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The late American Jesuit philosopher and theologian and Royce specialist Frank M. Oppenheim (1925-2020; Ph.D. in philosophy, Saint Louis University, 1962 – the year in which Father Oppenheim turned thirty-seven) published the masterful book Royce’s Mature Philosophy of Religion (University of Notre Dame Press, 1987 – the year in which Father Oppenheim turned sixty-five) achieved an impressive synthesis of the work of the prolific American philosopher Josiah Royce (1855-1916; Ph.D. in philosophy, Johns Hopkins University, 1878 – the year in which the California-born-and-raised Josiah Royce turned twenty-three).

Now, my favorite scholar is the American Jesuit Renaissance specialist and cultural historian and pioneering media ecology theorist Walter J. Ong (1912-2003; Ph.D. in English, Harvard University, 1955 – the year in which Father Ong turned forty-three) -- of Saint Louis University.
During Father Oppenheim’s years of graduate studies in philosophy at Saint Louis University, Father Ong was teaching English there. Consequently, they almost certainly met one another in the Jesuit community. As we will see momentarily, some of Ong’s books had been published by 1962, the year in which Oppenheim completed his doctoral dissertation of Royce. However, as we will see below, it appears that Oppenheim was not familiar with Ong’s publications.

Now, over the years of studying Ong’s wide-ranging body of work, I have learned not to underestimate what all he may have studied in connection with his wide-ranging studies. With regard to Harvard’s prolific philosopher Josiah Royce, I know of two essays by Ong in which he adverts explicitly to Royce: (1) “American Catholicism and America” in the now-defunct Jesuit-sponsored journal Thought: A Review of Culture and Idea (Fordham University), volume 27, serial number 117 (Winter 1952-1953): pp. 521-541; Ong reprinted this essay as “The American Catholic Complex” in his 1957 book Frontiers in American Catholicism: Essays on Ideology and Culture (Macmillan, pp. 1-23); “The American Catholic Complex: is reprinted in volume one of Ong’s Faith and Contexts, edited by Thomas J. Farrell and Paul A. Soukup (Scholars Press, 1992a, pp. 19-37); and (2) “The Intellectual Frontier” in the book The Catholic Church, U.S.A., edited by Louis J. Putz (Fides Publishers Association, 1956, pp. 394-415).
In Ong’s “The Intellectual Frontier” in The Catholic Church, U.S.A., he says, “It is commonly believed that there is something in the American temper or heritage, non-Catholic or Catholic, which is unfavorable to speculation. Nevertheless, there has been a great deal of intellectual activity in the United States within the past hundred years. The work of Josiah Royce, William James, Charles Sanders Peirce, Chief Justice Holmes, John Dewey, Louis Brandeis, and many others cannot be brushed aside as insignificant. Moreover, the intellectual work of such men has been relevant not merely to the surroundings of the Church in America, to the milieu in which the Church in America is situated, but to the internal economy of the Church in America and the real and tremendous achievement realized in American Catholics” (pp. 396-397). Granted, Ong here refers to Royce only in passing. But it is a favorable reference to Royce.
In Ong’s essay “The American Catholic Complex” in his 1957 book Frontiers in American Catholicism, he says, “Whereas M. Gabriel Marcel has a whole book in French on Josiah Royce’s philosophy [1945], it is safe to say that 90 per cent of those who study philosophy in Catholic universities [in the United States], and many of those who teach it, would not know that Royce was an American, or, for that matter, that he even existed. They would, however, be under the spell of the [American] milieu which produced him, in the sense that all their lives they would have been making expert use of its possessions” (p. 15).
The English translation of Marcel’s Royce’s Metaphysics, translated by Virginia Ringer and Gordon Ringer (Henry Regnery, 1956) was published in 1956, which means that Ong wrote the original version of his essay when he was based in a Jesuit residence in Paris (from November 17, 1950 to November 16, 1953) -- when he was researching the French Renaissance logician and educational reformer and Protestant martyr Peter Ramus (1515-1572) for his Harvard doctoral dissertation. In Oppenheim’s Chapter 1: “Eighty Years of Responses to Royce (1910-1990” in his 1993 book Royce’s Mature Ethics (University of Notre Dame Press, pp. 1-22), he attributes great significance to the publication of the English translation of Marcel’s book on Royce (esp. pp. 13 and 17-18).
Oppenheim’s 1962 doctoral dissertation in philosophy at Saint Louis University was titled Royce’s Mature Idea of General Metaphysics.
Now, in Oppenheim’s 1987 book Royce’s Mature Philosophy of Religion, he includes a “Chronology” of Royce’s life (pp. xvii-xviii). In it, he notes that in 1902 “Royce starts his fourteen years of in-depth study of logic” (p. xvii) – which Charles Sanders Pierce (1839-1914) had urged him to undertake. Moreover, Oppenheim emphasizes that Royce wrote his 1913 The Problem of Christianity after he had his 1912 Peircean insight (Oppenheim, 1987, pp. xiii, 9-10, 18, 22, 23, 31, 190, 161n.12, and 363n.19). 
Oppenheim discussed Peirce most extensively in his 2005 ambitious book Reverence for the Relations of Life: Re-imagining Pragmatism via Josiah Royce’s Interactions with Peirce, James, and Dewey (University of Notre Dame Press; for specific page references to Peirce, see the “Index of Names” [p. 493]).
Now, in Oppenheim’s Chapter 12: “[Royce’s] Empirico-Historical Method: First Stage” in his 1987 book Royce’s Mature Philosophy of Religion (pp. 183-204), he says the following about Royce’s 1913 masterpiece in the philosophy of religion, The Problem of Christianity: “his [Royce’s] selected ideas, designated ‘Christian’ simply by historical origin in [Christian] communal consciousness,, but eternally sown in the Universal Community by its Interpreter Logos-Spirit, stand in the truth and are true, whatever changes come” (Oppenheim, p. 192; italics in Oppenheim’s text).
So what are Royce’s “selected ideas, designated ‘Christian’” in his 1913 masterpiece The Problem of Christianity (Macmillan, two volumes; but reprinted as one volume by the University of Chicago Press in 1968; and then the 1968 edition was reprinted by the Catholic University of America Press in 2001, with a “Foreword” by Frank M. Oppenheim, S.J. [pp. vii-xxxi])?
In Oppenheim’s “Foreword” in the 2001 edition of Royce’s 1913 masterpiece The Problem of Christianity, he informs us that, for Royce’s purposes in his 1913 masterpiece, the “three essential ideas of Christianity which had found him without his devising them [p. 366 in Royce]” were “the three ideas of [1] community, [2] humankind’s fallen state, and [3] its liberation (or atonement) by his generalized idea of Grace (or Loyalty)” (p. x). In Royce’s “Author’s Introduction” in the 2001 edition of The Problem of Christianity (pp. 49-54), he says, “The ‘Christian Ideas’ which the lecturer proposes to treat as ‘leading and essential’ are (1) The Idea of the ‘Community’ (historically represented by the Church); (2) The Idea of the ‘Lost State of the Natural Man’; (3) The Idea of ‘Atonement,’ together with the somewhat more general Idea of ‘Saving Grace’” (p. 49). In the revised and expanded “Index” that Oppenheim prepared for the 2001 edition of The Problem of Christianity (pp. 415-426), there is a main entry for Idea (p. 419) which has sub-entries for each of these three ideas. There are also main entries for Atonement (p. 415), Community (p. 417), Lost State (p. 420), and Grace (p. 419).
When we turn our attention to the “Index of Topics” in Oppenheim’s 1987 book Royce’s Mature Philosophy of Religion (pp. 397-403), we also find main entries on Atonement (p. 397), Community (p. 398), Ideas (p. 399), Grace (p. 398), and Lost State (p. 400).
Now, in Oppenheim’s 1987 book Royce’s Mature Philosophy of Religion, he uses a superscript numeral on p.192 to direct our attention to endnote 18, p. 376. In it, he says, “Although familiar with the Greeks’ more intellectualist sense of idea (logos [which is famously used, in Greek, in the prologue in the Gospel of John]), Royce approached the biblical sense of idea (dabar [in the Hebrew Bible]) with its emphasis on spirit, will, embodiment, and action [Oppenheim directs us to p. 319 of Royce’s 1913 masterpiece The Problem of Christianity]. Taken in the latter sense and then shaped into the everlasting ‘sword of the Spirit,’ his set of leading ideas meant far more to Royce than various worldly weapons. In support of his ideas, he could cite strong Scripture precedent: ‘Not on bread alone is man to live, but on every word [dabar, ‘idea’] that comes from the mouth of God’ (Matthew 4:4).” Oppenheim here inserts dabar in square brackets in Matthew’s text, which is written in Greek.

Now, the American Jesuit Renaissance specialist and cultural historian and pioneering media ecology theorist Walter J. Ong (1912-2003; Ph.D. in English, Harvard University, 1955) discusses the Hebrew term dabar in his 1967 book. The Presence of the Word: Some Prolegomena for Cultural and Religious History (Yale University Press, pp. 12 and 113), the expanded version of his 1964 Terry Lectures at Yale University.

Now, the contrast that Oppenheim sets up between “the Greeks’ more intellectualist sense of logos,” on the one hand, and, on the other, “the biblical sense of idea (dabar) with its emphasis on spirit, will, embodiment, and action” calls to mind the visual-aural contrast that Ong works with in his massively researched 1958 book Ramus, Method, and the Decay of Dialogue: From the Art of Discourse to the Art of Reason [in the Age of Reason] (Harvard University Press; for specific page references to Ong’s discussion of the aural-to-visual shift in cognitive processing in our Western cultural history, see the “Index” [p. 396]).
For further discussion of Ong’s account of the aural-to-visual shift in cognitive processing in Western cultural history, see my somewhat lengthy OEN article “Walter J. Ong’s Philosophical Thought” (dated September 20, 2020): 

https://www.opednews.com/articles/Walter-J-Ong-s-Philosophi-by-Thomas-Farrell-Communication_Communications_Communications_Consciousness-200920-664.html
In Ong’s massively researched 1958 book about Ramus and Ramist logic, he surveys the history of the formal study of logic from Aristotle up to and beyond Ramus. Remember that Royce, at the urging of Peirce, spent fourteen years studying modern formal logic.

Now, in Ong’s massively researched 1958 book Ramus, Method, and the Decay of Dialogue: From the Art of Discourse to the Art of Reason [in the Age of Reason], he also devotes Chapter IV: “The Distant Background: Scholasticism and the Quantification of Thought” (pp. 53-91) to the quantification of thought in late medieval logical thought – before Ramus and Ramist logic emerged. Ong spelled out the import of this development in his article “System, Space, and Intellect in Renaissance Symbolism” in Bibliotheque d’Humanisme et Renaissance (Geneva), volume 18 (May 1956): pp. 222-239; Ong reprinted it in his 1962 book The Barbarian Within: And Other Fugitive Essays and Studies (Macmillan, pp. 68-87); it is also reprinted in volume three of Ong’s Faith and Contexts, edited by Thomas J. Farrell and Paul A. Soukup (Scholars Press, 1995, pp. 9-27). In it, Ong explains the import of the quantification of thought in late medieval logical thought:

“In this historical perspective, medieval scholastic logic appears as a kind of pre-mathematics, a subtle and unwitting preparation for the large-scale operations in quantitative modes of thinking which will characterize the modern world. In assessing the meaning of [medieval] scholasticism, one must keep in mind an important and astounding fact: in the whole history of the human mind, mathematics and mathematical physics come into their own, in a way which has changed the face of the earth and promises or threatens to change it even more, at only one place and time, that is, in Western Europe immediately after the [medieval] scholastic experience [in short, in print culture]. Elsewhere, no matter how advanced the culture on other scores, and even along mathematical lines, as in the case of the Babylonian, nothing like a real mathematical transformation of thinking takes place – not among the ancient Egyptians or Assyrians or Greeks or Romans, not among the peoples of India nor the Chinese nor the Japanese, not among the Aztecs or Mayas, not in Islam despite the promising beginnings there, any more than among the Tartars or the Avars or the Turks. These people can all now share the common scientific knowledge, but the scientific tradition itself which they share is not a merging of various parallel discoveries made by their various civilizations. It represents a new state of mind. However great contributions other civilizations may hereafter make to the tradition, our scientific world traces its origins back always to seventeenth and sixteenth century Europe [in short, to Copernicus and Galileo], to the place where for some three centuries and more the [medieval] arts course taught in universities and para-university schools had pounded into the heads of youth a study program consisting almost exclusively of a highly quantified logic and a companion physics, both taught on a scale and with an enthusiasm never approximated or even dreamt of in ancient academies” (The Barbarian Within: And Other Fugitive Essays and Studies [1962, p. 72; boldface emphasis here added by me]).

Now, Ong’s use of the term shift, in the expression aural-to-visual shift in cognitive processing in his massively researched 1958 book, calls to mind the Jewish biblical scholar James L. Kugel’s book The Great Shift: Encountering God in Biblical Times (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2017). No doubt the ancient Hebrew shift that Kugel (born in 1945) delineates can be understood in terms of Ong’s account of the aural-to-visual shift in cognitive processing in our Western cultural history.
In ancient Jewish history this gradually unfolding aural-to-visual shift continued in subsequent centuries, as the late Jewish scholar Jacob Neusner (1932-2016) shows in his book The Transformation of Judaism: From Philosophy to Religion (University of Illinois Press, 1992).
In the English-speaking world, the English Renaissance poet and pamphleteer John Milton (1608-1674) is probably the most widely known person who studied Ramist logic (in Latin) – at Cambridge University. Subsequently, he wrote a textbook in logic (in Latin). Subsequently, after he had become famous as a poet and pamphleteer, he published his textbook in logic (in Latin) in 1672.
Ong and Charles J. Ermatinger edited and translated Milton’s 1672 Logic in volume eight of Yale’s Complete Prose Works of John Milton: 1666-1682, edited by Maurice Kelley (Yale University Press, 1982, pp. 139-407) – with an eloquent “Introduction” by Ong (pp. 144-207). Ong’s “Introduction,” slightly shortened, is reprinted as “Introduction to Milton’s Logic” in volume four of Ong’s Faith and Contexts, edited by Thomas J. Farrell and Paul A. Soukup (Scholars Press, 1999, pp. 111-142). 

Now, Ong published his 1969 article “World as View and World as Event” in the journal American Anthropologist, volume 71, number 4 (August 1969): pp. 634-647. It is reprinted in volume three of Ong’s Faith and Contexts, edited by Thomas J. Farrell and Paul A. Soukup (Scholars Press, 1995, pp. 69-90).
I discuss Ong’s 1969 article in my article “Walter Ong and Harold Bloom can help us understand the Hebrew Bible” in the journal Explorations in Media Ecology, volume 11, numbers 3&4 (2012): pp. 255-272.
The late anthropologist David M. Smith (1940-2022; Ph.D. in anthropology, University of Minnesota) discusses Ong’s 1969 article in his 1997 book chapter “World as Event: Aspects of Chipewyan Ontology” that is reprinted, slightly revised, in the 2012 book Of Ong and Media Ecology, edited by Thomas J. Farrell and Paul A. Soukup (Hampton Press, pp. 117-141).
Remember that Royce, at Peirce’s urging, spent fourteen years studying modern formal logic. For Ong, the formal study of logic from Aristotle onward up to and beyond Ramus, extending to modern formal logic, involves what Ong refers to as visual cognitive processing in our Western cultural history.

Now, what Oppenheim refers to as “the Greeks’ more intellectualist sense of logos” aligns with what Ong refers to as the world as view sense of life. What Oppenheim refers to as “the biblical sense of idea (dabar) with its emphasis on spirit, will, embodiment, and action” aligns with what Ong refers to as the world as event sense of life. Now, if Oppenheim’s claim that Royce’s sense of the Christian ideas he discusses in his 1913 masterpiece The Problem of Christianity is correct, then Royce’s account of the three protean Christian ideas, mentioned above, represents a noteworthy account of how those three Christian ideas express and represent what Ong refers to as the world as event sense of life! 
Unfortunately, Oppenheim himself does not explicitly refer to his perceptive characterization of Royce’s use of “the biblical sense of idea (dabar) with its emphasis on spirit, will, embodiment, and action” in his discussion of Royce’s account of the three Christian ideas, mentioned above, in his 1913 masterpiece The Problem of Christianity – where such explicit discussion of his characterization might have helped clarify what he was saying about Royce’s account of Christian ideas. 
Unfortunately, Oppenheim does not happen to advert explicitly to either Ong’s massively researched 1958 book or to his seminal 1967 book or to his 1969 article – or to Eric A. Havelock’s relevant 1963 book Preface to Plato (Belknap Press of Harvard University Press). Because Oppenheim died in 2020, he will not be exploring Royce’s work in any further publications.
Unfortunately, Ong does not discuss Oppenheim’s 1987 book Royce’s Mature Philosophy of Religion. Because Ong died in 2003, he will not be exploring Oppenheim’s 1987 book in any further publications.
In conclusion, I would like to return now to Oppenheim’s characterization in his “Foreword” in the 2001 edition of Royce’s 1913 masterpiece The Problem of Christianity as what he refers to as his “prophetic voice” (p. vii). Regardless of what all Oppenheim may have meant by this statement in 2001, I have suggested here new ways in which Oppenheim’s statement in his 1987 book Royce’s Mature Philosophy of Religion (p. 376n.18) about the Hebrew word dabar versus the Greek philosophical word logos can understood as related to Ong’s extensive account of the aural versus the visual cognitive processing in our Western cultural history. 
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