Syllabus

Philosophy 570-001, Seminar in American Idealism: Royce and Hocking
Semester: Fall 2005


Meets: T 18:30-21:00, Faner Hall #3059

Professor: Randall E. Auxier

Office: Faner Hall #3030
      Phone: 453-7437

       E-mail: personalist61@yahoo.com   
  Office Hours: MTR 10:00-12:00
Texts: 

John J. McDermott, ed., The Basic Writings of Josiah Royce, 2 vols. (New York: Fordham University Press, 2005 [1969]). BW1 and BW2
John Lachs and D. Micah Hester, eds., A William Ernest Hocking Reader (Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press, 2004).  WEHR
Josiah Royce, The Problem of Christianity (complete, any edition).  This text has not been ordered for the bookstore because students will do better to obtain their own copies from outlets like abebooks.com, or powells.com or the like.  The text is in print from Catholic University of America Press for $25, but it can be had cheaper.  PoC (pagination in this syllabus will follow the Chicago Univ. Press one-volume edition, but Lecture numbers will also be specified). 
Randall E. Auxier, ed., The Personalist Forum, 15:1 (Spring 1999).  Several articles from this will be assigned, copies provided to students free of charge.  TPF
Additional materials to be photocopied and handed out:

Josiah Royce, “Kant’s Relation to Modern Philosophic Progress,” Journal of Speculative Philosophy 15 (1881), 360-381.
------, “‘Mind-Stuff’ and Reality,” Mind 6 (1881), 365-377.

------, “Is there a Science of Education?” Educational Review 1 (1891), 15-25, 121-132.
------, “The World of Postulates” and “Idealism,” in The Religious Aspect of Philosophy, chs. 9 and 10 (New York: Harper & Row, 1885).
------, et al. The Conception of God, ed. G. H. Howison (New York: Macmillan, 1897), 135-181, 217-222, 247-273, 289-296, 327-337.  CG
------, The World and the Individual, Second Series (New York: Macmillan, 1901), Lectures IV and V, 153-242.  WI2
------, “Intellectual Autobiography, 1871-1883” in Metaphysics: His Philosophy 9 Course of 1915-1916, William Ernest Hocking, Richard Hocking and F.W. Oppenheim, eds. (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1998), 80-87.  JRM
------, “The Will or the Direction of Conduct,” in Outlines of Psychology (New York: Macmillan, 1903), Chapter XV, 364-379.  OP
------, “The World and the Will,” in The Sources of Religious Insight (New York: Macmillan, 1912), Chapter IV, 120-161.  SRI
------, The Letters of Josiah Royce, John Clendenning, ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970), selected letters to Howison, James, and Peirce.  Letters
------, “Nietzsche,” in Josiah Royce’s Late Writings, Frank M. Oppenheim, ed., 2 vols. (Bristol, UK: Thoemmes Press, 2001), 1:174-187.  LW1
Auxier, Randall E., ed.  Critical Responses to Josiah Royce, 1885-1916, 3 vols. (Bristol, UK: Thoemmes Press, 2000), selections.  CRR1, CRR2 and CRR3
William Ernest Hocking, Human Nature and Its Remaking, 2nd rev ed. with additions (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1929), 15-39.  HN&R
There will be other secondary sources handed out, especially writings by your teacher :)
Course Description:

Royce is one of the most poorly understood American philosophers.  I have hardly read a single interpreter who actually grasps the basic movement of his thought.  Part of the reason is that Royce’s philosophy is difficult; part of it is that he has been interpreted most prominently by readers who made the mistake of believing what others, such as Dewey, James and Santayana, said about Royce.  None of these would have been likely to form an opinion about James or Dewey based on what Royce said of them, but history isn’t interested in fairness or balance.  Another part of the problem is that Royce in his last days did much to undermine serious efforts to grasp the unity of his own thought and its development by making half-baked statements about his intellectual debts, especially to Peirce.  There is scarcely a single idea in Royce’s mature thought (after 1912) that was not already demonstrably well developed by 1885.  Still another reason Royce is poorly interpreted is that his principal interpreters in subsequent generations were more concerned about trying to emphasize those aspects of his thought that were not out of fashion (e.g., his phenomenology, semiotics, logic, theory of community and theory of interpretation) to the exclusion of a great portion of his thought that, however unfashionable, is crucial for a proper understanding of his whole philosophy (e.g., his idealism, metaphysics, view of will, reason and religious experience).  Another important reason for misunderstanding is that many interpreters have consistently associated Royce’s philosophy with Hegel’s which is simply incorrect, as Royce pointed out himself (see Section II of the Preface to PoC), and on this point we can trust Royce’s sense of himself, since the entire record of his writings bears him out.  Royce was far closer to Schopenhauer and Kant than to Hegel and idealists and pragmatists who have insisted on understanding Royce’s philosophy through Hegelian interpretation have gotten virtually nothing right.  Another misleading trap lies in Royce’s uncomfortable relationship to British idealism, especially Bradley.  Royce invites this misunderstanding, as he later realized.

The only way to grasp Royce’s philosophy is to encounter it first-hand from beginning to end.  We cannot read everything, but we can examine the central themes of Royce’s thought throughout their entire development, both the fashionable and unfashionable aspects.  Rather than justifying Royce’s relevance to contemporary concerns, we will be attempting to take this philosophy in its own right and ask whether it has ever been fully considered.
The basic theme of the course will be the meaning of temporality, individuality and personality, in ontological, metaphysical, epistemological, religious, social, political, and ethical domains.  We will have two ways of approaching this task.  The first is systematic and the second is historical.
My contention is that a proper systematic understanding of Royce depends upon balancing the idea of the Whole in his Fourth Conception of Being –“to be is to be uniquely related to a whole”—with the idea of the individual.  Indeed the individual, as a metaphysical idea, has not been rightly understood by Royce’s interpreters, especially the individual as temporal relation in community.  The course will be following all of the ways in which “individuals exist,” i.e., the uniquity aspect of the Fourth Conception.  One point that will quickly emerge is that “person” and “individual” are not the same thing and have a complex and subtle relationship.  The great achievement of the communitarian philosophy of 1913 is what we are looking to grasp, ultimately.  Hocking completed several aspects of Royce’s thinking that Royce himself never got to, especially in the 1918 treatise Human Nature and Its Remaking, so we will conclude with that.
In terms of historical context, it is extremely tempting to show Royce in his American context, with Dewey, James, Santayana, Peirce and the Boston personalists, but I have decided not to go that direction this time.  Instead I will be endeavoring to show how Royce’s encounters with German thought, specifically how Lotze’s temporalist interpretation of Kant and Schopenhauer’s conception of the Will, played out in Royce's thinking.  Royce was also really the first American thinker to take Nietzsche seriously, and part of the reason is that he grasped immediately how Nietzsche was struggling with the same issue of Nature from Emerson and Will from Schopenhauer.  Royce’s entire philosophy can be understood as an attempt to use temporalist thinking to embrace Schopenhauer’s conception of the Will without giving in to the pessimism.  Hocking finished this project of reinterpreting human nature as a self-creative effort of will, but in community, as distinct from Nietzsche’s individualism.
Another reason to get the German background instead of the American context is this: Persons who believe they understand William James’ conception of the Will without having studied this background in Royce simply delude themselves.  The formation of the conception of “will” in James’s psychology and later essays on “will” is inseparable from his conversations with Royce, and Royce was struggling with Schopenhauer.  In addition, people who think they get Santayana without grasping the way Lotze comes through Royce to Santayana are missing something they need (especially the answers to realist criticisms are here).  Grasping why Dewey criticizes Royce’s interpretation of Kant in his review of WI1 depends also upon the German background.  Crouching in the background all throughout is Emerson’s influence on both Nietzsche and Royce.  People who think Emerson is the real well-spring and hero of American philosophy will see why they are right.  But all of this requires the close examination of the German sources of Royce’s thought.  
Objectives:

By the end of the course students should be able to explain in detail all the basics of Royce’s philosophy and assess the strengths and weakness of his major interpreters.

Requirements:

Attendance: 10% Since this seminar meets only once per week, attendance in every session is extremely important.  If you have to miss for any reason, inform the instructor by phone or e-mail before class.  If you miss more than one class without being excused, you will forfeit the attendance portion of the course grade.

Presentation: 30% This is a seminar.  Each student will be expected to give a 20-30 minute presentation on one of the topics from the list at the end of this syllabus.  The presentation will give special attention to whatever facets of Royce’s thought bear directly upon our course content, especially the issues about temporality, individuality, and the person.  Liberal communication with the professor in preparing the presentation is advisable.  Ideally presentations will be assigned to students who already have some knowledge of the presentation topic so that a general sense of how to address the central questions will be more easily obtained.  In any case it should be understood that research for the presentation stretches often into reading several books and looking for secondary literature.  The presentation should be geared to an audience that has not read anything on the topic being presented.

Final Paper: 30% Each student will prepare a final research paper of not less than 12 pp. on a topic approved by the instructor.  Students should meet with the instructor during office hours before November 1 to discuss the topic for the final paper.  All papers are to use Chicago style documentation.  Ideally the presentation can be used as research and work towards the final paper.
Weekly Questions: 30% To facilitate discussion, students will be responsible for formulating questions from the reading each week.  Enrollment for the course is fairly large, so you will be divided into two groups, an A Group and a B Group.  Each week the students in one of these groups will be responsible for sending me their questions for that evening’s class meeting no later than Monday at noon.  This is not difficult to do once you get used to it.  The address to post to is personalist61@yahoo.com.  Students should also bring a printed copy of their questions to the class meeting, and be prepared to read it if called upon.  Questions must be formulated according to the following guidelines:

All questions must begin with a context summary of two or three sentences (including explicit reference to the relevant pages), and must be formulated as one of the following four types of questions: internal, external, practical or comparative.  Internal questions aim at simply understanding the theory we are studying.  External questions analyze and criticize the bases, assumptions, and philosophical implications of that theory.  Practical questions deal with the consequences, theoretical and practical, of proceeding upon the assumed truth of a given theory.  Examples of these three types are provided below:

I. Internal Questions:


1. What is time according to Royce in this reading?


2. What is the world according to Royce in this reading?


3. What is Royce’s method in this reading?


4. How does a claim made in one part of Royce’s text relate to a claim made 


in another place?

II. External Questions:

1. Is Royce’s method self-consistent and does he always employ in his own thinking and reasoning the method he advocates?


2. According to what principles and assumptions is Royce’s method justified


as “knowledge”?


3. What is assumed to be real and unreal in Royce’s worldview as presented in 


this reading?


4. What criteria can we use to determine the truth or falsity of the central assetions 


in this reading?


5. Does Royce employ his technical terminology consistently in this reading?

III. Practical Questions:

1. If Royce’s view is correct, then how would we explain a phenomenon like communication of moral ideals?


2. How would culture and politics be different if Royce’s view of the universe 

came to be accepted as true?

IV. Comparative questions bring together two or more views by comparing the answers to internal, external, or practical questions in two different readings.  For example: “What is the relationship between the method in The Philosophy of Loyalty and The Problem of Christianity?” is a comparative internal question.  Or, “Is Royce’s account of the individual in The World and the Individual consistent with his account of the individual in The Problem of Christianity?” is a comparative external question.  Or, “Does Royce’s Philosophy of Loyalty lead more readily to self-knowledge than his late essays?”  This is a comparative practical question.

Tentative Schedule:

Please do not let the number of assigned pages frighten you.  Often these are pages in large type with huge margins.  The amount of reading should be manageable.

Aug. 23: Introduction and Course Mechanics.  The Relation of Royce’s Biography to his Philosophical Development.  Autobiographical writings, BW1 31-38; JRM 80-87.  Letter to James, Dec. 28, 1881, Letters 106-107.  California, pp. 119-123.  My DMAP encyclopedia article, unedited version.
Aug. 30: Royce’s Ontological Project.  My “Royce’s Fictional Ontology.”  Two early articles, 1881.  BW1, 265-272; RAP Chs. 9-10, 291-383.  Questions from Group A.
Sept. 6: Proving God? BW1, 321-384.  Reviews of RAP by Samuel Alexander and William James CRR2, 1-13.  Gary L. Cesarz, “A World of Difference,” TPF 15:1, 84-128.  Questions from Group B.
Sept. 13: The Royce-Howison Debate.  CG 135-181, 217-222, 247-273, 289-296, 327-337.  Questions from Group A.
Sept. 20: God, Finitude and Evil.  BW1 385-402.  BW2 833-854, 1039-1062.  Letters on Christopher and the death of James.  Questions from Group B.  Student Presentation: Joshi on Kant.
Sept. 27:  The Question of Will.  OP 364-379.  SRI 120-161.  Questions from Group A. Student Presentations: McCollum on the Abbott Affair; Lipham on James.
Oct. 4: The Individual and the Whole Part 1.  BW1 421-567.  Tyman, “Royce and the Destiny of Idealism,” TPF 45-58.  Questions from Group B.  Student Presentations: Weber on Realism I; John on Indian Thought.
Oct. 11: The Individual and the Whole Part 2.  BW1 569-637.  WI2 153-242.  Questions from Group A.  Student Presentation: Stapleton on Evolution and Science.
Oct. 18: Education, Race, Culture.  “Is there a Science of Education?” in full.  BW2 1067-1134.  Questions from Group B.  Student Presentations: Curry on DuBois, Race, Community and History; Welch on Pluralism.
Oct. 25: Loyalty 1.  Lectures 1-4, BW2 855-933.  Questions from Group A.  Student Presentation: Berzins on Dewey.
Nov. 1: Loyalty 2.  Lectures 5-8, BW2 933-1013.  Questions from Group B.  Student Presentation: Hills on Lost Causes and the Transformative Aspect of Loyalty. 
Nov. 8: Community and History.  PoC Preface and Lectures 1-7; 37-48, 75-208.  Questions from Group A.  Student Presentation: Strong on Literature.
Nov. 15: Community and Interpretation.  PoC Lectures 9-14, 229-362.  Questions from Group B.  Student Presentation: Tunstall on Marcel.
Nov. 22: Thanksgiving break.

Nov. 29: Hocking 1: The Revival of Mysticism.  WEHR chs. 2, 4, 6-8, 14-17, and Rouner “Solipsism Surmounted,” 280-289.  My DMAP article on Hocking.  Questions from Group A.  Student Presentation: Buchanan on Realism II.
Dec. 6: Hocking 2: Answering Nietzsche, Voluntarism without the Pessimism.  HN&R chs. 3-5.  Royce’s essay on Nietzsche. LW1, 174-187.  Auxier, “Mysticism and the Immediacy of God,” TPF 59-83.  Questions from Group B.  Student Presentations: Walton on War and Progress; Tu on Ships and Boats. 

Dec. 13: Papers due.

A Note on Sources

Due to the renovations of the library, there may be some delays with sources.  The Center for Dewey Studies, which is embarking on preliminary work towards a critical edition of the Works of Josiah Royce has begum collecting source materials, and due to the generosity of Charles M. Sherover, has already gathered a fair amount.  These books and materials are available for study in the Dewey Center during its regular business hours.  If something you need is checked out of the library, try the Dewey Center.

Presentation Topics
The topics below are the ones that fit best into what I am doing with this course.  If you have an idea for a topic that is not listed below, I will consider it.  Let me know the first week of school.  Topics will be assigned at the beginning of the second week.  Exact dates of presentation will depend upon which topics get chosen, but I have indicated the likely positioning of each with an “E” for “early in the semester,” an “M” for mid-semester, an “L” for late in the semester, and an “F” for topics that might be presented at almost any time depending on scheduling needs.  Remember that people who present early get a break in their grade for courage and loyalty.  To prepare for assignment, make a list of your top three choices and have it ready for the second class meeting.  Names will be drawn randomly, and when your name is drawn you can choose your topic.  It is important to explore at least three in case the topic you want is not available when your name is called.
Kant (E) – Royce was a modified Kantian his entire career.  Understanding his criticism of Kant’s view of time is the key to grasping his basic philosophical starting point.  The person doing this important presentation will be responsible for going through all of Royce’s works, summarizing his basic understanding of Kant, and examining how it developed.  The issues of temporality and the self are the keys.  A fair understanding of Kant, especially the first Critique, is needful.  Helpful here will be Charles Sherover’s essay on Royce, Kant and Heidegger, but also Royce’s 1881 essay “Before and Since Kant,” which should be the starting point.
Schopenhauer (E) – Perhaps the most significant philosophical influence on Royce was Schopenhauer.  Indeed, the very first graduate course in philosophy ever offered in the US was Royce’s course on Schopenhauer.  The person presenting this topic will be responsible for collecting together all that Royce says about Schopenhauer and getting a sense of its development.  The issues of Will and pessimism are the keys.  A fair background in Schopenhauer is needful.
Abbott Affair (E) – There were only two graduate students in philosophy at Harvard when Royce arrived in 1882, one of whom was Francis E. Abbott.  Harvard was no great shakes at that time either.  But the “Abbott Affair” that began in 1890 and really only ended with Abbott’s death in 1903 was one of the saddest tales in the history of American academia.  This is a historical presentation, but it calls for some astuteness regarding the psychology and the moral principles of the main players.  Of particular interest is the way that the complex relationship of James, Peirce and Royce survived this affair.  And there is also something rather intriguing in the association of Abbott and Royce (and James) in the American Society for Psychical Reasearch, where they were on a committee that investigated haunted houses and ghosts in 1886 and following.  It might be very, very interesting to explore the Abbott Affair with an eye on the Proceedings of that Society, to which Royce contributed between 1886-89, and keeping in mind also James’s penchant for the paranormal.  It would be of some value for the presenter to obtain all the primary sources for this controversy and form his/her own estimate of it.  This is for someone who is patient and historical in temperament.

Lotze (E) – There was a way of reading Kant that had a most profound influence on the development of American philosophy.  About half of the most significant American philosophers of the 19th century studied with Lotze.  Lotze’s view amounted to a kind of transcendental empiricism, naturalizing Kant without giving up idealism, and in particular reworking his notions of knowledge of the phenomenal world and his conception of reason.  The person doing this presentation will need to wade through a fair amount of Lotze, using what Royce says about Lotze as a guide.  Also relevant will be Santayana’s dissertation on Lotze that Royce directed.  The focus of this will be how Lotze’s understanding of Kant’s conception of the role of reason in knowing affected Royce’s idealism.
Indian Philosophy (M) – Due to his interest in Schopenhauer, Royce early on developed a great enthusiasm for Indian philosophy.  He studied Sanskrit with Heinrich Hubschmann in Germany and continued serious study of that language with Charles Lanman, one of his best friends, in the U.S. for many years.  Royce was really the only American philosopher of his generation who undertook this, although his younger colleague in the philosophy of literature, Irving Babbitt, also made important contributions.  Indian philosophy appears in Royce’s work increasingly as he approached his Gifford Lectures (1899, 1900), and plays a central role there.  Leidecker’s little book is a resource.  Singh’s book is critical of Royce in many ways, but I want the person presenting this to form his/her own view.  Singh underestimates Royce’s knowledge of the subject.  The key texts will probably be Royce’s correspondence with Lanman and a willingness to examine Lanman’s writings to grasp the relationship between his view of Indian thought and Royce’s.  A basic background in Indian philosophy is needed for this.
Peirce (M) – A very complex topic.  Much has been written, too much.  I do not trust Royce’s own late estimate (1912-16) of Peirce’s influence.  The person presenting this needs to be responding principally to Oppenheim’s new book, Reverence for the Relations of Life, the large section on Peirce, but also Cotton’s book.  The project is to assess the debt of Royce to Peirce.  It is further complicated by the fact that your professor has strong views on this subject that are not in line with the mainstream.
James (M) – The same as with Peirce above only more so.  The new Oppenheim book is the thing to respond to in this presentation, but also Perry’s biography and Cotton’s book.
Dewey (M) – There are many ways this presentation could go, but the direction I want is an examination of the differences of Kant interpretation between Royce and Dewey.  Again the presenter is responding to Oppenheim, who really spends a lot of energy on questions of religion, but in my view misses the key, which is differing views of Kant.  The person doing this presentation should be willing to look closely at Dewey’s views about Kant, his review of WI1 and compare them with Royce’s view of Kant.  Pay attention also to the Dewey manuscript and response Oppenheim published in the 2001 Transactions of the Peirce Society.
Realism 1 (L) – Royce’s critique of realism in WI1 has never been adequately answered.  People go on being realists in spite of the fact that there is no way easy around Royce’s critique.  Whether the criticisms of Royce by realists carry weight is really a different issue.  The person doing this presentation is charged with finding realist attempts to answer Royce’s critique of realism, summarizing them and assessing their degree of success –who knows, maybe I have missed something.

Realism 2 (L or M) – The same as above except that this presentation is to focus on the criticisms of Royce by realists and to assess Royce’s prospects and resources for answering them.

Boodin (L) – Among Royce’s most creative students was John Elof Boodin, who attempted in a series of systematic works to synthesize Royce’s idealism with James’s pragmatism in a cosmic naturalism.  Boodin was an excellent writer and his works are pleasant to read.  The presenter should deal particularly with Boodin’s interpretation and criticisms of Royce, and his suggested correctives and alternatives.
W.E.B. DuBois, Race, History and Community (L) – One of Royce’s more important students was W.E.B. DuBois.  DuBois’s time at harvard comes just before Royce began writing explicitly on race questions in the first decade of the 20th century, but a close examination will show that race questions were already an important part of Royce’s thinking when he wrote the history of California.  The person doing this presentation is charged with tracing the influence of Royce’s philosophy on DuBois, and of understanding how Royce’s views about history, race and community prior to his encounter with DuBois might have prepared him for renewed interest in the issue of race as a part of the philosophy of community.

C.I. Lewis and Logic (L) – Lewis was one of Royce’s most influential students, and indeed, the history of modal logic is tied to Lewis’s use of System Sigma as a basis for S1.  This presenter will go into Lewis’s early writings on logic and compare them with Royce’s work, looking also at how Royce’s conversations with Peirce affected it (see especially Peirce’s 1898 lecture course and Royce’s use of it), and come up with an assessment of Royce’s logical ideas in the formation of modal logic.  This is a historical task, but it will require some facility with logic.   Gary L. Cesarz “A World of Difference” article will be of great help, as well as recent work by Scott Pratt and Brent Crouch forthcoming from Fordham Press, but probably available by asking them.

Marcel and Phenomenology (L) – Royce exerted an influence upon the development of French phenomenology through Marcel and to a much lesser extent, Moses J. Aronson.  This presenter will be charged with assessing the interpretations of Royce by Marcel and Aronson, especially regarding their points of emphasis and exclusion, and the subsequent impact on French thought.  This requires the ability to read Aronson’s book in French, which is not a difficult book, nor terribly long.  Also a fair knowledge of 20th century French philosophy is needed.

Royce and Catholicism (L) – Catholicism has had an interesting and varied reception of Royce.  The person doing this presentation will need to read  Marcel’s book, W.D. Radford’s book, and Di Pasquale’s and Jarvis’s books, all in preparation for understanding Oppenheim’s interpretation, which is spread over four major books.  This one involves a lot of reading and thinking, a good background in Catholic philosophy and is not for the squeamish. 

The Insurance Idea (L) – One of the more creative ideas of Royce’s late career was the idea of setting up an international insurance fund against war.  The presenter here is charged with reading all about this idea, forming an estimate of where Royce got it from, and of how it relates to his social and moral philosophy.

The War and Progress (L) – Royce was ultra-hawkish against Germany in the First World War, perhaps having been set off by the sinking of the Lusitania (this presenter may want to share info. with the ships and boats presenter).  His attitude towards the war confounds many people, evincing apparently a departure of some sort from Royce’s history of progressivism and something that approached pacifism.  I think that Royce’s generation had not known war and had even allowed itself to hope that war was coming to an end in the history of the human race.  This could be called “progressive hope” and one finds a great deal of it in Royce’s generation.  This made the outbreak of WWI that much more devastating.  This presenter is charged with trying to understand Royce’s reaction to the war in light of his progressivism and social/moral philosophy.  Of special help here will be Oppenheim’s book on Royce’s mature ethics, but the early essay “The Nature of Voluntary Progress” reprinted in Fugitive Essays is crucial.
Pluralism (F) – One of the most under-studied aspects of Royce’s philosophy is his commitment to pluralism.  The vast majority of interpreters gloss over this and emphasize the unity of truth or of the Absolute, leaving themselves with little to say when confronted with Royce’s repeated endorsement of pluralism.  This presenter is charged with collecting what Royce explicitly says about pluralism and giving an account of its development and role in his thinking.

Emerson (F) – This is a dicey and difficult topic for several reasons.  Emerson was larger than life in Royce’s America, and even Royce is only dimly aware of the extent to which Emerson seeps into his systematic thinking.  The person presenting this has to cull through all that Royce says about Emerson using the hermeneutics of suspicion.  Searching especially for the view of Will that influenced Nietzsche, and the view of nature to a lesser extent, and to a greater extent, the view of imagination.  This view of imagination comes through Coleridge’s interpretation of Kant and lands squarely upon Emerson as a way of using and supplementing Coleridge with Emerson’s own reading of the three Critiques.  The view of imagination in Emerson and Royce is probably the key.  A person conversant with Emerson and Kant and with a willingness to do a fair amount of historical research is required.

Literature (F) – Royce was a professor of literature first and his engagement with imaginative literature is essential to understanding his philosophy.  Especially important is Royce’s complicated relation to Romanticism and its account of the self or the individual.  The presenter will be charged with surveying Royce’s writings on literature and his use of them in philosophy and forming an estimate of its role in his thought.  Of particular interest is the role of narrative in relation to Royce’s views of temporality and the self.
Ships and Boats: Royce’s Mental Balance (F) – Royce’s life was filled with tragedies, set-backs and a consuming self-doubt.  The way he developed to deal with this and remain functional was odd.  He would consign himself to long periods of isolation from his family and everyone else he knew by hopping on boats and going on sea voyages to all points of the globe.  Oppenheim’s study on the 1888 voyage is a starting place and would seem to suggest that one reason Royce set out on these boats was because he was having huge philosophical insights and breakthroughs.  This presenter is charged with learning about and summarizing for the class all of Royce’s major voyages and assessing their importance for his thought.  Also crucial to this largely historical task is coming to terms with Royce’s reaction to the sinking of the Lusitania in 1915.
Women: Sarah Royce, the sisters, and Katherine Head Royce (Kitty) (F) – A person doing this presentation will need to do a lot of biographical research, reading both editions of Clendenning’s biography (his view of Kitty was drastically altered between 1970 and 1999, but there is material in the 1970 biography that is still true, especially regarding Kitty’s reputation in Cambridge and should be consulted; also it may be valuable to grasp why Clendenning’s view changed).  The Sara Royce diary is also a must here, and perhaps also Royce’s engagement with the writing of George Eliot.  The question is what effect did these strong women have on Royce’s philosophy if any.  An extremely interesting parallel between Royce’s up-bringing and Nietzsche’s exists here.  The question of how Nietzsche and Royce as respond to Schopenhauer in different ways is an issue that should be addressed, and possibly the person doing this topic should work with the person doing Nietzsche and share information.  This topic is ideal for someone interested in feminism.
Evolution and the Limits of Science (F) – Royce’s philosophy of science is not widely written on, but the person who does this presentation will be charged with gathering up all that Royce has to say about science, its relation to knowledge and progress, with a special focus on Darwin and evolution, and also the critique of instrumentalism, and forming an assessment of it.  Of special interest will be Royce’s articles in Science throughout his career, and the essay “Is there a Science of Education?”
Bibliography

The bibliography of Royce’s writings at the end of BW2 is excellent and reliable.  Only a few major primary sources can be added to it.  There are other original materials scattered in journals, mainly the Transactions of the Peirce Society.
Royce, Josiah.  Metaphysics: His Philosophy 9 Course of 1915-1916.  William Ernest Hocking, et al., eds.  Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1998.

-------.  Josiah Royce’s Later Writings.  Frank M. Oppenheim, ed.  2 vols.  Bristol, UK: Thoemmes Press, 2001.
Principal Biographical Resources
Buranelli, Vincent.  Josiah Royce.  New York: Twayne Publishers, 1964.  I haven’t read this one.  I need to.
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