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Nicholas Rescher

AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY TODAY


Perhaps the most striking feature of professional philosophy in North America at this historic juncture (1992) is in scope and scale.
   The historian Bruce Kuklik entitled his informative study of academic philosophy in the U.S., The Rise of American Philosophy:  1860-1930, even though his book dealt only with the Department of Philosophy of Harvard University.
  This institution's prominence on the American philosophical scene in the early years of the century was such that this parochial-seeming narrowing of focus to one single department—with its half-dozen or so philosophers—was not totally absurd for the period at issue.  But today it would certainly be so.  The American Philosophical Association, to which most U.S. academic practitioners of the discipline belong, presently has more than 8,000 members (see Appendix 1), and the comprehensive Directory of American Philosophers for 1992-93 lists well over 10,000 philosophers affiliated to colleges and universities in the USA and Canada.
   Admittedly, this profession is small potatoes compared with other academic enterprises; the Scientific Research Society Sigma Xi currently has a membership of more than 100,000 scientists, the Modern Language Association has more than 32,000 members.  All the same, a small town of not inconsiderable size could be populated exclusively with contemporary North American academic philosophers. To be sure, its demographics would be rather unusual.  Only just under twenty percent would be women, and blacks, hispanics, and Asian-Americans would (each) constitute just over one percent of the population.  And its political orientation is decidedly liberal and capital-D Democratic.  (Yet however much it may annoy the liberals among us, the fact is that the condition of the American philosophy professoriate is still very much a matter of live white males teaching about dead ones.
 )  The social classes above and below the middle are underrepresented in this community, and a disproportionate fraction of its members come from families of professional status.  Moreover, for reasons that require a deeper sociological analysis there can be attempted here, the profession attracts a disproportionately larger fraction of Catholics (generally practicing ones), of Jews (generally nonpracticing ones), and of immigrants.  In general, American philosophers of the present era in general do not come from home backgrounds where the high matters of literacy or artistic interests played a significant role, and their own intellectual formation is more often that of an academic technician than that of an intellectual of the traditional European type.


In an academic discipline of American philosophy's present size, two different—and sometimes opposed—tendencies are at work to create a balance of countervailing forces.  The one is an impetus to separateness and differentiation—the desire of individual philosophers to "do their own thing," to have projects of their own and not be engaged in working on just the same issues as everyone else.  The other is an impetus to togetherness—the desire of philosophers to find companions, to be able to interact with others who share their interest to the extent of providing them with conversation partners and with a readership of intellectual cogeners.  The first, centrifugal tendency means that philosophers will fan out across the entire reach of the field—that most or all of the "ecological niches" within the problem-domain will be occupied.
  The second, centripedal tendency means that most or all of these problem-subdomains will be multiply populated—that groups or networks of kindred spirits will form so that the community as a whole will be made up of sub-communities united by common interests (more prominently than by common opinions), with each group divided from the rest by different priorities as to what "the really interesting and important issues" are.  Accordingly, the most striking aspect of contemporary American philosophy is its fragmentation.  The scale and complexity of the enterprise is such that if one seeks in contemporary American philosophy for a consensus on the problem agenda, let alone for agreement on the substantive issues, then one is predestined to look in vain.  Here theory diversity and doctrinal dissonance are the order of the day, and the only interconnection is that of geographic proximity.
   Such unity as American philosophy affords is that of an academic industry, not that of a single doctrinal orientation or school.  Every doctrine, every theory, every approach finds its devotees somewhere within the overall community.
   On most of the larger issues there are no significant majorities.  To be sure, some uniformities are apparent at the localized level.  (In the San Francisco Bay area one's philosophical discussions might well draw on model theory, in Princeton possible worlds would be bought in, in Pittsburgh, pragmatic themes would be prominent, and so on.)  But in matters of method and doctrine there is a proliferation of schools and tendencies, and there are few if any all-pervasively dominant trends.  Balkanization reigns supreme.


The centrifugal tendencies are, however, in a way counterbalanced by centripedal ones.  North American philosophers appear to be exceedingly gregarious by standards prevailing anywhere else.  Apart from the massive American Philosophical Association, there presently exist some 120 different philosophical societies in the USA and Canada,
  twenty-three of which claim over 500 members.  In the main, these societies are of three types:  subdisciplinary (for example, Metaphysical Society of America, Philosophy of Science Association), geographic (for example, Minnesota Philosophical Society, Virginia Philosophical Association), and person-oriented (for example, Leibniz Society of North America, C.S. Peirce Society).  These societies provide the lifeblood of interpersonal interaction among American philosophers.  Their aggregate effect is a vast network of meetings and conferences that keep colleagues of common interest in ongoing interaction with one another.  Even the most energetic and affluent of persons would find it next to impossible to attend all the professional conferences and symposia that would be of interest to an even modestly versatile philosopher.
   Some of the bigger of these societies adhere to large international bodies such as FISP (the International Federation of Philosophical Societies) or IUHPS (the International Union of History and Philosophy of Science).  However, the activities of these UNESCO sponsored umbrella organizations have little impact on American philosophers and none on American philosophy.


Outside the instructional context, philosophy also plays some role in various research centers that are affiliated to major universities, such as the National Humanities Center in the Research Triangle of North Carolina, the Center for Values and Social Policy at the University of Colorado, and the Center for Philosophy of Science at the University of Pittsburgh.  Apart from colleges and universities, American philosophy gets a (very modest) slice of the academic research support  pie through such U.S. federal programs as the National Endowment for the Humanities and the National Science Foundation.  Moreover such privately funded providers of research support as the Guggenheim Fellowship Program or the MacArthur Foundation's "Creative Genius" Program also on occasion support the work of philosophers.  In North America, philosophy is securely entrenched in the academic scheme of things.  Nevertheless, the share of philosophy-and-religion is less than 2% of the college book market in the US, less than one quarter of that of psychology.
   (In America, Freud and Co. have clearly won a signal cultural victory.)


One feature that distinguishes present-day activity in American academic philosophy from the situation at any earlier stage is the rise of historical studies.  For in North America, research in the history of philosophy is currently in a remarkably active and flourishing state.  Several hundred specialized books are published in this area each year—many of them of a level of technical expertise rarely attained in American contributions of an earlier era.  There exist some dozen specialist journals in the field (including Ancient Philosophy, Medieval Studies,  Hume Studies,  History of Philosophy Quarterly and the Journal of the History of Philosophy, among others).  And there are also some dozen specialist societies, most of them dedicated to the work and thought of a single great thinker of former times, including Leibniz, Hume, Hegel, Kant, Kirkegaard, Nietzche, Whitehead, and Santayana.  One third of American philosophy Ph.D. theses produced these days relate to historical issues.


It is, of course, possible and indeed necessary to distinguish between philosophers and philosophy professors—between those who are active contributors to the intellectual resources of the discipline and those who provide academic instruction in the field.  But the fact is that in recent years the latter have largely become encorporated into the former group—that a growing professionalism based on more rigorous formal training and a "publish or perish" ethics in the academy has meant that the teaching staffs in American colleges are increasingly populated by people who are productive philosophers.  For the fact is that American philosophers are quite productive.  They publish well over 200 books per annum nowadays.  And issue by issue they fill up the pages of over 175 journals.
   Given that almost 4,000 philosophical publications (books or articles) appear annually in North America, and a roughly similar number of symposium papers conference presentations and the like, the line between teaching and substantive contribution is anything but hard and fast.  To be sure, the aggregate published output of philosophers—some 120,000 pages per annum—does not match that of other branches of the academic profession.  (In 1987 alone, American scholars in English literature published 544 articles on William Shakespeare, 215 on John Milton, and 132 on Henry James.
 )  But even without such scholarly overkill, the productivity of American philosophy is an impressive phenomenon—though one could certainly debate the quality of this production.  (This is not due to defective skill—the technical ability of philosophers seems better than ever—but rather to a penchant for concentrating on philosophically peripheral, nay often trivial issues whose main attraction is that they also preoccupy other philosophers.


Marshall McLuhan to the contrary notwithstanding, the book is still the key artifact of philosophizing.  It continues to make a major impact, with works like W. V. Quine's Word and Object, Thomas Kuhn's Structure of Scientific Revolutions, John Rawls' Theory of Justice, and Richard Rorty's Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature casting large ripples across the pond.  Nevertheless, even monographic books are declining in import, with collections of a particular author's essays or lectures often exerting an influence no less substantial.  (Donald Davidson's Essays on Actions and Events [Oxford, 1980] or Saul Kripke's Wittenstein on Rules and Private Languages [Oxford, 1982] are illustrations of this phenomenon.)  And in the background looms the fact that the vast and diffuse journal literature is a formative force in present-day American philosophizing just as potent as the domain of books.


What is distinctive in American philosophy today is less a matter of product than one of process.  For it seems appropriate to characterize contemporary American philosophy as a substantial industry—with thousands of operatives, many hundreds of worksites (college departments), scores of training institutes (universities), and a prolific and diversified range of products, including not only classes but books, journals, congresses, conferences.  Throughout, a high degree of scholarly competency and professionalism pervades the enterprise.  Considering the quantity of philosophical writing that sees the light of print, its overall quality is respectably high—at any rate if one's standard gives weight to the technical dimension.  (Depth of insight is another matter.)  At any rate, the day of the philosopher as isolated thinker—the talented amateur with an idiosyncratic message—is effectively gone.  (For better or for worse, an outsider along the lines of a Spinoza or a Nietzsche would find it near to impossible to get a hearing in the North American philosophical world of today.)


The recent statistics of Philosophy doctorates bring some interesting facts to light.  (See Appendix 2.)  The total number of doctorates awarded by institutions of higher learning in the USA has been relatively stable at around 100 thousand over the last years (101.0 thousand for 1970-75 and 98.7 thousand for 1980-85).  But the production of philosophy doctorates has declined substantially (along with that of humanities Ph.D.'s in general), seeing a 40 percent reduction from 1,178 for the former period to 746 for the latter.  The proportionally increasing prominence of women among the new philosophy Ph.D.s (growing from 158 or 13 percent of the total for 1970-75 to 161 or 22 percent of the total for 1980-85) is a noteworthy phenomenon.  But whatever victory this percentage gain represents for women seems a Pyrrhic one, seeing that they are in process of securing a somewhat larger share of a profession that is declining probably in status and certainly in economic terms.  (In the American context those factors are seldom far apart.)


Employment opportunities within the philosophy industry are reasonably good for those who meet its elaborate entrance qualifications.  In the later 1980's some 550-600 philosophy teaching posts were advertised annually in the U.S., with some 850 job seekers in pursuit of them.  (Given that job seekers include people who already hold jobs but wish to change them, this would indicate that the profession is currently able to provide the great majority of its qualified practitioners with jobs.)  As regards remuneration, the position of philosophers is typical of that of humanists in higher education.  In the early 1990's beginning assistant professors of philosophy averaged some $28,000 per annum.  Full professors of philosophy in U.S. colleges and universities currently have average annual salaries of some $58,000, which compares with $70,000 for professors of engineering, and $84,000 for law professors.
    (Professors of medicine, of course, are in quite another league.)   Moreover, professors in general find themselves in an economically declining situation, with average salaries diminishing in real terms by over twenty percent from 1970 to 1990.  It is ironic that in a period when the real cost of higher education has risen dramatically, the average real pay of those who staff the activity has declined dramatically.  (The reason lies in the fact that the size of the professoriate has expanded faster than the size of its undergraduate clientele, with a negative impact both on its pay and on its status.  See Appendix 1.)


The growth of the profession, the massification of the system of higher education, and the eroding economic status of the professoriate all combine to make philosophy less of an elite endeavor than it used to be.  This decline in elitism in American philosophy is illustrated in a graphic way when one considers the production of Ph.D.'s in the departments of high prestige universities.  (See Appendix 3.)  Of the five traditional "ivy league" institutions (Yale, Harvard, Princeton, Columbia, and the University of Pennsylvania) only one (viz. Columbia) currently figures on the roster of North American philosophy departments most productive of Ph.D.'s.  From the standpoint of Ph.D. training, the most prominent contribution is made by the big U.S. state universities (Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Texas, and Wisconsin), and by the large Catholic institutions.  However, the biggest single producer of philosophy Ph.D.'s in North America is the University of Toronto.  The main shortcoming of our flourishing system of higher education in philosophy lies in its very nature as such, which accentuates quantity over quality.  Graduate programs are in general not inclined to judge competence by technical skill applied to minutiae rather than demanding actual contributions to the subject as such.  As military academies produce managers rather than warriors, so philosophy programs produce problem solvers rather than philosophers.


The very size of the academic industry is intimidating and engenders humility.  For the individual professional confronts the sobering thought:  "Consider a thought experiment.  Excise from American philosophy everything that is near and dear to you—every author and book and journal you actually read, every lecture you go to hear, every colleague you interact with.  The result is still a large and thriving enterprise that has a healthy and active life of its own, irrespective of such an excision.  The amputation would make a difference, but nowise a fatal one.  The process as a whole would proceed much as before.


The size and scope of the academic establishment exerts a crucial formative influence on the nature of contemporary American philosophy.  In the philosophical environment of the past, the role of the great figures was more prominent, and the writings of philosophers established a balance of indebtedness to "big names" as against "modest contributors" that was much more favorable to the former category than is the case today, when philosophical writers who make use of "the literature" are destined to take far more notice of the smaller fry simply because there are so many more of them.
   In the past, the philosophical situation of academically developed countries could be described by indicating a few giants whose work towered over the philosophical landscape like a great mountain range, and whose issues and discussions defined the agenda of the philosophizing of their place and time.  Once upon a time, the philosophical stage was dominated by a small handful of greats.  Consider German philosophy in the 19th century, for example.  Here the philosophical scene, like the country itself, was an aggregate of principalities—presided over by such ruling figures as Kant, Fichte, Hegel, Schelling, Schopenhauer, and a score of other philosophical princelings.  But in North America, this "heroic age" of philosophy is now a thing of the past.  The extent to which professionally solid and significant work is currently produced by academics outside the high-visibility limelight is not sufficiently recognized.  The fact that in philosophical teaching, the topical anthology has in recent years gained a position of equality with if not dominance over the monographic philosophical text or treatise is just one illustration of this phenomenon.  


Until around 1914, it was religion that exerted the dominant influence on philosophers writing in America.  During the 1914-1960 era natural science served as the prime source of inspiration.  But over the past generation the sources of inspiration have become greatly diversified.  The stimulating essay by Richard Rorty on "Philosophy in America Today" (in Consequences of Pragmatism [Minneapolis, 1982], pp. 211-230) both describes and celebrates the post-war era's shift from a scientific model of philosophizing to a political model where "literary culture" is what matters most, and people proceed in "the sense that nature and scientific truth are largely beside the point and that history is up for grabs"  (pp. 228-9).  But this tendentious account envisions an unrealistic uniformity.  The fact is that at present philosophy is a garden where 100 flowers bloom.  In recent years the source of influence has fragmented across the whole academic board.  Some look for inspiration to psychology (especially to Freud), others to economics (from Marx to von Neumann), yet others to literature, or to law, or to . . .  The list goes on and on.  Contemporary American philosophy does not have the form of a histogram with a few major trends; it is a complex mosaic of many different and competing approaches.


Prominent examples of currently fashionable approaches are found in certain programmatic tendencies:

—to explicate the meaning of certain philosophical concepts by means of "truth" conditions—for example, free agency, or linguistic understanding,

—to explain human capacities (e.g. for knowledge or for understanding) in terms of models or analogies from computing machines and "artificial intelligence" considerations,

—to explain human rule-following practice in terms of social policies and norms,

—to explain human capacities (eg. for knowledge or for understanding) on the basis of evolutionary theories and Darwinian natural selection.

Each such program sets the stage for a diversified multi-participant effect—a little "cottage industry" as it were.  Often as not, they result from the provocation of some individual's or school's exaggerated claim along some such lines as that "all evaluations simply people's express attitudes" or "all communicatively significant features of human linguistic performances roots in social norms."


For better or for worse, we have entered into a new philosophical era where what counts is not just a dominant elite but a vast host of lesser mortals.  Principalities are thus notable in their absence, and the scene is more like that of medieval Europe—a collection of baronies.  Scattered here and there in separated castles, a prominent individual gains a local following of loyal friends or enemies.  But no one among the academic philosophers of today manages to impose their agenda on more than a minimal fraction of the larger, internally diversified community.  Even the most influential of contemporary American philosophers is simply yet another—somewhat larger—fish in a very populous sea.


Appendix 4 gives some citation statistics for members of the American philosophy professoriate of the present day.  It is interesting to note that (as this appendix indicates) even on their home ground only a few of these American academics exert anything like as much influence within the profession as do various of their European contemporaries.  Derrida, Habermas, and Ricoeur all easily outplay all of the home team when it comes to the scoring of citation indices (though, to be sure, those Appendix 4 figures reflect the situation not in philosophy alone, but also in the allied humanities).  However different a situation may prevail in other areas like science or mathematics or economics, in philosophy many American professors continue to look to Europe for role models and for inspiration to a degree that  would doubtless annoy R. W. Emerson who looked for a declaration of intellectual independence to succeed the political one.  American philosophy is strikingly open to influences from abroad.  With ideas as with consumer goods, Americans are eager to import while European philosophy is generally eager to enter the export business.  (Which is not to say that a marked provincialism is not at work in other regards:  In America, as elsewhere, domestic stars of the third magnitude are far more likely to have their work noted by fellow countrymen than foreign stars of the second.)


If one looks to such currently widespread ideological tendencies of American philosophy as analytic philosophy, neo-positivism, Wittgensteineanism, hemeneutics, and Heideggerianism, and the like, then one notes that virtually all of them—neo-pragmatism apart—have roots in European thinkers.  (Europe, after all, is the home of ideologies.)  But much of American philosophy—like much of American politics—is refreshingly free of ideological involvements.  It addresses palpable problems by whatever means lie to hand, relying on the power of intellectual technology to carry the day.  And it looks to help whenever it can be found—and not necessarily only in the works of the "big names," at least as far as the domestic science is concerned.


The fact is that those bigger fish do not typify what the sea as a whole has to offer.  Matters of philosophical history aside, some of the salient themes and issues with which American philosophers are grappling at the present time are


•  applied ethics:  ethical issues in the professions



(medicine, business, law, etc.);


•  computer issues:  artificial intelligence, "can machines think?", the epistemology 

of information processing


•  rationality and its ramifications;


•  social implications of medical technology 



(abortion, euphanasia, right to life, medical research issues, informed consent);


•  feminist issues;


•  social and economic justice, distributive policies, equality of opportunity, human rights;


•  truth and meaning in mathematics and formalized languages;


•  the merits and demerits of scepticism and relativism regarding knowledge and morality;


•  the nature of personhood and the rights and obligations of persons.

None of these issues were put on the problem-agenda of present concern by any one particular philosopher.  None arose out of a preoccupation with fundamental aspects of some already well-established issue.  None arose out of one particular philosophical text or discussion.  They blossomed forth like the leaves of a tree in springtime appearing in various places at once under the formative impetus of the Zeitgeist of societal concern.  The nature of American philosophy today is such that for the most part new ideas and tendencies have come to prominence not because of the influential impact of some specific contribution worker but because of the disaggregated effects of a host of writers working across a wide frontier of individual efforts.  Philosophical innovation today is generally not the response to the preponderant effort of pace-setting individuals but a genuinely collective effort that is best characterized in statistical terms.


"But I really want to know what those bigger fish are thinking and teaching."  Good for you!  This interest of yours is perfectly appropriate—and laudable.  But in pursuing it you must not fool yourself into thinking that the information you obtain is providing you with a satisfactory picture of American philosophy.  For what you will be getting is no more than a pastiche of some philosophizing done by some Americans.  To see this as somehow representative and possessed of some broader cultural significance—as usefully informative about the philosophical lay of the land in America at large—would be profoundly erroneous.  Even a full account of the philosophical work of the two or three dozen of most influential American philosophers would not yield a faithful portrait of the present state of American philosophy at large, as reflected in the thematic structure of the present literature, the make-up of instructional curricula, or the constitution of conference programs.


Agenda-enlargement is yet another of the most striking features of contemporary American philosophy.  The pages of its journals and the programs of its meetings bristle with discussions of issues that would seem bizarre to their predecessors of earlier days and to present-day philosophers of other places.  For example, the overall program of the annual meeting of the Eastern Division of American Philosophical Association in December of 1991 included papers on "Is it Dangerous to Demystify Human Rights?", "Difference and the Differend in Derrida and Lyotard," "Animal Rights Theory and the Diminishment of Infants," "On the Ecological Consequences of Alphabetical Literacy," "Is Polygamy Good Feminism?", "The Ethics of the Free Market," "Planetary Projection of the Multiple Self on Films," "The Moral Collapse of the University," and "The Construction of Female Political Identity."
   Entire societies are dedicated to the pursuit of issues now deemed philosophical that no-one would have dreamt of considering so a generation ago.  (Some examples are the societies for Machines and Mentality, for Informal Logic and Critical Thinking, for the Study of Ethics and Animals, for Philosophy and Literature, for Analytical Feminism, and for Philosophy of Sex and Love.)  The fact that those many hundreds of philosophers are looking for something to do that is not simply a matter of re-exploring familiar ground has created a substantial population pressure for more philosophical Lebensraum.


The result of this agenda enlargement has been a revolutionizing of the structure of philosophy itself by way of taxonomic complexification.  The current (1990s) picture of taxonomic lay of the land in North America philosophy is thus vastly more complex and ramified than anything that has preceded it.  The tabulation of Appendix 5 gives an overview of the situation, which reflects the burgeoning of philosophical study and writing after World War II.  The taxonomy of the subject has burst for good and all the bounds of the ancient tripartite scheme of logic, metaphysics and ethics.  Specialization and division of labor runs rampant, and cottage industries are the order of the day.  The situation has grown so complex and diversified that the most comprehensive recent English-language encyclopedia of philosophy
  cautiously abstains from providing any taxonomy of philosophy whatsoever.  (This phenomenon also goes a long way towards explaining why no one has written a comprehensive history of philosophy that carries through to the present-day scene.
)  Philosophy—which ought by mission and trdition to be an integration of knowledge—has itself become increasingly disintegrated.  The growth of the discipline has forced it beyond the limits of feasible surveillance by a single mind.  After World War II it becomes literally impossible for American philosophers to keep up with what their colleagues were writing.


The rapid growth of "applied philosophy"—that is, philosophical reflection about detailed issues in science, law, business, social affairs, computer use, and the like—is a striking structural feature of contemporary North American philosophy.  In particular, the past three decades have seen a great proliferation of narrowly focussed philosophical investigations of particular issues in areas such as economic justice, social welfare, ecology, abortion, population policy, military defense, and so on.  This situation illustrates the most characteristic feature of contemporary English-language philosophizing:  the emphasis on detailed investigation of special issues and themes.  For better or for worse, Anglophone philosophers have in recent years tended to stay away from large-scale abstract matters of wide and comprehensive scope, characteristic of the earlier era of Whitehead or Dewey, and nowadays incline to focus their investigations on issues of small-scale detail that relate to and grow out of those larger issues of traditional concern.  The turning of philosophy from globally general, large-scale issues to more narrowly focussed investigations of matters of microscopically fine-grained detail is a characteristic feature of American philosophy after World War II.  Its flourishing use of the case-study method in philosophy is a striking phenomenon for which no one philosopher can claim credit—to a contemporary observer it seems like the pervasively spontaneous expression of "the spirit of the times."


In line with the increasing specialization and division of labor, American philosophy has become increasingly technical in character.  Philosophy historians are increasingly preoccupied with matters of small-scale philosophical and conceptual microdetail.  And philosophical investigations make increasingly extensive use of the formal machinery of semantics, modal logic, compilation theory, learning theory, etc.  Ever heavier theoretical armaments are brought to bear on ever smaller problem-targets in ways that journal readers will occasionally wonder whether the important principle that technicalities should never be multiplied beyond necessity have been lost sight of.  There is certainly no doubt that the increasing technicalization of philosophy has been achieved at the expense of its wider accessibility—and indeed even to its accessibility to members of the profession.  No single thinker commands the whole range of knowledge and interests that characterizes present-day American philosophy, and indeed no single university department is so large as to have on its faculty specialists in every branch of the subject.  The field has outgrown the capacity not only of its practitioners but even of its institutions.


Do American philosophers exert influence?  Here, of course, the critical question is:  Upon whom?  First consider:  upon other philosophers.  We have already remarked that the extent to which even "the leading philosophers" manage to influence others is highly fragmentary—in each case only a small sector of the entire group being involved.  Turning now to the wider society at large, it must be said that the answer is emphatically negative.  American philosophers are not opinion-shapers:  they do not have access to the media, to the political establishment, to the "think tanks" that seek to mould public opinion.  Insofar as they exert an external influence at all, it is confined to academics of other fields.  Professors of government may read John Rawls, professors of literature Richard Rorty, professors of linguistics W. V. Quine.  But, outside the academy, the writings of such important contemporary American philosophers exert no influence.  It was otherwise earlier in the century—in the era of philosophers like William James, John Dewey, and George Santayana—when the writings of individual philosophers set the stage for at least some discussions and debates among a wider public.  But it is certainly not so in the America of today.  Philosophers (and academics in general) play very little role in the molding of an "informed public opinion" in the USA—such work is largely done by publicists, film-makers, and talk-show hosts.  American society today does not reflect the concerns of philosophers but the very reverse is the case—where "relevant" at all, the writings of philosophers reflect the concerns of the society.  


Many philosophers are not enthusiastic about this.  For American philosophers by and large see themselves, accurately enough, as cultivating one academic specialty in contrast to others—as technicians working in the realm of ideas.  And this means that they generally write for an audience of their fellow academics and have little interest in (or prospect of) addressing a wider public of intelligent readers at large.  (This is another significant difference between the philosophical situation in North America and in continental Europe.)  American philosophy is oriented to academia and academics.  By contrast, European—and especially French—philosophy is oriented to the wider culture-complex of an intelligent readership through a concern with currently controverted issues.  On this basis "political correctness," which has become a hotbed of controversy on various American campuses, has made comparatively little impact among philosophers—unlike the situation with practitioners of such fields as legal or literary theory.  Outside of rather limited circles, philosophers in America are still expected to give reasons for their contentions, rather than painting those who dissent with the brush of fashionably attuned disapproval—let alone by calling names.  The high degree of its technical professionalism has tended to countervail against the pervasive politicization of the field.


The prominence of specialization gives a more professional and technical cast to contemporary American philosophizing in comparison to that of other times and places.  It endows the enterprise with something of that can-do spirit that one encounters in other aspects of American life.  There is something of an optimistic confidence in the power of technique to resolve the problems of the field.  In this respect American philosophizing has little use for a pessimism that contents itself with a melancholic resignation to human inadequacies.  Confined to the precints of higher education, contemporary American philosophy cannot easily afford sending messages that the young are not prepared to hear.


All the same, its increasing specialization has impelled philosophy towards the ivory tower.  And so, the most recent years have accordingly seen something of a fall from grace of philosophy in American culture—not that there was ever all that much grace to fall from.  For many years, the Encyclopedia Britannica published an annual supplement entitled 19XY Book of the Year, dealing with the events of the previous year under such rubrics as World Politics, Health, Music, etc.  Until the 1977 volume's coverage of the preceding year's developments, a section of philosophy was always included in this annual series.  But thereafter, philosophy vanished—without so much as a word of explanation.  Seemingly the year of America's bicentennial saw the disappearance of philosophy from the domain of things that interest Americans.  At approximately the same time, Who's Who in America drastically curtailed its coverage of philosophers (and academics generally).  And during this same time period, various vehicles of public opinion—ranging from Time Magazine to The New York Times—voiced laments over the irrelevance of contemporary philosophy to the problems of the human condition and the narcissistic absorption of philosophers in logical and linguistic technicalities that rendered the discipline irrelevant to the problems and interests of nonspecialists.
   It is remarkable that this outburst of popular alientation from philosophy's ivory-towerishness came at just the time when philosophers in the U.S.A. were beginning to turn with relish to the problems on the agenda of public policy and personal concern.  The flowering of applied ethics (medical ethics, business ethics, environmental ethics, and the like), of virtue ethics (trust, hope, neighborliness, etc.), of social ethics (distributive justice, privacy, individual rights, etc.) and of such philosophical hyphenations as philosophy-and-society—and even philosophy-and-agriculture!—can also be dated from just this period.  By one of those ironies not uncommon in the pages of history, philosophy returned to the issues of the day at virtually the very moment when the wider public gave up thinking of the discipline as relevant to its concerns.


The fact is that philosophy has little or no place in America popular (as opposed to academic) culture, since at this level people's impetus to global understanding is accommodated—in America, at least—by religion rather than philosophy.  Philosophical issues are by nature complicated, and Americans do not relish complications and have a marked preference for answers over questions.  The nature of the case is such that philosophers must resort to careful distinctions and saving qualifications.  And in this regard Americans do not want to know where the complexities lurk but yearn for or the proverbial one-armed experts who do not constantly say "on the other hand."  We are a practical people who want efficient solutions (as witness the vast market for self-help books with their dogmatic nostrums).


However, while philosophy nowadays makes virtually no impact on the wider culture of North America, its place in higher education is secure.  To be sure, of all undergraduates in American colleges and universities, only about half of one percent major in Philosophy (compared with nearly three percent for English and over fifteen percent for Business and Management).
    But owing to philosophy's role in meeting "distribution requirements" it has secured a prominent place in curriculum of post-secondary education.  Unlike the United Kingdom, where post-World War II philosophers held a very technical and narrowly conceived idea of what the job of philosophy is—with the result of effectively assuring the discipline's declining role in the educational system—in America philosophy has managed not only to survive but to thrive in higher education.  It has done so in large measure by taking a practicalist and accomodationist turn.  American philosophers have been very flexible in bending with the wind.  When society demands "relevancy to social concerns" a new specialty of "applied philosophers" springs forth to provide it.  When problems of medical ethics or of feminist perspectivism occupy the society, a bevy of eager young philosophical spirits stands ready to leap into the breach.  


And so, there is no question that philosophy is alive and well in America today.  As long as it maintains its place in collegiate education with at least 2-3 competent representatives at each of those several thousand institutions that grant baccalaureate degrees, it will continue as an active and productive venture.  


It should occasion no surprise that philosophical activity flourishes on the American academic scene in a way that reflects wider social concerns.  Of the forty-five thematic sessions on the program of the American Philosophical Association's Eastern Division in 1991, six were devoted to feminist themes and two to issues relating to blacks.
   This dedication of some fifteen percent of program space to these issues prominent on the agenda of present-day U.S. politics is clearly not accidental, but it does not reflect a comparable prominence of these topics in the current journal literature of the subject, where (as the Philosopher's Index entries indicate) the aggregate space occupied by these themes is diminutive.  To a cynic, it might seem that American philosophers are seeking to offset the underrepresentation of women and blacks in their ranks by throwing words at the issues involved.  (In this regard philosophers are akin to politicians, a consideration that invites second thoughts about Plato's philosopher-kings.)


Sometimes, however,  what at first sight looks like a large-scale phenomenon is only the large shadow cast by a smallish object.  This seems to be the case with feminist philosophy in North America.  At present there are only two journals in the field (Feminist Studies, Hypatia) and only two societies (Society for Analytical Feminism, Society for Women in Philosophy).  As far as philosophy goes, academic feminism, however prominent elsewhere, is at present still no more than a statistically minor blip.
   (To be sure, the shift from nothing to something is always a big one.)


Insofar as American philosophers collect themselves into ideological groupings of (comparatively) substantial size, this conformation is based not on factors of substance (of doctrinal agreement) but in factors of style (of methodological commonality).  One major grouping—the "Analysts" as they have come to be called—adopts a scientific model of philosophizing and looks to the sort of detailed investigation by logico-linguistic methods of analysis that was introduced into Anglo-American philosophy in the era of G.E. Moore and Bertrand Russell.  The other major affinity grouping—the "Pluralists"—look to Continental models of philosophizing through reappraisals of the grand tradition of Western philosophy in the manner prominent in German philosophy in the era from Dilthey to Heidegger.  Different culture-heroes are at issue, and different modes of procedure.  The one "school" seeks to use the machinery of logic and formal semantics to extract philosophical juice from science and common sense, the other employs the methodology of historical and huministic studies to extract lessons from the materials of cultural and intellectual history.  The upshot is a difference in the substance of philosophizing that roots in a difference in the style of philosophical practice engendered by looking to rather different models of philosophizing.  (However, the recent trend towards specialization and the division of labor is just as prominent among the pluralists as among the analysts.)  Analysts often as not focus upon doctrines rather than writers.  They generally discuss intellectual artifacts in the manner of the introduction, "I take a realist to be someone who endorses the following three theses . . . " where no actual person has ever propounded those theses together in exactly that form.  By contrast, "Continental" style philosophizing addresses the real (or supposedly real) views of identified philosophers—with different writers having somewhat different ideas about membership in the list of canonical authorities, each having a personal register of the good and the wicked.


An interesting—and unexpected—aspect of contemporary American philosophy relates to the fate of "pragmatism."  The high priests of this quintessentially American tendency of thought—C.S. Pierce, William James, John Dewey, and C.I. Lewis—while entertaining rather different conceptions of the doctrine at issue, were all agreed on the central point that there is a cogent standard for assessing the merit for cognitive products (ideas, theories, methods)—a standard whose basis of validity reaches outside the realm of pure theory into the area of practical application and implementation.  For them the ultimate test of our intellectual artifacts lay in seeing them of instrumentalities of effective praxis—in their ability to serve the communal purposes for whose sake and publicity available resources are instituted.  But in recent years many philosophers who have laid claim to the label of "pragmatism" have subjected the traditional doctrine to a drastic sea-change.  Where the classical pragmatists sought in applicative efficacy a test of objective adequacy—an individual-transcending reality principle to offset the vagaries of personal reactions—the pseudo-pragmatists turn their backs in the pursuit of objectivity and impersonality.  For traditional pragmatism's communal concern with "what works out for us (humans in general)" they have perversely substituted an egocentrism of "what works out for me (or for you)."  The defining object of the pragmatic tradition—the search for objective and impersonal standards—is shattered into a fragmentation of individual impressions in the parochial setting of a limited culture context.  We have a total dissolution—that is, destruction—of the classical pragmatic approach that saw the rational validity of intellectual artifacts to reside in the capacity to provide effective guidance in the successful conduct of our extra-theoretical affairs—in matters of prediction, planning, successful intervention in the course of nature, and other such-like aspects of the successful conduct of our practical activities.  


The large ongoing response to writers such as Heidegger, Derrida, and their epigones clearly shows that there is more academic hay to be made nowadays by debunking metaphysics and epistemology as traditionally conceived than by practicing them.  In this light, one of the striking and paradoxical features of American philosophy today is the widespread assault by a disaffected avant garde against the discipline as standardly practiced.  On many fronts a fin de siècle disillusionment with the enterprise is coming to expression and a distaste for actual scholarship is widely manifest among the avant garde.  Some argue—be it on the basis of scepticism or relativism or scientism—that we have entered a "post-philosophical era," where philosophy as traditionally conceived is no longer viable.  Others argue on neo-Marxist grounds that interest (not necessarily economic but also cultural or social) is what determines all and that old-style would-be rational philosophy is simply a covering for sexist, racist, or culturalist prejudices.  Traditional philosophizing is viewed as mere ideology that should be dismissed as the prejudicial vaporings of dead white males, and the politically correct thing to do is to abandon philosophy as a venture in inappropriate elitism.
   Other critiques of philosophizing issue from a philosophy-external basis.  Followers of the "critical studies" trend of literacy analysis propose to deconstruct philosophical discourse to a point of a variety that renders rational deliberation unrealizable.
   From the vantage point of such a "postmodernist" disdain for reason, traditional philosophy's commitment to the methodology of reflective analysis and impartial reasonableness continues to earn for it the sort of opposition encountered by Socrates at the very outset of the enterprise.  However, the fact that any critical examination of the scope and merits of philosophy will itself form part of the philosophical venture at large—that metaphilosophy is a part of philosophy—continues to assure the discipline with a lively future despite all such critical opposition.


Insofar as this descriptive survey admits of an overall interpretation, it is somewhat as follows.  A century ago, the historian Henry Adams deplored the end of the predominance of the great and the good in American politics and the emergence of a new order based on the dominance of masses and their often self-appointed representatives.  Control of the political affairs of the nation was flowing from the hands of a cultural elite into that of the unimposing, albeit vociferous, spokesmen for the faceless masses.  In short, democracy was setting in.  Exactly this same transformation from the preeminence of great figures to the predominance of mass movements is now, one hundred years on, the established situation in even so intellectual an enterprise as philosophy.  In its present configuration, American philosophy indicates that the "revolt of the masses," which Ortega y Gasset thought characteristic of our era, manifests itself not only in politics and social affairs but in intellectual culture also and even in philosophy.
   A cynic might characterize the current situation as a victory of the troglodytes over the giants.
    The condition of American philosophy today is a matter of trends and fashions that go their own way without the guidance of agenda-controlling individuals.  This results in a state of affairs that calls for description on a statistical rather than biographical basis.  It is ironic to see the partisans of political correctness in academia condemning philosophy as an elitist discipline at the very moment when philosophy itself has abandoned elitism and succeeded in making itself over in a populist reconstruction.  American philosophy has now well and truly left "the genteel tradition" behind.


If such a perspective is indeed valid, certain far-reaching implications follow for the eventual historiography of present-day American philosophy.  For it indicates a situation with which no historian of philosophy has as yet come to terms.  In the "heroic" era of the past, the historian of the philosophy of a place and time could safely concentrate upon the dominant figures and expect thereby to achieve a certain completeness with respect to "what really mattered."  But such an approach is grossly unsuited to the conditions of the present era.  Those "dominant figures" have lost control of the agenda.  To accommodate the prevailing realities, the story of present-day American philosophy must be presented in a much more aggregated and statistically articulated format.  And insofar as single individuals are dealt with as such, it must be done against such an enlarged background—they must now be seen as representative rather than as determinative figures, with the status of the individual philosopher selected for historical consideration generally downgraded into a merely exemplary (illustrative) instance of a larger trend.  The historian of American philosophy in its present-day configuration accordingly faces a task of selection entirely different in nature and scope from that which prevailed heretofore.  If the development of American philosophy continues along its present path, the role of the individual in the historiography of the future will be as the subject of a footnote illustrative of the diversified general trends and tendencies of thought to which the main body of the text will have to be dedicated.


American philosophy, then, is very much alive.  But is it also well and healthy?  Should one welcome or deplore the confused and dissonant scene we find about us?  Should the circumstance that present-day American philosophers almost invariably write for other philosophers rather than addressing a wider public of intelligent lay readers not be seen as a substantial a demerit of the enterprise?


The fact is that there is little point in lamenting what cannot be helped:  one must accept the inevitable.  And in the present case the structure of the situation allows no alternatives.  Ten able thinkers of varying background, experience, instruction, and prejudices are surely not going to reach consensus on major ideological issues—let alone ten thousand of them.  Nor, in a society that prioritizes the pursuit of happiness and divides its ideological inclinations between life's practicalities on the one hand and pie-in-the-sky idealism on the other, will philosophy's half-way house ever be genuinely popular.  American philosophers must take their readership where they find it, and this will not be among the wider public but rather among their colleagues—and also, of course, among that captive audience, their students.  Accordingly, American philosophy today is characterized not by uniformity and cohesion but by a luxuriant diversity that offers something to suit most every taste.  This pluralistic character of American philosophy represents a realistic and effective accommodation to its environing circumstances and conditions.  And that, after all, is what health is all about.
, 

_______________________________________________________________________

Appendix 1

MEMBERSHIP IN THE AMERICAN

PHILOSOPHICAL ASSOCIATION



1965




2,624



1970




2,725



1975




2,888



1980




5,194



1985




6,874



1990




8,792

SOURCE:  Personal communication from the American Philosophical Association Secretariat.

NOTE 1:  A disproportionately large part of this membership expansion has occurred in the Pacific (i.e. far-western) Division.

NOTE 2:  This increase of 235% in APA membership contrasts with an increase of 130% in undergraduate enrollments and an increase of 30% in the general population.  (Data from Statistical Abstracts of the United States, 1992 [Washington DC, Bureau of the Census, 1992], pp. 163-65.)  Like Americans in general, American philosophers have proven themselves to be markedly entrepreneurial.
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Appendix 2

PHILOSOPHY'S PART IN U.S.A. DOCTORATES


     All
Doctorates in     Philosophy Doctorates   Philosophy as   Philosophy as % 

Doctorates
Letters Fields+ Total
Men     Women    % of Ph.D.'s   of Letters Ph.D.'s____

1970-71
32,107
2,416
394
358
36
2%
16.3%

1972-73
34,777
2,754
409
344
65
1.2%
14.9%

1974-75
34,083
2,495
375
318
57
1.1%
15.0%

1976-77
33,232
2,191
330
264
66
1.0%
15.0%

1978-79
32,730
1,919
258
204
54
0.8%
13.4%

1980-81
32,958
1,790
280
224
56
0.8%
15.6%

1982-83
32,775
1,580
232
170
62
0.7%
14.7%

1984-85
32,943
1,707
234
191
43
0.7%
13.7%

1987-88
34,839
1,180
222
172
50
0.6%
18.8%

(+) Including Philosophy and Religion.  Contrast categories:  Life Sciences, Physical Sciences, Social Sciences.

SOURCES:  U. S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 1985-86 (U.S. Government Printing Office 1986), Table 122, 124 and U.S. Department of Education, Trends in Bachelor's and Higher Degrees.
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Appendix 3

MAJOR PhD PRODUCING DEPARTMENTS

IN THE USA AND CANADA:  1986-1991

(Departments whose Ph.D. programs awarded at least 24 philosophy

doctorates in the five academic years from 1986-87 to 1990-91)








Number of Philosophy Doctorates

Most Productive Institutions



(1986-1991)

Boston College






24

Brown University





29

Columbia University





28

Georgetown University





28

Guelph/Mc Master University Joint Program


24

University of Massachusetts




28

University of Minnesota





24

SUNY Stony Brook





29

Notre Dame University





25

University of Pittsburgh





26

University of Texas





30

University of Toronto





36

Vanderbilt University





28

University of Wisconsin





32

IVY LEAGUE COMPARISON

Harvard






20

Yale







19

Princeton






21

Columbia University





28

University of Pennsylvania




18

NOTE:  The "Catholic Big Five" (Boston College, Catholic University of America. Fordham, Georgetown, Notre Dame),   outproduced the five "Ivy League" universities by 114 to 106 during this period.

SOURCE:  Data from the annual survey in the September issues of The Review of 
Metaphysics.
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Appendix 4
OFT-CITED AMERICAN PHILOSOPHERS


This listing includes those living American philosophers who have 100 or more combined entries for 1990 and 1991 in the Humanities Citation Index.

Adams, Robert M.

116

Kuhn, Thomas


520

Alston, William P.

103

Laudan, Larry


177

Bennett, Jonathan

126

Lewis, David


429

Cavell, Stanley


201

MacIntyre, Alasdair

405

Chisholm, Roderick

177

Nagel, Thomas


255

Danto, Arthur


193

Nozick, Robert


192

Davidson, Donald

456

Nussbaum, Martha

168

Dennett, Daniel


191

Plantinga, Alvin


132

Dreyfus, Hubert


148

Putnam, Hilary


461

Elster, Jon


201

Quine, W. V.


502

Feyerabend, Paul

196

Rawls, John


474

Goodman, Nelson

315

Rescher, Nicholas

129

Hacking, Ian


155

Rorty, Richard


684

Harman, Gilbert

137

Searle, John


204

Hartshorne, Charles

138

Smith, John


139

Hempel, Carl G.

155

Taylor, Charles


228

Hintikka, Jaakko

136

Toulmin, Stephen

142

Kripke, Saul


237

Williams, Bernard

308

SOME EUROPEAN COMPARISONS


Derrida Jacques

1,982

Hare, Richard M.


191


Dummett, Michael

   178

Popper, Karl R.



507


Gadamer, Hans-Georg
   521

Ricoeur, Paul



703


Habermas, Jürgen

1, 124

Strawson, Peter F.


145

NOTE 1:  It has to be remembered that these citation statistics represent not just the quality of contributions but the fashions of the community.  Moreover, the difference between the Anglo-American and the Continentals to some extent reflects the greater relevance of the writings of the latter to the work of their fellow humanists at large.  

NOTE 2:  It is worth noting that almost a quarter of the Americans are immigrants to North America.  This indicates, among other things, both the openness of American universities and their dependence on imported talent.
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Appendix 5

THE SUBDIVISONS OF PHILOSOPHY (ca. 1990)

________________________________________________________________________
Object of Consideration



Branch of Philosophy




God






Philosophy of Religion/Philosophical


Theology

Nature ("the physical world" and "the
Metaphysics/Philosophy of Nature

     biological world")

Mankind

     —"the human condition" in general
Philosophical Anthropology

     —the human mind and its operations
Philosophy of Mind/Philosophical



Psychology

Society (community)
Social Philosophy/Political

     

Philosophy

     —social policy
Philosophy of Public Policy

     —cultural perspectives
Feminist Philosophy


Black Studies re. Philosophy

Individuals

     —re. action and interaction in their

    
ethical dimension



At large
Ethics (personal)/Moral Philosophy



In special contexts
Applied Ethics




• Medical Ethics




• Business Ethics




• Bioethics




• (others)

     re. thought
(see the rubric Artifacts below)

Artifacts:  Processes


(Mechanisms/Methods/Methodology)

     —Cognitive
Theory of Knowledge/Epistemology/




Methodology of Inquiry



Theory of Everyday Knowledge/General




Epistemology



Theory of Experience (Phenomenology)



Theory of Evaluation (Value Theory,




Axiology)



Theory of Demonstrative Inference




(Deductive Logic)



Theory of Inductive Inference (Inductive Logic)



Theory of Scientific Method



Theory of Rational Discourse (Dialectics)



Theory of Probabilistic and Plausible Reasoning


   Theory of Interpretation (Hermeneutics)



Theory of Learning (Philosophy of Education)



(others)

     —Behavioral


     Linguistic
Philosophy of Language



Philosophy of Communication Processes


     Non-Linguistic
Theory of Action




(Praxiology, Action Theory,




Decision Theory, Theory of Rational




Choice and Preference, etc.)



Philosophy of Sport

Artifacts:  Products
Philosophy of Natural Science (with




subdivisions by special sciences)



Philosophy of Social Sciences




• Philosophy of Economics




• Philosophy of History/Historiography




• Philosophy of Law (Jurisprudence)



Philosophy of the Formal Sciences




• Philosophy of Logic




• Philosophy of Mathematics



Philosophy of Culture and Humanistic




Learning (of the "Arts")




• Philosophy of Art (Aesthetics)




• Philosophy of Literature




• Philosophy of Philosophy




   (Metaphilosophy)



Philosophy of Physical Production




(of the "Crafts")




• Philosophy of Work



 
• Philosophy of Technology

______________________________________________________________________________
�   This essay is an expanded revision of a lecture on "The State of North American Philosophy Today" delivered at the Pontifical University of Salamanca in April of 1992.  This presentation was followed by a lively discussion that stretched my knowledge of Spanish to—nay even beyond—its limits.  I want to emphasize here that I do not necessarily welcome the various facts which this essay tries to describe more or less objectively.  However, I found it an instructive exercise to try to see American philosophy from the vantage point of an external perspective.





�    Bruce Kuklik, The Rise of American Philosophy:  1860-1930 (New Haven:  Yale University Press, 1977).





�    For reasons less of cultural imperialism than of substantive similitude and scholarly kinship, U.S. and Canadian philosophizing has been aggregated into one overarching "North American" whole for the purposes of the present discussion.  Perhaps this overlooks some subtle differences in approach—even as U.S. and Canadian spoken English exhibit subtle differences.  But from an Hispanic—let alone an Iberian—vantage point these differences are insignificant.





�	Of the three top "Ivy League" institutions (Yale, Harvard, and Princeton), none presently has more than one woman full professor in its philosophy department.  And this state of affairs is in general rather the rule than the exception.





�   See D. D. Karnos and R. G. Schoemaker (ed.), Falling in Love With Wisdom:  [62] American Philosophers Talk about Their Calling.  From this interesting anthology one must conclude that while American philosophers are driven, surprisingly many are not driven by that curiosity and wonder which, as Aristotle has it, lies at the core of philosophizing.





�   There is a considerable diversity of explanations of the nature of philosophizing that would account for the diversified qualifications of projects and positions that actually exists.  Cf. the author's The Strife of Systems (Pittsburgh:  University of Pittsburgh Press, 1985).





�   See the essay by Bruce Kuklick's "Does American Philosophy Rest on a Mistake?" in Marcus G. Singer (ed.), American Philosophy (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1985; Royal Institute of Philosophy Lecture Series, No. 19), pp. 177-189.





�	The scattershot nature of recent American philosophy is illustrated—among innumerable examples—by the 1970 volume entitled The Future of Metaphysics edited by Robert E. Wood (Chicago, Quadrangle Books).  Not only are the seventeen contributors disagreed as to the future of metaphysics, they are in dissensus about its past as well:  what the definitive tasks of the field are, which practitioners afford the best role-models, and which approaches have proved to be the most promising.





�	See the Directory of American Philosophers 1992-93 (Bowling Green:  Philosophical Documentation Center), pp. 176-91.





�	For one (perfectly average) month, October of 1991, the "Philosophical Calendar" of the American Philosophical Association listed the following events:  (1)  Conference on System and Teleology in Kant's Critique of Judgment at Memphis State University; (2)  Mountain-Plains Philosophy Conference at Colorado State University; (3) American Maritain Association colloquium, in Washington, DC; (4) Society for Health and Human Values meeting in St. Louis, Missouri; (5) Virginia Philosophical Association meeting in Norfolk, Virginia; (6) Society for Phenemology and Existential Philosophy meeting in Memphis, Tennessee; (7) Conference on Social Theory, Politics and the Arts in Jacksonville, Florida; (8) International John Macmurry Society meeting at Marquette University, Milwaukee, Wisconsin; (9) Midwest Radical Scholars Conference, Loyola University, Chicago, Illinois; (10) Wheaton College Philosophy Conference, Wheaton, Illinois; (11) Tenth Annual Joint Meeting of the Society for American Greek Philosophy and the Society for the Study of Islamic Philosophy and Science, Baruch College, New York, New York





�	Data from Fritz Machlup, et al, Information Through the Printed Word, Vol. I (New York:  Praeger, 1978), p. 238.


�	Directory of American Philosophers, op. cit, pp. 192-216.





�	Edward B. Fiske, "Lessons," The New York Times (August 2, 1989), p. B8.  At this rate, the annual output of Shakespearian scholarships is over six times as large as the collected works of the Bard himself.





�	Salary data for 1990-91 from Academe, vol. 77 (1991), pp. 9-17.�


�	The process at issue relates to the principle known in the social sciences as Rousseu's Law, maintaining that in a population of size n the number of high-visibility members stands as the square root of n.  Compare the author's, Scientific Progress (Oxford, 1978), pp. 96ff.  On its telling, in a profession of 10,000 we would expect to find some widely recognized contributors.)





�	Proceedings and Addresses of the American Philosophical Association, vol 65, no. 2 (October, 1991), pp. 13-41.





�	The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Paul Edwards (London and New York:  Macmillan, 1967).





�	John Passmore's Recent Philosophers (La Salle, 1985) is as close as anything we have, but—as the very title indicates—this excellent survey makes no pretentions to compehensiveness.  In this direction an earlier multi-person survey went somewhat further, exemplifying what is the best and most that one can hope to obtain:  Roderick M. Chisholm et. al., Philosophy:  Princeton Studies of Humanistic Scholarship in America (Englewood Cliffs, NJ:  Prentice Hall, 1964).  Yet not only does this book attest to the fragmentation of the field—but it conveys (from its Foreword onwards) the defeatist suggestion that whatever larger lessons can be extracted from an historically minded scrutiny of the substantive diversity of the contemporary situation are destined to lie substantially in the eyes of the beholder.





�	See TIME Magazine, Time Essay:  "What (If Anything) to Expect from Today's Philosophers," vol. 87 (January 7, 1966), pp. 24-25.





�	Data from Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, entitled Carnegie Survey of Undergraduates, 1986, as reported in The Chronicle of Higher Education, Feb. 5, 1986, pp. 27-30.





�	Proceedings and Addresses of the American Philosophical Association, vol. 65, no. 2 (October, 1991), pp. 11 ff.





� 	Cf Appendices 4 and 5.


�	Cornel West, for one, regards the reluctance of American philosophers to abandon classical issues and methods as betokening the fuddy-duddy adherence of "an American male WASP cultural elite loyal to an older and eroding European model of culture" and as a resistance to taking the plunge into the envigorating atmosphere of a "prophetic . . . form of American left thought and action in our post-modernist moment."  (The American Evasion of Philosophy [Madison, WI:  University of Wisconsin Press, 1989]; see 


	pp. 238-39.)





�	To be sure, that does not trouble them, since they see rationality itself as a form of political oppression, given the hyperdemocratic consideration that while everyone feels only some of us trouble to think.





�	The enthusiasm with which philosophers co-opt the issue of the infeasibility of philosophizing is illustrated in the recent anthology edited by Avener Cohen and Marcelo Descal under the title:  The Institution of Philosophy:  A Discipline in Crisis (La Salle, IL:  Open Court, 1989).





� 	Where Ortega himself did not expect it:  "Philosophy needs no protection, no attention, no sympathy, no interest in the part of the masses.  Its perfect uselessness protects it."  (The Revolt of the Masses tr. by Anthony Kerrigan [Notre Dame:  University of Notre Dame Press, 1989], p. 73.)  Ortega did not reckon with "applied philosophy."





�	The General Editor of a first-rate survey of American humanistic scholarship wrote in the Foreword to the volume on philosophy:  "Not many of the names mentioned in these pages are recognizable as those of great intellectual leaders, and many are unknown even to an old academic hand like myself who has a fair speaking acquaintance with the various humanistic disciplines in America."  (Richard Schlatter in Roderick Chisholm et. al., Philosophy:  Princeton Studies of Humanistic Scholarship in America (op. cit.), p. x.





�	I am grateful to Jon Mandle and Annamarie Morrow for their help in gathering information for the appendices.  And I am indebted to Richard Gale, John Kekes, and Laura Ruetsche for constructively critical comments.





�	This chapter is a slightly revised version of an essay initially published in The Review of Metaphysics, vol. 46 (1993), pp. 717-45.





