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Introduction

p. 2
On the origins of the NAACP, see Manfred Berg, ”The Ticket to Freedom”: The NAACP
and the Struggle for Black Political Integration (Gainesville: University Press of Florida,
2005), chap. 1; Susan D. Carle, Defining the Struggle: National Organizing for Racial Jus-
tice, 1880–1915 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), chap. 11; Megan Ming Francis,
Civil Rights and the Making of the Modern American State (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2014), chap. 2.

p. 4
There was some sort of pragmatist revival in the 1980s, even if pragmatism was never
truly eclipsed: see Neil L. Gross, ”The Contemporary Pragmatist Movement in the Hu-
man Sciences: Three Case Studies in the Sociology of Ideas” (PhD diss., University of
Wisconsin-Madison, 2002), chap. 4, ProQuest (ID 305478606); Robert B. Talisse and Scott
F. Aikin, eds., The Pragmatism Reader: From Peirce through the Present (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2011), 5–9.

p. 5
Peirce’s unpublished manuscripts, cited as ’MS’ followed by the item number and the
date of composition, make up the Peirce Papers. For summary descriptions, see Richard
S. Robin, Annotated Catalogue of the Papers of Charles S. Peirce (Amherst: University of Mas-
sachusetts Press, 1967), http://www.iupui.edu/~peirce/robin/rcatalog.htm;
Richard S. Robin, ”The Peirce Papers: A Supplementary Catalogue,” Transactions of the
Charles S. Peirce Society 7 (1971).

p. 6
Pragmatism was also undergoing a revolution in scholarship in the 1970s and ’80s: see
John J. McDermott, ”The Renascence of Classical American Philosophy,” Revue française
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d’études américaines, no. 34 (1987). In addition to Bernstein, Rorty, and Putnam, West also
mentioned Ian Hacking. For some relevant texts, see Richard J. Bernstein, Praxis and Ac-
tion: Contemporary Philosophies of Human Activity (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylva-
nia Press, 1971); Steven M. Cahn, ed. New Studies in the Philosophy of John Dewey (Hanover,
NH: University Press of New England, 1977); Hilary Putnam, Meaning and the Moral Sci-
ences (London: Routledge, 1978); Michael Bradie, ”Pragmatism and Internal Realism,”
Analysis 39 (1979); Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1979); Hilary Putnam, Reason, Truth and History (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981); Richard Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism (Minneapolis: Univer-
sity of Minnesota Press, 1982); Ian Hacking, Representing and Intervening: Introductory Top-
ics in the Philosophy of Natural Science (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983);
Joseph Margolis, ”Pragmatism without Foundations,” American Philosophical Quarterly 21
(1984); John J. McDermott et al., ”Symposium on Rorty’s Consequences of Pragmatism,”
Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 21 (1985); John Rajchman and Cornel West, eds.,
Post-Analytic Philosophy (New York: Columbia University Press, 1985); Sandra B. Rosen-
thal, Speculative Pragmatism (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1986); Hilary
Putnam, The Many Faces of Realism (Chicago: Open Court, 1987).

p. 6
Ronald Munson, ed. Man and Nature: Philosophical Issues in Biology (New York: Dell, 1971),
chap. 3; Abner Shimony, Fred I. Dretske, and Floyd Ratliff, ”Symposium: Evolution and
the Causal Theory of Perception,” Journal of Philosophy 68 (1971); Karl Popper, Objective
Knowledge: An Evolutionary Approach (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972); Stephen Toulmin,
Human Understanding (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972); William C. Wimsatt,
”Teleology and the Logical Structure of Function Statements,” Studies in History and Phi-
losophy of Science 3 (1972); Donald T. Campbell, ”Evolutionary Epistemology,” in The Phi-
losophy of Karl Popper, ed. Paul Arthur Schilpp (La Salle, IL: Open Court, 1974); Larry
Wright, Teleological Explanations: An Etiological Analysis of Goals and Functions (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1976); Robert J. Richards, ”The Natural Selection Model
of Conceptual Evolution,” Philosophy of Science 44 (1977); William C. Wimsatt, ”Robust-
ness, Reliability, and Overdetermination,” in Scientific Inquiry and the Social Sciences, ed.
Marilynn B. Brewer and Barry E. Collins (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1981); Elliott Sober,
”The Evolution of Rationality,” Synthese 46 (1981); Robert Cummins, The Nature of Psy-
chological Explanation (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1983); Ruth Millikan, Language, Thought,
and Other Biological Categories (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1984); Florian von Schilcher and
Neil Tennant, Philosophy, Evolution, and Human Nature (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1984); Christopher Hookway, ed. Minds, Machines and Evolution (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1984); Michael Ruse, Taking Darwin Seriously: A Naturalistic Approach to
Philosophy (Oxford: Blackwell, 1986); David L. Hull, ”On Human Nature,” in PSA 1986:
Proceedings of the 1986 Biennial Meeting of the Philosophy of Science Association, ed. Arthur
Fine and Peter Machamer (East Lansing, MI: Philosophy of Science Association, 1986);
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Robert J. Richards, ”A Defense of Evolutionary Ethics,” Biology & Philosophy 1 (1986);
Michael Bradie, ”Assessing Evolutionary Epistemology,” Biology & Philosophy 1 (1986);
Werner Callebaut and Rik Pinxten, eds., Evolutionary Epistemology: A Multiparadigm Pro-
gram (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1987); David L. Hull, Science as a Process: An Evolutionary
Account of the Social and Conceptual Development of Science (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1988); Kai Hahlweg and C. A. Hooker, eds., Issues in Evolutionary Epistemology (Al-
bany: State University of New York Press, 1989); James Rachels, Created from Animals: The
Moral Implications of Darwinism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990).

p. 6
On the history of the philosophy of biology, see David L. Hull, ”The History of the Phi-
losophy of Biology,” in The Oxford Handbook of the Philosophy of Biology, ed. Michael Ruse
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 23–28; Jason M. Byron, ”Whence Philosophy of
Biology?” British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 58 (2007); Daniel J. Nicholson and
Richard Gawne, ”Neither Logical Empiricism Nor Vitalism, But Organicism: What the
Philosophy of Biology Was,” History and Philosophy of the Life Sciences 37 (2015); Thomas
Pradeu, ”Thirty Years of Biology & Philosophy: Philosophy of Which Biology?” Biology &
Philosophy 32 (2017).

p. 6
For 1970s and ’80s discussion of Wilson and Dawkins by philosophers, see Robert J. Mc-
Shea, ”Biology and Ethics,” Ethics 88 (1978); J. L. Mackie, ”The Law of the Jungle: Moral
Alternatives and Principles of Evolution,” Philosophy 53 (1978); Mary Midgley, ”Gene-
Juggling,” Philosophy 54 (1979); J. L. Mackie, ”Genes and Egoism,” Philosophy 56 (1981);
Richard Dawkins, ”In Defence of Selfish Genes,” Philosophy 56 (1981); Mary Midgley,
”Selfish Genes and Social Darwinism,” Philosophy 58 (1983); Richard M. Burian, ”Human
Sociobiology and Genetic Determinism,” Philosophical Forum 13 (1981–82); Peter Singer,
”Ethics and Sociobiology,” Philosophy & Public Affairs 11 (1982); ”Sociobiology and Phi-
losophy” (special issue), in Monist 67, no. 2 (1984); Robert N. Brandon and Richard M.
Burian, eds., Genes, Organisms, Populations: Controversies over the Units of Selection (Cam-
bridge: MIT Press, 1984), Part 2; Elliott Sober, The Nature of Selection: Evolutionary Theory in
Philosophical Focus (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1984), Part 2; Philip Kitcher, Vaulting Ambition:
Sociobiology and the Quest for Human Nature (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1985); Philip Kitcher,
Steven J. C. Gaulin, and Sandra D. Mitchell, ”[Symposium on] Sociobiology,” in PSA 1986:
Proceedings of the 1986 Biennial Meeting of the Philosophy of Science Association, ed. Arthur
Fine and Peter Machamer (East Lansing, MI: Philosophy of Science Association, 1986);
Michael Ruse and Edward O. Wilson, ”Moral Philosophy as Applied Science,” Philosophy
61 (1986); H. C. Plotkin, ed. The Role of Behavior in Evolution (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1988);
Ruth Hubbard, ”Science, Facts, and Feminism,” Hypatia 3 (1988); Kim Sterelny and Philip
Kitcher, ”The Return of the Gene,” Journal of Philosophy 85 (1988); Elisabeth A. Lloyd, ”A
Structural Approach to Defining Units of Selection,” Philosophy of Science 56 (1989).
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p. 7
For some of the broader context, see James T. Kloppenberg, Uncertain Victory: Social Democ-
racy and Progressivism in European and American Thought, 1870–1920 (Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1986); Andrew Feffer, The Chicago Pragmatists and American Progressivism
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993); James Livingston, Pragmatism and the Political
Economy of Cultural Revolution, 1850–1940 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1994); John Patrick Diggins, The Promise of Pragmatism: Modernism and the Crisis
of Knowledge and Authority (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994); Ronald L. Num-
bers, Darwinism Comes to America (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998); Louis
Menand, The Metaphysical Club (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2001); Andrew
Jewett, Science, Democracy, and the American University: From the Civil War to the Cold War
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012); David A. Hollinger, After Cloven Tongues
of Fire: Protestant Liberalism in Modern American History (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2013); Randall Fuller, The Book That Changed America: How Darwin’s Theory of Evolu-
tion Ignited a Nation (New York: Viking, 2017). On late-nineteenth-century America more
generally, see Richard White, The Republic for Which It Stands: The United States during
Reconstruction and the Gilded Age, 1865–1896 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017).

p. 8
The pragmatists were perhaps also unified by a focus on discovery (and not only justifi-
cation) in experimental inquiry: see Alexander Klein, ”In Defense of Wishful Thinking:
James, Quine, Emotions, and the Web of Belief,” in Pragmatism and the European Traditions:
Encounters with Analytic Philosophy and Phenomenology before the Great Divide, ed. Maria
Baghramian and Sarin Marchetti (London: Routledge, 2018), 229.

p. 10
On Flournoy, see Daniel Tröhler, ”Langue as Homeland: The Genevan Reception of Prag-
matism,” in Inventing the Modern Self and John Dewey: Modernities and the Traveling of Prag-
matism in Education, ed. Thomas S. Popkewitz (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).
On Russell, Wittgenstein, and Ramsey, see Russell Goodman, Wittgenstein and William
James (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002); Cheryl Misak, Cambridge Pragma-
tism: From Peirce and James to Ramsey and Wittgenstein (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2016). On Vaz Ferreira, d’Ors, Sáenz, Zulen, Teixeira, and Frondisi, see Gregory Fer-
nando Pappas, ed. Pragmatism in the Americas (New York: Fordham University Press,
2011). On Oikawa, see Kie Fujiwara, ”Heiji Oikawa: Group-Based Dynamic Teaching and
Curriculum Reconstruction,” in Education Progressivism, Cultural Encounters and Reform in
Japan, ed. Yoko Yamasaki and Hiroyuki Kuno (London: Routledge, 2017). On Shatskii,
see William Partlett, ”Bourgeois Ideas in Communist Construction: The Development of
Stanislav Shatskii’s Teacher Training Methods,” History of Education 35 (2006); Irina Mchi-
tarjan, ”John Dewey and the Development of Education in Russia before 1930: Report
on a Forgotten Reception,” in The Global Reception of John Dewey’s Thought: Multiple Re-
fractions through Time and Space, ed. Rosa Bruno-Jofré and Jürgen Schriewer (New York:
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Routledge, 2012). On Papini, see Francesca Bordogna, ”Unstiffening Theory: The Ital-
ian Magic Pragmatists and William James,” in The Worlds of American Intellectual History,
ed. Joel Isaac, et al. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017). On Carnap, see Alan W.
Richardson, ”Carnapian Pragmatism,” in The Cambridge Companion to Carnap, ed. Michael
Friedman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008). On Hu, see Hu Shih, The De-
velopment of the Logical Method in Ancient China (Shanghai: Oriental Book Company, 1922),
63–87; Sor-Hoon Tan, ”China’s Pragmatist Experiment in Democracy: Hu Shih’s Prag-
matism and Dewey’s Influence in China,” Metaphilosophy 35 (2004); Rya Butterfield, ”Hu
Shi’s Search for the ’Chinese Sophist’ and ’Spirit of Courageous Doubt,”’ in Recovering
Overlooked Pragmatists in Communication: Extending the Living Conversation about Pragma-
tism and Rhetoric, ed. Robert Danisch (Cham: Palgrave Macmillan, 2019). On Goudge,
see John G. Slater and Suzanne J. Puckering, ”Thomas Anderson Goudge, 1910–1999,”
Proceedings and Addresses of the American Philosophical Association 73 (1999).

p. 10
On Young as a pragmatist, see John Dewey to John T. McManis, n.d. (∼1915), in John
Dewey, The Correspondence of John Dewey, 1871–1953, ed. Larry A. Hickman, 4th ed., 3
vols. (Charlottesville, VA: InteLex, 2008), vol. 1, no. 07478; Joan K. Smith, ”The In-
fluence of Ella Flagg Young on John Dewey’s Educational Thought,” Review Journal of
Philosophy and Social Science 2 (1977). On Ladd-Franklin as a pragmatist, see Charlene
Haddock Seigfried, Pragmatism and Feminism: Reweaving the Social Fabric (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1996), 45–46; David W. Agler and Deniz Durmuş, ”Christine
Ladd-Franklin: Pragmatist Feminist,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 49 (2013).

p. 12
William James, ”The Chicago School,” Psychological Bulletin 1 (1904); Darnell Rucker, The
Chicago Pragmatists (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1969); Feffer, Chicago
Pragmatists. On Addams, Gilman, and Calkins as pragmatists, see Jane S. Upin, ”Char-
lotte Perkins Gilman: Instrumentalism beyond Dewey,” Hypatia 8 (1993); Seigfried, Prag-
matism and Feminism, chap. 3; Simone Knewitz, Making Progress: Pragmatism and Utopia
in the Works of Charlotte Perkins Gilman and John Dewey (London: Turnshare, 2005); Kyle
Bromhall, ”Do Minds Change? Calkins’s Self-Psychology and the Epistemology of Dis-
agreement,” Southwest Philosophy Review 34 (2018). For Cooley’s notes from the class he
took with Dewey, see John Dewey, ”Political Philosophy (1893–1894),” in The Class Lec-
tures of John Dewey, ed. Donald F. Koch, vol. 1 (Charlottesville: Intelex, 2010). On
Park and Dewey, see Fred H. Matthews, Quest for an American Sociology: Robert E. Park
and the Chicago School (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1977), 20–30. For de-
bate over whether Du Bois should be considered a pragmatist, see West, American Eva-
sion of Philosophy, 138–150; Robert Gooding-Williams, ”Evading Narrative Myth, Evading
Prophetic Pragmatism: Cornel West’s The American Evasion of Philosophy,” Massachusetts
Review 32 (1991): 521–532; Paul C. Taylor, ”What’s the Use of Calling Du Bois a Pragma-
tist?” Metaphilosophy 35 (2004). On Singer’s importance in the history of pragmatism, see
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Alan W. Richardson, ”What Good is a (Indeed, This) History of Pragmatism?” Transac-
tions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 49 (2013): 410–411. For Tanner’s college graduation
date and early work, see Annual Register, July, 1894—July, 1895, with Announcements for
1895–6 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1895), 23; Amy Eliza Tanner, Association
of Ideas: A Preliminary Study (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1900); Amy Eliza
Tanner, The Child: His Thinking, Feeling, and Doing (Chicago: Rand, McNally, 1904). For
Adams’s college graduation date and doctoral thesis, see Annual Register, July, 1901–July,
1902, with Announcements for 1902–1903 (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1902), 38; Eliz-
abeth Kemper Adams, The Aesthetic Experience: Its Meaning in a Functional Psychology
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1907). For Elkus’s college graduation date and
doctoral thesis, see Normal College of the City of New York: Twenty-Fourth Annual Commence-
ment (1893), https://library.hunter.cuny.edu/old/sites/default/files/
24th_commencement_06221893.pdf; Savilla Alice Elkus, The Concept of Control (New
York: Science Press, 1907). For Bawden and Bode on pragmatism, see H. Heath Bawden,
The Principles of Pragmatism: A Philosophical Interpretation of Experience (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1910); Boyd H. Bode, ”The Paradoxes of Pragmatism,” Monist 23 (1913); Boyd
H. Bode, ”Consciousness and Psychology,” in Creative Intelligence: Essays in the Pragmatic
Attitude (New York: Henry Holt, 1917). For Boodin as a pragmatist, see Randall E. Aux-
ier, ”Boodin, John Elof (1869–1950),” in The Dictionary of Modern American Philosophers, ed.
John R. Shook, vol. 1 (Bristol: Thoemmes Continuum, 2005). After graduating from Yale
in 1895, Ferris studied at the Harvard Divinity School (in the same class as Boodin) from
1897 to 1899, and he was also a graduate student at Harvard—studying Philosophy and
English—in 1899–1900: see The Harvard University Catalogue, 1898–99 (Cambridge: Har-
vard University, 1899), 110; The Harvard University Catalogue, 1899–1900 (Cambridge: Har-
vard University, 1900), 97; Harvard University Directory: A Catalogue of Men Now Living Who
Have Been Enrolled as Students in the University (Cambridge: Harvard University, 1910), 227.
For more on Ferris, see Wilson J. Moses, ”Eurocentrism, Afrocentrism, and William H. Fer-
ris’s The African Abroad, 1911,” Journal of Education 173 (1991); Curry, Philosophical Treatise
of William H. Ferris, 1–47; Dwayne A. Tunstall, ”William H. Ferris, Unexpected Champion
of Royce’s Wise Provincialism” (unpublished manuscript). For Follett’s graduation date,
see Annual Reports of the President and Treasurer of Radcliffe College, 1897–98 (1898), 14; on
Follett’s pragmatism, see Daniel Cefaï, ”Pragmatisme, pluralisme et politique. Éthique
sociale, pouvoir-avec et self-government selon Mary P. Follett,” Pragmata 1 (2018).

p. 14
On Mitchell and Dewey, see Joyce Antler, Lucy Sprague Mitchell: The Making of a Modern
Woman (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987), chap. 11. On Gordon, see Megan
Laverty, ”Kate Gordon Moore (1878–1963): A Precursor to Philosophy for Children,”
Thinking 18 (2006); for her college graduation date, see Annual Register, July, 1900–July,
1901, with Announcements for 1901–1902 (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1901), 37. On
Taft, see Charlene Haddock Seigfried, ”Introduction to Jessie Taft, ’The Woman Move-
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ment from the Point of View of Social Consciousness,”’ Hypatia 8 (1993). On Hocking,
see Randall E. Auxier, ”Hocking, William Ernest (1873–1966),” in The Dictionary of Modern
American Philosophers, ed. John R. Shook, vol. 2 (Bristol: Thoemmes Continuum, 2005).
On De Laguna, see Peter Olen, ”Consequences of Behaviorism: Sellars and de Laguna
on Explanation,” Philosophy of the Social Sciences 47 (2017). On Goodsell, see Rosemary
Papa, Finding Her in History: Confronting the Traditions of Misogyny (Cham: Springer, 2017),
15–22; for her graduation date, see Catalogue and General Announcement, 1906–1907 (New
York: Columbia University, 1906), 401. On Lewis, see Murray G. Murphey, C. I. Lewis:
The Last Great Pragmatist (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2005); Peter Olen,
”The Realist Challenge to Conceptual Pragmatism,” European Journal of Pragmatism and
American Philosophy 7, no. 2 (2015). On Otto, see Charles A. Hobbs, ”Wisconsin Prag-
matism” (unpublished manuscript). On Clapp and pragmatism, see Seigfried, Pragma-
tism and Feminism, 47–52; Sam F. Stack, Jr., Elsie Ripley Clapp (1879–1965): Her Life and
the Community School (New York: Peter Lang, 2004), chap. 5; for her graduation date,
see Pam Hackbart-Dean, ”Elsie Ripley Clapp Papers, 1910–1959,” Special Collections Re-
search Center, Southern Illinois University, https://archives.lib.siu.edu/?p=
collections/findingaid&id=7. For Cunningham’s college graduation date and doc-
toral thesis, see Annual Register, Covering the Academic Year Ending June 30, 1913, with An-
nouncements for the Year 1913–1914 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1913), 499; Holly
Estil Cunningham, Three Types of Logical Theory (Chicago: University of Chicago Libraries,
1918), https://hdl.handle.net/2027/mdp.39015003289488. For Geiger’s col-
lege graduation date and doctoral thesis, see Annual Register, Covering the Academic Year
Ending June 30, 1914, with Announcements for the Year 1914–1915 (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1914), 535; Joseph Roy Geiger, Some Religious Implications of Pragmatism
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1919). On Frank, see Charles L. Barzun, ”Jerome
Frank and the Modern Mind,” Buffalo Law Review 58 (2010): 1136–1139. On Childs, see
Jared Stallones, ”Struggle for the Soul: John Lawrence Childs,” American Education History
Journal 37 (2010). On Ayres and pragmatism, see Rick Tilman, ”New Light on John Dewey,
Clarence Ayres, and the Development of Evolutionary Economics,” Journal of Economic Is-
sues 24 (1990); Anne Mayhew, ”Clarence Ayres, Technology, Pragmatism and Progress,”
Cambridge Journal of Economics 34 (2010). On Kantor and Coolidge, see James C. Poteet,
”Kantor, Jacob Robert (1888–1984),” in The Dictionary of Modern American Philosophers, ed.
John R. Shook, vol. 3 (Bristol: Thoemmes Continuum, 2005); Megan Laverty, ”Coolidge,
Mary Lowell (1891–1958),” in The Dictionary of Modern American Philosophers, ed. John R.
Shook, vol. 1 (Bristol: Thoemmes Continuum, 2005). On Malisoff, see Philip Frank and C.
West Churchman, ”In Memoriam: Dr. William M. Malisoff,” Philosophy of Science 15 (1948);
George A. Reisch, How the Cold War Transformed Philosophy of Science: To the Icy Slopes of
Logic (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 99–110; for his college graduation
date, see Catalogue, 1915–1916 (New York: Columbia University), 255. On Johnson, see
Patrick J. Gilpin and Marybeth Gasman, Charles S. Johnson: Leadership beyond the Veil in the
Age of Jim Crow (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2003).
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p. 15
Nelson Goodman, ”Words, Works, Worlds,” Erkenntnis 9 (1975); Robert E. Innis, Susanne
Langer in Focus: The Symbolic Mind (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2009), 1–8;
Alan W. Richardson, Carnap’s Construction of the World: The ”Aufbau” and the Emergence
of Logical Empiricism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998); Michael Friedman,
Reconsidering Logical Positivism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); see also
McDermott, ”The Renascence of Classical American Philosophy,” 490–491. There is a vast
literature on logical empiricism and pragmatism: Charles W. Morris, Logical Positivism,
Pragmatism, and Scientific Empiricism (Paris: Hermann, 1937); Daniel J. Wilson, ”Fertile
Ground: Pragmatism, Science, and Logical Positivism,” in Pragmatism: From Progressivism
to Postmodernism, ed. Robert Hollinger and David Depew (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1995);
Richardson, ”Engineering Philosophy of Science"; Don Howard, ”Two Left Turns make
a Right: On the Curious Political Career of North American Philosophy of Science at
Midcentury,” in Logical Empiricism in North America, ed. Gary L. Hardcastle and Alan
W. Richardson (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2003); Alan W. Richard-
son, ”Logical Empiricism, American Pragmatism, and the Fate of Scientific Philosophy
in North America,” in Logical Empiricism in North America, ed. Gary L. Hardcastle and
Alan W. Richardson (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2003); Reisch, How the
Cold War Transformed Philosophy of Science, chap. 4; Christoph Limbeck-Lilienau, ”Car-
nap’s Encounter with Pragmatism,” in Rudolf Carnap and the Legacy of Logical Empiricism,
ed. Richard Creath (Dordrecht: Springer, 2012); Cheryl Misak, The American Pragmatists
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), chap. 9; Amy N. Wuest, ”Philipp Frank: Philos-
ophy of Science, Pragmatism, and Social Engagement” (PhD. diss., Western University,
2015), https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/etd/3164/; Thomas Uebel, ”American Pragmatism
and the Vienna Circle: The Early Years,” Journal for the History of Analytical Philosophy 3, no.
3 (2015); Cheryl Misak, ”The Subterranean Influence of Pragmatism on the Vienna Circle:
Peirce, Ramsey, Wittgenstein,” Journal for the History of Analytical Philosophy 4, no. 5 (2016);
Peter Olen, ”Diverging Paths? Conceptual Pragmatism and Logical Empiricism,” in Prag-
matism in Transition: Contemporary Perspectives on C. I. Lewis, ed. Peter Olen and Carl Sachs
(Cham: Springer, 2017); Sami Pihlström, Friedrich Stadler, and Niels Weidtmann, eds.,
Logical Empiricism and Pragmatism (Cham: Springer, 2017); Matthew Silk, ”Facts and Val-
ues in Pragmatism and Logical Empiricism: Addressing the Eclipse Narrative,” Journal of
General Philosophy of Science 49 (2018).

p. 15
Joseph Ratner, ed. Intelligence in the Modern World: John Dewey’s Philosophy (New York:
Modern Library, 1939); George E. Axtelle, ”Science, Morals, and Social Policy,” Educational
Forum 24; George E. Axtelle and Joe R. Burnett, ”Dewey on Education and Schooling,” in
Guide to the Works of John Dewey, ed. Jo Ann Boydston (Carbondale: Southern Illinois
University Press, 1970); Carolyn Eisele, Studies in the Scientific and Mathematical Philosophy
of Charles S. Peirce, ed. R. M. Martin (The Hague: Mouton, 1979); Max H. Fisch, Peirce,
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Semeiotic, and Pragmatism: Essays, ed. Kenneth Laine Ketner and Christian J. W. Kloe-
sel (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1986); Wiener, Evolution and the Founders of
Pragmatism; Paul Weiss, ”The Essence of Peirce’s System,” Journal of Philosophy 37 (1940);
Paul Weiss and Arthur W. Burks, ”Peirce’s Sixty-Six Signs,” Journal of Philosophy 42 (1945);
David L. Miller, George Herbert Mead: Self, Language, and the World (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1973); Elizabeth F. Flower and Murray G. Murphey, A History of Philosophy
in America, 2 vols. (New York: Capricorn, 1977), chaps. 9–15; Thelma Z. Lavine, ”Prag-
matism and the Constitution in the Culture of Modernism,” Transactions of the Charles
S. Peirce Society 20 (1984); Thelma Z. Lavine, ”American Pragmatism: Transference and
Aufhebung,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 24 (1988); Morton White, The Ori-
gin of Dewey’s Instrumentalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1943); C. Wright
Mills, Sociology and Pragmatism: The Higher Learning in America, ed. Irving Louis Horowitz
(New York: Paine-Whitman, 1964); Eames, Pragmatic Naturalism.

p. 16
On McKeon, see David J. Depew, ”Between Pragmatism and Realism: Richard McKeon’s
Philosophic Semantics,” in Pluralism in Theory and Practice: Richard McKeon and Ameri-
can Philosophy, ed. Eugene Garver and Richard Buchanan (Nashville: Vanderbilt Univer-
sity Press, 2000); Peter Simonson, ”Richard McKeon in the Pragmatist Tradition,” in Re-
covering Overlooked Pragmatists in Communication: Extending the Living Conversation about
Pragmatism and Rhetoric, ed. Robert Danisch (Cham: Palgrave Macmillan, 2019). On Pi-
att, see J. W. Robson, ”Donald Ayres Piatt, 1898–1967,” Proceedings and Addresses of the
American Philosophical Association 40 (1966–67). On Blumer, Lee, and Mead, see Hueb-
ner, Becoming Mead, 158–172; Martin M. Jones, ”Sociality in Harold N. Lee’s Thought,”
Southern Journal of Philosophy 10 (1972). Lafferty’s college graduation date is inferred
from Rosamond Kent Sprague, ”Theodore Thomas Lafferty, 1901–1970,” Proceedings and
Addresses of the American Philosophical Association 43 (1969–70); and John R. Shook, ”Laf-
ferty, Theodore Thomas (1901–70),” in The Dictionary of Modern American Philosophers, ed.
John R. Shook, vol. 3 (Bristol: Thoemmes Continuum, 2005). On Edel, see Irving Louis
Horowitz and H. S. Thayer, eds., Ethics, Science, and Democracy: The Philosophy of Abraham
Edel (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction, 1987); Peter H. Hare and Guy W. Stroh, ”Abra-
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