
DISCIPL INARY BOUNDS AND THEIR
UPKEEP: A FRAMEWORK TO CAPTURE
TWENTIETH-CENTURY PHILOSOPHY
IN ITS CONTEXT

Fons Dewulf

Based on insights from the history and sociology of science, I lay out a framework to de-
scribe the dynamics of academized twentieth-century philosophy in relation to its social
and institutional context. Inspired by work from Steven Shapin and Andrew Abbott, this
framework distinguishes between, on one hand, disciplinary bounds that guide philosoph-
ical actors in their practice and, on the other hand, the social institutions that stabilize and
reproduce these bounds.With this framework, I argue, the historian of twentieth-century
philosophy can ask better questions about the different social dynamics involved in the
development of professional philosophy. To prove the potential fruitfulness of this
framework, I discuss the emergence of philosophy of science as a distinct subdiscipline
within professional American philosophy.

1. Externalism and Contextualism in the History of Philosophy

OnMarch 19, 1934, with a sense of great relief, Carl Hempel reported the out-
come of his doctoral examination at the University of Berlin to his former super-
visor, Hans Reichenbach, who had been forced to migrate to Istanbul the year
before because of racial laws: “I find it wonderful that Köhler and Hartmann
through their approval have confirmed that philosophically useful offspring can
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be gotten even from the despicable positivist side.”1 In the absence of Reichenbach,
the philosopher-psychologist August Köhler and the critical realist Nicolai
Hartmann had agreed to function as doctoral examinators for Hempel’s thesis
on the formal theory of probability, even though Hartmann had met Hempel’s
request initially with an icy restraint.2 During the examination, Hartmann was
skeptical about formal solutions to philosophical problems, such as Russell’s
type theory and its attempt to ground mathematics in pure logic alone. Such
solutions simply “evaded the real difficulties” (ein bloßes Wegeskamottieren
von echten Schwierigkeiten).3 In the months before the exam, Hempel had
dreaded that his formal background in mathematics and physics would restrain
Hartmann from a favorable judgment during the doctoral examination. Con-
sequently, Hempel had studied—to his own despair—Leibniz’s, Spinoza’s, and
Hartmann’s metaphysics for the first time. Hartmann, however, restricted his
oral examination purely to questions about the foundations of mathematics and
physics, and so Hempel received his PhD in philosophy, which he desperately
needed to find employment abroad.

In the above narrative, certain factsmight be classified as “nonphilosophical”—
for example, the fact that Hempel received his PhD in philosophy from Hart-
mann or that Hempel was afraid of Hartmann’s potential refusal to accept his
type of investigation as philosophy proper. Traditionally, such facts are thought
of as part of the external history of philosophy, irrelevant to the history of the
ideas and arguments themselves.4 In recent historiography of twentieth-century
analytic philosophy, such external facts have come to play an important role in
discussing how analytic philosophy took shape. In JohnMcCumber’s (2000) ac-
count, the “Red Scare” political climate of McCarthyism enabled an apolitical
analytic philosophy to become dominant in the United States during the post-
war period. In a similar vein, according to George Reisch (2005), anticommu-
nist sentiments in the United States ensured that migrating logical empiricists
dropped the political motivations for their philosophy, which, in turn, heavily
changed the nature of American philosophy of science. Robert Frodeman and

1. “Das finde ich auch insofern schön, als Köhler und Hartmann damit schliesslich bestätigt haben,
dass auch von der verruchten positivistischen Seite her ganz brauchbarer philosophischer Nachwuchs
herangebildet werden kann.” Carl Hempel to Hans Reichenbach, March 19, 1934, Hans Reichenbach
Papers (HR), box 13, folder 46, item 30, Archives of Scientific Philosophy (ASP), Special Collections,Hill-
man Library, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are my own.

2. Carl Hempel to Hans Reichenbach, December 26, 1933, HR, box 13, folder 46, item 32, ASP.
3. Hempel to Reichenbach, March 19, 1934.
4. For a good contemporary instantiation of this traditional distinction between external and inter-

nal factors, see Timothy Williamson’s (2014) short history of analytic philosophy, “How Did We Get
Here from There?” Williamson acknowledges that progress in philosophy was affected by more than
just arguments but describes aspects such as the “fear factor” (28) for certain ideas as external elements
disconnected from rational arguments.
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Adam Briggle (2016) have argued that Anglophone philosophy in the second
half of the twentieth century largely became irrelevant to sociopolitical issues be-
cause its university environment stimulated philosophers to mimic the pro-
fessional, self-centered discipline formation of the sciences. Most recently, Joel
Katzav and Krist Vaesen argued for an explicit externalist explanation of the suc-
cess of analytic philosophers: a small group of philosophers, mainly through the
editorial policies of journals, marginalized their nonanalytic colleagues without
any good reason other than dislike for their work (Katzav and Vaessen 2017,
772; 2019; Katzav 2018). In all these historical narratives, factors typically la-
beled “external” to philosophy play a role.

In the past two decades, there has also been an increased attention to external
or cultural factors in the historiography of early-modern philosophy. Daniel
Garber argued for the value of a contextualist or antiquarian history of philoso-
phy that relates philosophical ideas to the “larger cultural context” (Garber 2005,
138). Justin Smith pleaded to embed the history of philosophy within “a vastly
larger historical project,” including its material culture, the climate and “every-
thing else” (2013, 49). In a similar vein, Brian Copenhaver discussed the neces-
sity to use “external” elements, which are not “distinctly and only philosophical”
(2020, 179), such as the rise of Protestantism in the sixteenth century, to account
for important philosophical developments. Ever since the inception of history of
philosophy as a field of study, there has been a debate about whether philosoph-
ical problems can be studied as eternal issues, floating above the vast intellectual
and cultural shifts of history, or whether philosophical problems are character-
ized by a dynamic that is connected to their social and cultural surroundings
(Zeller 1888, 9). In this long-standing debate, these two distinct approaches are
known as the contextualist approach and the appropriationist or reconstruc-
tionist approach (Rorty et al. 1984, 7; Laerke et al. 2013, 1).

In most explicit discussions regarding this distinction, the contextualist ap-
proach is often advocated for the following two reasons. First, to properly and
accurately understand the problems that a past philosopher dealt with, the his-
torian should not use contemporary categories to understand those problems.
Anachronism must be avoided; one can only attribute categories and concepts
to historical actors that were available to the actors themselves (Skinner 1969).
Thus, excluding the broader cultural, social and intellectual context from history
of philosophy leads one either to misrepresent past philosophy or to impoverish
its content (Garber 2005, 142; Copenhaver 2020, 195). Second, the history of
philosophy is not only concerned with getting the history right but also aims
to arouse a self-consciousness in practitioners of philosophy—namely, that the
current configuration of their activity is historically contingent. Contextualist
reconstructions of past philosophy are needed to remind us that philosophical
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problems are historical products and thus subject to debate and open to change
(Rorty et al. 1984, 68; Taylor 1984, 28–29). Such history can free us from the
tyranny of present conceptions of what philosophy is about, and in that sense,
such history is an extension of philosophy’s broader critical inquiry (Kusch
1995, 22; Garber 2005, 145; Smith 2013, 48). Through a historical contextu-
alization of philosophy, it is often pleaded, we can come to know ourselves better
(Beaney 2019, 758).

Despite the wide-spread enthusiasm about contextualist approaches in the
history of philosophy, there has been little reflection on how to identify philos-
ophy’s external context or how to theorize about the interaction between philoso-
phy and its context. If contextualists are right and there is no given, noncontextual
method to identify what philosophy is (e.g., by identifying its typical problems),
then what is the internal philosophical activity that is supposedly affected by ex-
ternal or contextual influences? Are all types of social influence on philosophy
the same, and is it helpful to qualify them all as external? In this article, I aim to
find adequate conceptual tools to approach the interplay between philosophy
and its so-called external environment or context, especially from the perspective
of the twentieth century.

2. Bounds and Their Upkeep

The distinction between internalism and externalism has been the subject of
methodological scrutiny in the history of science. There are important lessons
to be drawn from that debate to the benefit of the history of philosophy, espe-
cially from Steven Shapin’s 1992 overview article on the distinction, “Discipline
and Bounding.” Shapin argues that in the history of science up until 1990, ex-
ternalism and internalism were often used more as caricatures than as precise
theoretical approaches. Consequently, discussions about the external or internal
aspects of science suffered from blind spots that made it difficult to develop a
theoretical framework about the role of social factors in the dynamics of science.
According to Shapin, one crucial problem in the use of the external-internal cat-
egories was the unreflective identification of the external with everything that is
negotiated in the social sphere. In response, Shapin pointed out that there is as
much social negotiation inside science as there is outside of it (349). This social
negotiation is the social activity of scientists that forms andmaintains the bound-
aries of their practice, deciding what is part of science and what is part of the ex-
ternal social sphere that scientific activity aims to exclude.5 This same problem
can also be identified in the historiography of twentieth-century philosophy.

5. For an introduction to the concept of boundary work in its application to science, see Thomas
Gieryn (1983).
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In the mentioned examples of Reisch (2005) and McCumber (2000), who
discussed McCarthyism’s influence on US philosophy, the external element is
a political movement that, from outside of a disciplinary practice, comes to take
hold on the sort of work done within that practice. This contrasts with Katzav
and Vaesen’s (2017, 790) work on the rise of analytic philosophy, in which they
identify the external as a set of institutional power plays of particular actors to
marginalize types of philosophical inquiry that these actors take be bad or unin-
teresting. In contrast to the case of McCarthyism, this approach is about the use
of established disciplinary institutions, such as journals, to promote a particular
type of philosophy and marginalize others, without any influence from outside
of disciplinary philosophy. In both accounts, what drives the changes in philo-
sophical activity is related to social activity, but this activity is not always external
to philosophy as a discipline. In addition, in the case of Reisch and McCum-
ber, the external element of McCarthyism is explicitly not a shift in institutional
structure but in the cultural discourse about the significance of academic work,
what can and cannot be discussed in that work. In contrast, Frodeman and
Briggle (2016) look at the institutional structures of reward that have changed
American academia and their effects on the type of work in philosophy. As long
as we identify the external in terms of any social, cultural, or institutional per-
spectives and the internal in terms of the absence of such perspective, we run
the risk of conflating institutional power struggles internal to a discipline with
the impact of social developments from outside a discipline.

Two related insights from Shapin (1992) can be applied to these cases to get a
better grip on this confusion of the external with the social. First, what is internal
and external to philosophy is not something that a historian should take for
granted but rather should conceive as a historical artifact worthy of investigation.
Social activity is not external to philosophy, as social activity within a group of
philosophers defines for that group what it is proper to argue about and how
to properly do so. These norms bind a philosopher’s intellectual activity and ex-
clude what is not proper to philosophy, and thus create its external elements
(352).

Second, the social activity of philosophical actors that projects what is internal
and external to their practice is the result of continuous social negotiations. Ac-
tors in the history of philosophy are constantly negotiating over the boundaries
of their activity. Therefore, in writing a history of philosophy, one cannot decide
in advance what it is a history of. Instead, one must focus on the boundary work
that shifted what philosophical activity was, how it could be done, and how other
intellectual domains (e.g., science) were related to it.

As a result, the boundaries of what makes up the internal, “rational” part of
philosophy shift, and they do so in relation to the social environment in which
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those boundaries are upheld (Shapin 1992, 353). It can thus be the object of
historical inquiry how the current boundaries of what we take philosophy to be
about emerged in the past. Of course, one can always project current concep-
tions of what philosophy is about onto the past. A contemporary example is
Scott Soames’s history of analytic philosophy which similarly aims to “argue with
the greats in the process of learning from them” (2014, xi). Although such his-
tory is consistent, it neglects the fact that only on rare occasions do the bound-
aries of philosophy remain the same over time, and such history neglects the
social negotiations that either shifted such boundaries or were needed to keep
those boundaries in place. Consequently, such history does not deal with the dy-
namics of change in philosophy.

If philosophy is never pure and its boundaries are themselves the result of
social negotiations that take place within established institutions and with the
wider culture sustaining them, then sociological concepts are necessary to cap-
ture the historical dynamics of philosophy. From a sociological point of view,
institutions stabilize and proliferate the boundaries that social actors have set
up. As Shapin expressed it, “Institutions are a set of constructed and maintained
marks in cultural space which allow collectivities effectively to tell members
where they are, where they may and may not go, how permissibly to behave in
this place” (1992, 355). Especially since the late nineteenth century, Western
philosophy’s typical institution, guarding and shaping the boundaries of philos-
ophy, has been the professional, academic discipline.6 To understand this par-
ticular institution and how it shaped the dynamics of philosophy, Andrew
Abbott’s (2001) work on the sociology of disciplines in Chaos of Disciplines is
highly relevant.

According to Abbott, disciplines serve both cultural and institutional func-
tions. The cultural function of a discipline is to provide a normative structure
that orients actors intellectually and practically. Disciplinary norms highlight
meaningful methods to use; meaningful questions to answer; what successes
were had in the past that serve as exemplars; and, equally, what sort of methods,
questions, and ideas one should avoid. Such norms serve to legitimate the partial
knowledge of any participant in a discipline (Abbott 2001, 130). For example,
the earlier described fear of Hempel that Hartmann would not accept his disser-
tation as philosophy, alongside Hartmann’s restraint to support the examina-
tion, gives proof of bothHempel’s intellectually fragile position (“Is he engaging

6. For a discussion of this development, see Terry Pinkard (2012). For a discussion of the impact of
this academization on the self-conception of philosophers, especially in the American context, see Neil
Gross (2008, chap. 9).
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philosophical or mathematical questions?”) and his social predicament (“Is he
working with the right kind of people, applying for the right kind of degree?”).
In the following sections, I call the normative structure that orients philosophical
actors intellectually and practically within an academic setting the “disciplinary
bounds” of philosophy.7 If there are no bounds that determine the questions to
ask and the methods to use when producing philosophy, then there can be no
meaningful way to do philosophy at all. In that case, one’s philosophical activity
simply could not be differentiated from the general stream of cultural life—
bounds are necessary to distinguish an activity. This normative structure, bound-
ing one’s practice, is not immaterial. It is expressed in the social actions of the
actors. Within an academic setting, these actions are publications, the training
of individuals in scholarly institutions, conferences, correspondence, hiring pro-
cedures, referee reports, and the organization of scholarly associations. All of
these social actions are avenues for actors to either maintain or shift the bounds
of their activities. By investigating the expression of these disciplinary bounds
in the historical record, the historian can reconstruct the stabilized normative
structure in which philosophical actors oriented themselves.

The expression of philosophical activity in the social world relates to the in-
stitutional function of professional disciplines. The disciplinary bounds can be
maintained only through the available institutional resources for coordinating
intellectual activity.Within an academic setting, these resources are academic de-
grees, research journals, professional associations, and so forth. Changes in insti-
tutional structures can both result from and result in changes in the disciplinary
bounds. Ever since the late nineteenth century, academic disciplines in univer-
sity systems have offered social means of reproduction for many western Euro-
pean intellectual practices, not only in the field of science but also for philosophy.
In the following sections, I call any type of academic institution that reproduces
and maintains intellectual practices the “institutional upkeep” of disciplinary
bounds.

7. Although Thomas Kuhn’s notion of a scientific paradigm shows some similarity with disciplinary
bounds, they are not the same. A Kuhnian paradigm is (partly) determined by a theoretical framework
to approach phenomena that distinguishes it from rival frameworks even within the same discipline,
like classical mechanics and relativity theory within professional physics of the early twentieth century.
Thus, disciplinary bounds are broader in scope than paradigms. Another potential candidate for compar-
ison is Rachel Ankeny and Sabina Leonelli’s (2016, 20) concept of a repertoire—that is, the assemblage
of material, social, and epistemic components that groups use to practice certain kinds of intellec-
tual activity. However, because multiple repertoires can be in use at the same time by a community,
repertoires do not track the disciplinary bounds of a community that are the subject of the current
investigation.
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Based on the work of Abbott and Shapin, I have so far distinguished between
the normative disciplinary bounds that are upheld by actors of a discipline and
the institutional upkeep that stabilizes those bounds. Such a distinction creates a
conceptual framework that is able to describe how philosophy, as a self-sustained
academic discipline, changes in relation to its social environment. All academic
philosophy will have both aspects.8 Philosophical practice can exist outside of the
social institution of the academic discipline—it did so throughout most of hu-
man history—but it cannot take place outside of a social structure thatmaintains
its normative structure. Moreover, the dynamics of philosophy are about the in-
terplay between the disciplinary bounds that orient the activities of the actors
and the institutional upkeep that maintains and reproduces these bounds.9

Martin Kusch’s (1995, 2000) work on the psychologism debate in German
philosophy is an exemplary earlier study of the social negotiations within academic
institutions that shape the reception of philosophical concepts and arguments.
The framework that I introduced and illustrate below should be understood as
a continuation of Kusch’s efforts to understand the social institutions involved
in the dynamics of philosophy. What the framework adds is a conceptual re-
source—especially inspired by Abbott’s work—to differentiate those social insti-
tutions that create ormaintain the specific disciplinary boundaries of academized
philosophy from social institutions external to the discipline.

In the next three sections, I illustrate and elaborate the framework by discuss-
ing the emergence of the philosophy of science. I describe how this academic
subdiscipline emerged in the decades after the Second World War in American
academia as a result of social negotiations about the proper bounds and the in-
stitutional setting for a new type of work in between professional science and
professional philosophy (sec. 3). Through this example, I explore how social
negotiations about disciplinary bounds can result in the emergence of novel in-
stitutional structures (sec. 5) but equally how negotiations about institutional
upkeep can act as a driver of change in disciplinary bounds (sec. 4). In section 6,
I discuss the advantages that the introduced framework adds to contextual his-
tories of philosophy in general and to the discussion of philosophy’s social nature
in particular.

8. A similar conceptual distinction could, in principle, also be used to analyze nondisciplinary prac-
tices of philosophy—for example, the variety of ways in which philosophy was understood in classical
antiquity as a kind of exercise of the self, often in competition with a rhetorical or political way of life
(Hadot 1995).

9. In the next section, I will not attempt to generalize under which conditions disciplinary bounds
change. For attempts at such generalizations, see Abbott (2001, chap. 1) and Scott Frickel and Neil
Gross (2005).
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3. The Emergence of Philosophy of Science

Professional Anglophone philosophy of science offers an excellent case to illus-
trate the benefits of the proposed framework. Although intellectuals in the past
have often reflected on the nature of knowledge, philosophy of science as a dis-
tinct, professional field is a twentieth-century invention that resulted from ne-
gotiations among historians, philosophers, and scientists about the boundaries
of their work.10 Unlike analytic epistemology or philosophy of language, for
example, philosophy of science is more than an area of specialization for the
professional philosopher. It has many characteristics of a separate discipline that
most other areas of expertise in philosophy lack: its own journals, professional
organizations, research centers, programs, and even separate departments. An
investigation of the emergence of this professional subdiscipline highlights the
complicated interplay between the disciplinary bounds and their institutional
upkeep and the often contingent nature of the outcome.11 Nothing necessitated
the emergence of philosophy of science as a subdiscipline in the twentieth cen-
tury; both its institutional setting within philosophy and its intellectual problems
could have been very different. In this section, I show the intellectual and insti-
tutional instability up until the 1960s of what eventually became known as “phi-
losophy of science.” I offer some insight in the social dynamics that resolved this
instability and led to the establishment of the stable subdiscipline as practitioners
in the Anglophone world know it today.12

One central institutional structure for any academic discipline is the research
journal: it provides exemplars of the type of work done in the discipline and of-
fers public certification that can be used to determine who is part of the disci-
pline and who is not. Although the journal Philosophy of Science (PoS) has the
current function of showcasing professional work in philosophy of science, this
was not always the case. The journal’s history illustrates how the conception of

10. Katzav and Vaesen (2022) recently claimed that philosophy of science was already a discipline in
the United States in the early twentieth century. In the following sections, I argue why I think this can-
not be maintained. However, I agree with them that there were already, in the early twentieth century,
many professional US philosophers discussing themes and topics that would later become part of profes-
sional philosophy of science, just as we can find scholars discussing similar themes and topics throughout
human intellectual history.

11. Alan Richardson and Gary Hardcastle already advocated the need to study the history of phi-
losophy of science from an institutional perspective, focusing especially on the boundary work that oc-
curred during the postwar period (Richardson and Hardcastle 2003, xv; Richardson 2012)

12. One notable absence from this narrative will be the intellectual and institutional developments
in the British world. The addition of this context would heavily inflate the complexity of the narrative.
The most important takeaway of the following three sections is the importance of the social negotia-
tions that have shaped philosophy of science as a self-sustaining field. The limited scope of the following
examples are enough to highlight this importance.
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philosophy of science as a distinct field goes hand in hand with an institutional
and intellectual struggle about what the journal should represent. In 1974, there
was an important editorial transition for PoS. Richard Rudner, who had edited
the journal for 15 years, resigned his duties. During the search for a replacement,
Rudner described the editorial task of his successor to Israel Scheffler, the pres-
ident of the Philosophy of Science Association (PSA), the organization respon-
sible for the publication of the journal:

First, the journal should not become the captive of any school of, or of any
one orientation toward, philosophy of science. Second, it is surely also im-
portant that the Journal maintains its breadth of coverage of the field. This
means that space should be found for not only papers on what have been
broad central issues in philosophy of science (e.g. problems of verifiability
or confirmation, problems of the character of scientific explanation or pre-
diction, problems of the nature and character of theory formation and the-
ory change) but also space must bemade available for papers on suchmore
narrowly confined topics as this in just the philosophy of the physical sci-
ence, or in just the biological sciences, or the social, historical and psycho-
logical sciences. Space should even be found for topics in the history of
science, for topics in more general reaches of epistemology, for topics in
philosophy of logic and language when the bearing of such papers on some
the preceding topics is close or interesting.13

This letter shows a conception of the journal’s aims that is familiar to contem-
porary professionals and that Scheffler and Rudner never questioned in their
search for a new editor in 1974. The journal should function as the professional
representation of work in philosophy of science, conceived as a subdiscipline
within academic philosophy. In addition, the bounds of this subdiscipline are
recognizable to our contemporary understanding of philosophy of science,
roughly divided into general philosophy of science, philosophy of the special
sciences, and topics related to adjacent fields such as history of science, episte-
mology, or logic.14 However familiar this concept seems today, in 1974 this pro-
fessional understanding of the journal’s function and of the field itself was still
relatively new.

13. Richard Rudner to Israel Scheffler, September 20, 1974, Richard Rudner Papers, box 2, folder
“PSA I,” University Archives, Washington University in St. Louis.

14. For this contemporary overview of philosophy of science as a field, see Martin Curd and Stathis
Psillos (2014, xix).
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Neither William Malisoff (editor, 1934–47) nor West Churchman (editor,
1948–59), the first two editors, wanted the journal to represent any body of
professional intellectuals.15 In several editorials, Malisoff made it explicit that
the journal should be the model of democracy, and he advised his “contributors
to avoid trade jargon of certain schools of philosophy and to abandon the bar-
riers of a secret language” (1934, 2). Philosophy of science for Malisoff was not
a subdiscipline but a meeting ground between disciplines, “the organized ex-
pression of a growing intent among philosophers and scientists to clarify, unify,
the programs, methods and results of the disciplines of philosophy and of sci-
ence” (1). Explicitly echoing Malisoff, Churchman stated that the function of
the journal “is to keep alive the conflicts of general viewpoints that may give rise
to a more powerful and fruitful science of the future. For this reason, philosophy
of science is not professional philosophy, nor professional science, which are
both in the main conservative in their outlook” (1949, 1). Under pressure to
abandon this antiprofessional function of the journal, Churchman resigned as
editor in 1959, and after a troubled negotiation, Rudner was appointed as the
new editor to transform the journal into a research journal serving a professional
academic community. However, professional scientists were still conceived as
part of this community, as it was Rudner’s official policy initially to solicit papers
from them (even though he was unsuccessful in this regard).16

Despite this broad initial scope, when Kenneth Schaffner succeeded Rudner
as editor in 1974, the professional function of the journal was squarely aimed
at philosophers. This function was then maintained through an editorial tran-
sition for the first time and has been reproduced in similar transitions ever
since then. Consequently, only in 1974 was the intellectual identity of philos-
ophy of science as a subdiscipline in professional philosophy fully stabilized for
the first time in the social institution of its journal. The disciplinary bounds,
conceiving problems, methods, and intellectual relations for philosophy of sci-
ence as we know them today, and the social upkeep of those bounds were set
up in such a way that they persisted up until now. This stabilization in the jour-
nal coincided with related developments in the PSA at the beginning of the
1970s. According to Abbott (1995, 873), professions in general, including ac-
ademic disciplines, have three elements: a group of people, a type of work for
those people, and an organized structure representing those people and their
work. For the profession to emerge, the boundaries of these three elements have
to coagulate through social negotiations. Although we now associate the PSA

15. For a discussion of these early decades of the journal, see Don Howard (2003).
16. “An attempt will be made to fulfill the aim to encourage distinguished scientists to again submit

material to the journal.”Memo to the members of the editorial board from the editor, January 14, 1963,
Wesley Salmon Papers (WS), box 65, folder 8, ASP.
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with an organized structure, officially representing members of the philosophy
of science profession and their work, it did not function in that regard in the
1950s. Only by the end of the 1960s did a group of people, a type of work,
and an organization for philosophy of science emerge. When Rudner took over
the journal as editor in 1959, this was part of a joint effort to professionalize the
journal but not the association, the sole function of which throughout most of
the 1960s was the publication of the journal.

Two people in particular joined forces to transform the PSA into a profes-
sional organization that aimed to support and guide not only research in philos-
ophy of science through the journal but also the labor market for philosophers
of science: Adolf Grünbaum (president, 1965–70) and Wesley Salmon (pres-
ident, 1971–72). Together they organized the first conference of the PSA in
1968 in Pittsburgh—the first, open-call conference that was devoted to philos-
ophy of science as a distinct field of study in the United States. It was also
because of the efforts of Grünbaum, Salmon, and their secretary, Peter Asquith,
that the PSA aimed to represent philosophers of science professionally by guid-
ing the job market. Grünbaum requested a regular newsletter from Asquith that
would guide all professional activities for philosophers of science based on the
lists of job descriptions that the association gathered.17 From 1970 onward, the
PSA started with these newsletters, which contained information about the vari-
ous appointments in philosophy of science at American universities, the available
job openings within the field, and news about available grants and fellowships.
The newsletter also promised “reflections on the job market in philosophy of sci-
ence and on the sort of training graduate students in philosophy of science
should be given in view of the job market.”18 In 1974, the same year when
the professional conception of the PoS journal was reiterated through the new
editor, the PSA also adopted new bylaws, written under the presidency of
Salmon. These bylaws stated that “the Philosophy of Science Association shall
be an international professional society open to all qualified individuals.”19 The as-
sociation would also organize conferences in support of the profession. The older
1957 bylaws specified only that the PSA would publish a journal to foster the
development of a field.20 The PSA now assumed a professional identity, focusing
on the support of “qualified individuals,” and the journal was just one avenue of
such support, alongside the conference series and professional newsletters.

17. Adolf Grünbaum to Peter Asquith, December 30, 1969, WS, box 7, folder 41, ASP.
18. Newsletter 01, WS, box 66, folder 2, ASP.
19. Approved bylaws of the PSA, June 30, 1975, WS, box 66, folder 1, ASP.
20. Bylaws of the PSA, 1957, Richard Rudner Papers, box 1, folder “Margenau,” University Ar-

chives, Washington University in St. Louis.
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This activity stands in great contrast to the situation in 1934, the founding
year of the PoS journal, when much of the intellectual and institutional setting
was still in complete flux. This flux can be illustrated in the professional struggles
of the 29-year-old Carl Hempel in that same year. Hempel would become one of
the best-known, most-cited representatives of professional, American philoso-
phy of science in the postwar period. In April 1934, after receiving his PhD de-
gree thanks to Hartmann’s approval, Hempel left Nazi Germany with his wife,
Eva Ahrends, for Brussels. Paul Oppenheim, a rich German in exile from Nazi
rule, offeredHempel a job as his personal research assistant to work on some log-
ical problems concerning type concepts in modern psychology (Hempel 2000,
15). Oppenheim promised to sustain Hempel at his personal expense until Hempel
was able to acquire a proper academic job somewhere abroad.

Before 1934, it had never been Hempel’s idea to aspire to an academic ca-
reer. Hempel was trained as a mathematician at the universities of Berlin and
Göttingen, and after his university studies, Hempel had taken up training to be-
come a gymnasium teacher in mathematics and physics in German high schools.
Under normal circumstances, Hempel would not have become an academic, and
he would never have lectured in philosophy. In his university studies, Hempel
never took a single “philosophy of science” course, not because it did not interest
him but because such courses did not exist in the German university system.21

Still, he would come to create such a course later in his life (probably around
1948 at Yale University) and produce one of the standard handbooks for
first-year undergraduate courses in philosophy of science (Hempel 1966).22 In
the late 1920s, Hempel became enthused to take a couple of philosophy courses
by two people in particular, Hans Reichenbach and Rudolf Carnap. These teach-
ers were not neutral figures in the German academic landscape in the 1930s but
rather activists engaged in a struggle with professional German philosophy. They
wanted to revolutionize the nature of philosophy as a university discipline and
create a closer intellectual and institutional bond between philosophy and the
sciences.23 Reichenbach and Carnap called their revolution “scientific philosophy.”

21. Hempel studied physics and mathematics at the University of Göttingen and Berlin, and he stud-
ied with Rudolf Carnap andMoritz Schlick inVienna.During a total of six years, he took only a limited set
of philosophy courses: “Grundprobleme der Erkenntnistheorie,” with Kurt Lewin in 1926; “Erken-
ntnistheorie übungen,” with August Köhler in 1928; “Naturphilosophisches Kolloquium,” with Hans
Reichenbach in 1928; “Einleitung in die Philosophie,” with Carnap in 1929; and “Naturphilosophie,”
with Schlick in 1929. See “Educational Diplomas and Certificates, 1923–1939,” Carl Hempel Papers
(CH), box 1, folder 2, ASP.

22. The first exams that Hempel ever labeled as “philosophy of science” date from 1948, CH,
box 82, folder 3, ASP.

23. For the ambitions of the German scientific philosophy, see Richardson (2008).
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However, both the intellectual scope of their new type of philosophy and its in-
stitutional setting (as a part of science or philosophy) were undetermined and the
object of much conflict among those spearheading the revolution at the Ernst
Mach Society in Vienna and the Berlin Society for Scientific Philosophy.24

Because of the Jewish descent of Hempel’s wife, Hempel’s career as a public
teacher in Germany had become impossible by 1934. Both Carnap and Rei-
chenbach urged Hempel to emigrate out of Germany and find an academic po-
sition in philosophy with their help; this is the main reason why Hempel was so
happy that Hartmann, despite his initial icy restraint, had qualified him as a phi-
losopher.25 By 1934, Hempel, the young mathematician, who was interested in
formal problems in logic, especially in the theory of probability, suddenly found
himself to be part of Reichenbach and Carnap’s avant-garde network of scholars
struggling to find an institutional home for scientific philosophy, a movement
whose intellectual and institutional identity was far from fixed in the 1930s.
Eventually, Hempel left the old continent permanently in January 1939 for
New York, where, after a 5-month job search, he became employed as a logician,
first at the City College of New York in the summer of 1939, and from the au-
tumn of 1939 at Queens College. By focusing on Abbott’s three elements that
make up a profession, one can see that in 1939, just like in Germany, the United
States had no subdiscipline of “philosophy of science” in whichHempel could be
hired.

First, there was no clearly delineated group of people who identified them-
selves as philosophers of science. In 1935, Charles Morris wrote in Reichenbach
andCarnap’s German journal Erkenntnis about American trends in scientific phi-
losophy. Morris was a pragmatist philosopher at the University of Chicago and
the most important American collaborator of Carnap and Reichenbach’s inter-
national network of scholars, the unity of science movement. Morris’s 1935
summary identifies many American philosophers as allies of German scientific
philosophy and talks about “many streams of activity [in the United States]
which can and which do make possible a wide convergence toward a unified
philosophical science and scientific philosophy” (147–48). Just like Reichen-
bach and Carnap, Morris sees scientific philosophy emerging at the border of

24. For a discussion of the different and sometimes conflicting agendas within the logical empiricist
movement, see Michael Friedman (2003), Nicolay Milkov (2013), Clark Glymour (2021), and Thomas
Uebel (2013). For the philosophical and social agenda of the logical empiricist movement in Vienna, see
Friedrich Stadler (2010, chap. 4).

25. For Reichenbach’s plea to abandon Germany as soon as possible, see Hans Reichenbach to Carl
Hempel, May 8, 1934, HR, box 13, folder 46, item 26, ASP.
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professional science and professional philosophy, but he is unclear as to what
this new type of field actually amounts to or even whether it is a field within
philosophy or science. In the United States, Cornelius Benjamin was one of
the first scholars to use “philosophy of science” as a phrase to denote a new field
in his bookAn Introduction to the Philosophy of Science. However, the intellectual
identity of this field, its topics and methods, were still very much in flux: “It is
probably impossible to obtain any general agreement among authorities as to
what exactly constitutes a problem of the philosophy of science” (Benjamin
1937, 28). In the late 1930s in the United States, there was a varied network
of people who, all in various degrees, were aligning their efforts with each other.
This network comprised professional philosophers such as Ernest Nagel, Charles
Morris, and W. V. O. Quine; professional scientists like Percy Bridgman; entre-
preneur scientists like Malisoff; and migrating European academic philosophers
and scientists such as Philipp Frank, Richard von Mises, Reichenbach, and
Carnap. But this network was also filled with conflict about which intellectual
aims they shared and which institutional settings they should foster, inside sci-
entific or philosophical departments.

The second element to make up a discipline is the type of work. In the
1930s, there was no job market for philosophers of science in particular, mostly
because there were no courses. Nagel was hired at Columbia University in 1932
as a logician and was then only beginning to expand the logic courses to a general
philosophical understanding of modern science (Neuber and Tuboly 2022,
291). In the German context, the situation was similar. Reichenbach was not
hired in a German philosophy department but was part of the physics depart-
ment at the University of Berlin. This approach is also reflected in the training
that Carl Hempel received in Vienna and Berlin: not a single course in philos-
ophy of science.

The third factor that makes up a discipline is a professional organization
that guides and guards access to a type of work. In the 1930s, such an organi-
zation was still absent. Although existent from 1934 onward, the PSA was not
a professional organ governed by a group of academic peers. It was founded
and solely governed by the chemist Malisoff, and it functioned purely to publish
Malisoff ’s journal. The International Institute for the Unity of Science, headed
by Otto Neurath, organized five international conferences between 1935 and
1939. They were meant to stimulate scientific collaboration and unification and
aimed to bring together scientists, historians, and philosophers. During these
conferences, there was no talk about organizing or representing philosophy of sci-
ence as a distinct discipline. From 1944 onward, another institutional structure
was set up: Section L, “History and Philosophy of Science,” at the American As-
sociation for the Advancement of Science (AAAS). Section Lwas invented by the
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physicist Raymond Seeger as a meeting ground for scientists, historians, and phi-
losophers, somewhat in the same spirit as the unity of science conferences.26

In the 1930s and 1940s, pragmatists, logical empiricists, historians, and sci-
entists were unified in their interests to reflect on science, but there was little the-
matic or institutional unity. There were no shared disciplinary bounds: no standard
topics, no commonly shared exemplars of success, no agreement on methodology
to unite the scholars in this loosely associated network. There was not even a
name for their shared activity: “scientific philosophy,” “unity of science,” “history
and philosophy of science,” “philosophical science,” and “philosophy of science”
were all candidates to classify what they were doing. Moreover, the available in-
stitutional infrastructure within which the network operated—the journals PoS
and Erkenntnis, Neurath’s International Institute for the Unity of Science, Sec-
tion L—never functioned as a representation of a body of professional scholars.
The narrative about the emergence of philosophy of science is about which in-
tellectual and institutional developments between 1934 and 1974 created the
possibility and eventual emergence of philosophy of science as a professional
subdiscipline in philosophy, where professional historians and scientists have
been screened out. In the next section, I highlight two important developments
that illustrate how a reciprocal interplay between the available disciplinary bounds
in this period and the institutional upkeep of those bounds led to the emergence
of philosophy of science as a distinct subdiscipline.

4. A Network in Search of a Home: Institutional Upkeep
Shifting the Disciplinary Bounds

After the death of Neurath in 1945, the International Institute for the Unity of
Science seized activity. German-speaking scholars who had used it as base of
operations, such as Philipp Frank, Reichenbach, and Carnap, briefly found a
new way to discuss their ideas during the meetings of the AAAS, in Section L.
However, they also founded the American Institute for the Unity of Science
(IUS) in 1946, which officially took over the publication of the Encyclopedia
for Unified Science. Reichenbach and Frank sawmuch potential to integrate their
American institute with Section L and even explored whether the AAAS could

26. Seeger took over Section L, “Historical and Philological Sciences,” in 1944 and rebranded it as
“History and Philosophy of Science.” For his views on this section, see Seeger (1956). In 1967, Seeger
would recount to Grünbaum that his original intention for the section was to provide a meeting ground
“between the scientists per se and the professional historians and philosophers.” Raymond Seeger to
Adolf Grünbaum, September 20, 1967, WS, box 66, folder 2, ASP.
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be used as platform to launch a professional journal affiliated with their Amer-
ican institute.27 However, as time moved on, this potential could not develop.
On the one hand, the AAAS refused to collaborate on a journal, as this activity
did not align with the aim of the association.28 On the other hand, there was an
important conflict for the younger generation of scholars. A subgroup of youn-
ger professional philosophers in the network, especially Carl Hempel and Ernest
Nagel, never stimulated the use of Section L as a structure to support intellectual
exchange for their type of work because the meetings of Section L always coin-
cided with the eastern American Philosophical Association (APA) meetings, one
of the most important gatherings at the time for scholars who were hired in
American philosophy departments. This conflict created widely shared malcon-
tent about Section L and its institutional potential by the early 1960s. This mal-
content was especially worrying to four younger philosophers who wanted to
stimulate research and teaching of philosophy of science in philosophy depart-
ments at American universities: Wilfrid Sellars, Norwood Hanson, Salmon, and
Grünbaum. In a letter to Hanson, Sellars strongly expressed his worries that Sec-
tion L would never work as an institution for professional philosophers: “Let’s
face it. Unless other things are very unequal, philosophers and philosophers of
science are going to go to the APA meeting. Philosophers of science are in phi-
losophy departments, where they are born, raised, diplomaed, bought, and sold.
And this, of course, is as it should be.”29

For Sellars and Hanson it was important that the institutional structure for
philosophy of science was first and foremost aimed at the support of profes-
sional philosophers. In 1965 and 1966,Hanson, Grünbaum, and Salmon aimed
to create a meeting for philosophers of science separate from the AAAS confer-
ence but still under the aegis of the association.30 Again, just like the envisioned
journal, the AAAS turned down such a setup because organizing separate con-
ferences for specialists was not its aim. Consequently, after Hanson’s unexpected
death in an airplane crash in 1967, Grünbaum and Salmon began to make plans
for regular meetings of philosophers of science through the PSA, which, up until
that point, had been engaged only to run the PoS journal.31 After a successful
first PSA meeting in Pittsburgh in 1968, Salmon and Grünbaum in tandem
expanded the activities of the PSA, neglected relations with the AAAS, and

27. Philipp Frank to Hans Reichenbach, July 18, 1950, HR, box 18, folder 23, ASP.
28. Taylor Starck to Hans Reichenbach, December 12, 1950, HR, box 19, folder 23, ASP.
29. Wilfrid Sellars to Norwood Hanson, February 20, 1964, WS, box 160, folder 2, ASP.
30. Norwood Hanson to Raymond Taylor (secretary of AAAS), November 3, 1965, WS, box 160,

folder 2, ASP.
31. Adolf Grünbaum to Wesley Salmon, July 31, 1967, WS, box 7, folder 41, ASP.
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eventually adjusted the bylaws in 1974 to cement its new professional identity,
directing its efforts at “qualified individuals,” organizing a journal and a biannual
open-call conference for those individuals, and supporting the job market.32

Although institutional structures like Section L and the IUS had offered a ba-
sis for the activities of a lot of members of the loose network of scholars from
the 1930s—a location in between professional philosophy and professional
science—such structures proved unstable because they could not function well
for a generation of younger professional philosophers. The institutional upkeep
for a truly intermediary field of inquiry, between professional philosophers and
professional scientists, could not be maintained, even though it was a central
desire of a lot of logical empiricists, pragmatists, and American scientists. This
eventually led to the disciplinary bounds also shifting; efforts to maintain rela-
tions with scientists and their intellectual problems were abandoned during
the professionalization of the PSA in the beginning of the 1970s. Professional
philosophers of science were first and foremost expected to conduct their re-
search and teaching in philosophy departments, fostering relations with episte-
mology, metaphysics, and philosophical logic.

5. Culture Wars Shifting the Institutional Upkeep

The PSA’s role as the most important professional organization regimenting
the loosely associated network of the 1930s was not set in stone. Grünbaum
and Salmon ended up promoting the PSA in this regard because the intellec-
tual and cultural motivations to use other institutions had become problematic
by the 1960s. In the early days of the network behind Neurath’s International
Institute for the Unity of Science, a major element in the intellectual identity
of its members was the widespread sentiment that whatever the movement
stood for, it was a force of significance to society at large, in particular concern-
ing the fight against irrationalist forces in the interbellum period. This was vis-
ible in many of the addresses at the first International Conference for Scientific

32. In principle, Grünbaum and Salmon could have contacted the APA to host philosophy of sci-
ence sessions at their conferences and consequently have left the PSA purely as an organization support-
ing a journal. In that case, philosophy of science might never have become a proper subdiscipline. As far
as I could ascertain, no such attempt was ever made. For many scholars in the network that I described
from the 1930s to 1950s, it was important to distinguish their type of work from professional philos-
ophy. Clearly, Grünbaum and Salmon fostered a version of that ideal as well when they got hold of the
power to shape professional institutions. Hanson, who had been in league with them before his death,
also conceived philosophy of science as an institutional entity distinct from philosophy—he was the
instigator of the first history and philosophy of science (HPS) department in the United States at Indiana
University.
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Philosophy of 1935 in Paris. The French organizer of the conference, Louis
Rougier (1936, 91), summarized the collegial, “scientific” interactions at the
conference as an exemplar of how political interactions in Europe should be
conducted. Russell equally introduced the spirit of scientific philosophy as
the “intellectual temper in which it is possible to find a cure for the diseases
of the modern world” (1936, 11). The attribution of such political or practical
significance to scientific philosophy remained steady throughout the 1930s.33

Even the young Hempel, looking for a job in the United States, mentioned
such political significance of logical empiricism in a talk about this new philos-
ophy on the ChicagoWind Radio Station: “At present, it so happens that in cer-
tain European countries quite a few philosophers have used speculative methods
to build up pseudo-scientific systems of philosophy which come in handy to jus-
tify the political principle of their governments—I do not say that such a misuse
must necessarily happen to every speculative system in philosophy, but that it
may happen. Therefore, the Logical Empiricists’ criticism of unscientific meth-
ods in philosophy is also of considerable practical significance.”34

After the Second World War and the defeat of fascism, this type of signif-
icance for scientific philosophy could not be invoked so easily. The irrationalist
forces were beaten. Many members of the logical empiricist network simply
abandoned such speech after the war—especially Hempel, who mentions noth-
ing about “practical significance” in his textbook for philosophy of science in
1966. When the fate of the IUS was on the line, after the death of Frank in
1966, Hempel made it clear that he saw no relevance to these older, practical
intentions.On September 2, 1966,Hempel wrote toMorris, Nagel, andCarnap
about the significance of the IUS in the new era. Hempel was “reluctant to see
much effort put into an attempt to revive an organization which in its original
form seems to have lost much of its points.”35 Many of the central ideas, he
wrote, had to be refined and modified. Moreover, Hempel doubted whether
they “would be able to revive the Institute in a way that was significantly related
to its original purposes.”36 A revitalization of the enterprise would “at best be
a rather artificial and unpromising venture.”37 This series of letters practically
sealed the fate of the IUS and played an important role in Grünbaum’s decision
to use the PSA to organize conferences and support professional philosophers of

33. For a discussion of the broadly political significance of Carnap’s version of logical empiricism,
see Uebel (2012). For a reinterpretation of Carnap’s philosophical program as a continuation of the
Enlightenment’s social progressive agenda, see André Carus (2007, chap. 11).

34. Radio talk at Wind Chicago, 8:30–8:45 p.m., May 31, 1939, CH, box 54, folder 1, ASP.
35. Carl Hempel to Rudolf Carnap, September 2, 1966, CH, box 11, folder 4, ASP.
36. Carl Hempel to Earnest Nagel, September 2, 1966, CH, box 28, folder 2, ASP.
37. Carl Hempel to Charles Morris, September 2, 1966, CH, box 27, folder 9, ASP.
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science instead of the IUS, which was more closely tied to the ideal of the polit-
ical significance of philosophy in the modern world—an ideal that by the 1960s
had lost most of its supporters. When the bylaws of the PSA changed in 1974 to
cement the professional identity of philosophy of science as a subdiscipline in
philosophy, the funds of the IUS were also transferred to the PSA.38

This is an example of the disciplinary bounds influencing the institutional up-
keep of those bounds. Because the broader political significance of the unity of
science movement became much more problematic to defend after the war, as
part of the intellectual identity of a shared activity, the institutional represen-
tation of that activity also changed. Even though some actors, such as Frank,
attempted to recover parts of the original, political motivation of the unity of sci-
ence, they never succeeded in convincing others to do the same.39 Ultimately, this
opened up the possibility of institutionalizing philosophy of science as a purely
professional subdiscipline in philosophy, disconnected from intentions to be rel-
evant to scientists or society, just as the 1974 bylaws of the PSA stipulated.

These illustrations show how changes in the disciplinary bounds and their in-
stitutional upkeep are inherently entwined with the broader cultural and insti-
tutional contexts in which they are situated. The choice to abandon the AAAS as
an institutional framework for philosophers of science in the 1960s is equally
related to the changing nature of the AAAS, which increasingly began to focus
on the public representation of science and its role in deliberative democracy. In
the sameway, because fascismwas defeated, discourse on the political significance
of scientific philosophy had to be recast within a completely altered bipolar, po-
litical landscape—an intellectual task that no one within the unity of science
movement took up except an old Frank. This shift eventually resulted in the
absence of such talk when the disciplinary bounds of philosophy of science were
stabilized within the PSA in the beginning of the 1970s.

6. Philosophy Is Never Pure: New Questions about Philosophy’s
Internal and External

Hempel’s anxiety about getting a PhD in philosophy from Hartmann, Grün-
baum’s and Salmon’s efforts to mold the PSA into a professional organization,
the abandonment of the AAAS as an interdisciplinary meeting ground in the

38. Milton Konvitz to Arthur Burks, June 9, 1975, CH, box 22, folder 1, ASP.
39. For these attempts to reforge the “Unity of Science” ideal in the postwar age, see the introduc-

tion by Adam Tuboly and George Reisch to Frank’s unfinished book, “The Humanistic Background of
Science” (Frank 2021; see also Gallison 1998).
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1960s—these are typically conceived as external events in the history of philos-
ophy. I have argued that it is not insightful to label these events as externalmerely
because of their social nature. Instead, they are expressions of negotiations
over the proper boundaries of philosophical work. The accumulated outcome
of those negotiations constituted the external and internal forms of that activity
and resulted in the intellectual, cultural, and institutional space within which
problems in philosophy of science are dealt. It ended up as a subdiscipline within
professional philosophy, with its own institutional upkeep stabilizing its disci-
plinary bounds. This sets it apart from areas of specialization within American
philosophy, such as philosophy of language, that lack their own institutional
upkeep.

Inspired by the work of Shapin and Abbott, I have offered a framework to
describe the disciplinary nature of philosophy in an academic environment and
to conceptualize the dynamics of such academic philosophy in terms of the in-
terplay between disciplinary bounds and their institutional upkeep. The disci-
plinary bounds are the normative structures that orient actors intellectually and
practically. They guide actors regarding which methods to use, questions to
answer, and exemplars to follow. The social institutions that stabilize and re-
produce these bounds I have called “institutional upkeep.” I have shown several
examples of how disciplinary bounds and their institutional upkeep can operate
on each other but also interact with the broader political and cultural spheres in
which their interaction takes place, either to develop a newly emerging disciplin-
ary structure or to change or maintain an already established one.

This framework has several advantages. First, it enables a distinction between
different types of social negotiations relevant within an academic context. Nego-
tiations can pertain to disciplinary bounds without questioning institutional in-
frastructure, to the institutional upkeep necessary to maintain or change certain
disciplinary bounds, or to the creation of new disciplines entirely. Second, the
framework points to the different ways in which broader cultural and political
influences can affect academic philosophy through either their effect on negoti-
ations about the upkeep or the bounds used by actors. Third, the framework
highlights which types of evidence, other than published writings, can be the fo-
cal point of research in the history of philosophy—namely, all material traces of
boundary negotiations located in the archives of journals, associations, funding
agencies, or departments.

Coming back to some of the earlier examples of recent work in the history
of analytic philosophy, we can now specify why the dominance of analytic phi-
losophers in the institutional structures of professional American philosophy
by the late 1950s is not an external development but rather part of an inter-
nal struggle over the proper bounds of a professional philosophical practice.
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Such struggle is necessarily reflected in a struggle about the control of exist-
ing institutional infrastructure, such as journals and associations. From the
perspective of this framework, one can also understand how the political cli-
mate of McCarthyism, although external to professional philosophy, potentially
had a role to play in its postwar development. It either might have had an im-
pact on the type of motivations that could be invoked by actors negotiating the
bounds of philosophical work, or it could have created pressure on the type of
institutional structure in which the norms for philosophical work could be
maintained.

As discussed in section 1, earlier advocates of a contextual or antiquarian
approach to the history of philosophy defended an idea that an “external,”
“contextual,” or “cultural” approach made our understanding of past philoso-
phers better and the critical impact of that historymore effective. However, these
advocates did not spend much theoretical reflection on the external-internal dis-
tinction or the social world within which philosophy’s internal or external as-
pects are created. My proposed framework alleviates this theoretical blind spot,
especially for philosophy in its academic form from the nineteenth century
onward. As mentioned, Kusch’s work on the psychologism debate in German
philosophy at the turn of the nineteenth century also considers the dynamics
of professional philosophy in social terms. Similar to my offered framework,
Kusch (2000, 27) conceives the arguments that philosophers produce and the
kinds of problems they find relevant as part of the social world; they both result
from, are understood in, and shape the intellectual boundaries that are constantly
negotiated in the social field. Kusch also believes that to understand the historical
development of philosophy properly, its social nature must be taken into account
(35). At several points, Kusch investigates specific disciplinary bounds for philos-
ophers and their institutional upkeep—for example, when discussing the 1913
petition to protect philosophy chairs from takeover by experimental psychologists
or the effects of governmental interest in the practical aspects of psychology after
World War I (Kusch 1995, 186, 253). However, Kusch does not conceptually
distinguish the social institutions that uphold the philosophical discipline from
the broader social institutions that interact with them. Instead, social institutions
are discussed as if they are on the same level (34). In contrast, my offered frame-
work, taking inspiration from Abbott, highlights the institutional nature of the
academic discipline in which philosophy became located in the nineteenth
century and investigates which professional institutions shape philosophy as
academic discipline—institutions such as research journals or professional orga-
nizations. As argued previously, the major advantage of this stratification in the
social field is the ability to distinguish social negotiations internal to the discipline
from those outside the discipline that affect the bounds or upkeep shaping the
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discipline. I understand this stratification of the social field as an addition to
Kusch’s overall agenda to understand philosophy’s social makeup.

Although this framework reconceptualizes the internal, intellectual makeup
of philosophical activity as the result of social negotiations, it does not exclude
or delegitimize histories of philosophy that neglect institutional structures. It
will always be possible to identify philosophical activity as a coherent intellec-
tual practice distinguished from outside social forces and guided only by “good
arguments,” exactly because such identification is constantly expressed by phil-
osophical actors through their social actions. There is also nothing inherently
wrong with projecting one’s current conception of philosophy and its problems
back onto the past, in search of novel inspiration or novel perspectives. However,
history of philosophy that neglects the necessary social structure to maintain and
reproduce philosophy as a distinct practice will be ill-equipped to discuss the dy-
namics of change in philosophy’s past. To describe the complex dynamics of
philosophy’s history, one cannot focus purely on the reasons that historical actors
themselves invoke as explanations of dynamics in philosophy or the reasons that
we now accept as a legitimate part of philosophical discourse. Ultimately, the
source of change in philosophy is tied up in the complex institutional, social, cul-
tural, and political world within which philosophical actors provide their reasons
and set up their bounds of what philosophy is and what lies beyond it.
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