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I graduated from the University of Toronto in 1985, almost a quarter-century ago, which (to my alarm) puts me in the category of really senior African-American philosophers in the profession, junior only to such pioneering figures as Bernard Boxill, Lucius Outlaw, Leonard Harris, and Howard McGary, all 1970s’ grads, and a few others. As I have recounted in greater detail elsewhere—indeed, in an earlier one of the indefatigable George Yancy’s collections—I originally went to graduate school in philosophy in the hopes of exploring the issues of race and imperialism then being hotly debated in my native Jamaica.
 Not finding any appropriate philosophical frameworks in a white field in an all-white department in a white Canadian university without even a black studies program to assist me, I decided to do a dissertation on Marxism instead. So in a sense, my 1990s’ turn to race in my work was a return, a coming back to what I had originally wanted to do. Since by many conventional measures—publications, recognition, visibility—I have succeeded, it might be illuminating to reflect on what this “success” is worth, and the changes I have seen, as well as the changes I have not seen, in academic philosophy over this period, and what they say about the profession. My conclusions are, unfortunately, somewhat pessimistic. I now believe that what has been self-satirizingly described as the “long march” through the academy for campus radicals wanting to transform their disciplines will be much longer and harder for blacks seeking to establish Africana philosophy than for theorists elsewhere. Whiteness has become—in effect, if not de jure—more structurally central to the very self-conception of the field than in other subjects, so that by pursuing this agenda one is, in a sense, challenging philosophy itself in a way that black scholars in, say, other areas like literature, history, sociology, are not challenging theirs.
I – Philosophy Then and Now
Let me begin with the positives, looking at such representative indices as publications, conference visibility, and the placement of people in the academy. In the year I graduated, 1985, there was only one really good anthology in African-American Philosophy, Leonard Harris’s path-breaking Philosophy Born of Struggle, which came out in 1983.
 (A second edition, so radically revised it might as well have been a different book, appeared in 2000.
) The Philosophical Forum had dedicated a special double issue to philosophy and the black experience in 1977-78, guest edited by Jesse McDade, but it was never brought out in book form, though a later special triple issue of the journal on a similar theme in 1992-93, edited by John Pittman, was later published by Routledge.
 Harris has recounted his experience of shopping the manuscript around to all the publishers at the American Philosophical Association (APA) book exhibit and being turned down by all of them, the consensus being that only black philosophy students and black philosophers would be interested in such a book, and clearly there weren’t enough of either, or both put together, to make it a viable proposition. It was eventually published by Kendall/Hunt, a well-known firm in other areas but with no reputation in philosophy, and not one to be found at the book exhibit. Around the same time period, two other path-breaking texts would appear: Cornel West’s first book, Prophesy Deliverance! (1982), which would launch the career of the person who would go on to become the best-known black philosopher in the country, and Bernard Boxill’s Blacks and Social Justice (1984), which remained for many years the only text in analytic black normative political philosophy.
 
But the point is that these were isolated works, each one by its very existence being a noteworthy event. Samuel Johnson is a man of many quotable lines, but one of my favorites, sexist and speciesist though it may be, is his comment about a woman preacher and a dog walking on its hind legs: “It is not done well; but you are surprised to find it done at all.” To many white eyes of the time, black philosophy had that same kind of quasi-oxymoronic character: its very existence (never mind its definition—an endless debate of the period) was remarkable. A bookshelf of contemporary monographs and anthologies on African-American philosophy (as against classic writings by Douglass, Du Bois, et al.) would not have needed to be more than a few inches long. Today, when books on race and Africana philosophy are being published by the most prestigious presses in the business—Lewis Gordon’s An Introduction to Africana Philosophy,
 in the Cambridge Introductions to Philosophy series, just arrived on my desk last week—when the total over the past 15 years for single-author monographs and article collections, and edited general and thematic anthologies, is now (depending on how and what you count) approaching 100—when articles on race can appear in places like the Journal of Philosophy—when Africana philosophy is formally recognized as a category and a legitimate area of specialization by the APA—it would be difficult for contemporary graduate students to realize how radically different things were a mere twenty-odd years ago. 

For it was not merely the absence of books that marked this earlier period. The marginalization of race and Africana philosophy in the profession was, of course, also manifest in the content of APA meetings. As a grad student in Canada, I was not in the United States in the 1970s and most of the 1980s. But people like Lucius Outlaw have given accounts of what it was like during the time.
 To find the panel on race or African-American philosophy one consulted the marginalized “group program,” descended to the hotel basement for the special midnight session, followed the cockroaches to a cobwebbed door, whispered “Lucius sent me,” and was then admitted to a broom closet—but nothing more than a closet would have been needed for an audience that was, if one was lucky, the same size as the panel, or, more frequently, was the panel. (OK, I exaggerate slightly, but not much.) Now, when panels on race are not only routinely on the main program but sometimes competing with one another, with scores of people (mostly white) in attendance, so that it is not possible to go to them all, the existence of this epoch may seem unbelievable. 
What changed things was the determined activism of a handful of black philosophers, whether as caucuses within the APA, such as the Committee on the Status of Blacks in Philosophy (now the Committee on Blacks in Philosophy), or outside, such as the New York Society for Black (now Africana) Philosophy, usually assisted by committed black scholars without formal philosophical training, working sometimes with the aid of white sympathizers in organizations like the Radical Philosophy Association, continually lobbying for more room and representation in APA programs, while simultaneously organizing meetings and conferences in other venues, for example at historically black institutions such as Tuskegee and Morgan State, and white institutions with friendly faculty.
 Though it was long before my time there, the first ever black philosophy conference at a “white” university was held in 1970 at the institution which I would later join in 1990, the University of Illinois at Chicago (then “Chicago Circle”), with the late Irving Thalberg being a key facilitator. In 2001, while I was still at UIC, I organized the second black philosophy conference there, including some participants like Bernard Boxill, Howard McGary, Al Mosley, Leonard Harris, and Lucius Outlaw, who were present at the first one, and were able to give some historical perspective on the event. Today, there is an annual Philosophy Born of Struggle conference, going steadily since 1994, inspired by Leonard Harris’s anthology, under the guidance of Harris and J. Everet Green; the more recently-inaugurated California Roundtable on Philosophy and Race, which also holds annual conferences; and the “South”-oriented Caribbean Philosophical Association, seeking to “shift the geography of reason” and meeting annually in Caribbean and Caribbean diasporic locations (so far: Barbados, Puerto Rico, Montreal, Jamaica, Guadeloupe); not to mention numerous ad hoc or special occasion events at different campuses on African American philosophy in general, or “whiteness,” or particular classic texts, or in honor of key past or contemporary figures in black philosophy, or other themes. 

Moreover, there has also been progress manifested in the greater visibility and prominence of black philosophers both within and outside the profession. In 1995, the irrepressible Leonard Harris published an infamous letter in the APA Proceedings and Addresses (for which, he reports in the second edition of Philosophy Born of Struggle, he received death threats
) in which he suggested that American Philosophy was so white that it was clearly a product of the Klan: “The Ku Klux Klan secretly created a profession: American Philosophy. . . . The most noted Black philosophers are relegated to the status of kitchen help on the plantation: Cornel West, at Harvard, holds a joint appointment in African American Studies and the Harvard Divinity School. Anthony Appiah, also at Harvard, holds a full time faculty line in African American Studies. Neither costs philosophy any money.”
 Harris pointed out that blacks only constituted 1% of American philosophers (only nine of whom were black women) and that apart from the question of numbers, black philosophers and black philosophy were generally not shown any respect. 
Consider, by contrast, the situation today. As I write this in the summer of 2008, the Eastern Division currently has its first black president, in the person of that same (former “kitchen helper”) Anthony Appiah, who is now at Princeton with an endowed chair as the Laurance S. Rockefeller University Professor of Philosophy and the University Center for Human Values. Appiah is also nationally visible and multiply honored, with numerous books and public appearances, elected memberships to the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, the American Philosophical Society, and the American Academy of Arts and Letters, and holding the positions of current Chair of the Executive Board of the APA and Chair of the Board of the American Council of Learned Societies.
 Who among us twenty years ago would have dreamed that a black philosopher could attain such status and honors, or that a book on black nationalism written by a black philosopher in Harvard’s African and African American Studies department would be published by Harvard University Press and reviewed by the New York Times, as Tommie Shelby’s We Who Are Dark
 was, gaining him tenure at Harvard and membership in the philosophy department, or that the Stanford University philosophy department, nationally ranked in the top-10, would have a black chair, Kenneth Taylor, or that the most visible black intellectual in the country, veteran of thousands of conferences and campus appearances, a fixture on the talk-show circuit, would be a philosopher, Cornel West? Harris had complained that there were no blacks in philosophy at any of the eight Ivy League universities (Brown, Columbia, Cornell, Dartmouth, Harvard, Penn, Princeton, Yale). Today, by my count, there are seven. Harris had said that only two blacks had endowed chairs/distinguished professorships in philosophy departments. Today, by my count (including Kwasi Wiredu, emeritus), there are ten. Harris had listed only 14 blacks empowered to sit on philosophy doctoral committees. Today, by my count, there are two to three times that number. 
So given all this obvious progress, what could the grounds of my pessimism be?  

II – Yes, but. . . 
Well, let’s take them in reverse order: people and placement, APA presence, publications. To begin with, it has to be pointed out that the overall numbers have not changed, proportionally. Ten to 15 years ago, as Harris said, only 1% of U.S. philosophers were black; today, 10 to 15 years later, only 1% of U.S. philosophers are black. (And “black” here is being used so as to include not just African-Americans but Afro-Caribbean and African immigrants to the United States. Restricting the count just to native black Americans would make it less than 1%.) Enough graduates are being produced that this percentage is being maintained; it is certainly in no danger of doubling, or tripling, or anything like that. And only about 20-30 of these black philosophers are women, doubly disadvantaged in the profession by the intersection of race and gender.   

Moreover, it is instructive to look at the number of blacks in top-ranked institutions who are actually working on race and Africana philosophy. By no means do I want to prescribe that all black philosophers choose this specialization. Creating and expanding a black presence in the profession means encouraging people to go into a number of areas, especially since the reality is that blacks who succeed in “white” fields (“real” philosophy) will be taken more seriously than those working in Africana and race, and there might be an eventual halo effect by which their success validates the latter’s research focus simply by demonstrating that, mirabile dictu, blacks are indeed capable of philosophizing. (Though it might instead work the other way: those who continue to focus on race instead of following their wiser peers’ example prove thereby that they are the subset of blacks not so capable.) But from the perspective of trying to diagnose the future of Africana philosophy, this is obviously the crucial question. So the issue of the representation of more black philosophers needs to be conceptually separated from the issue of the wider representation of black philosophy, even if there is considerable overlap. (In other words, I am rejecting the definition that says that anything black philosophers do is black philosophy. Not to mention the fact that some white philosophers, like Anna Stubblefield—current chair of the APA Committee on Blacks in Philosophy—are now working in the field.) Barriers to the former have come down considerably, but the question is what this means for barriers to the latter. Even if Africana philosophers (African-American, Afro-Caribbean, African) are increasingly and more prominently represented in professional philosophy, to what extent will Africana philosophy be flourishing comparably? 



Consider, in this light, the numbers of black philosophers in top institutions, and what their areas of specialization are. Here is my listing, utilizing Brian Leiter’s 2006-08 “Philosophical Gourmet Report.“ This ranking is, of course, a very controversial one, which has been criticized for its analytic bias (and indeed for its very existence). However, as is often pointed out, there is no real alternative—one cannot consult instead the current official APA or Chronicle of Higher Education or National Research Council listing, because there is none.

Leiter’s 2006-08 ranking of the 25 top schools is as follows: #1: New York University; #2: Rutgers; #3: Princeton and Michigan; #5: Pittsburgh; #6: Stanford; #7: Harvard, MIT, and UCLA; #10: Columbia and University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill; #12: Berkeley; #13: Arizona, Notre Dame, and University of Texas at Austin; #16: Brown, Cornell, Southern California, and Yale; #20: UC Irvine, UC San Diego, and University of Chicago; #23: CUNY Graduate Center; #24: University of Massachusetts at Amherst and University of Wisconsin at Madison. My count of black philosophers in these 25 institutions is as follows: Rutgers: Howard McGary; Princeton: Kwame Anthony Appiah and Delia Graff Fara; Stanford: Kenneth Taylor; Harvard: Tommie Shelby; Columbia: Macalester Bell and Souleymane Bachir Diagne; Chapel Hill: Bernard Boxill, and the just-hired Ryan Preston; Arizona: Joseph Tolliver; Cornell: Michele Moody-Adams; San Diego: Michael Hardimon; CUNY: Frank Kirkland (at Hunter College). (Cornel West is, of course, also at Princeton, but in African-American and religion, not philosophy; Robert Gooding-Williams is now at Chicago, but in political science, not philosophy.)

So to begin with, we’re only talking about 13 people total. Of these 13, Fara, Taylor, and Tolliver work completely outside of African-American Philosophy and race (philosophy of language, philosophy of mind, epistemology), leaving just 10. Bell and Preston, recent graduates from, respectively, Chapel Hill and NYU, are just starting out, so in their cases it’s really too early to tell what the trajectory of their work will be, but it’s currently identified as ethics rather than Africana. Moody-Adams has done one or two pieces on race, but her sole book so far is on mainstream ethics, not on race, and it is noteworthy that on her website race is not even mentioned. Hardimon, likewise, has done a few articles on race, and he does mention race on his website, but his sole book so far is not on race either, and his list of sample publications does not include those on race. Appiah is, of course, well known for his work on race, but (I will say more about this soon) from the beginning his project has been the discrediting of race as a category, and his work in recent years has shifted to issues of cosmopolitanism and liberal theory. 
Of these 13 black philosophers in the top 25 departments, then, only five people—McGary, Shelby, Bernard Boxill (all in ethics, political philosophy, and African-American philosophy), Diagne (broad expertise, including African philosophy), and Kirkland (Hegel, Husserl, African-American philosophy)—are really working centrally and currently on race and Africana philosophy, and two of them, McGary and Boxill, as 1970s’ grads, will presumably be retiring in another few years. Even if we add Gooding-Williams as a possible future joint Chicago political science-philosophy appointee, Appiah malgré lui, and some of the others as competent supervisors even if they have not published recently in the field, this is only a handful. That is not to say, of course, that there are not many very good black philosophers making contributions at other institutions. But insofar as, in any discipline, the top departments tend to establish the norms for what is considered important and cutting-edge philosophy, one can easily see that race and Africana philosophy are going to be marginalized for a long time to come simply by virtue of these numbers. As another sign of marginalization, it is noteworthy that in the section of his report on specialization (top programs in particular areas), Leiter does not even list race or Africana philosophy, whereas he does list feminism. Lucius Outlaw, as mentioned one of the pioneers in establishing the field in the first place, is now at Vanderbilt, but taught for most of his career at an undergraduate institution, Haverford College. Lewis Gordon, one of the most active and prolific Africana philosophers—by some estimates, the central figure in the field today—as well as a tireless institution- and network-builder, was for many years at Brown (he is now at Temple), but in African-American, with no relationship (or a poisoned relationship) with the Brown philosophy department. And in addition, of course, both men are Continental philosophers, and are thus—quite apart from Africana research focus—disadvantaged for that reason alone by the prevailing North American analytic hegemony. Since the top schools tend to hire from one another, PhD’s in Africana philosophy produced by such lower-ranked departments are unlikely to be hired “upwards.” 
So the figures are not encouraging. Partly the problem is just statistical, an artifact of the interrelation of large and small numbers. If one starts with a marginal subject area, that only attracts a small fraction of the applicant pool to begin with, and then multiplies that fraction by the similarly small fraction of applicants likely to be able to get into the best schools, and that fraction by the fraction of top schools with qualified supervisors in the area, then what one ends up with is a number quite tiny.
 Low numbers tend to perpetuate themselves as low. (Howard McGary once told me that in all his decades at Rutgers, he had only graduated two people working on race and African-American Philosophy, Paul Taylor and Anna Stubblefield, and Stubblefield did not originally go to Rutgers intending to work on race, but only developed her interest once there. Both are success stories, certainly. But think of it—just two people in all those years.) 

Let me now say something about Appiah, an outlier whose case is special enough that he deserves his own discussion. To be sure, as the first black president of the Eastern Division, or of any APA division (one presumes?),
 and as a very successful and well-published figure in the field, with a presence outside the academy as a “public intellectual” as well, he helps to normalize the very concept of a black philosopher. Here is a very smart guy who can do philosophy—and, crucially, analytic philosophy (for some, coextensive)—who happens to be black. So, one imagines white philosophers thinking, perhaps Kant was, after all, wrong when he said, “This fellow was quite black from head to foot, a clear proof that what he said was stupid.” But though Appiah’s presence and prominence may legitimate blackness, albeit a blue-blooded, Oxbridge, and non-American kind, they do not legitimate race and African-American philosophy. (They may legitimate African philosophy.) For of course from the very beginning, the whole burden of his work—from In My Father’s House to his contributions to the book with Amy Gutmann, Color Conscious
—has been the deflation of race. In his famous judgment: “There is nothing that race can do for us.” From the beginning, his position has been an eliminativist one, and his current post-race work on cosmopolitanism and liberalism only elaborates on the themes already foreshadowed in his critique of Pan-Africanism and black nationalism. Race is a delusion and one we really need to get over. 
Though far more sophisticatedly, then, his view is unhappily convergent with the “color-blindness” that has increasingly become the default position of the white majority.
 There is little sensitivity in his work to issues of social subordination, little recognition of the enduring structures that make race socio-politically real. So far as I know, he has never engaged in print with the by now extensive anti-eliminativist literature of the 1990s and 2000s that makes the case for the socially constructed reality of race, for example in the work of people like Sally Haslanger, Ronald Sundstrom, Ron Mallon, Robert Gooding-Williams, Paul Taylor, and myself. His own achievements have, of course, been exemplary by any standards. Yet one cannot help but wonder whether he would have been so successful in the profession if, in his writings on race, his considerable intelligence, erudition, and eloquence had been turned instead to proving the continuing importance and reality of race in the United States and to indicting ongoing white racial domination. At any rate, independent of such speculations, the fact is that the black philosopher most respected by his white peers for his work on race is precisely the one for whose work the denial of the reality of race and the disparagement of the black nationalist political tradition classically and distinctively linked to the Africana experience has been central. (Cornel West, also at Princeton, and famous for his insistence that “race matters,” is the most prominent black philosopher in the country, but he is not in the philosophy department—indeed he has never been employed by a philosophy department—and does not enjoy Appiah’s standing in the profession.) And this is surely significant in terms of the long-term prognosis for the future of the field.
III – The Success and Failure of The Racial Contract
That brings us to the issues of conference presence and publications. The concept of tokenization may be useful here. Personal tokenization is of course a familiar problem since the affirmative action debates of the 1970s onward: the black figure, sometimes prominent, whose hiring is supposed to prove the institutional commitment to non-discrimination, but whose presence does nothing to change the dynamic of the underlying exclusionary structures. So we are all now sophisticated enough to be able to see through this kind of stratagem. I want to suggest (if no one else has already done so) the idea of conceptual tokenization, where a black perspective is included, but in a ghettoized way that makes no difference to the overall discursive logic of the discipline, or subsection of the discipline, in question: the framing assumptions, dominant narratives, prototypical scenarios. My fear is that the dramatically increased presence of black bodies and black panels in APA programs, and black texts in philosophy, may in the end amount to no more than conceptual tokenization.

It is natural to use one’s own work as illustrative, since one knows it and its fate best. So let me now do so. I have written four books (the fourth, Contract and Domination, being co-authored with Carole Pateman
). But what is and probably will always be my best-known book is my first one, The Racial Contract, which came out in 1997, more than ten years ago.
 
The book was written out of my frustrations with mainstream political philosophy. I still recall my first encounter with Rawls, in a graduate seminar in the late ‘70s at the University of Toronto taught by none other than David Gauthier, before his move to Pittsburgh. Looking back 30 years later, what I find most revealing is the utter disconnection I felt between Rawls’s work and my interests, a disconnection so great that it did not even manifest itself in a feeling of disappointment. I had gone to graduate school hoping to explore philosophically issues of race and imperialism; I was working in social and political philosophy; I planned to do a dissertation that would address problems of social injustice. But at no stage in reading Rawls did it remotely occur to me that this was a book that could in any way be relevant to my project, even though its title was A Theory of Justice.
 Admittedly, at the time I was not sufficiently sophisticated philosophically to appreciate how absolutely crucial to the architecture of the text was the distinction between the ideal theory on which Rawls focuses and the non-ideal theory he virtually ignores, and would continue to ignore for the rest of his career. This was a revelation that would only come many years later.
 But what did seem overwhelmingly obvious was that—whatever this book was about—it was not about anything that was going to be of any help to me. So to repeat, it is not that I was looking for guidance and was disappointed, but that I simply did not see Rawls’s work as having anything to do with what I was concerned about. It seemed to exist in a different philosophical world altogether. And there is a sense in which—though my most recent book does self-consciously try to engage with Rawls—that simple episode sums up everything, 30 years later. With only apparent paradox, I will put it this way. Since its revival by Rawls, mainstream Anglo-American political philosophy’s primary focus has been normative theory and social justice. However, racial justice is not a species of justice but belongs in a different genus altogether. And, as a corollary: you can do political philosophy or race, but not both.
Now I am sure that to an outsider, these claims will seem quite bizarre, just as, in a different but related way, non-philosophers I have met at interdisciplinary or political science or sociology conferences have found it unbelievable that I did not have to deal with a storm of job offers from higher-ranked philosophy departments after The Racial Contract came out (in fact, I did not even receive one), or that in the ten-year period after it appeared, I did not have a single student doing his dissertation on race. (Now, at Northwestern, I have one for the first time.) But for black philosophers within the field, more knowing about our peculiar profession, I doubt that they are particularly controversial or surprising. That’s the way the discipline works, and one needs to understand that.  
Back to The Racial Contract, though. Far from expecting the book to have the success it has had, I had been unsure whether I would even be able to get it accepted by any reputable press in the first place. But my Cornell University Press editor Alison Shonkwiler’s faith in the manuscript’s potential turned out to be completely justified. It was reviewed very widely at the time, not just in philosophy journals, but in sociology, political science, and gender studies, and not just in the academy but the popular press, gaining positive evaluations from magazines and newspapers as far apart politically as In These Times and The Nation, on the one hand, and the Jerusalem Post, on the other. As of Dec. 31, 2007, the last date for which I received sales figures, it had sold over 21, 000 copies, making it an academic bestseller, with widespread and continuing course adoption across numerous disciplines and in scores of universities, at both the undergraduate and the graduate level. Excerpts from the book have been reprinted in several anthologies, most recently in an Oxford Canada text, Social and Political Philosophy, a collection of classic and contemporary readings in political philosophy.
 The on-line Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy’s entry “Contractarianism” has a paragraph on Carole Pateman (author of The Sexual Contract
) and myself, under the sub-heading “Subversive Contractarianism.” The on-line Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy’s entry “Social Contract Theory” has several paragraphs on the book, under the sub-heading “Contemporary Critiques of Social Contract Theory.” Students can buy essays on the book at the appropriate websites, a sure sign, if a morally dubious one, of routine course adoption. Before it came out, I was averaging a pathetic three presentations a year (conferences, campus invitations). After it came out, my figures jumped for a while to 20 a year—not remotely in the league of a Cornel West, of course (this would be a slow month for Cornel), but certainly very busy by my standards. In total, I have now given over 200 presentations. And all this for a book dealing with race, imperialism, white supremacy, and genocide—the very kind of topics that mainstream white philosophy is reluctant to talk about. 
What on earth could I be complaining about then, given this degree of success? 
The problem is this. It seems to me that the simple and crucial test to be imposed is: what impact has the book actually had—a book that has now, to repeat, been out for more than 10 years—on mainstream political philosophy in general and social contract theory in particular? This is the kind of criterion one would routinely use in other disciplines about work widely perceived to be successful and innovative. And I think the objective answer that has to be faced is: close to zero. I don’t think I can truly say that the course of mainstream (“white”) political philosophy has in any way been affected by the book’s publication. So if a philosophy text on race that has sold over 21, 000 copies—almost certainly more than any other such academic philosophy book on the topic over the period (I am excluding, obviously, popular works like Cornel West’s Race Matters
)—a philosophy text that has been and is widely adopted in courses across the country—a philosophy text that tries to engage (albeit somewhat polemically) with the liberal tradition and a framework central to that tradition rather than simply arguing for the dismissal of liberalism as such—if such a text cannot affect the direction of white political philosophy, what can?

But what (you ask) about the on-line encyclopedia entries I cited? Well, it is noteworthy that both of them are by anti-racist white feminists (Ann Cudd, Celeste Friend), allies in the struggle for a more inclusive vision of philosophy (not to mention personal acquaintances), but hardly representative of the white-male dominated field as a whole. The Oxford (Canada) anthology was also edited by a progressive white woman, Andrea Veltman. Well, what about all the invitations I received at the time? Yes, but where did they come from? In general they were from second-tier institutions and liberal arts colleges or, when from first-tier institutions, from departments other than philosophy: for example, African-American Studies at Princeton, or the Reproduction of Race and Racial Ideologies Workshop at the University of Chicago. What about all the book sales? Well, the book is sufficiently short and accessible that it can be used in intro courses, which may have 100-150 students in them, so that a few such adoptions lead to huge sales. Moreover, as emphasized—again, because of its accessibility—where these course adoptions are at top universities, it is usually (apart from one’s few sympathetic black philosophy colleagues in top programs) in disciplines outside of philosophy, for example in political science, sociology, African-American, ethnic studies, anthropology, literature, American Studies. 
In other words, for many (non-philosophy) people of color and white progressives in the academy, The Racial Contract has now become a standard text to assign as a self-contained crash course on imperialism, critical race theory, and white supremacy that exposes the hypocrisies of liberalism and the Western humanist tradition, and puts U.S. racism in a global and historical context. But the contract framework itself is quite dispensable for them except insofar as it provides another useful target to be trashed. It is not the case that most of these academics—certainly not those outside philosophy—are interested in the exercise of seeing how Rawlsian contract theory can be revised and reconstructed to deal with these issues. Indeed, I suspect that for many of them such an attempted reconstruction would be a disappointing reneging on (what they see as) the exuberant and uncompromising trashing mission of the book. This became evident to me at a panel on race at the 2005 meetings of the Association for Political Theory, when the negative reaction of most of the audience to my paper proposing a modification of a Rawlsian approach (see chapters 3 and 4 of Contract and Domination) made me realize that for many attendees, any such enterprise was a cop-out, a surrender to the Rawls establishment. Here I had given this wonderful demonstration of how to épater la Rawlsoisie and now I was turning tail and begging for readmission into the club.
But as emphasized, the clearest indicator of failure is the lack of engagement in the mainstream (i.e., white) political philosophy literature. Consider what I say in the introductory opening pages of The Racial Contract. I indict the whiteness of the “conceptual array and . . . standard repertoire of concerns” of mainstream political philosophy, and call on African American philosophers to follow the (white) feminist example and “aggressively engage the broader debate”:

What is needed is a global theoretical framework for situating discussions of race and white racism, and thereby challenging the assumptions of white political philosophy, which would correspond to feminist theorists’ articulation of the centrality of gender, patriarchy, and sexism to traditional moral and political theory. What is needed, in other words, is a recognition that racism (or, as I will argue, global white supremacy) is itself a political system. . . . The “Racial Contract” . . . is intended as a conceptual bridge between two areas now largely segregated from each other: on the one hand, the world of mainstream (i.e., white) ethics and political philosophy, preoccupied with discussion of justice and rights in the abstract, on the other hand, the world of Native American, African American, and Third and Fourth World political thought, historically focused on issues of conquest, imperialism, colonialism, white settlement, land rights, race and racism, slavery, jim crow, reparations, apartheid, cultural authenticity, national identity, indigenismo, Afrocentrism, etc.

So what I was trying to accomplish, through utilizing while radically revising the device of a contract, was a desegregation, an integration, of these two conceptual and theoretical worlds, since in reality, of course, they are just one world in which one pole deludes itself about its relation to the other pole. I hoped that my book would be part of a dialogue on rethinking the canon and making it harder, if not impossible, to go on as before, with traffic going both ways, to and fro, on this “conceptual bridge.” 
But such discussions as have taken place have basically been organized and carried out by those on just one side of the bridge. On Lewis Gordon’s initiative, the APA Committee on Blacks in Philosophy and the RPA arranged a very successful panel (in terms of turnout and participation) on my work at the 1998 Eastern APA meetings.
 A related symposium on The Racial Contract was put together by the RPA and eventually published (the original arrangement for the RPA newsletter having fallen through) some years later in a collection of pieces based on a 1999 Michigan State interdisciplinary conference on race.
 Another symposium appeared in Small Axe, the Caribbean postcolonial theory journal edited by David Scott.
 Thus neither symposium was organized by a mainstream philosophy organization or journal, or even appeared in a philosophy venue. The most detailed (published) critique is by Jorge Garcia, a black/Latino philosopher, again hardly a representative figure, and published in the main black philosophical journal still functioning, Philosophia Africana.
 At least one dissertation has been done on it, but as a “Marxist-Leninist” critique by another black philosopher, Stephen Ferguson (so both red and black), it is doubly minoritarian.
 
If we look instead at the response of the white political philosophy establishment, what do we find? Basically, nothing. Samuel Freeman’s edited Cambridge Companion to Rawls has, unsurprisingly, no chapter on race (that would require there to be a secondary literature on Rawls and race).
 But The Racial Contract is not even listed in the extensive 30–page bibliography that Freeman provides. Brooke Ackerley—again, a white feminist—does at least mention it in a footnote to her introduction to a 50+ page symposium on Rawls’s legacy in Perspectives on Politics, but none of the other contributors cite it, or indeed talk about race and racial justice at all.
 So the book is there as a standing challenge to mainstream contractarianism and liberalism—a challenge I have sought to develop further in my chapters in the follow-up book with Carole Pateman, Contract and Domination—but so far it is not a challenge that shows any sign of being taken up, or even noticed. (Of course, an ironist might point out that, given my claims in the book, such an ignoring is precisely what I should have expected, and that any other outcome, however academically satisfying, should actually be dreaded by me as a disconfirmation of my thesis! In other words, the failure of The Racial Contract is precisely a sign of the success of the Racial Contract.)

IV – The Whiteness of Political Philosophy
So what is the source of the problem? Let me conclude with an attempt to tease out the peculiar whiteness of philosophy in general,
 and political philosophy in particular, and illustrate it with a recent standard reference work. 
The exclusion of racial minorities from the academy is, of course, a complex phenomenon that is a function of numerous factors, including, historically, straightforwardly racist views of people’s worth and competence, discriminatory practices, and limitations on opportunities both material and juridical. But in philosophy, as various people have pointed out, there is an additional factor that is more structurally related to the very nature of the subject. Contrast philosophy with, say, literature, sociology, history. If you think people of color are incapable of writing poetry or fiction or plays worth reading by anyone, then such work, having no aesthetic value, will be excluded from the canon. But it is not part of the definition of literature that it be restricted, either formally or de facto, to whites. Insofar as literature is canonized as white, this rests on additional contingent claims. Moreover, there is nothing at all self-contradictory about the idea of different national literatures, or different ethnic literatures within one nation, that may provide us with different insights into the multifaceted human experience. In this sense, the flourishing of African American literature does not threaten literature. Or consider sociology. Sociology is, in Comte’s famous formulation, the scientific study of society. Now one may, of course, have a sanitized picture of the centrality of racial subordination to modern society’s origins and workings that black work on race may contest, as in the 1970s’ debates stimulated by Joyce Ladner’s The Death of White Sociology
 (reports of which demise were greatly exaggerated, as it turned out). So there will be both vested intellectual and material interests at stake in such disciplinary battles. But again, there is obviously nothing in the definition of the field itself which precludes taking objective account of the role of race, especially since one would expect that different societies in different time periods will have different social groups and social dynamics. Or take history. History is supposed to be the account of what happened. If you think people of color are incapable of making history, whether as “great men (and women)” or en masse, then they will play no part in your historical narratives. But once more, this is because of racist beliefs about nonwhite capabilities, not part of the definition of history itself. So in each case, a set of false empirical claims unrelated to the conception of the discipline is doing most of the exclusionary work.

What makes philosophy distinctive is that not merely have there been racist views in the tradition of the intellectual capacities of people of color, but that the conception of the discipline itself is inimical to the recognition of race. Philosophy is supposed to be abstracting away from the contingent, the corporeal, the temporal, the material, to get at necessary, spiritual, eternal, ideal truths. Since race as a topic is manifestly not one of those eternal truths, even by the claims of those insistent upon its contemporary importance, it is necessarily handicapped from the start. (The simple fact that philosophy’s past is so present is, in my opinion, another major factor. In philosophy, we are still reading texts from thousands of years ago, which make no reference to race, since, of course, it didn’t exist then. So the sheer weight of tradition itself militates against the inclusion of race as a legitimate philosophical subject.) Philosophy aspires to the universal, while race is necessarily local, so that the unraced (whites) become the norm.

But political philosophy, it may be objected, is, even for its mainstream practitioners, necessarily more time-bound and local than, say, metaphysics and epistemology, since it formally recognizes a periodization (ancient, medieval, modern) that mandates sensitivity to different kinds of political systems. Yet insofar as contemporary political philosophy is largely focused on normative issues, justice for equal persons, these temporal and geographical contingencies tend to drop away. The ideal character of the enterprise lifts it above mere sociology and political science, even if such disciplines provide an empirical input, while location in the modern period is supposed to legitimate a framework predicated not merely on human moral equality but socially recognized human moral equality. We are no longer in ancient Greece and Rome, or feudal Europe, but in the world of the American and French Revolutions. The quest for the good society, the just polis, can thus be framed in a way that emphasizes the trans-historical continuities and commonalities in the Western socio-normative project, ignoring the reality that—in that very same modern period—race emerges as a new social category that radically and ineluctably differentiates the experience of whites and people of color. 
Take one of the primary political debates of the last few decades, communitarianism vs. contractarianism. Communitarians and contractarians may be in dispute over whether it is more illuminating to consider individuals as socially embedded Aristotelian zoa politika or the pre-social and pre-political atoms of Thomas Hobbes. However they are both in agreement on the moral equality of these individuals, their requisite equal status before the law, and the protection of their interests by the state, not merely as a desirable ideal but (with a few anomalies) as an accomplished reality. But of course the existence of people of color necessarily transgresses and disrupts the key assumptions of both of these political framings. Expropriated Native Americans and African slaves are clearly not part of the European and, later, Euro-implanted/Euro-imposed “community” in question. But neither can they be conceptualized as pre-social and pre-political atoms considering that their very existence as people of color arises from a particular socio-political history. In other words, this category would not even exist absent the history of European expansionism, colonialism, imperialism that transforms people from different Native American and African nations into “Indians” and “Negroes,” reds and blacks.

So the seeming colorlessness of these competing political visions is revealed as white. They share common taken-for-granted assumptions even in their contestation with each other. Assimilating the experience of nonwhites to either of these political frameworks necessarily distorts it because the political starting-point is so different. Your moral equality and personhood are certainly not recognized; you are not equal before the law; and the state is not seeking to protect but to encroach upon your interests in the interests of the white population. This is not at all the anomaly, but rather the norm. So your whole political orientation in modernity is oppositional in a way that the white political orientation is not, and this has obvious implications for your normative priorities. Making sense of your distinctive politics, understanding your particular perspective on justice requires—even for seemingly abstract philosophy—contextualizing it within this history, taking account of the input of other pertinent disciplines, and developing, accordingly, a set of categories sensitized to these differences. Any bracketing of this history and this input will in effect mean—even if it is not advertised as such (and these days, of course, it will not be advertised as such)—that it is the white experience of modernity, the experience of Europeans and Euro-Americans, that is tacitly shaping the narrative. Whether conceived of as a community or as a “contracting” population, both visions of the polity are framed as white. Thus Rawls, a citizen of the United States, tells us in the opening pages of A Theory of Justice that “a society is a cooperative venture for mutual advantage” governed by rules “designed to advance the good of those taking part in it.”
 Try telling that to expropriated Native Americans and enslaved Africans.

Consider, from this perspective, the second (2007) edition of the Blackwell Companion to Contemporary Political Philosophy,
 an important reference work in Blackwell’s invaluable “Companions” series that is particularly apropos here, in part because I commented on the first (1993) edition in an essay, “The Racial Polity,” which appeared in 1998.
 So since that was ten years ago, and the second edition is appearing nearly 15 years after the first, this will provide a useful benchmark of the progress (or not) in the sub-field. 
I wrote at the time, comparing gender with race:


There has been such a burgeoning of feminist scholarship in philosophy—articles,


books, special journal issues, anthologies, series—that it now merits its own category, 


whereas race (as against routine condemnations of racism) has yet to arrive. Thus, to 


cite one reference work, Robert Goodin and Philip Pettit’s nearly 700-page Blackwell 

Companion to Contemporary Political Philosophy (1993) has feminism as one of the 


six entries in the “major ideologies” section (along with anarchism, conservatism, 


liberalism, Marxism, socialism), but no entry on, say, black nationalism or Pan-


Africanism. Nor does either appear, or the related subjects of race, racism, and white


supremacy, in the subsequent list of twenty-eight “special topics,” though this list


extends all the way to such nontraditional political topics as environmentalism and
sociobiology. Frantz Fanon and W.E.B. Du Bois do not even make the index. . . . [A] political philosophy necessarily involves factual (descriptive and theoretical) assumptions as well as normative claims about the polity. . . . The Blackwell editors’ inclusion of entries on economics, history, law, political science, and sociology shows that they recognize this descriptive dimension of their subject. But as one would expect, these entries are no more neutral and politically disengaged than the listing of major ideologies. The economics and history of imperialism, colonialism, slavery—the law, politics, and sociology of imperial rule, white settler states, Jim Crow, apartheid, racial polities—make no appearance here either. The “whiteness” of the text, of this vision of what political philosophy is and is not, inheres . . . in the political whiteness and Eurocentrism of the outlook, one that takes 
for granted the truth of a certain account of world history and the centrality and representativeness to that history of the European experience. The pattern of exclusion is thereby epistemically complete, the theoretical circle closed.
 
So that was then and this is now. What has changed in the nearly 15 years since the first edition came out, and in the 10 years since I wrote? Thomas Pogge, well-known left-Rawlsian, has been added to the lineup of editors, and the book has now been expanded to two volumes, so that the total pagination is now nearly 900 pages. The listing of “major ideologies” has been increased from six to eight, with the addition of cosmopolitanism and fundamentalisms. The listing of “special topics” has been expanded from 28 to 38, with the addition of such topics as criminal justice, historical justice, international distributive justice, personhood, and such recherché issues as intellectual property, and trust and social capital. But there is still no recognition of the black nationalist or Pan-Africanist tradition as ideologies worthy of examination, or, more generally, any change in what I originally characterized as the “political whiteness and Eurocentrism of the outlook.” 

Consider, for example, as an appropriate stage-setter, Philip Pettit’s opening essay (in the “disciplinary contributions” section) on analytical philosophy. From the late 19th century to the 1950s, he tells us, “political philosophy ceased to be an area of active exploration. . . . there was little or nothing of significance published in political philosophy.”
 The anti-colonial and anti-racist tradition of people of color is, of course, simply erased by this reading.
 But apparently there was no need for such a tradition, since we later learn that over this same time period, “the majority of analytical philosophers lived in a world where such values as liberty and equality and democracy held unchallenged sway.”
 But didn’t these philosophers live in a world ruled by European colonialism, where hundreds of millions of people were denied liberty, seen as unequal, and excluded from the democratic process? Didn’t these philosophers live in a world where, in independent nations like the United States and Australia and the Latin American countries, people of color were systematically racially subordinated, treated as second-class or non-citizens? Obviously, the “world” that Pettit is talking about only extends as far as the boundaries of white skin, the population of the racially privileged. This is further confirmed when he later goes on to cite Ronald Dworkin’s suggestion that “all plausible, modern political theories have in mind the same ultimate value, equality. . . . [E]very theory claims to treat all individuals as equals.”
 But this is a completely anachronistic and sanitized reading of modern political theories, which, until very recently, generally took the racial inferiority of people of color for granted. It is an account of modernity from the white (really, white male) point of view. If the right of each individual to be treated as an equal with others, independent of race, was such an uncontroversial normative principle of the modern period, embraced by all plausible political theories, then why, at the 1919 post-World War I Versailles Conference, did the “Anglo-Saxon nations” (where these same analytical philosophers mostly lived) veto the Japanese proposal to include a “racial equality” clause in the League of Nations’ Covenant?
 And why is this not-insignificant historical fact mentioned nowhere in the 900 pages of these two volumes? 
So there is a mystification of the political, which is then further complemented and compounded by the evasions in the “disciplinary contributions” of history, sociology, economics, international political economy, political science, international relations, legal studies, and the silences (or complete absences) in the “special topics” listing. Over the last decade and a half, a large body of work has emerged across numerous disciplines that looks at issues of race and racism, colonialism, anti-colonialism, and post-colonialism, and the role of Western ideology and Western legal systems in facilitating white domination, both globally and nationally. And the point is that virtually none of this work is taken into account by the editors and the authors they have chosen.
 The chapter on the history of political thought makes no reference to such works as Anthony Pagden’s Lords of all the World, or James Tully’s Strange Multiplicity, or Barbara Arneil’s John Locke and America, or Uday Singh Mehta’s Liberalism and Empire, or Jennifer Pitts’ A Turn to Empire, or any of the philosophy anthologies on race, such as Emmanuel Eze’s Race and the Enlightenment and Andrew Valls’ Race and Racism in Modern Philosophy, or any of the other numerous recent books and essays exposing the interconnections between the development of modern European political theory, empire, and white racism. The chapter on sociology does not draw on such historical/sociological accounts as George Fredrickson’s White Supremacy, or Frank Füredi’s The Silent War, or Matthew Frye Jacobson’s Whiteness of a Different Color, or Howard Winant’s The World Is a Ghetto, or any of the huge literature on contemporary racism, like Douglas Massey and Nancy Denton’s American Apartheid, or Stephen Steinberg’s Turning Back, or Joe Feagin’s Racist America, or Eduardo Bonilla-Silva’s White Supremacy and Racism in the Post-Civil Rights Era, or Michael Brown et al.’s Whitewashing Race: The Myth of a Color-Blind Society, or any of the other numerous recent books and essays examining the centrality of white racial domination to recent global history and U.S. social structure. The chapter on economics takes no account of work like Melvin Oliver and Thomas Shapiro’s Black Wealth/White Wealth, or Dalton Conley’s Being Black, Living in the Red, or Thomas Shapiro’s The Hidden Cost of Being African American, or Ira Katznelson’s When Affirmative Action Was White, or Deborah Ward’s The White Welfare State, or any of the other numerous recent books and essays showing how white political privilege makes possible the systemic white economic exploitation of blacks. The chapter on political science shows no awareness of Desmond King’s Separate and Unequal, or Donald Kinder and Lynn Sanders’ Divided by Color, or Michael Goldfield’s The Color of Politics, or Rogers Smith’s Civic Ideals, or Anthony Marx’s Making Race and Nation, or Michael Dawson’s Black Visions, or Anthony Bogues’ Black Heretics, Black Prophets, or Linda Faye Williams’ The Constraint of Race, or any of the other numerous recent books and essays demonstrating the racial nature of the U.S. state, its historic roots in the birth of the nation as a white settler state, and the concomitant systemic advantaging of whites in the polity, necessitating a black politics of resistance. The chapter on legal studies does have a paragraph on critical race theory (a few sentences out of an entire article), but it is ghettoized, with no exploration of the centrality of law in expediting European conquest, as documented in Paul Keal’s European Conquest and the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and Lindsay Robertson’s Conquest by Law: How the Discovery of America Dispossessed Indigenous Peoples of Their Lands, or any examination of the role of the legal system in establishing whiteness as a privileged juridical category, as shown in Ian F. Haney López’s White by Law, and subordinating blacks, as exhaustively detailed in A. Leon Higginbotham’s two-volume Race and the American Legal Process, leaving a legacy in which seemingly color-blind legislation functions to reproduce white privilege, as illustrated in the essays in Kimberlé Crenshaw et al.’s classic Critical Race Theory anthology. The chapters on international political economy and international relations make no reference to the Atlantic Slave Trade (indeed I don’t think it is mentioned anywhere in these 900 pages), an institution lasting hundreds of years that was central to the shaping of the modern world, its currently racialized distributions of wealth and poverty, and its planetary stigmatization of blackness, nor any reference to imperialism and genocide, as in King Leopold II’s Belgian Congo. 
In other words, the political history of the West has been so reconstructed that race and racial domination, and the emancipatory struggles against them, have been eliminated from the record in an intellectual purge, a feat of documentary falsification, as thorough and impressive as anything Stalin’s history-rewriters could have engineered. In 1967, historian Geoffrey Barraclough wrote: “[W[hen the history of the first half of the twentieth century . . . comes to be written in a longer perspective, there is little doubt that no single theme will prove to be of greater importance than the revolt against the West.”
 But not, evidently, for white political philosophers. The anti-imperialist and anti-colonial political struggle, that involved tens of millions of people, finds no place in this text, any more than the racial legacy of the world created by the West. Instead, these configurations of power and wealth are presented as neutral, raceless, with no causal connection to this past history, approached through philosophical abstractions that carefully abstract away from the racial dimensions of virtually every major topic mentioned. 
And no, Fanon and Du Bois can still not be found in the index.

The pretensions of philosophy are to illuminate the world, to show us what it is like and how it should be improved. But the abstraction that is structurally central to the discipline has, as a result of its overwhelming demographic whiteness, mutated into a lethal cognitive pattern of collective white self-deception and group evasion that inhibit the necessary rethinking long under way in other subjects. Far from being the queen of the sciences, far from being in the vanguard of Truth and Justice, philosophy lags pathetically in the rear of the forces of intellectual inquiry in comparison to the progress being made elsewhere. Without a new disciplinary willingness to face how seemingly colorless abstraction is really generalization from the white experience, these exclusions, both demographic and theoretical, can only perpetuate themselves.   
It’s going to be a long haul.
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