has this feature. There is nothing wrong with a piecemeal approach to therapeutic philosophy. 
Fourth, the modern philosopher motivated by therapeutic aims should differ from the Hellenistic philosopher in how she conceives of the route by which the potential beneficiaries of her work will be exposed to it. In particular, she should recognize that her beneficiaries will not be limited to those with whom she comes into direct contact – her ‘followers’, her peers, or her students. In thinking about the therapeutic potential of philosophical work, we must bear in mind how modern philosophical communities function, and how those outside of the philosophical community are likely to be exposed to and influenced by philosophical discussions. This is a complex, and largely sociological question, but its broad outlines should be familiar to those in the field. 
Philosophers, like all academic communities, speak to each other; qua academics they belong first and foremost to their community. Philosophical work is, by and large, inward-looking; the academic philosopher writes to be read by her peers.
 In this respect, the academic community differs fundamentally from, say, literary and artistic communities, the members of which create work primarily for an audience wider than that of their peers. While the painter or composer may care a great deal what her peers think of her work, she is not primarily creating for her peers; the same is not true of the greater part of philosophical creativity. In contrast, there is almost no original philosophical work which is not presented first to a philosophical audience, and the vast majority of the work shared within a community is never re-presented to a wider audience. The usual philosopher, in short, writes for and responds to other members of his own community. 

This is how it should be, for at least two reasons. In the first instance, the fact that academics initially share their work with their peers means that any individual’s academic work will be initially vetted by those who are well-suited to do so. Before her work is shared with the public, or utilized in decision-making or technology, it is subjected to the scrutiny of other members of her community, individuals who are familiar with the discussion that led to the work at issue and who, consequently, understand the presuppositions and assessment-criteria upon which the claims being made are based. Secondly, the inward-looking nature of academic discourse is vital to the productivity of academic discourse, for the fact that academics have narrowed their audience allows – indeed forces – the dialogue within the community to press on. An intra-focused, specialist community can make theoretical, conceptual, or imaginative progress in a way that a more open, inclusive community could not. In scientific communities this progress has tangible, often technological results, as scientists correct and build upon each others’ findings; in humanities communities, this progress will be conceptual or imaginative, as the members push each other to explore new conceptual connections, reasons, and ways of expression. In both cases, such progress would be seriously hindered if academics had to spend a significant amount of their time sharing results with a wider audience. While we should not discourage academics from sharing their work, we should not do this at the expense of intra-focused work and the promise it has. There is truth to the image of the vernacular-speaking, inward-looking academic community; more importantly, though, these much-maligned features have a point. 

Nonetheless, philosophical discussions do not exist in a vacuum. Those outside of our community can be affected by our discussions. Even if we were to restrict ourselves—misleadingly—to the work of particular recent individuals in English-speaking philosophy, we could name Thomas Kuhn and John Rawls as philosophers who have had an unequivocal effect on how their wider communities see their world. However, there is a wide range of mechanisms by which broader philosophical discussions have an influence beyond the philosophical community. Things we say to each other are dispersed in various ways: by those outside our field reading our work, by collaboration, teaching, and other, more diffuse routes. In this we do not differ from any other academic communities, including those in the sciences. This is not to say that there is not a significant amount of writing on or from academic communities that is targeted at a wider, non-specialist public. On the contrary, there is a great deal – especially in the areas of science and history, but more and more in philosophy – written for public consumption.
 However, much of this latter work is written not by academic researchers, but by observers of the academic scene – specialist journalists, for example – and the vast majority of such work derives its content from previously published work from within the appropriate academic community. In sum, the philosopher who engages in therapeutic work should continue to pursue her discussions, primarily at least, with her peers, and she will have to trust that some aspects of her work or, more likely, features of the discussion that her work is a part of, will make its way out to the public via some route over which she has no control, and which she may never be able to trace. 

A fifth and final way in which the therapeutically-minded modern philosopher should not follow the Hellenistic schools is in seeing her relation to her beneficiaries as analogous to that between a doctor and his patient.
 The philosopher who wishes to do therapeutic work should disabuse herself of any authority she may think she has to know what will best bring an improvement in someone else’s life. While I defend a claim in this paper that I think may be useful to victims of sexual violence, I am not at all confident that it will be, and I certainly would not want to be in the position of deciding whether a particular victim of sexual violence should adopt the position I outline. On the contrary, my aim in this part of my paper is to suggest a kind of self-conception that may be useful to the victim of sexual violence, something that I think some victims of sexual violence (or their counselors, friends, family members) should consider. Fortunately, the nature of contemporary philosophical discourse, as I laid out in the previous paragraphs, lends itself to the philosopher’s claims being taken in just this way – as suggestions, proposals, or offered ideas. The fact that academic philosophical work is in the first instance presented to the philosophical community means that our work will always be contextualized within a larger discussion. Accordingly, when someone from outside the community wishes to engage with (or use) a piece of philosophical work, she has the option of readily discovering the discussion within which the work first appeared. If nothing else, this may allow her to find alternatives to the claim she initially encounters. One significant difference between philosophical claims published for our peers and those made public is that the former are surrounded by the differing approaches and often contradictory claims of other members of her community. This is an additional reason why it is good that academic philosophers write primarily for each other (or, at least, for other academics). In so far the claim I make in Sections 2-4 of this paper generates any discussion, such discussion will create a context of questions, concerns, objections, and supplementation from my peers. Even if it does not generate any discussion, the mere fact that I am presenting it to philosophers (and not, say, in a newspaper, to psychologists, or to a sexual assault support group) shows that it should be taken as a suggestion meant to inspire, and not an authoritative assertion that I believe should be accepted. 

A corollary of the previous feature is that, in advocating a modernized therapeutic approach to philosophy I am not advocating what is called philosophical counselling.
 Practitioners of philosophical counselling, who ordinarily have a significant philosophical background, engage in direct contact with members of the public. They utilize their philosophical background with clients in the hope of getting them ‘to clarify, articulate, explore and comprehend philosophical aspects of their belief systems or world views …’
 While there is a close relationship between the practice of philosophical counselling and the therapeutic approach to philosophy that I am here defending, my defence of the latter does not amount to or entail a defence of the former. I am calling for philosophers to engage in work in their professional, academic roles, work that may have a beneficial effect on the lives of those around us; doing so does not involve engaging directly with those whose lives may be benefitted. While the kind of work that I am envisioning may be useful in the context of philosophical counselling, that is by no means the only context in which it may enter and improve the lives of non-philosophers.
Nevertheless, both the philosophical counseling movement and the Hellenistic philosophers both share, at their core, the same core feature of a modern therapeutic project as I envision it: philosophical work can improve the lives of those around us by giving them new ways of understanding themselves, their lives, and the world around them. Here is Epictetus, the late Stoic: 
Philosophy does not promise to secure anything external for man, otherwise it would be admitting something that lies beyond its proper subject-matter. For as the material of the carpenter is wood, and that of statuary bronze, so the subject-matter of the art of living is each person’s own life.

The therapeutic approach to philosophy aims, in short, to have a beneficial effect upon what the Hellenistic philosophers would have called the soul.
2. Meaning Harms

The issues surrounding rape that have concerned philosophers can be divided into (at least) four groups. A first group includes issues surrounding the nature of rape, with what separates it from other acts. Questions like ‘What role do consent, coercion, and force play in rape?’, and ‘In what sense, if any, is rape a sexual act?’ have played a large role in the discussion here. A second set of issues includes the evaluative issues surrounding rape, most broadly with the kind of wrongdoing that rape is and the kinds of harm that rape victims suffer. A third group of issues – one to which feminist philosophers have paid a great deal of attention – concern the relation between rape and gender relations more generally; discussants here have debated, for example, whether rape is one of the practices by which women are oppressed. A fourth group of issues are addressed by those interested in the philosophy of law: How do, and how should, our legal institutions respond to rape, and why? In this and the next two sections of this paper, I aim to make a contribution to the philosophical discussion in the second category. I will argue that it is possible to describe a harm suffered by the victim of rape that is conceptually independent of the wrong perpetrated. A rape victim can conceive – and more importantly, concentrate upon – at least one feature of her harm, without needing to understand the nature of her perpetrator’s action. 
On most accounts, undergoing harm or injury involves suffering a kind of setback; when someone is harmed, some feature of her is violated, impeded, damaged, or destroyed.
 The two main candidates for this ‘setback’ feature are: (i) one’s interests and (ii) the well-being of one’s mind and body. The first position has been defended at length by Joel Feinberg, while the second has been defended by Walter Glannon.
 The differences between these two positions will not affect my claims here, and so the reader can keep either in mind as we proceed.
 Feinberg and Glannon disagree about whether one can suffer harm without knowing about it,
 but this issue will not concern me here. We can restrict the range of harms to those of which we have some kind of awareness or knowledge. Pain, grief, and distress are perhaps the most common vehicles for knowledge that I have been harmed; these are all states of mind whose function is to call its owner’s attention to some injured or unhealthy feature of her body, mind, or life. One feature of these mental states which will prove important below is that the knowledge they provide can be limited: one can know that one has been harmed without knowing what that harm is. It is this kind of limited knowledge is that leads us to go to medical practitioners and therapists. 
I can suffer harm which has nothing to do with another person (I may have broken my leg when I accidentally tripped and fell), and I can suffer a harm that was caused by someone who did not wrong me (he may have broken my leg when he accidentally tripped and fell on me). When another harms me by wronging me, I undergo a harm in virtue of his ‘indefensible (unjustifiable and inexcusable)’ action.
 It may be possible to wrong oneself, and it may also be possible to wrong someone without harming them, but I will ignore both possibilities in this paper. I will be concerned with wrongdoings that cause harm in other persons. My concern in this section and the next is with the relationship between a wrongdoing – in particular, the wrongdoing perpetrated in rapes and other sexual assaults – and the harm that results from it. 
Certain kinds of harms resulting from wrongdoings are such that they cannot be understood apart from the wrongdoing from which they result, because the harm is wholly due to the meaning of the wrongdoing action; the harm results from an evaluative attitude represented, manifested, or conveyed in the action that brought it about. I will call such harms ‘meaning harms’. Behavior that results in meaning harms does so because it embodies the actor’s malicious or neglectful attitude, and we can recognize the meaning harms that an action results in only by recognizing the action as malicious or neglectful. An insult is meaning-harmful because and in so far as it embodies the insulter’s demeaning attitude towards his object; a robbery is meaning-harmful because and in so far as it embodies the thief’s disrespectful attitude towards his target and her possessions; rape is meaning-harmful because and in so far as it embodies the rapist’s attitude towards the victim. 

When a malicious or neglectful attitude is absent from behavior, then it cannot result in meaning harms. One kind of behavior that cannot cause meaning harms is sometimes described as ‘mere behavior’, behavior that is not meaningful at all. My accidentally stepping on your foot when the train we are on takes an unexpected lurch may cause you injury, but this will not be a meaning harm. My behavior may hurt you, but it does not have any meaning that can hurt you. A second kind of behavior that cannot cause meaning harms may be thoroughly meaningful, but its meaning is such that it is not meaning-harmful. A wholly non-malicious and non-neglectful action will not be such that it can cause meaning harm. While it may be possible for the action to result in harm, it will not result in meaning harm, as the action will not manifest an attitude that can generate an injury that is dependent upon its meaning. The argument of the next section of this paper will depend upon an action of this latter type.

A meaning harm is a close relative of what Jean Hampton calls a moral injury, which Hampton defines as ‘damage to the realization … [or] acknowledgement of the victim’s value, accomplished through behavior whose meaning is such that the victim is diminished in value.’
 I will not follow Hampton in calling these harms ‘moral’, as this name suggests that harms outside of this category are not in the realm of the moral. Some cases in which so-called moral luck plays a role reveal that certain harms have a moral status that is not a function of the meaning of an actor’s behavior; the moral consequences of an actor’s behavior can far outstrip an actor’s intentions, and he may deserve a moral condemnation that similarly outstrips his intentions. While such harms may be ‘moral’, they are not a function of the meaning – even if we use that term very broadly – of the actor’s behavior; they are also a matter of circumstances beyond his control and outside of his intentions. Nonetheless, I am in full agreement with Hampton that there is a category of harms which cannot be described without making reference to the kind of action that the wrongdoer performed. To understand what meaning harm one has suffered at another’s hands, one must understand what kind of action the latter has performed. In the case of meaning harms, the knowledge of the injury one has suffered is dependent upon being able to interpret – of coming to understand the attitude embodied in – his action.

The category of meaning harms allows us to make a useful distinction between two kinds of wrongdoings. All wrongdoings, I suspect, result in meaning harms. However, it may be that while some wrongdoings can only directly result in meaning harms, most wrongdoings can be seen to result in harms that can be described either as meaning harms or (partially) as non-meaning harms. Some insults seem to fall into the former category, as they can only directly result in meaning harms. If a hearer does not know whether he heard a speaker correctly when he heard the latter insult him, then he does not, in a sense, know whether or not he has been harmed at all. If it turns out that a speaker’s action does not manifest an insulting attitude, then the only harm that can be said to have resulted from the speaker’s statement is the result of the hearer’s misunderstanding or misinterpreting the speaker’s statement, in which case they are not harms that have resulted from insults. The harm that results directly from at least some insults must be one that is only describable as a meaning harm. 
This is not to say that an insult cannot indirectly result in a non-meaning harm. As a result of your insulting me, I might get depressed or lose a night’s sleep. These are non-meaning harms, harms that are describable independently from the insulter’s action. However, the direct harm resulting from an insult is, and must be seen as, a meaning harm. The harm in such cases is, and must be, wholly a function of the kind of action performed by the perpetrator; in particular, the harm is wholly a function of the kind of attitude (i.e., one of disparagement) manifested in the action. One cannot even conceptualize the harm that resulted from an insult without making reference to the kind of action the insulter performed. I cannot, even partially, describe the harm of being insulted without making reference to the action of insulting; the latter action, and its meaning, cannot fall away while leaving any kind of directly-caused harm intact. The very identity of any harm directly resulting from being insulted requires the existence of an action of insulting. What one has suffered at the hands of the insulter is inseparable from the kind of action performed upon one, namely, being insulted. 
We can contrast the wrongdoing of robbery, which can be conceived, alternatively, as directly generating meaning or non-meaning harms. Here one can describe a harm suffered that has directly resulted from the wrongdoing but which is conceptually independent of the wrong committed. For example, if you have been the victim of a robbery, then you can be described as having suffered a non-meaning harm, namely that of having lost certain of your possessions without recompense, which makes no reference to the wrongdoing perpetrated upon you. This is evident from the fact that one can suffer the same harm as the direct result not of robbery but of one’s own neglect. This is not to say, of course, that when one is robbed, one has suffered two harms, that of having been robbed (a meaning harm) and that of having lost certain of your possessions without recompense (a non-meaning harm). Rather, these are two non-equivalent descriptions of your current state, both of which reveal you to have suffered harm. The former is a more complete description of the injury you have suffered; if you have suffered a meaning harm, then a non-meaning harm description of your situation necessarily leaves something out. However, this is not to say that the non-meaning harm description is inaccurate or that there may be some contexts in which the non-meaning harm description is the more appropriate one to use. The crucial point here – and the crucial point in this and the next two sections of this paper – is that non-meaning harm descriptions are available to describe the harmful results from wrongdoings like robbery, whereas they may not be for wrongdoings like insults. One can, and it may be prudential or necessary to do so, re-conceive of one’s meaning harm as a non-meaning harm. 

Rape is a wrongdoing, and rape is a wrongdoing that results in meaning harm. Recent theoretical work on the wrong and harm of rape has rightly focused upon the rapist’s states of mind, in particular on his attitude towards his victim. This focus has resulted in an emphasis upon how the harm caused by this feature of the rapist’s action: in being raped, the victim has been dehumanized, demeaned, dishonoured, and/or her dignity has been violated. In short, the trend has been to focus on the meaning harms that result from rape. A recent discussion by David Archard epitomizes this trend; he writes that, ‘In effect, [a rapist] can be taken to say to his victim “You do not count, or count for very little, even in respect of that which matters very much to you”.’
 Archard adopts Hampton’s notion of a ‘moral injury’, comparing the harm that results from rape to the harms that result from promise-breaking, lying, and false denigration. His emphasis on the meaning of the rapist’s action results in an emphasis on the meaning harm that results from it.

I am not opposed to this trend in scholarship on rape. On the contrary, it seems to me that exploring the attitudes that rapists have towards their victims has the potential to tell us much about the conditions that make rape possible, and in particular about how rape is situated in the broader context of gender relations and inter-gender attitudes. Nonetheless, there is a danger that this trend can lead us to conceive of the harm that results from rape too narrowly. In the next section, I will argue that rape belongs (with robbery) in the category of wrongdoings that result in harms that can be variously described as meaning or non-meaning harms. The survivor of rape can find a non-meaning description of the harm that she has suffered; it is at least possible for her to find a description of how she has been harmed that makes no reference at all to the action of her rapist. This is not an obvious result, nor, I will argue in Section 3, is it trivial. 
3. Non-Meaning Harm in Rape
One could show that there are non-meaning harms in rape by simply pointing to the fact that in many cases the rapist commits what we might call ‘contingent wrongdoings’. A rapist may physically strike his victim or infect her with a disease, for example. While such wrongdoings can be, obviously, quite serious, they are contingent to an instance of rape, because even if they were absent the action would still count as rape. Contingent wrongdoings like these can readily result in non-meaning harms; a victim is physically hurt or infected with a disease, which are harms that do not need reference to the perpetrator’s action in order to be described. In arguing that rape results in non-meaning harms, I am not concerned with harms that may be the result of contingent wrongdoings. My claim is that the non-contingent wrongdoing(s) involved in rape result in harms that can be conceived of as non-meaning harms. I will not rely upon any particular account of the non-contingent wrongdoing(s) involved in rape; whatever is (are) the non-contingent wrongdoing(s) of rape, the harms that directly result can be conceived as non-meaning harms. 

My case for the non-meaning harms in rape begins with the following imaginary situation. 
A woman (W) and a man (M) engage in sexual activity. W neither wants nor consents to M’s sexual activity, but M reasonably believes that she both wants sex and that she has given consent to sex. Were M to not have both these beliefs, he would not have engaged in sexual activity with her.
While I suspect that this kind of case is not only possible, but also real, I only need for it to be possible. But how might it come about that W neither wants sex nor consents to it, but that M reasonably takes her to be both desiring and consenting to sex? At least two factors could contribute to bring about such a situation. A first factor is W’s fear; it may be that W fears for her physical well-being or other repercussions were she to explicitly voice or otherwise express either a desire not to have sex or a lack of consent to sex. A second factor is miscommunication; M reads W’s behavior as expressing a desire for sex and as consenting to sex. These two factors might work in conjunction: W’s fear leads her to avoid any explicit opposition to M’s advances, and M’s interpretation of her behavior leads him to take her as desiring and as consenting to sex. How M’s beliefs about W’s desiring and consenting turn out to be reasonable is a thoroughly context-dependent issue. Was it reasonable for M to interpret W’s behavior as he did? Was it reasonable for him to not suspect that she was scared of him? Such questions would have to be answered in a case-by-case manner. My only contention, in utilizing this imaginary case, is that it is possible that they are.

I take it that there is some likelihood that W will be harmed by her encounter with M. While this is only an empirical hypothesis, it is not implausible; W has been in a situation in which, against her desires and her will, another person has had sex with her. I think that we would be surprised were W not to be disturbed or distressed by what happened with M, and I think that we would not be surprised were she to be traumatized or in a state of shock soon afterwards. Each of these manifestations of W’s pain would be indicative of an injury that W has suffered from her interaction with M. Importantly, however, any harm that W suffers are not meaning-harms, they are not harms that are conceptually dependent upon M’s having acted towards W in a way that is demeaning, dehumanizing, or otherwise diminishing of her. This is because, ex hypothesi, M acted upon the reasonable beliefs that W both desired and consented to sex with him. Indeed, M showed a considerable amount of respect for W’s autonomy; his acting as he did was dependent upon (his believing that) M’s wanting and consenting to sex with him. 
It might be objected that M’s behavior was disrespectful even though M did not intend it to be so nor know that it could be so. This would undercut my argument for the presence of non-meaning harms in rape by showing that there may be no such harms in the interaction between M and W: whether or not M is morally guilty of wronging W, the harm that she has suffered is a function of the disrespect manifested in M’s behavior. The thought behind this objection is not wrong-headed: one can disrespect someone without intending to do so or without knowing that one is doing so. Imagine a man (M*) using sleazy pick-up lines on a woman in a bar. We might point out to M* that, even though he does not intend it to be so and even though he does not realize that it is so, his behavior is disrespectful and demeaning to her. And, indeed, M* might come to recognize what we are telling him, with some remorse. Here, we are pointing out to M* that, although he was unaware of them, his action had features that were inappropriate and harmful; his action was, in other words, meaning-harmful.

Things are different in the case of M, however. We pointed out to M* that what was clearly M*’s action (i.e., using sleazy pick-up lines) had the property of being disrespectful and demeaning, and M*’s consequent remorse, if he does indeed come to feel it, would flow from the fact that his action was, indeed, disrespectful and demeaning. By contrast, however, it seems that to try and show M’s action to be disrespectful or dehumanizing is to separate it from his agency so far as to no longer make it his action. For M’s action was one of non-neglectfully acting on what he reasonably took to be a consensual basis; this was the action that M ‘owned’, the action whose properties he could be judged for. It follows that properly described as an action of M’s, his behavior cannot be said to be meaning-harmful. To make M’s behavior out to be disrespectful is to separate it from his agency, to make it his ‘mere’ behavior, and not his action at all. 

In the light of this, the suggestion that W was meaning-harmed by M’s behavior because it (although not M himself) was disrespectful looks odd. The disrespect or dehumanization involved in rape must be a function of the meaning or expression of the perpetrator’s behavior. However, given that to show M’s behavior as disrespectful is to wholly separate it from him as his action, it is difficult to see how or why we can see it as having any meaning or expression at all. Making M’s behavior out to be disrespectful looks to be a contradiction in terms, as doing so requires that we take it out of the realm of his agency. So construed, we take M’s behavior out of the realm of the meaningful, and with it, out of the realm of that which can cause meaning-harms. 

If this is right, then the harm that W has suffered at the hands of M is not a meaning harm. What kind of harm is it? The following are four candidates, each of which capture a possible harm that W has suffered without needing to make reference to the meaning of M’s behavior: 

- W has had her bodily or sexual agency impeded.

- W has had her bodily or sexual autonomy impeded.

- W’s bodily or sexual integrity has broken down.

- W has lost her sense of bodily or sexual safety.

I do not wish to defend the appropriateness of any of these candidates here. The harm resulting from interactions like that between M and W may have to be looked at on a case-by-case basis. Furthermore, I have no confidence that this list is complete; indeed, I think that it can and should be expanded (partly with the help of the philosophical community). My present contention is only that as a result of her interaction with M, it is not unlikely that W will have suffered harm, and that since M acted with a certain amount of respect and upon reasonable beliefs, the harms that M has suffered are not meaning harms. M’s action is not, ex hypothesi, the kind of action that can dehumanize or demean W, and so the harmful consequences that M’s actions have resulted in are going to be non-meaning harms. 

What does this non-meaning-harmful interaction between M and W tell us about rape? I think that we can draw a lesson from the case of M and W, but before spelling this lesson out I want to be clear that the lesson we draw does not depend upon whether the interaction between M and W is a case of rape. Many courts and juries around the world would not convict M of rape, as conviction for rape usually requires that the suspect be shown to have acted with mens rea, that is, that he acted ‘with a state of mind that shows him to be culpable’.
 Given that M (ex hypothesi) acted on the basis of what he reasonably took to be W’s consent, then it is likely that in most courts of law M would not be found culpable, and that he would not be convicted of raping W. Nonetheless, regardless of whether M can be said to have raped W, what takes place between W and M is relevant to cases of rape, because whatever harm W has suffered would be present in cases of rape as well. This is the claim that I will defend in the remainder of this section. 
It is implausible to think that W has suffered something that would be absent were M’s action one of culpably raping W. After all, whatever it is that W has suffered, it was the result of the fact that someone had sex with her against her desires and her will, and this, surely, is one of the central, harmful features of rape. Those who are raped are harmed, at least in part, in just the way that W has suffered. So, W has suffered something that survivors of rape suffer as well. But, again, W has not suffered a meaning harm. Therefore, it is possible to conceive of harms suffered by rape survivors as non-meaning harms, even though they were the result of behavior whose meaning is harmful. Just as in other wrongdoings, like robbery, it is possible to conceptually separate the harm suffered in rape from the wrongdoing that caused it.
It may be objected that not only is the sexual interaction between M and W not rape, it is not even relevant to the search for the harm of rape. On the contrary, any harm suffered by W is different in kind from that suffered by a rape victim. There is, according to this position, a distinction in kind between the harm suffered by W and that suffered by someone who has been raped. The result is a disjunction: if one has been raped then the harm suffered is that of disrespect (etc.); if one suffers a sexual harm outside of rape, the harm suffered is something else altogether. 
The problem with a view like this is that it makes the harm suffered by a rape survivor wholly dependent upon the rapist’s action, knowledge, and state of mind. A survivor of sexual assault cannot know the kind of harm she has suffered until she knows her perpetrator’s state of mind. So, for example, in order to know what harm she has suffered, W needs to know what M was doing, what kind of action M performed. In W’s case, this may be difficult; his state of mind may be as hidden from her as hers was from him. At the extreme, W might not know what kind of harm she has suffered until she (or a court or psychologist) ‘investigates’ M’s state of mind. 

This model of harm is appropriate for some cases of harm. As we saw above, when one discovers that what one took to be an insult was in fact a misheard phrase, then the harm may disappear altogether. Once one sees that the insulter had no intention to insult, then one may find that one has suffered no injury at all. In the case of (at least some) insults, the nature of the harm is wholly dependent upon the presumed insulter’s state of mind. But rape seems different in this regard. It is odd to think that in order for a woman (e.g., W) to know at all what she has suffered, she needs to know what action her violator has performed, and it is odd – in the extreme – to think that what she has suffered could, after an investigation into the perpetrator’s state of mind, turn out to be a different kind of harm from the one she all along thought she suffered. So, a disjunctive approach to the harm of rape looks to be inappropriate; there seems to be a sense in which the rape survivor can partially describe the harm she has suffered as W would describe hers, namely as one that does not depend upon the rapist’s disrespect or demeaning attitude. This is not to say that it would be unimportant or insignificant for W to learn (contrary to the case as I have described it) that M knew all along that W did not consent, or for W to learn that that it did not matter to M whether W consented or not. Learning these things about the nature of M’s action would add to the harm W suffered, but it would not replace it.


In sum, whether or not what occurred between M and W is a case of rape, the harm that W has suffered is likely to be suffered in rape. What W suffered can be conceived of as a non-meaning harm. So, what the survivor of rape suffers can be conceived of as a non-meaning harm. Even though there is demeaning or dehumanizing behavior taking place in rape – as there surely is – there is reason to think that the victim of such behavior can be seen – and see herself – as suffering a non-meaning harm, a harm that is described independently of the demeaning behavior that brought it about. 

4. Pain, Harm, and a Victim’s Self-Understanding
I have been arguing that the harm that W suffers is not a meaning harm. This is, roughly, because although we could say that W was harmed by M, she was not wronged by him. Since it is plausible to think that rape victims can suffer the same harm, it follows that some or part of the harm that rape victims suffer can be conceived of independently of the meaning of the action – the rapist’s attitude towards her – that resulted in her harm. It is possible to describe the injury in rape in a way that is conceptually distinct from the action and actor who brought it about. A non-meaning harm description of a rape survivor is necessarily incomplete, as it neglects the meaning-dependent aspect of her harm, but it is nonetheless possible and not inaccurate. 
How can this result have therapeutic value for the victim of rape or sexual assault? Many women who have been harmed in the course of sexual activity – and this includes those who have been raped – may not know what state of mind their partner was in. And, as we saw above, if you do not know the state of mind of the person whose action has harmed you, then you do not know whether you have suffered a meaning harm, nor, a fortiori, what meaning harm you have suffered. If you have some doubt as to whether you just misheard Jones, then you thereby have doubt about whether you have been insulted; if you do not know whether someone took your pen because she thought it was hers, then you do not know whether you have been robbed. Similarly, there are going to be cases of sexual contact in which a woman is unsure of the state of mind of her partner. This may be because one or both of them do not remember what happened. Or it may be because she could not quite read his behavior and has not been able or willing to speak to him about it. Or they may have spoken about it, but the two of them may disagree about what happened. This may not be resolved if she goes public with her concerns, accusing him of rape and attempting to take him to court. The situation may never be resolved for her; even though she may have been raped, she may never come to a place where she knows (or feels that she knows) whether this man disrespected or demeaned her. She may never know whether she suffered a meaning harm or not. 
Situations like those described above are perhaps most plausible in cases of acquaintance rape, in which the two persons involved knew each other previous to the concerned encounter. But it should not be thought that the victim of stranger rape will always be more confident in her knowledge about what has happened to her. Indeed, the situation may be, for different reasons, far worse. While the consensus in the psychological community seems to be that the majority of those who commit stranger rape are not mentally ill,
 many of them nonetheless are. A significant percentage of rapists suffer from paraphilias,
 a group of disorders essentially characterized by: 

recurrent, intense sexually arousing fantasies, sexual urges, or behaviors generally involving (1) nonhuman objects, (2) the suffering or humiliation of oneself or one’s partner, or (3) children or other non-consenting persons …

The possibility arises that a man suffering from a severe paraphilia may not be able to control or otherwise be responsible for the behavior that his fantasies lead him to perform. At its extreme, a paraphiliac may have fantasy drives so strong that we would have difficulty understanding the resulting behavior as belonging to him, as manifesting his agency. In such cases, the ability to attribute an action to someone becomes difficult. Even aside from the severe cases, however, the presence of paraphilia (or other mental illnesses) in a perpetrator can unsettle our ability to fully understand the action that the perpetrator performed. As someone whose behavior is driven by fantasies, there may be unanswerable questions about his attitude towards the victim of his rape, about who she is to him. Consequently, neither the victim nor anyone else may be able to determine with any confidence what kind of meaning harm she has suffered at his hands. 
Victims of many kinds of wrongdoings can find themselves with these kinds of uncertainties. However, in virtue of its physical and interpersonal nature, such uncertainties can be particularly distressing and painful in the case of sexual assault. Uncertainties about the other person in such distressing interactions can only exacerbate the psychological pain and trauma that rape and other sexual assaults can cause. Accordingly, in cases like these, it may be important – therapeutically important, important in her recovery, however that comes about – for someone who has suffered as a consequence of a sexual encounter, to recognize that she can describe what she has suffered as a non-meaning harm. In the face of unsettling questions about the nature of a perpetrator’s action, she can perform a conceptual shift in thinking about her harm, such that she conceives of it as a non-meaning harm, as a harm that is not dependent upon the kind of action he performed. As a consequence of setting aside the unsettled and unsettling questions of what he did, she can turn to address her harm under a settled (non-meaning harm) conception, and start the process of healing.
 This may be a temporary measure; information may later come to light about her perpetrator that allows her to comprehend and address, to its full extent, the meaning harm that she has suffered. Nonetheless, in situations of uncertainty like those I have described above, it may prove important for her to re-describe what she has suffered as a non-meaning harm, and then to take steps to focus upon it under that description. 

It is perhaps useful to approach this point through thinking of pain. Someone who has been raped, or who has had a sexual encounter like that between M and W, may find herself in a great deal of psychological pain. While many of the claims made about pain are controversial, this one, I take it, is not: pain is a state of mind whose function is or includes that of calling its owner’s attention to some injured or unhealthy feature of her body or mind. Peter Carruthers once pointed out that 

There are no uncontroversial examples of non-conscious pain in humans … There is an obvious reason for this, since part of the function of pain is to intrude upon consciousness, in order that one may give one’s full attention to evasive action.
 

While Carruthers is right about pain needing to intrude upon conscious in order to draw the agent’s attention, he is wrong to suggest that this only serves towards evasive action. With respect to certain cases of pain – psychological pain, for example – the notion of evasive action may be inappropriate or incoherent. In order to understand the function of the latter kind of pain, we need something like Nikola Grahek’s distinction between the avoidance or preventative function of pain, on the one hand, and the restorative or protective function on the other.
 When pain is serving an avoidance function, it is, as Carruthers points out, leading us to evade the cause of the pain; the pain in your hand leads you to drop the hot plate. However, other cases of pain are calling attention to aspects of ourselves that need addressing in order to be healed; the pain in your injured foot leads you to protect it by limping, shifting your weight from that foot to the other. It seems appropriate to think that the psychological pain suffered as the result of a sexual encounter serves a restorative function.
  

An appropriate first step to take towards restorative pain is to understand what has gone wrong with the feature of oneself that is in pain, that is, to understand the damage that has been done. It will be, in most cases, only the first step in the process of healing, but it is necessary nonetheless. What features of oneself have been harmed or are not functioning? What is causing this pain? Answering these questions is a matter of recognizing, conceptualizing, and understanding how one’s relationship to the world has resulted in pain. In doing so, the sufferer’s attention is drawn to some feature of the world, some feature of herself, and of the relation between the two. In short, restorative instances of pain demand knowledge; they demand that we to think about them and come to understand them. Only when we do so will we be able to start to relieve ourselves of pain, by addressing the damage to ourselves that is causing pain. In many cases of physical damage, this understanding is straightforward and simple: the foot is in pain, and one quickly discovers that limping alleviates some of this pain. In other cases, however, this knowledge is not so easy to come by. One needs a great deal of reflection, investigation, and perhaps help to describe and explain one’s pain and its causes. 

It is here that the conceptual shift that I have describing in the previous two sections may become important. A woman who is in pain as the result of a sexual encounter needs, first and foremost, to understand the injury that she has suffered; she needs to understand the feature or features of herself that have been damaged. If she cannot settle on some conception of this damage with some confidence, then she will not be able to begin the healing process (whatever that may be). As we have seen, one source of uncertainty that may arise is an uncertainty about the other person involved in the harmful encounter. She may not know his intentions, his motives, his attitudes towards her; she may not, in other words, have any confidence about the meaning of the action that he was performing. But in order to address any meaning harms that she may have suffered, she must know the nature of his action; an uncertainty about the other’s action entails an uncertainty about any meaning harm that his action may have caused her. 

If I have been correct so far in this paper, then the victim of sexual assault in a situation of great uncertainty has at least one option: she can ignore her partner’s/perpetrator’s actions by re-describing her suffering as the result of a non-meaning harm. Conceiving one’s harm in a non-meaning way does not require that one make reference to the meaning of the behavior that brought it about. She can describe, understand, and pay attention to her injuries as non-meaning harms, whether or not she has suffered other injuries that are conceptually dependent upon the wrongdoing done to her. That is, she can settle on a conception of her harm that is accurate, while leaving open (for the time being, at least) the possibility that she has suffered a sexual wrongdoing that has diminished, demeaned, or dehumanized her. In this way, she can settle on an account of the harm she has suffered, and hopefully begin the process of healing.  

I am not advocating that all victims of sexual assault re-describe their harms as non-meaning harm. On the contrary, I have been explicit that in cases of rape, to re-conceptualize one’s harms as non-meaning harms is to lose something. The victim of rape is not only a victim of a non-meaning harm; she is also the victim of a meaning harm as well, and for her to deny the latter point is for her to miss out on a feature of what she has suffered. Nonetheless, knowing that one has suffered a meaning harm requires knowing the nature of the action that resulted in that harm, and the unfortunate reality of sexual assault is that a victim may not have access to this knowledge, or may not have it with a confidence that satisfies her. In such situations, it may prove important to her to be able to set aside what she does not know, and focus upon what she does know. One way to do this is to re-describe what she has suffered in a way that is conceptually independent of the action that caused it.

I have been focusing upon a victim’s uncertainty with respect to her perpetrator’s attitudes towards her as the impetus for a re-description of her harm. However, uncertainty is by no means the only reason that one may have for such a re-description. Even if a victim has great confidence in her belief that she has been raped, she may decide to re-conceptualize the harm she has suffered as a non-meaning harm, in order to facilitate the process of healing. She may find, for example, that her anger at the man who raped her is overwhelming and destructive, that it is not allowing her to focus upon herself. Alternatively (or additionally), she may find that she needs to forgive her rapist in order to heal, and that doing so requires that she separate out his wrongdoing (which she wants to forgive) from her own injuries (from which she wants to heal). In order to separate these two from each other, she may find it helpful to re-describe her injuries from his wrongdoing, that is, she may find it helpful to treat her injuries as non-meaning harms.
5. Philosophy and the Non-Philosopher’s Understanding
The work of the previous three sections was motivated by a view of how such work could affect a victim of sexual assault; it would benefit her by allowing her to conceptually separate her harm from the wrongdoing that brought it about. In her recent book Epistemic Injustice, Miranda Fricker introduces the notion of a ‘hermeneutical lacuna’.
 One’s life is characterized by a hermeneutical lacuna if there is a gap in one’s ability to conceive and understand something that is going on around one. As none of us are omniscient, we all have gaps in our abilities to describe and explain features of our world, but some hermeneutical lacunae are more disadvantageous to us than others. In this paper, I have described a situation in which a hermeneutical lacuna may arise: a victim of sexual assault may, perhaps because of uncertainty surrounding the nature of her sexual interactions, find herself unable to proceed in her understanding of what has happened to her. My suggestion has been that she can fill this lacuna by re-describing her injury in terms of a non-meaning harm, a harm that is conceptually independent of her partner’s actions. 
If a victim of sexual assault is going to re-conceive of her harm as a non-meaning harm, she must have available the conceptual and theoretical resources to do so. Coming to understand some event requires that one has the concepts to describe and an awareness of possible explanations of that event. When something happens, and one wishes to describe and explain it, then one must possess the conceptual resources that apply to the event, and one must have – at one’s fingertips, as it were – at least one candidate for explaining why that event occurred. This is an epistemic achievement, and accordingly it may be possible only in virtue of a long history of prior work. Philosophers are well-equipped, I think, to do this kind of work, to throw up candidates for understanding certain complex features of one’s mind and body that are causing one pain. With their experience and interests, philosophers are well-placed to do the imaginative and disciplined conceptual exploration required to expand and delve into the ways in which we can understand how women can be harmed in the course of sexual assault. 

Is this not, however, a job for psychologists (or philosophical counselors)? Should this kind of work not be done by those who have contact with, and perhaps work with, victims themselves? Should it not be they who explore the various ways of understanding the harms that victims suffer? I do not deny that counselors, clinical psychologists, and academic psychologists should all be involved in the process of trying to fill hermeneutical lacunae in the lives of rape survivors. It is likely that they, and not philosophers (unless, perhaps, they are philosophical counselors), will be at the forefront of helping individual victims go through the process of filling their own hermeneutical lacunae on the way to recovery. They, and not philosophers, will be the ones identifying new and re-occurring symptoms in rape survivors; they will be the ones identifying the various ways in which harms physically and behaviorally manifest themselves in survivors.
 But, as was noted at the end of Section 1 above, the kind of job that I am suggesting that philosophers (although not only philosophers) are well-placed to do is distinct from both of these tasks; it is the job of finding new ways to conceive of the damage that has been done to the rape survivor. It is the results of conceptual and theoretical investigations like those that I am envisioning and recommending that will, ultimately, explain the symptoms that rape survivors manifest, and it will be these same results which are suggested to rape survivors as ways of making sense of the pain they are experiencing. 
Importantly, there is a sense in which anyone exposed to philosophical work is left to her own resources in assessing the merits of and deciding whether to adopt or accept a philosophical claim.
 What philosophers can offer are candidates for understanding oneself and one’s world, considerations for inspiration and articulation, ideas that can fill hermeneutical lacunae. The non-philosopher exposed – by whatever source – to philosophical work is exposed to deliberations which may involve, for her, a (new) use of (new) concepts, which may raise for her an alternative way of seeing some feature of the world, which may bring to her reflective awareness a question or feature of the world upon which she had not previously focused, or which may allow her to make a new connection among phenomena which are important to her. Such exposures may ‘ring true’ with her, and help her understand herself or her surroundings in some way.
This conception of the way in which philosophical work can benefit those who are exposed to it is in many ways weaker than the conception with which the Hellenistic philosophers were working, as it purposefully ignores the particular ways in which the claims may be taken up. However, this very feature also makes my approach to therapeutic philosophy more powerful, as it leaves wholly open the ways in which philosophical thought will be taken up by those who do so. The Epicureans and Stoics would have conceived of their ability to help a victim of sexual assault in a particular, and very narrow, way, and neither would have been able to acknowledge the approach I have taken here.
 Epicureanism is a predominantly forward-looking program, and so the Epicureans would have had little to say to the rape victim about her current pain (i.e., that which is the result of her being raped);
 they would have been far more concerned with getting her to lead a life in which such pain could be avoided in the future. While Stoicism is also forward-looking, it is less so than Epicureanism; the Stoics would have had more to say in addressing the pain resulting from rape. Very roughly, the Stoics would have been concerned to point out that the distress – like all passions – that someone feels as the result from being sexual assault is an ‘irrational’ response to what has happened to her, and that, once she realizes this, her pain should go away.
 Both of these approaches strike me as wholly inadequate, but that is not my concern here. What is important is that, on the conception of therapeutic philosophy that I am here advocating, both the Epicurean and the Stoic approaches would take their place alongside my own approach in this paper, as suggestions to be taken up if they are deemed useful. 
I want to finish this paper by briefly suggesting some of the many areas in which philosophers taking a therapeutic approach could build a potentially useful body of work. I have composed this short list – which by no means exhausts the potential areas of fruitful philosophically therapeutic work – not only to reflect kinds of persons who I think deserve more philosophical attention but also to illustrate that the kind of philosophical work that can aim to benefit such persons is not marginal. (i) People who are ill or disabled in various physical or mental ways: philosophical work can contribute towards an improved understanding of the notion of illness, and of the role and significance of the capacities that the ill and disabled lack.
 (ii) Parents of young children: young children face the difficult process of learning our language and values; there are familiar philosophical issues about young children’s development of a mind, a language, and a set of values, as well as their acquisition of respect for other persons and of character traits.
 (iii) Teenagers, who are facing the difficult transition between childhood and the responsibility and expected autonomy associated with adulthood: there is a range of philosophical issues characterizing teenagers’ attempts to achieve autonomy, independence, and the assumption of responsibility, and with their nascent struggle with the meaning and point of life.
 (iv) The aged and infirm, who face death: those who approach death raise philosophical issues surrounding death and our attitudes towards it, reflection upon the narrative of past and life.
 (v) The poor: as Amartya Sen’s theoretical and empirical work has taught us, the notion of poverty far more complex than we would have thought, and depends upon one’s context, attitudes, and abilities.
 

I believe that in at least some of our work, as professional philosophers, we should be motivated to bring our experience in thinking about issues and difficulties faced by people like these, whose lives could be improved by reflecting in certain ways upon them, that is, by imagining someone taking up our work in a way that may fill a hermeneutical lacuna. I myself was so motivated in writing this paper. Although I write for a philosophical audience, the central part of this paper was written with some hope that a victim of sexual violence might be exposed to the thought that I have been defending (or the discussion that it raises), and that she may find it useful, even if for a short time, to conceive of her pain as being the result of a non-meaning harm. The other part of this paper was written in the hope that other philosophers will be motivated in their own work by similar kinds of hope.
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