


Scott Newstok’s 2020 Book about Renaissance Education and Walter J. Ong’s Thought

Thomas J. Farrell
Professor Emeritus in Writing Studies
University of Minnesota Duluth
Web: www.d.umn.edu/~tfarrell
Email: tfarrell@d.umn.edu


Our current worldwide Covid-19 catastrophe is tragic. The evening television news reports about it, including corpses in body bags, are as sad to watch, as were the evening television news reports about the American war in Vietnam (1964-1973), including corpses in body bags – for those of us Americans who were fortunate enough only to be watching reports of that war on television, rather than fighting in it.
But the worldwide Covid-19 catastrophe also reminds me of the Black Death that ravaged Europe and parts of Asia in the fourteenth century. It peaked in Europe between 1347 and 1351 but returned less than a decade later. But periodic recurrences continued for a century and a half – well beyond the emergence of the Gutenberg printing press in the mid-1450s, down to Shakespeare’s day, as James Shapiro details in his 2015 book The Year of Lear: Shakespeare in 1606 (see the index for “plague” for specific page references). According to Shapiro, Shakespeare began writing The Tragedy of King Lear in the plague-free summer or autumn of 1605 – before the return of the plague in late 1606. The plague struck London repeatedly from 1603-1610. But Shakespeare’s ability to imagine King Lear’s inner breakdowns (i.e., the adjustments that he is forced by circumstances to make in his expectations and his thought-world) is impressive, to say the least.
I do not have a crystal ball, and so I will refrain here from making any specific predictions about what the future may hold for the United States or any other country. With Doris Day, I’ll sing the refrain of her 1956 song “Whatever Will Be, Will Be (Que Sera, Sera).” But we Americans are undoubtedly going to have our adaptability challenged as we adapt to the emerging new situations in our lives. No doubt adaptability involves new learning – and so Scott Newstok’s lessons about learning from a Renaissance education are timely.
But if we assume that many people who saw Shakespeare’s play in 1606 had themselves been understandably catastrophizing (in Albert Ellis’ terminology) in response to the plague, then Shakespeare’s play may have caught the conscience/consciousness of the catastrophizing people and given them King Lear’s inner breakdowns as analogous with their own inner breakdowns due to the plague. (King James I turned forty in 1606, and so I doubt if any people in Shakespeare’s audience thought of King James I as analogous to the aging King Lear.) 
By the end of Shakespeare’s 1606 play The Tragedy of King Lear, King Lear’s inner breakdowns have included his ultimate descent into madness – and eventually his death. At the end of the play, with so many of the main characters dead (as in the plague?), Edgar, who like Lear has suffered much, emerges (with what Nassir Ghaemi refers to as depressive realism?) as the new king of this pre-Christian realm of England – tasked with cleaning up the realm from the wolves that have overrun it during King Lear’s reign. Overall, it is a bleak and somber play – especially if we compare its vision of the realm under King Lear with the vision of the realm in the Anglo-Saxon epic Beowulf. Edgar has got his work in the realm cut out for him as the new king. But in the Anglo-Saxon epic, the aging King Beowulf, in my estimate, represents the optimal form of the King archetype, and the new King Edgar may also access the optimal form of the King archetype.
In the 2007 revised and expanded edition of their 1992 book The King Within: Accessing the King [Archetype] in the Male Psyche, the late Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette discuss the optimal form of the King archetype as the preferred ideal form – preferred, that is, to either of the two bipolar “shadow” forms: (1) the Tyrant King and (2) the Weakling King. Even though the authors did not write a book about the Queen archetype, they intimate that the Queen archetype is the feminine counterpart of the King archetype in our psyches. Because few Americans actively imagine themselves to be a king or a queen, we need to consider the various roles adults play in real life (e.g., as parents, as teachers, and the like) in which they to one degree or another are expected to “rule over” others at least temporarily. (I discuss King Lear further below in the final subsection.)
Thus far, as I write this essay, the worldwide Covid-19 catastrophe has impinged enough on my own life that I could describe myself as experiencing inner breakdowns of a sort – of a sort that I imagine many of Shakespeare’s contemporaries in England in 1606, and most likely Shakespeare himself, were also experiencing as they adjusted to the plague. In this way, I see Shakespeare’s play King Lear about the pre-Christian realm in England as deeply attuned to the times in England in 1606, as I myself feel deeply attuned to the times of our Covid-19 catastrophe in the United States today.
You see, I was born in my father’s hometown, Ossining, New York, in 1944. Today I have no relatives still living in Ossining. Even so, I cry for the state in which I was born because of the Covid-19 catastrophe in it. In addition, in the academic year 1975-1976, I taught English at the City College of the City University of New York – one of the most memorable years of my life. I lived in the then-new apartment building known as the Chelsea Mews (in back of the Chelsea Hotel on the next street over). Among other memorable things, I remember that New York City went bankrupt in 1976 – in part, because of the controversial policy of open admissions at the two-year and four-year campuses of the City University of New York -- and we did not receive our May paychecks until many years later. (I will discuss my life a bit further below as I go, including the short subsection “My Life Intersects Ong’s” – before the final lengthy subsection.)
For further discussion of the controversial policy of open admissions at the City University of New York, see Theodore L. Gross’ 1980 book Academic Turmoil: The Reality and Promise of Open Education. (Disclosure: Dean Gross hired me to teach English in 1975-1976 at the City College/CUNY, where I had more than 100 full-time and part-time colleagues in the Department of English.)
Now, our contemporary medical expertise provides us with far more reliable scientific information about the disease of Covid-19 than any available explanations of the Black Death provided people in Europe and Asia in the fourteenth century.
Our contemporary economic catastrophe in the United States as a result of the Covid-19 worldwide pandemic reminds us of the worldwide Great Depression that started in the United States after the crash of the stock market in 1929 and lasted well into the 1930s.
The end of the worldwide Covid-19 pandemic and the end of the collateral damage to the economy are not yet in sight. Nevertheless, it is clear that the end of the world as we have known it is now underway. In short, we are now living in the end-times (the eschaton) – the end of the world as we have known it. Of course, people before us have experienced the end-times in catastrophes such as the Black Death, times of famines, and times of wars.
But our Republican confidence-man-in-chief excels at articulating delusional optimism (in Nassir Ghaemi’s terminology). Consequently, we can rely on him not to catastrophize (in Albert Ellis’s terminology) about our current health and economic catastrophes. Besides, Republicans tend to believe in the survival of the fittest (also known as social Darwinism), and they also tend in their delusional optimism to see themselves as likely to be among the fittest survivors of our current health and economic catastrophes.
In my estimate, Donald Trump’s self-promotion involves what the Iranian American psychiatrist Nassir Ghaemi, mentioned above, refers to as delusional optimism in his 2011 book A First-Rate Madness: Uncovering the Links Between Leadership and Mental Illness (see esp. pages 51-56).
In terms of literary characters, the always optimistic Mr. Micawber in Charles Dickens’ 1850 novel David Copperfield characteristically manifests what Ghaemi refers to as delusional optimism.
Now, my favorite scholar is the American Jesuit Renaissance specialist and cultural historian Walter J. Ong (1912-2003; Ph.D. in English, Harvard University, 1955). In Ong’s 1957 book Frontiers in American Catholicism: Essays on Ideology and Culture, he discusses the characteristically American optimism (pages 10, 12-13, and 30-32). In addition, he says of American Catholicism in the 1950s that it is characterized by “a Catholic mentality which in many ways is the most conservative in the world set in the midst of the nation whose genius seems to be adaptability and change” (page 3). No doubt our nation’s seeming genius for adaptability and change is going to be seriously challenged by our current health and economic catastrophes.
But the tragic dimension of American optimism is portrayed in the American playwright Arthur Miller’s 1949 play Death of a Salesman.
Now, Ghaemi operationally defines and explains both mental illness and mental health. With respect to what he refers to as mild mental illness, President Trump can be characterized as manifesting what Ghaemi refers to as a hyperthymia personality. However, in terms of broad strokes, as noted, Trump also manifests the delusional optimism that Ghaemi claims characterizes mental health. Ghaemi operationally defines and explains what he refers to as depressive realism as resulting from what he refers to as mental illness, including mild depressive mental illness, not just clinical depression requiring hospitalization. In general, he sees depressive realism as the hard-earned corrective to the mentally healthy delusional optimism.
However, in my estimate, the bipolar opposite tendency of delusional optimism is what Albert Ellis long ago referred to as catastrophizing – that is, the tendency to exaggerate setbacks, disappointments, and losses. The optimal mean between these two bipolar extremes is what Viktor Frankl long ago referred to as tragic optimism, which is definitely different from what Ghaemi refers to as depressive realism, on the one hand, and, on the other, from what he refers to as delusional optimism. Shakespeare’s play The Tragedy of King Lear ends on a note of tragic optimism as Edgar emerges as the new king of the realm. No doubt we are going to need tragic optimism as we cope with Covid-19 and the economic crisis it has engendered.
I see these two bipolar extremes of catastrophizing versus delusional optimism as manifestations of the two bipolar “shadow” forms of the masculine Magician archetype of maturity that Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette describe in the 1993 book The Magician Within: Accessing the Shaman [Archetype] in the Male Psyche.
Shakespeare portrays Prospero as a magician in his 1611 play The Tempest. If you are not familiar with The Tempest, the most famous line in it is spoken by Miranda, Prospero’s daughter, when she speaks of a “brave new world” (Act 5, Scene 1, line 183) – which Aldous Huxley borrowed and made the title of his 1932 dystopian novel. However, in effect, all of us have a potential inner Prospero, which we may be able to activate to access the optimal form of the masculine Magician archetype in our psyches. According to Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette, all of us face the challenges of overcoming the two bipolar “shadow” forms of our inner Prospero and of learning how to access the optimal form that I am here associating with Frankl’s tragic optimism. The tragic worldwide Covid-19 catastrophe, combined with the worldwide economic catastrophe, challenges those of us who are capable of accessing the optimal form of the masculine Magician archetype to do so to the best of our abilities.
For the record, I do see Shakespeare as one example of a man who learned how to access the optimal form of the masculine Magician archetype. To one degree or another, the verbal arts of grammar, rhetoric, and logic (also known as dialectic) may engage the Detached Manipulator “shadow” form of the Magician archetype, and so may all forms of verbal creativity, including oral and written verbal creativity, and all forms of literary, historical, and philosophical studies. However, occasionally, the verbal artist’s verbal creativity may involve the optimal form of the Magician archetype in the artist’s psyche. (Non-verbal forms of artistry tend to express the Lover archetype in the artist’s psyche. But so do love poetry, love songs, and love stories.)
Whatever else may be said about President Trump, he does not represent the optimal form of the masculine Magician archetype. Rather, he alternates, at times quickly, between the Detached Manipulator “shadow” form (confidence-man-in-chief) and the Denying “Innocent” One “shadow” form – and he excels at each “shadow” form. In folklore, trickster figures represent the Detached Manipulator “shadow” form of the masculine Magician archetype. In the Homeric epic the Odyssey, Odysseus is basically a trickster figure. In terms of Shakespeare’s characters, Iago represents the Detached Manipulator “shadow” form. In Charles Dickens’ 1850 novel David Copperfield, Mr. Micawber represents the Denying “Innocent” One “shadow” form. 
In Tim Parks’ “Introduction” to his 2009 translation of the Renaissance humanist Niccolo Machiavelli’s Italian classic known as The Prince for the Penguin Classics edition (pages vii-xxx), Parks claims that “the ‘murderous Machiavel . . . gets more than 400 mentions in Elizabethan drama, thus making the Florentine’s name synonymous with the idea of villainy for centuries to come” (page xxvi). Parks mentions as examples “Marlowe’s Jew of Malta, Webster’s Flamineo in The White Devil, [and] Shakespeare’s Iago” (page xxvi). For further discussion of popular misconceptions about Machiavellianism, see Patrick Boucherons’ 2017 book in French that came out in English translation in 2020, Machiavelli: The Art of Teaching People What to Fear [in a Ruler], translated by Willard Wood. Among other things, Boucheron discusses Machiavelli’s famous letter to Francesco Vettori of December 10, 1513, about discoursing in his study with the ancient Greeks (pages 2 and 62-63). In Ong’s 1967 book The Presence of the Word: Some Prolegomena for Cultural and Religious History, he also discusses Machiavelli’s famous letter to Vettori (pages 125-126). For further discussion of Boucheron’s book, see my online 4,400-word review essay “Patrick Bourcheron’s 2020 Book about Machiavelli and Walter J. Ong’s Thought” that is available through the University of Minnesota’s digital conservancy: http://hdl.handle.net/11299/211861
In the advanced print culture on nineteenth-century America, the trickster of folklore re-appeared in American life and literature as the confidence-man. Herman Melville’s 1857 exploratory novel The Confidence-Man: His Masquerade is et on April Fool’s Day on the Mississippi steamer Fidele. For a relevant discussion of his novel, see Thomas D. Zlatic’s lengthy essay “Faith in Pretext: An Ongian Context for The Confidence-Man” in the ambitious 2012 anthology Of Ong and Media Ecology (pages 241-280). But also see Zlatic’s essay “Metaphysics and media: Walter J. Ong’s philosophical milieu” in the print and online journal Review of Communication, volume 17, number 4 (2017): pages 357-376.
Now, in the midst of our current inter-related health and economic catastrophes, Princeton University Press has just published Scott Newstok’s accessible new 200-page book How to Think Like Shakespeare: Lessons from a Renaissance Education. If you find yourself with time to read, you might enjoy reading his book, because he is, in effect, working out the optimal form of his inner Prospero.
Of course, Scott Newstok is not the first author to suggest a retrieval of certain past educational practices. For example, Edward P. J. Corbett (1919-1998) suggested a retrieval of certain past practices in his widely used 600-page 1965 textbook Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student, which went through a second, a third, and a fourth edition – the fourth edition in 1999 was co-authored by Robert J. Connors (1951-2000).
But Scott Newstok is not writing a textbook. Rather, he first undertakes to convince us of the merits of certain lessons he has gleaned from Renaissance education. However, even though he does not say anything inaccurate about the history and theory of rhetoric, and even though he does regularly supply footnotes and then a chapter-by-chapter bibliographic essay at the end, he does not over-burden his book with references to scholars in communications studies or writing studies who have studied and published about the history and theory of rhetoric. 
However, before I tell you about Scott Newstok’s new book, I first want to provide you with certain relevant background information to contextualize it. Incidentally, the following essay is written in a strongly additive and associative style. It contains five interwoven threads of thought: (1) Walter J. Ong’s life and work; (2) St. Thomas Aquinas’ life and work; (3) William Shakespeare’s life and work; (4) my life and Ong-related work; and (5) Scott Newstok’s life and work about Shakespeare and lessons of Renaissance education. Along the way, we will encounter Marshall McLuhan, Rosalie Colie, Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette, Jean Houston, Matthew Fox, and other authors.
Dear Reader: I would urge you to read this essay associatively by allowing yourself to dwell momentarily on each year I mention as I proceed and allowing yourself to call to mind whatever you remember about that year in world history -- or in your own life. To mitigate the additive nature of my text a bit, I have used indentations to identify material of secondary importance – or lists that can simply be scanned as you scroll through the text. (At times, Ong and certain other authors I discuss below use then-conventional generic masculine terms to refer to all people.)
In the meantime, for further discussion of President Trump, see my online article “Vengeance Is Mine, Saith President Trump to New York” (dated March 26, 2020):
https://www.opednews.com/articles/Vengeance-Is-Mine-Saith-P-by-Thomas-Farrell-Covid-19_Crisis_Darwinism_Darwinism-200326-8.html
For further discussion of Ghaemi’s terminology, see my online article “Using Nassir Ghaemi’s Psychiatric Terminology to Describe President Trump” (dated March 13, 2020):
https://www.opednews.com/articles/Using-Nassir-Ghaemi-s-Psyc-by-Thomas-Farrell-Aristotle_Courage_Depression_Plato-200313-496.html


CONTEXTUALIZING SCOTT NEWSTOK’S NEW BOOK ABOUT SHAKESPEARE


The title of Scott Newstok’s accessible new book calls to mind the work of the above-mentioned  American Jesuit Renaissance specialist and cultural historian Walter J. Ong in English at Saint Louis University (SLU), the Jesuit university in St. Louis, Missouri (USA) – who studied the history of the verbal arts of grammar, rhetoric, and logic (also known as dialectic) in Renaissance education.
Now, Ong’s family name is English; for centuries, it was spelled “Onge”; it is probably related to the English name “Yonge.” Ong’s ancestors left East Anglia on the same ship that brought Roger Williams (c.1604-1683) to Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1631 – five years before the founding of Harvard College there in 1636. 
As an undergraduate at Rockhurst College (now Rockhurst University), the Jesuit educational institution in Kansas City, Missouri, Ong majored in Latin (class of 1933 – during the Great Depression). Subsequently, he entered the Jesuit novitiate in Florissant, Missouri, a distant suburb of St. Louis, in September 1935. As part of his lengthy Jesuit training, Ong earned graduate degrees roughly equivalent to Master’s degrees in philosophy (taught in Latin) and in theology (taught in Latin) – both from SLU. In addition, he earned a Master’s in English at SLU. After he had been ordained a priest in 1946 and had completed his Jesuit training in 1948, he undertook doctoral studies in English at Harvard University in the fall of 1948. In 1949-1950 and again in 1951-1952, Ong received Guggenheim Fellowships in support of his research on the French Renaissance logician and educational reformer and Protestant martyr Peter Ramus (1515-1572). Ramus was an educator at the University of Paris – where, a bit earlier, St. Ignatius Loyola (1491-1556), as a non-traditional student there, had met certain younger students with whom he had started the Jesuit order.
As part of Ong’s lengthy Jesuit training, he, like all Jesuits of his generation, studied so-called Thomism as part of his graduate studies in philosophy (taught in Latin) and, later, in his theological studies as well (also taught in Latin). At the time and earlier and later, Saint Louis University was one of the leading centers of Thomistic philosophy in the North America. However, to the chagrin of Thomists around the world, the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) in the Roman Catholic Church downgraded Thomism a wee bit from its previously exclusive worldwide status in the church. Not to worry, Ong had studied Thomism, but he was not a Thomist. Ong described his thought as personalist and phenomenological (i.e., descriptive) in cast. By personalist, he means person-oriented or “subject-oriented (not simply ‘subjective’),” as he puts it in his 1986 book Hopkins, the Self, and God (page 95). It is important to note here that Ong never tired of referring to the evolutionary thought of the French Jesuit paleontologist and religious writer Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, who had been silenced by the Vatican. Teilhard’s works were published posthumously. But Ong was never silenced by the Vatican.
For recent translations of Teilhard’s two most famous books, see Sarah Appleton-Weber’s 1999 translation of his major book as The Human Phenomenon, and Sion Cowell’s 2004 translation of The Divine Milieu.
In part, Ong’s 1947 article “Wit and Mystery: A Revaluation in Medieval Latin Hymnody” in the prestigious journal Speculum is, in part, about a hymn by St. Thomas Aquinas. Ong reprinted his 1947 article in his 1962 book The Barbarian Within: And Other Fugitive Essays and Studies (pages 88-130); it is also reprinted in volume four of Ong’s Faith and Contexts (1999, pages 1-44). Wit is a form of verbal play. I discuss play below.
For a massive demonstration of just how wide-ranging St. Thomas Aquinas’ publications were, beyond those highlighted by twentieth-century Thomists, see the prolific popular Christian ecumenical spiritual writer the Reverend Dr. Matthew Fox’s 1992 550-page classic book Sheer Joy: Conversations with Thomas Aquinas on Creation Spirituality, in which the aptly named Fox translates passages from 52 different works in Latin by Aquinas. Like St. Augustine, the Bishop of Hippo, St. Thomas Aquinas had a team of secretaries who took dictation from him (in Latin). Many of his Latin works have not been published in English translations, except for the English translations Fox supplies from them in this densely packed book, which I discuss further below. According to Fox, the following issues preoccupied Aquinas in the 52 works Fox surveyed: “cosmology, wisdom, relationship, creation, spirit in matter and not opposed to matter, science, creativity, justice, truth found among the pagans, passion as the seat of all virtue, sensuality, nature, compassion, Christ as Wisdom, alternative images of God, [and] conscience” (page 47). However, for my purposes in the present essay, I want to quote here the single most important passage in Fox’s book, which involves Aquinas’ paraphrase of a famous statement that Aristotle makes: “‘The praiseworthy person is the one who is angry about the right things, at the right people, and in due moderation, since they are angry as they should be, when they should be, and as long as they should be’” (page 329).
For further reading, see John Bradshaw’s 2009 book Reclaiming Virtue: How We Can Develop the Moral Intelligence to Do the Right Thing at the Right Time for the Right Reason.
Now, the Jesuit order, known formally as the Society of Jesus, was founded by the Spanish Renaissance nobleman and soldier and courtier St. Ignatius Loyola and some of his younger classmates at the University of Paris. Certain early Jesuits became famous missionaries (e.g., St. Francis Xavier [1506-1552]). But a far larger contingent of early Jesuits devoted themselves to being Renaissance educators in Latin, the international lingua franca at the time. (Disclosure: I was in the Jesuits for a period of time [1979-1987]. In my first year in the Jesuit novitiate in Denver, I made a 30-day directed retreat in silence (except for the dairy conferences with the retreat director) following the Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius Loyola, which is one of the most memorable events in my life. In my years in the Jesuits, I deepened my study of philosophy at Saint Louis University, where I had minored in philosophy as an undergraduate (class of 1966), and I deepened my study of Catholic theology and biblical studies at the University of Toronto. Subsequently, as a faculty member at the University of Minnesota Duluth [1987-2009], I annually taught an introductory-level survey course on the Bible.)
The Gutenberg printing press had emerged in the mid-1450s and had contributed to the rising demand for formal education, as did Renaissance humanism. In general, leading Renaissance humanists venerated three ancient languages: (1) Greek, (2) Latin, and (3) Hebrew. Consequently, King James I (1566-1625) was able to assemble enough Hebrew experts to English the Hebrew Bible and enough Greek experts to English the New Testament for the King James Bible (1611).
Over a period of time, early Jesuit Renaissance educators worked out in Latin the document known as The Ratio Studiorum: The Official [1599] Plan for Jesuit Education [in Latin], translated and annotated by the American Jesuit classicist Claude Pavur (2005). The American Jesuit church historian John O’Malley provides an accessible history of the early Jesuits in his 1993 book The First Jesuits.
Ong’s most explicitly Jesuit-related publications include the following:
(1) his 1952 article “‘A.M.D.G.’ [Ad majorem Dei gloriam, For the greater glory of God]: Dedication or Directive?” that is reprinted in volume three of Ong’s Faith and Contexts (1995, pages 1-8);
(2) his 1954 article “St. Ignatius’ Prison-Cage and the Existentialist Situation” that Ong reprinted in his 1962 book The Barbarian Within: And Other Fugitive Essays and Studies (pages 242-259); it is also reprinted in volume two of Ong’s Faith and Contexts (1992, pages 52-67);
(3) Hopkins, the Self, and God (1986), the published version of Ong’s 1981 Alexander Lectures at the University of Toronto.
Ong’s 1967 encyclopedia entry on “Humanism” is still worth reading; it is reprinted in volume four of Ong’s Faith and Contexts (1999, pages 69-92). In it, Ong discusses Jesuit education, albeit briefly. But Ong also briefly discusses Jesuit education in his 1967 book The Presence of the Word: Some Prolegomena for Cultural and Religious History (e.g., pages 237-238) and in his 1981 book Fighting for Life: Contest, Sexuality, and Consciousness (e.g., pages 137-139).
When young Ong, as part of his Jesuit training, was working on his graduate studies in philosophy and English at SLU, he encountered the young Canadian convert to Catholicism Marshall McLuhan (1911-1980), who was teaching English at SLU as he continued to work on his 1943 Cambridge University doctoral dissertation about the history of the verbal arts of grammar, rhetoric, and logic (also known as dialectic) from antiquity in Western culture down to the English Renaissance prose writer and stylist Thomas Nashe (1567-1601).
Nashe is one of six of Shakespeare’s contemporaries that scholars refer to collectively as the university wits, because of their university educations. The other five are Christopher Marlowe (1564-1606), John Lyly (1553-1606), Robert Greene (1558-1592), Thomas Lodge (1558-1625), and George Peele (1556-1596).
In Ong’s 1977 book Interfaces of the Word: Studies in the Evolution of Consciousness and Culture, he perceptively, albeit succinctly, discusses both John Lyly and Thomas Nashe (esp. pages 70-71).

McLuhan’s densely written 1943 Cambridge University doctoral dissertation was posthumously published, unrevised but with an editorial apparatus, as the 2006 book The Classical Trivium: The Place of Thomas Nashe in the Learning of his Time, edited by W. Terrence Gordon (born in 1942).
Now, McLuhan served as the director of the American Jesuit Maurice B. McNamee’s 1945 doctoral dissertation in English at Saint Louis University titled Francis Bacon’s Attitude Toward Grammar and Rhetoric in the Light of the Tradition. Subsequently, McNamee published the article “Literary Decorum in Francis Bacon” in Saint Louis University Studies (Series A: Humanities), volume 1, number 3 (1950): pages 1-52.
McLuhan served as the director of Ong’s 1941 Master’s thesis on sprung rhythm in the poetry of the Victorian Jesuit Gerard Manley Hopkins; it was published, slightly revised, as “Hopkins’ Sprung Rhythm and the Life of English Poetry” in 1949, and is reprinted in An Ong Reader: Challenges for Further Inquiry (2002, pages 111-174); but for a more up-to-date discussion, see James I. Wimsatt’s 2006 book Hopkins’ Poetics of Speech Sound: Sprung Rhythm, Lettering, Inscape.
In any event, an early indication of Ong’s own interest in the verbal arts is his 1942 article “The Province of Rhetoric and Poetic” that is reprinted in An Ong Reader (2002, pages 175-183).
An early indication of Ong’s life-long interest in orality in his 1944 article “Historical Backgrounds of Elizabethan and Jacobean Punctuation Theory” that is also reprinted in An Ong Reader (pages 185-197).
Now, at Harvard College in the seventeenth century, the logic of Ramus dominated the course of studies, just as it dominated the course of studies at Cambridge University in East Anglia, when young John Milton (1608-1674) studied there. In contrast to Milton, young William Shakespeare (1564-1616) of Stratford on the Avon did not have a university education, but rather a much more limited formal education in Latin and Greek at the so-called grammar school at Stratford.
Later in Milton’s life, he wrote (in Latin) a textbook in logic titled A Fuller Course in the Art of Logic Conformed to the Method of Peter Ramus (Artis Logicae Plenior Institutio, ad Petri Rami Methodum Concinnata), edited and translated by Walter J. Ong and Charles J. Ermatinger in volume eight of Yale’s Complete Prose Works of John Milton: 1666-1682, edited by Maurice Kelley (1982, pages 206-407). Ong’s lengthy introduction (pages 139-205) is reprinted, slightly shortened, as “Introduction to Milton’s Logic” in volume four of Ong’s Faith and Contexts (1999, pages 111-141). For Ong, the classic study of the history of formal logic is I. M. Bochenski’s 1956 book in German translated as A History of Formal Logic, translated and edited by Ivo Thomas (1961).
In any event, the classic study of Ramism and Ramist logic in American culture is Perry Miller’s massively researched 1939 book The New England Mind: The Seventeenth Century. In it, he reports that he found only one self-described Aristotelian in seventeenth-century New England – in a sea of self-described Ramists.
The formidable Perry Miller (1905-1963), an alcoholic atheist in English at Harvard University, served as the director of Ong’s massively researched doctoral dissertation at Harvard University, which was published, slightly revised, in two volumes by Harvard University Press in 1958: (1) Ramus, Method, and the Decay of Dialogue: From the Art of Discourse to the Art of Reason and (2) Ramus and Talon Inventory. The latter volume is an annotated bibliography of over 750 volumes (most in Latin) by Ramus, his allies (such as Omer Talon), and his critics that Ong tracked down in more than 100 libraries in the British Isles and Continental Europe.
Ong dedicated Ramus and Talon Inventory to “Herbert Marshall McLuhan/ who started all this” – meaning Ong’s interest in Ramus and the history of the verbal arts. McLuhan had called Ong’s attention to Perry Miller’s 1939 book.
Ong’s other 1958 book carries the dedication “For Bernhard and Mary Muller-Thym” – two of Ong’s fellow Kansas Citians whom he also knew when he was in his philosophical studies at Saint Louis University, where Bernhard was a young professor of philosophy. Bernhard Muller-Thym’s doctoral dissertation in philosophy at the University of Toronto under Etienne Gilson was published as the 1939 book The Establishment of the University of Being in the Doctrine of Meister Eckhart of Hochheim. Like the medieval Italian theologian St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), the medieval German theologian Meister Eckhart of Hoccheim (1260-1328) was a member of the Dominican order. 
In Ong’s 1986 book Hopkins, the Self, and God, Ong says that “Hopkins’ sensibility can be most handily examined in his treatment of the theology of [the Scottish Franciscan John] Duns Scotus (1266-1308], for whom Hopkins’ admiration knew almost no bounds” (page 106) – for reasons that Ong then proceeds to explain in detail (pages 106-122). In the spirit of giving credit where credit is due, I give Duns Scotus credit for being one of the most remarkably imaginative Catholic theologians of all time. He stayed within the boundaries of orthodox Catholic theology with his famous doctrine of the primacy of Christ, which, in my estimate, topped the teaching of Anselm (1033-1109) and Aquinas. The thirteenth century may not have been the greatest century, as James J. Walsh claimed it was in his 1907 book The Thirteenth: Greatest of Centuries, but it surely was a remarkable century in orthodox Catholic theology.
Now, McLuhan responded creatively to Ong’s two 1958 books about Ramus and Ramism by writing his 1962 book The Gutenberg Galaxy: The Making of Typographic Man, in which he borrows Ong’s thesis about Western cultural history but amplifies his thesis with his own examples. In Ong’s 1967 encyclopedia entry reprinted in 2002 as “Written Transmission of Literature,” mentioned above, Ong allows that McLuhan in his 1962 book is, at times, “indifferent to scholarly detail, but uniquely valuable in suggesting the sweep and depth of the cultural and psychological changes in the passage from illiteracy to print and beyond” (page 343).
But Ong’s words “indifferent to scholarly detail” seem to minimize McLuhan’s indifference to scholarly detail that his most vociferous academic critics wanted to maximize. His academic critics expressed strong hostility to the man and his thought. Put differently, Ong in his 1967 critique of McLuhan’s 1962 book did not throw out the baby (McLuhan and/or his 1962 book) with the bath water – but many of McLuhan’s academic critics would gladly have thrown out the baby with the bath water! His critics surely did not agree with Ong’s claim that McLuhan’s 1962 book is “uniquely valuable in suggesting the sweep and depth of the cultural and psychological changes in the passage from illiteracy to print and beyond.”
Ong’s most extensive uncritical praise of McLuhan’s 1962 can be found in Ong’s “Recent Studies in the English Renaissance” in Studies in English Literature, 1500-1900, volume 4, number 1 (Winter 1964): pages 163-194 (at 193-194).
However, by the time of McLuhan’s death in 1980, he was one of the most widely criticized academics by his fellow academics in the twentieth century. Nevertheless, Ong found sufficient grounds to praise his former teacher in his 1981 article “McLuhan as Teacher: The Future is a Thing of the Past,” which is reprinted in volume one of Ong’s Faith and Contexts (1992a, pages 11-18). 
For a discussion of Ong’s philosophical thought in his 1958 book about Ramus and Ramism, which McLuhan borrowed in his flawed 1962 book, see my online essay “Understanding Ong’s Philosophical Thought” that is available through the University of Minnesota’s digital conservancy:
http://hdl.handle.net/11299/187434
In addition to Ong’s two 1958 books and McLuhan’s 1962 book, other classic studies of print culture and book history include Richard D. Altick’s 1957 book The English Common Reader: A Social History of the Mass Reading Public, 1800-1900 (2nd ed., 1998); Lucien Febvre and Henri-Jean Martin’s 1958 book in French The Coming of the Book: The Impact of Printing, 1450-1800, translated by David Gerard; edited by Geoffrey Nowell-Smith and David Wootton (1976); and Jurgen Habermas’ 1962 book in German The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of Bourgeois Society, translated by Thomas Burger with the assistance of Frederick Lawrence (1989).
Now, what Ong refers to in the subtitle of his 1958 book about Ramus and Ramism as the Art of Reason is systemically monological in the sense of not including a systematic recognition of or refutation of any real or imagined adversarial positions that Thomas O. Sloane of Berkeley refers to in his 1997 book On the Contrary: The Protocol of Traditional Rhetoric. Because Ramus omits what Sloane refers to as the protocol of traditional rhetoric calling for a refutation, Ong sees Ramus as laying the conceptual framework of the Art of Reason as practiced in the Age of Reason (also known as the Enlightenment) in Western culture, including the American Enlightenment as exemplified in the Declaration of Independence.
Incidentally, in Scott Newstok’s spirit of retrieving past pedagogical practices, Sloane also published “Reinventing Inventio” in College English, volume 51 (1989): pages 461-473.
Now, in James Shapiro’s “Introduction” (pages ix-xxx) to his new 2020 book Shakespeare in a Divided America: What His Plays Tell Us about Our Past and Future, he discusses at length Oskar Eustis’ 2017 production of Shakespeare’s play Julius Caesar at the outdoor theater in Central Park in New York City. Then Shapiro makes the following statement: 
“Shakespeare’s habit of presenting both sides of an argument is especially characteristic of his Roman tragedies: Does Lucius mount a coup at the end of Titus Andronicus, backed by foreign soldiers, or is this simply a restoration of order? Are Antony and Cleopatra tragic figures or rather ‘a strumpet’s fool’ and a ‘Triple-turned whore’? (1.1.13; 4.12.13). Does Coriolanus celebrate the defeat of authoritarianism or lament its loss? In habitually offering competing perspectives, and in assuming that his audiences were capable of appreciating this, Shakespeare was very much of his age, a product of an Elizabethan educational system that trained young minds to argue in utramque partem, on both sides of a question” (page xxvi).
Regarding the Elizabethan educational system, Shapiro (page 227) refers to Joel B. Altman’s 1978 book The Tudor Play of Mind: Rhetorical Inquiry and the Development of Elizabethan Drama. In the spirit of giving credit where credit is due, I give Altman credit for referencing Ong’s all-important 1958 book about Ramus and Ramism (page 3, note 7 and page 26, note 10). However, Altman does not note that Ong himself thematizes play in the “Preface” he wrote for the 1967 American edition of the English translation of the German Jesuit theologian and church historian Hugo Rahner’s book Man at Play, which I discuss below. 
In any event, what Shapiro here describes as “Shakespeare’s habit of presenting both sides of an argument” aligns with what Ong in the subtitle of his massively researched 1958 book refers to as the Art of Discourse.
For further discussion, see my online article “James Shapiro’s 2020 Book about Shakespeare in America and Walter J. Ong’s Thought” that is available through the University of Minnesota’s digital conservancy:
http://hdl.handle.net/11299/212146
Incidentally, we Americans need to remember that our educated Founding Fathers founded our representative Republic (in honor of which the Republican Party takes its name) to commemorate the Roman Republic and named our Senate after the Roman Senate. But we should not forget that the Roman Republic was replaced by the Roman Empire. As everybody knows, the historical Jesus was crucified on trumped-up charges in Jerusalem under the authority of the Roman Empire.
Now, as noted above, Latin, learned as a second language, was the international lingua franca in the Renaissance, but Renaissance humanists such as Desiderius Erasmus (1466-1536), author of The Praise of Folly (1511; in Latin), and Sir Thomas More (1478-1535), author of Utopia (1516; in Latin), preferred to emulate the ancient Latin poets and prose stylists – rather than medieval exemplars.
Ong’s lay Catholic colleague in English at Saint Louis University Clarence H. Miller translated both Erasmus’ The Praise of Folly (1979) and More’s Utopia (2001) for Yale University Press.
Now, the classic study of the Latin Middle Ages is the German scholar of Romance languages and literatures Ernst Robert Curtius’ 1948 book in German translated into English as European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages, translated by Willard R. Trask (1953) -- a book he was prompted to write in despair in response to the convulsions of Hitler and the Nazis in Germany and World War II.
The Romance languages are those languages that evolved over time from the Roman language, Latin. It is important to remember that the celebrated medieval Italian poet Dante Alighieri (1265-1321) did not write his celebrated Divine Comedy in Latin, but in his Tuscan dialectic of Italian, thereby establishing it as the standard dialectic of Italian – just as the King James Bible (1611) and Shakespeare’s posthumously published works established the standard dialectic of modern English (as distinct, say, from Chaucer’s medieval English – or from the earlier Anglo-Saxon or Old English dialectic in which Beowulf is written).
Because of Ong’s long-standing interest in the history of the verbal arts of grammar, rhetoric, and logic (also known as dialectic) in Western culture, Ong repeatedly refers to Curtius’ monumental literary study in various publications. But Ong also regularly critiques Curtius’ otherwise impressive work for his failure to advert to the psychodynamics of orality and literacy in medieval Western culture.
For a massive categorized bibliography of more recent medievalists who do advert to the psychodynamics of orality and literacy, to one degree or another, see Marco Mostert’s 650-page 2012 book A Bibliography of Works on Medieval Communication.
In Ong’s estimate, in his 1967 encyclopedia entry that is reprinted as “Written Transmission of Literature” in An Ong Reader: Challenges for Further Inquiry (2002, pages 331-344), H. M. Chadwick and Nora K. Chadwick’s classic three-volume worldwide survey of pre-literate oral performance and early literature titled The Growth of Literature [Out of Oral Performance] (1932, 1936, and 1940) “no longer has an entirely up to date conception of oral culture” (page 343). 
But Ong himself has an entirely up to date conception of oral culture primarily because he has learned so much from Albert B. Lord’s 1960 book The Singer of Tales and from Eric A. Havelock’s 1963 book Preface to Plato – two books that Ong never tired of referring to.
Ong’s reviews of Lord’s and Havelock’s classic books are also reprinted in An Ong Reader (pages 301-306 and 309-312, respectively). 
For a deeply related study, see Michael N. Nagler’s 1974 book Spontaneity and Tradition: A Study in the Oral Art of Homer. In Ong’s 1977 book Interfaces of the Word: Studies in the Evolution of Consciousness and Culture, he says, “Nagler’s work renders obsolete many of the disputes about definitions of formulas and themes. Here, I understand formulas or formulaic elements in no arcane sense but simply as expressions which are expected or highly predictable” (page 19, note 4).
But also see the prolific John Miles Foley’s judicious assessments in his fine book Homer’s Traditional Art (2000). Foley was the founding editor of the journal Oral Tradition. He also edited the 1998 500-page anthology Teaching Oral Traditions. In Scott Newstok’s spirit of carrying on a conversation with the past, Foley even published the 2012 book Oral Tradition and the Internet: Pathways of the Mind.
Ah, did Shakespeare excel in putting “expressions which are expected or highly predictable” (in Ong’s words) on the lips of the various characters he created in his plays – to the extent that he is in a league with the Homeric epics at doing this? Or does Shakespeare exceed the Homeric epics by doing this not only in his tragedies and in his history plays, but also in his comedies?
We should note here that the Homeric epics reflect ancient aristocratic societies with highly valued warriors and warrior-kings – and the spirit of aristocratic societies with highly valued warriors and warrior-kings persisted in medieval feudalism and in the landed aristocracy in England in Shakespeare’s day. But Shakespeare does not unequivocally commemorate the centuries-old spirit of heroic culture, as do the Homeric epics – and as does the Anglo-Saxon epic Beowulf.
Ong’s Jesuit colleague in English at Saint Louis University Maurice B. McNamee argues that Beowulf is a Christian hero in his 1960 book Honor and the Epic Hero: A Study of the Shifting Concept of Magnanimity in Philosophy and Epic Poetry (pages 86-117).
Under the influence of the Gutenberg printing press that emerged in the mid-1450s, the centuries-old ethos of warrior-kings such as King Lear was being re-constellated in Shakespeare’s time. In centuries to come, old heroic ethos celebrated in epics would give way to the rise of mock-epics such as Byron’s Don Juan – and eventually to the rise of the antihero in serious literature.
To be sure, Shakespeare did not write an epic poem comparable to the Homeric epics, or Vergil’s Aeneid, or the Anglo-Saxon epic Beowulf, or Spenser’s The Faerie Queene, or Milton’s Paradise Lost and Paradise Regained – to mention only the examples McNamee discusses. But on page vi of McNamee’s book Honor and the Epic Hero, McNamee himself uses a lengthy passage from Shakespeare’s play 1 Henry IV, Act 5, Scene I, Lines 125-143, in which Falstaff says, among other things, the following:
Honor pricks me on. Yea, but how if honor pricks me off when I come on? How then? Can honor set to a leg? No. Or an arm? No. Or take away the grief of a wound? No. Honor hath no skill in surgery, then? No. What is honor? A word. What is in that word honor? What is that honor? Air. A trim reckoning! Who hath it? He that died o’ Wednesday. Doth he fell it? No. Doth he hear it? No. ‘Tis insensible, then? Yea, to the dead. But will it not live with the living? No. Why? Detraction will not suffer it. Therefore I’ll none of it. Honor is a mere scutcheon. And so ends mt catechism.
McNamee says, “Thus Falstaff esteems honor. And in a play in which Hotspur embodies the madness of the exaggerated pursuit of honor, Falstaff’s view is not all jest. Both the fervid protestations of Hotspur and the jesting of Falstaff about honor are echoes of very ancient and ever-recurring attitudes in life and in letters.”
Now, with 20/20 hindsight, we can now says that Shakespeare placed on the lips of Falstaff a view of things to come in our Western literary history.
For further discussion of Aristotle’s concept of magnanimity, or greatness of soul, see Robert Faulkner’s 2008 book The Case for Greatness: Honorable Ambition and Its Critics. According to Faulkner, in the Homeric epic the Iliad, the warrior-king Achilles is driven “by an inability to tolerate dishonor” that is so strong that he is driven to wrath (page 37; also see page 31). But Aristotle holds that the great-souled person can tolerate dishonor, because the great-souled person holds himself or herself moderately toward dishonor as well as honor (page 31). Moreover, the great-souled person “is pleased only with honors from serious (spoudaios) people” (page 29). For Aristotle, virtue is its own reward.
It strikes me that both King Lear and President Trump are like Achilles driven “by an inability to tolerate dishonor” that is so strong that they are also driven to wrath.
In my estimate, Achilles represents one of the two bipolar “shadow” forms of the masculine Warrior archetype that Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette describe in their 1992 book The Warrior Within: Accessing the Knight [Archetype] in the Male Psyche – specifically, the “shadow” form they refer to as the Sadist – and so do King Lear and President Trump. Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette refer to the other bipolar “shadow” form as the Masochist. They recommend the optimal form as the ideal form. 
Now, St. Thomas Aquinas was one of the great medieval students of Aristotle’s thought, and the twentieth-century Thomistic revival resulted in my studying Aristotelian-Thomistic philosophy and theology in my undergraduate studies (1962-1965) – at roughly the same time that the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) was downgrading Thomism’s most favored status in the Roman Catholic Church (but without designating a specific replacement for most favored status). Whatever else may be said about Vatican II, it somehow contributed to the subsequent renewal of lay interest in spirituality in Roman Catholic circles.
To counter the relatively constricted grounds on which the pre-Vatican II Thomistic Revival had constructed the then-most favored status of Thomism, in which I had been educated as an undergraduate, the aptly named Matthew Fox creatively constructed his far more comprehensive account of Aquinas’ thought in his 1992 550-page classic commonplace-book Sheer Joy: Conversations with Thomas Aquinas on Creation Spirituality, in which, among other things, Aquinas discusses magnanimity on page 351.
Instead of teaching about so-called Original Sin, Fox preferred to teach about Original Blessing as part of creation spirituality. In addition, instead of teaching about the church’s traditional three paths or “moments” of deep spirituality, he preferred to teach about the four paths or “moments” of creation spirituality (which I discuss further below). However, granted that Fox expresses his views about indigenous peoples’ traditions in his own idiosyncratic ways, it strikes me that Pope Francis has, in effect, expressed essentially similar views about indigenous peoples’ traditions in the Amazon area – and by implication, everywhere -- in his 2020 apostolic exhortation titled in Latin Querido Amazonia (Beloved Amazon). See my 4,000-word online review essay “Pope Francis’ 2020 Apostolic Exhortation and Walter J. Ong’s Thought” that is available through the University of Minnesota’s digital conservancy: http://hdl.handle.net/11299/211640 In my estimate, Pope Francis rends to be a rather conservative orthodox Catholic, as I explain in my online article “Pope Francis on Evil and Satan” (dated March 24, 2019): https://www.opednews.com/articles/Pope-Francis-on-Evil-and-S-by-Thomas-Farrell-Abortion_Catholic_God_Homosexuality-190324-51.html
Among other things, in Fox’s 1992 book, he quotes Aquinas saying, “‘It pertains to magnanimity to have a great soul. People are said to be magnanimous chiefly because they are minded to do some great act’” (page 351)
In addition, Aquinas says, “Magnanimity makes all virtues greater’” (page 351). For Aquinas, the cardinal virtues are courage (or fortitude), moderation, prudence, and justice (that is, of one’s own acts, not legal justice). Perhaps we could liken the enhancement Aquinas attributes to magnanimity to a kind of multiplier effect on inner virtues in the inward turn of consciousness (to use Ong’s terminology).
Even though Aquinas routinely tends to think in terms of virtue and vice, I have no idea if he explicitly formulated a thought about how magnanimity makes vices more vicious. Tragically, many practicing Catholics around the world have had confront the disillusioning realities of the priest-sex-abuse-and-bishop-cover-up-scandals, in which seeming magnanimous perpetrator-priests have sexually abused minors for their own pleasure, thereby betraying a trust people had in them as priests, and in which seeming magnanimous bishops transferred the perpetrator-priests from one parish to another, thereby enabling them to continue their abuse. 
However, if “‘Magnanimity makes all virtues greater,’” as Aquinas claims it does, then we should use his claim to deepen our understanding of the anti-abortion zealotry of many Roman Catholics today. In other words, if we grant them that their personal religious convictions engender the spirit of magnanimity in them, then their magnanimity makes their virtue of courage greater, thereby producing their anti-abortion zealotry – unfortunately.
In any event, Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette do not discuss anything remotely like the inner enhancement of virtues that Aquinas attributes to magnanimity. But why not? Probably because magnanimity sounds to them like grandiosity. In any event, I see what Aquinas refers to as magnanimity as the optimal form of the Warrior archetype of maturity (both the masculine and the feminine). I see what he refers to as pusillanimity as the Masochist Warrior “shadow” form. The bipolar opposite “shadow” form is the Sadist Warrior.
Aquinas also says, “‘Magnanimous people do not expose themselves to danger for trifles, nor are they lovers of danger [e.g., thrill-seekers], as it were exposing themselves to danger hastily or lightly. However, magnanimous people brave great dangers for great things [e.g., great causes, great issues] because they put themselves in all kinds of danger for great things, for instance, the common welfare, justice, divine worship, and so forth’” (page 351).
In addition, Aquinas says, “‘It is characteristic of magnanimous people to be more solicitous about the truth than about the opinions of others. They do not depart from what they ought to do according to virtue because of what people think. It is a mark of magnanimous people to speak and work openly, because they pay little attention to others. Consequently, they publicly divulge their words and deed. That [certain other] people hide what they do and say arises from fear of others. Magnanimous people deliberately determine to forget injuries they have suffered’” (page 351).
For related reading, see the American Jesuit Edward Kinerk’s 46-page essay “Eliciting Great Desires: Their Place in the Spirituality of the Society of Jesus” in the periodical Studies in the Spirituality of Jesuits, volume 16, number 5 (November 1984).
Taking certain hints from the teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas (see, for example, Sheer Joy, page 423), the aptly named Fox published the 1999 book Sins of the Spirit, Blessings of the Flesh (but the 2016 revised edition is titled Sins of the Spirit, Blessings of the Flesh: Lessons for Transforming Evil in Soul and Society). I would liken Fox and Aquinas to two young foxes scampering about with one another within the boundaries of orthodox Roman Catholic mythology and theology. However, because of the enhancing effect of magnanimity, according to Aquinas, the enhanced religious zeal of orthodox Roman Catholics tend not to recognize how certain teachings of their beloved church about sexual morality need to be expunged and replaced.
By way of digression, I want to discuss here briefly Robert Moore’s claim that Jesuit training in Warrior training – that is, training in how to access the Warrior archetype in one’s psyche. As we noted above, the founder of the Jesuit order was the Spanish nobleman and soldier and courtier St. Ignatius Loyola. As a soldier, he was seriously wounded after he had led a brash charge in battle at Pamplona. His famous mystical conversion experiences occurred during his recovery from his wound – and subsequently. He famously gave up his sword as a soldier – thereby symbolically turning away from the Sadist “shadow” form of the masculine Warrior archetype that had dominated his life as a soldier up to and including his brash charge at Pamplona. However, he did not automatically switch from one bipolar “shadow” form to the other. Instead, he gradually learned how to access the optimal form of the masculine Warrior archetype that Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette see as the ideal form to cultivate.
In the Homeric epic the Iliad, the warrior-prince Hector is characterized by the epithet tamer of horses. In Plato’s dialogue The Phaedrus, we find the famous imagery of two horses pulling a chariot driven by a charioteer. One of the horses symbolizes the part of the human psyche (soul) that both Plato and Aristotle refer to with the Greek word that can be transliterated as thumos or thymos – the part that needs to be tamed by our inner tamer of horses and cultivated into the virtue of courage, which both Plato and Aristotle (and others) define as the mean between the extremes of brashness and cowardice. The part of the psyche (soul) that Plato and Aristotle refer to as thumos (or thymos) is what Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette refer to as the masculine Warrior archetype.
As part of St. Ignatius Loyola’s famous conversion process after he was wounded in the battle at Pamplona involved using his inner Hector, as it were, to tame his tendencies toward brashness and learn how to access the optimal form of the masculine Warrior archetype that Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette refer to as the ideal form of that archetype.
The lengthy Jesuit training that Ong went through and completed before he advanced to his doctoral studies in English at Harvard University began with the two-year Jesuit novitiate. All religious orders in the Roman Catholic Church begin with a novitiate training period, usually one year in length. In effect, all novitiate training periods can be likened to puberty rites, regardless of the ages of the novices. However, unlike puberty rites in traditional oral cultures, the novitiate training periods of religious orders in the Roman Catholic Church involve what Ong refers to as the inward turn of consciousness.
For Ong, the inward turn of consciousness is not something that happens once and then it is done. Rather, for Ong, once it has begun to make significant inroads in Western consciousness in antiquity (Neumann’s stage four with phonetic alphabetic literacy in ancient Hebrew culture, ancient Greek culture, and ancient Roman culture) , it becomes an ongoing process in medieval times (Neumann’s stage five), the long Renaissance (Neumann’s stage six), and the Enlightenment, Industrial Revolution, and Romanticism (Neumann’s stage seven), eventually culminating in twentieth-century personalism and phenomenology (Neumann’s stage eight), including Ong’s mature work from the 1950s onward.
The alignments I have suggested here parenthetically between Neumann’s stages of consciousness and certain periods in Western cultural history are my own, except for the last one which I borrowed from Ong. The German-born-and-educated Israeil Jungian Erich Neumann describes in detail the eight stages of consciousness in his 1949 book in German that is translated as The Origins and History of Consciousness, translated by R. F. C. Hull (1954). Ong discusses Neumann’s eight stages of consciousness in his 1971 book Rhetoric, Romance, and Technology: Studies in the Interaction of Expression and Culture (pages 10-12 and 18) and in his 1981 book Fighting for Life: Contest, Sexuality, and Consciousness, the published version of his 1979 Messenger Lectures at Cornell University (pages 18-19, 25, 92, 100, 111, 115, and 148). Taking certain hints from Ong, I discuss Neumann’s stages of consciousness in my essay “Secondary Orality and Consciousness Today” in the 1992 book Media, Consciousness, and Culture: Explorations of Walter Ong’s Thought, edited by Bruce E. Gronbeck, me, and Paul A. Soukup (pages 194-209). However, if what Ong refers to as secondary orality, which in effect is worldwide today, signals an emerging human cultural maturity, then our current worldwide Covid-19 catastrophe should serve to remind that Erik H. Erikson characterizes stage eight in personal development as involving the crisis of ego-integrity versus despair. Ong discusses Erikson’s thought in his 1967 book The Presence of the Word: Some Prolegomena for Cultural and Religious History (pages 93, 104-105, and 235). For C. G. Jung, personal ego-integrity emerges as a result of the deeply excruciating process of assimilating one’s personal Shadow elements and assimilating elements of our collective unconscious. Ong’s mature work from the early 1950s onward involves assimilating certain elements of our collective unconscious, so that we may attune ourselves to our emerging secondary orality. But on a personal and cultural level, we are today challenged by Covid-19 to fight despair – at a time when certain upward trends of deaths in the United States were already being described as deaths of despair – for example, by the Princeton economists Anne Case and Angus Deaton in their 2020 book Deaths of Despair and the Future of Capitalism. Ong’s most explicit discussion, albeit brief, of our contemporary personal and collective efforts to assimilate certain elements of our Western collective unconscious can be found in his short essay “Truth in Conrad’s Darkness” in Mosaic: A Journal for the Comparative Study of Literature and Ideas (University of Manitoba Press), volume 11, number 1 (Fall 1977): pages 151-163; reprinted in volume three of Ong’s Faith and Contexts (1995, pages 186-201).
Thus, the inward turn of consciousness in Western culture is central to the emergence of stage four and then of stage five and then of stage six and then of stage seven and then of stage eight in Western culture. For Ong, the “inward turn of consciousness . . . develops in counterbalance with the extreme outward turning implemented by the distancing or ‘objectivizing’ technologies of writing, print, and computers,” as he explains in his 1986 book Hopkins, the Self, and God (page 130).
Taking certain other hints from Ong, I see Western culture historically to this day as distinctive and therefore different from all the rest of the cultures in the world, as I explain in my article “The West Versus the Rest: Getting Our Cultural Bearings from Walter J. Ong” in Explorations in Media Ecology, volume 7, number 4 (2008): pages 271-282.
But for a different view, see the American humanistic psychologist Jean Houston’s 1980 book Lifeforce: The Psycho-Historical Recovery of the Self, in which she draws on Gerald Heard’s 1963 book The Five Ages of Man: The Psychology of Human History. 
In the lengthy Jesuit training, aspiring would-be Jesuits in their first year of novitiate training make a 30-day retreat in silence (except for the daily conferences with the retreat director) following the Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius Loyola. Years later in their Jesuit training, Jesuits make a second 30-day retreat in silence (except for daily conferences with the retreat director) following the Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius Loyola. Throughout their Jesuit training and throughout their subsequent lives, Jesuits make shorter retreats in silence (except for the daily conferences with the retreat director) following the Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius Loyola. Through these retreats, Jesuits cultivate the inward turn of consciousness.
In Scott Newstok’s spirit of carrying on a conversation with the past, the then- American-Dominican-priest and multilingual medievalist Matthew Fox (born in 1940; doctorate in the history and theology of spirituality, summa cum laude, Institut Catholique de Paris, where he studied under the influential Dominican Marie-Dominique Chenu [1895-1990]) creatively constructed his own interview/conversations with the renowned medieval Dominican theologian St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) in his 1992 550-page book Sheer Joy: Conversations with Thomas Aquinas on Creation Spirituality, mentioned above. Fox structures his lengthy book around what he refers to as the Four Paths of creation spirituality (page 29). According to Fox, silence is an aspect of the second path. For example, Aquinas says, “‘Dionysius [the late-fifth-to-early-sixth-century Syrian monk also known as Denys the Areopagite] connects silence and peace, since a sign of troubled peace is noise and clamor. . . . Calm and immobility are joined to peace – as is silence as well – because the things that have peace, for this very reason, seem to have a kind of calm’” (quoted on page 214; ellipsis in Fox’s text; but I added the bracketed material). (In the Roman Catholic tradition of thought about spirituality, the traditional paths are three: purgation, union, and illumination – not four. Of course, three paths or “moments” call to mind the orthodox trinitarian theology about three supposed divine persons. By contrast, Fox’s four paths or “moments” of creation spirituality call to mind what C. G. Jung refers to as quaternity symbolism.) Incidentally, Fox ably translates Aquinas’ serviceable Latin – often translating previously untranslated works by Aquinas. Based on Fox’s readable translations, it strikes me that Aquinas is not going to win any prizes as a Latin stylist – which means that he probably would not seem attractive as a prose stylist to the Renaissance humanists Sir Thomas More or his friend Desiderius Erasmus. Nevertheless, to paraphrase John Lyly’s characterization of the character Euphues as having more wit than wisdom, we might say that Aquinas has more wisdom than wit – which is surely why Fox translated so many of his previously untranslated works. But does Scott Newstok also have more wisdom than wit? But Fox, drawing on the thought of his former teacher Marie-Dominique Chenu characterizes Renaissance humanism as involving “mere imitation [of ancient sources]” that “fueled so much of the elitist and excessively anthropocentric [R]enaissance of the sixteenth century” (page 8). Later, Fox claims that anthropocentrism breeds pessimism and despair (page 29). Consequently, he says, “anthropocentrism, using Aquinas’ criteria, is a sin, a deviation from what we can and ought to know” (page 29). Yes, compared to Aquinas’ God-centered orientation, Renaissance humanists may understandably seem to Fox to be excessively anthropocentric. Yes, Renaissance humanists promoted imitation of ancient sources. But we should note here that Fox himself seems to be promoting our imitation of Aquinas’ God-centered orientation and also certain other features of his thought.
For the record, the four paths of creation spirituality that Fox discusses in Sheer Joy are (1) the Via Positivia (pages 57-187); (2) the Via Negativia (pages 189-243); (3) the Via Creativa (pages 245-382); and (4) the Via Transformativa (pages 383-515). In Fox’s “Introduction” (pages 1-55), he says that “the hermeneutic [i.e., interpretation] consists of the Four Paths of [1] the Via Positiva (experiencing the God of delight and joy; [2] the Via Negativa (experiencing the God of darkness, letting go, and suffering); [3] the Via Creativa (experiencing the God with whom we co-create); and [4] the Via Transformativa (experiencing God by doing justice, celebration, and compassion in society)” (page 5; on page 29, Fox includes silence as part of the Via Negativa). Now, if we were to imagine a man named, say, Matthew Fox somehow learning to access the optimal forms of the four masculine archetypes of maturity discussed by Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette, then we might that that this imaginary man named Matthew Fox felt that he was experiencing the Via Positiva (i.e., the optimal form of the Lover archetype), the Via Negativa (i.e., the optimal form of the Warrior archetype), the Via Creativa (i.e., the optimal form of the Magician archetype), and the Via Transformativa (i.e., the optimal form of the King archetype). Bur our imaginary man named Matthew Fox also has in his psyche the four parallel feminine archetypes of maturity. So if we were to imagine that our imaginary man named Matthew Fox felt that he was experiencing the optimal forms of the four feminine archetypes of maturity in his psyches, then we would be imagining our imaginary man named Matthew Fox to be an exemplary optimal man.
For further reading by and about Dionysius the Areopagite, see the 1987 book Pseudo-Dionysius: The Complete Works, translated by Colm Luibheid; foreword, notes, and translation collaboration by Paul Rorem; preface by Rene Roques; introductions by Jaroslav Pelican, Jean Leclercq, and Karlfried Froehlich.
In any event, Jesuits and others who make retreats in silence (except for the daily conferences with the retreat director) following the Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius Loyola engage in guided imagistic meditation. They are guided by the instructions that St. Ignatius Loyola has written in his short book of instructions known as the Spiritual Exercises. The instructions are for the “exercises” or meditations. The meditations usually involve a famous biblical scene. But the biblical scenes are written in what Eric A. Havelock in his 1963 book Preface to Plato refers to as imagistic thinking. The instructions typically call for the application of the senses – that is, the person making the retreat is supposed to consider the biblical scene by applying each of his or her senses one by one, to the best of his or her ability, to taking in and assimilating the details of the scene. This way of proceeding to consider the biblical scene involves conveying oneself into the scene in almost a participatory way, making the scene come alive to oneself. The culminating instruction then calls on the person making the retreat to carry on a two-way conversation with Jesus or Mary, depending on the scene, with the person on retreat supply both sides of the two-way conversation.
This way of proceeding is like that of the auditors listening to the singer of tales and actively imaginatively participating in the tale. It is also like the member of the audience at a performance of one of Shakespeare’s plays actively imaginatively participating in the play. Remember what Hamlet says about the play being the thing to catch the conscience of the King – which presupposes that the King will actively participate in the action of the play – enough so that the play will catch his conscience. Of course, we have no way of knowing how many people in the audience participated this actively in the performance of any of his plays. But it doesn’t strike me as unreasonable to assume that he anticipated that at least some members of the audience would participate this actively in the performance.
In any event, the novitiate period in Roman Catholic religious orders culminates in the novices taking the traditional vows of poverty, chastity, and obedience (as these are understood in the Roman Catholic Church). But St. Ignatius Loyola wanted Jesuits to accentuate the vow of obedience – which is why Robert Moore correctly characterizes Jesuit training as Warrior training. As a matter of fact, Jesuits even take a largely symbolic, but to them meaningful, fourth vow of obedience to the pope – to obey the pope’s order to go wherever the pope orders them to go to work (as though the pope had nothing else to do but prepare orders to Jesuits about where they were to go to work).
At first blush, the Jesuit vow of obedience may not sound like the cardinal virtue of courage, which both Plato and Aristotle define as the mean between the extremes of brashness and cowardice. However, essentially, the vow of obedience is the equivalent of the cardinal virtue of courage, in the sense of taming and cultivating the part of the psyche that Plato and Aristotle refer to as thumos or thymos. Figuratively speaking, the vow of obedience is the way that Jesuits and members of other religious orders invoke their inner Hector, the tamer of horses.
In the Roman Catholic tradition of thought, the vow of obedience to one’s religious superior involved regarding the religious superior as the earthly stand-in of Jesuit Christ in one’s life. But Jesus Christ had long been thought of in the Christian tradition as Christ the King. Consequently, the vow of obedience to one’s religious superior was symbolically obedience to Christ the King.
But who obeys Christ the King?
The disciplined and responsive Jesuit warrior obeys Christ the King. That is, the human Jesuit warrior accesses the Warrior archetype in his psyche by obeying Christ the King. And so do members of other Roman Catholic religious orders. In my estimate, Ong represents the optimal form of the masculine Warrior archetype that Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette recommend as the ideal form. End of digression.
Now, Ong’s 1959 article “Latin Language Study as a Renaissance [Male] Puberty Rite” that he reprinted in his 1971 book Rhetoric, Romance, and Technology: Studies in the Interaction of Expression and Culture (pages 113-141) can help us further contextualize the lessons of a Renaissance education that Scott Newstok celebrates.
As Ong knew, the classic book about puberty rites is the anthropologist Arnold van Gennep’s 1909 book in French The Rites of Passage, translated by Monika B. Vizedom and Gabrielle L. Caffee (1960).
Of course, we know of female puberty rites. However, in Renaissance England, the few girls who learned Latin were homeschooled by tutors. For example, The English educator Roger Ascham (1515-1568) tutored Princess Elizabeth Tudor (1533-1603) in Latin and Greek – she had a better formal education than Shakespeare did. Whatever else may be said about being tutored, I cannot imagine that Ong or anybody else would liken being tutored to a puberty rite.
For Ong’s discussion of Roger Ascham’s 1564 book The Scholemaster, see pages 134-138 of Ong’s essay. 
Whatever else may be said about our contemporary American education, I cannot imagine that anybody would liken it to a puberty rite. But the lessons from a Renaissance education that Scott Newstok celebrates were part of the Renaissance Latin language study that Ong likens to a male puberty rite.
However, puberty rites or no puberty rites aside, children in the Renaissance were regarded as small adults, as Philippe Aries shows in his book Centuries of Childhood: A Social History of [European] Family Life, translated from the French by Robert Baldick (1962; orig. French ed., 1960).
From the ages of five to sixteen, young Thomas Aquinas lived as a small adult monk, an oblate, in a Benedictine monastery following the routine of the adult monks and engaging in lectio divina and contemplation. Yes, there were youngsters in medieval Benedictine monasteries. The instructions in the Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius Loyola are detailed instructions about how to engage in Benedictine lectio divina and contemplation.
Both male puberty rites and female puberty rites alike subjected pubescent children in age-cohort groups to stressful situations designed and overseen by adults. At times, however, certain participants committed suicide. Sadly, such tragic losses to suicide were commonly seen as collateral damage. The larger goal of puberty rites was for the participants to work together with one another under stress – and thereby earn a position of respect and recognition as a reliable member of the adult society.
In any event, the classic study of Shakespeare’s limited formal education is the American scholar T. W. Baldwin’s William Shakspere’s Small Latine & Lesse Greeke, 2 volumes (1944). Baldwin says that “we do not have the curriculum of the [grammar] school at Stratford” (volume 1, page 75), and so he sets out to examine in detail the grammar school curriculums in England that we do have. (For understandable reasons, Curtius does not happen to advert explicitly to Baldwin’s monumental 1944 study – which he surely would have had he known of it.)
In contrast with the English Renaissance poet and playwright and actor William Shakespeare (1564-1616) with his limited formal education in Latin and Greek, the Cambridge University educated English Renaissance poet and pamphleteer John Milton (1608-1674) was fluent not only in Latin and Greek but also in Hebrew.
The wording in Baldwin’s title is taken from Ben Jonson’s epitaph in the posthumously published works by Shakespeare known as the First Folio edition of 1623. Baldwin says, “To admit that Shakespeare had any Greek is to put him in the upper branches of grammar school. More significantly still, it is to grant him a very definite proficiency in Latin, for Greek grammars were written in none too easy Latin” (page 13).
Baldwin also says, “If, then, we accept Jonson’s evidence [i.e., his testimony as evidence] at all, we must permit Shakespeare to have some Greek, and thence infer that he had acquired considerable proficiency in reading Latin” (page 13).
However, if we do not accept Jonson’s testimony about Shakespeare’s formal education, we can surely accept the common verdict of Jonson’s day that Shakespeare was more deeply the product of Nature than of Art (and education). In short, he had natural talent, not the kind of talent acquired through education in the verbal arts.
Ong was an educator in the Jesuit order, in which educators were historically over-represented. As we have seen, he wrote about Renaissance education extensively, including early Jesuit education. However, he did not publish under his own byline any detailed advice for contemporary educators to follow.
But in 1966-1967, Ong served on the 14-member White House Task Force that reported to President Lyndon B. Johnson in 1967. Of course, the Task Force’s recommendations to the president did not involve recommendations about lessons in how to think like Shakespeare.
Subsequently, Ong served on the 32-member Commission on the Humanities, sponsored by the Rockefeller Foundation, that issued the 1980 book The Humanities in American Life (see the index for “Writing instruction” for specific page references).
Ong’s widely cited 1975 PMLA article “The Writer’s Audience is Always a Fiction,” mentioned above, implicitly offers advice to writers that they need to learn how to imagine a fictional audience that they are writing for.
However that may be, Ong explores certain aspects of Shakespeare’s art in his 1955 article “Metaphor and the Twinned Vision: The Phoenix and the Turtle” that is reprinted in An Ong Reader: Challenges for Further Inquiry (2002, pages 239-245).
Ong also explores certain other aspects of Shakespeare’s art in his 1976 essay that is reprinted as “Typographic Rhapsody: Ravisius Textor, Zwinger, and Shakespeare” in An Ong Reader (pages 429-463).
Of related interest is Ong’s 1965 essay “Oral Residue in Tudor Prose Style,” which is also reprinted in An Ong Reader (pages 313-329).
After Ong published his 1959 essay “Latin Language Study as a Renaissance [Male] Puberty Rite,” he subsequently further explored the psychodynamics of structured stress in the following three publications:
(1) The Presence of the Word: Some Prolegomena for Cultural and Religious History (1967; see the index for “Polemic” for specific page references), the expanded version of Ong’s 1964 Terry Lectures at Yale University;
(2) Fighting for Life: Contest, Sexuality, and Consciousness (1981), mentioned above;
(3) Ong’s 1982 plenary address “The Agonistic Base of Scientifically Abstract Thought: Issues in Fighting for Life: Contest, Sexuality, and Consciousness” that is reprinted in An Ong Reader: Challenges for Further Inquiry, edited by Thomas J. Farrell and Paul A. Soukup (2002, pages 479-495).
For Ong’s discussions of post-Renaissance Latin as a second language, see his 1962 book The Barbarian Within: And Other Fugitive Essays and Studies (see the index for “Latin” for specific page references). But also see Ong’s “Presidential Address 1978: The Human Nature of Professionalism” in PMLA (May 1979): pages 385-394, mentioned above.
For a bibliography of Ong’s 400 or so publications that includes bibliographic information about translations and reprintings, see Thomas M. Walsh’s “Walter J. Ong, S.J.: A Bibliography 1929-2006” in the book Language, Culture, and Identity: The Legacy of Walter J. Ong, S.J., edited by Sara van den Berg and Thomas M. Walsh (New York: Hampton Press, 2011, pages 185-245). In that same volume, also see Thomas D. Zlatic’s essay “The Articulate Self in a Particulate World: The Ins and Outs of Ong” (pages 7-29).


My Life Intersects Ong’s

Now, over the years, I took five courses from Ong at Saint Louis University, starting in the fall semester of 1964. As a young English major in 1964, taking from him an upper-division course that English majors were required to take from one professor or another who taught it, I was impressed with him and with much of what he had to say, which prompted me to undertake further independent reading of his publications and certain other publications he had mentioned in class. From my independent reading, I had come to the conclusion that he was somebody to listen to and to pay attention to.
My independent reading of books Ong plugged in the first course I took from him in the fall semester of 1964 included the English Dominican Victor White’s 1952 book God and the Unconscious, with a “Foreword” by C. G. Jung (pages xiii-xxv). In the “Foreword to the English Edition” of the German Jungian commentator Marie-Louise von Franz’s 1957 book in German that is translated into English as the 1966 book Aurora Consurgens [Rising Dawn]: A Document Attributed to Thomas Aquinas on the Problem of Opposites in Alchemy, translated from the German by R. F. C. Hull, but with Greek and Latin quotations translated by A. S. B. Glover, she mentions the letter she received from White in which he supported her hypothesis that St. Thomas Aquinas that the medieval alchemical text can be attributed to Aquinas (pages ix-xii, at xi-xii footnote). More specifically, her hypothesis is that the text is somebody’s notes of a seminar that Aquinas gave on the Song of Songs before his famous mystical experience (or whatever it was – it could have been a stroke) rendered him mute during the final year of his life.
Friedrich Nietzsche also had an experience that left him unable to write anything further in the final years of his life. For further discussion of Nietzsche, see the 1,600-page two-volume commentary Nietzsche’s Zarathustra: Notes of the Seminar Given in 1934-1939 by C. G. Jung, edited by James L. Jarrett (1988).
I adopted Ong as my guide in life – you know, like Virgil is Dante-the-character’s guide in the Inferno and Purgatorio. But Beatrice takes over as Dante-the-character’s guide in the Paradiso, thus showing that Dante-the-poet working out a new relationship with the feminine dimension of his psyche. The entire portrayal of Dante-the-character in the Divine Comedy shows symbolically the inward turn of Dante-the-poet’s consciousness (in Ong’s terminology). When I went up for promotion to full professor in 2003 at the University of Minnesota Duluth, one external reviewer credited me with starting the new field of Ong studies! However, Ong has not been my only guide in life – and perhaps not even my most prominent guide.
You see, before my life intersected Ong’s in the fall semester of 1964, I had read certain assigned passages in St. Thomas Aquinas, who himself had taken Aristotle as his guide. I understood Aquinas’ explanation of Aristotle’s account of act and potency. Aristotle’s account of act and potency has guided my teaching and my professional publications – and my interest in the potential of Scott Newstok’s new 2020 book about how certain lessons from Renaissance education could help actuate human potential today in the midst of the Covid-19 catastrophe and economic catastrophe. My interest in helping people actuate their potential is part of what Fox refers to as the path of Via Transformativa in creation spirituality, mentioned above.
Now, in the fall semester of 1967, I took Ong’s graduate course called Studies in English Prose Developments: Academic and Extra-Academic Renaissance Style. On the first day of class, he handed out a three-page single-spaced dittoed reading list of some 60 or so selected books and articles, which I still have in my files. In my estimate, the recommended selections were rather wide-ranging (typical of Ong) – including twelve books and articles I mention in the present essay, including certain books by Ong himself.
In that course I first learned from Ong about commonplace books – notebooks in which a reader-and-would-be-writer would copy out catchy passages from a book or poem for future use but without attribution to the source. Scott Newstok’s new book somewhat resembles a commonplace book because of the abundance of catchy quotes, but he supplies attributions. I wrote my decidedly modest term paper for that course on John Lyly’s Euphues (both parts). To my surprise, Ong gave me an “A” on that paper and even commented, “Probably publishable material here.” Incidentally, Lyly-the-narrator tells us that Euphues has more wit than wisdom – he sounds good, as his name suggests. But here is our question: Does Scott Newstok have more wit than wisdom? Wit, he has. Wit is a form of play – in the case of his book, it is a welcome form of play because it counterbalances his carefully targeted polemics.
In the 1970s and the 1980s, I drew on Ong’s thought in my professional publications, including the following:
(1) “Open Admissions, Orality, and Literacy” in the Journal of Youth and Adolescence, volume 3 (1974): pages 247-260;
(2) “Reading in the Community College” in College English, volume 37 (1975-1976): pages 40-46;
(3) “Literacy, the Basics, and All That Jazz” in College English, volume 38 (1976-1977): pages 443-459;
(4) “Developing Literacy: Walter J. Ong and Basic Writing” in the Journal of Basic Writing, volume 2, number 1 (1978): pages 30-51;
(5) “Differentiating Writing from Talking” in College Composition and Communication, volume 29 (1978): pages 346-350;
(6) “The Female and Male Modes of Rhetoric” in College English, volume 40 (1978-1979): pages 590-593;
(7) “Scribes and True Authors” in the ADE Bulletin, Serial number 61 (May 1979): pages 9-16;
(8) “The Lessons of Open Admissions” in the Journal of General Education, volume 33 (1981): pages 207-218;


(9) “IQ and Standard English” in College Composition and Communication, volume 34 (1983): pages 470-484;
(10) “A Defense for Requiring Standard English” in the journal Pre-Text, volume 7 (1986): pages 165-180.
With 20/20 hindsight, I would say today in 2020 that my publications of the 1970s and the 1980s were, in large measure, manifestations of my alternating to the masculine Sadist Warrior “shadow” form – from my customary masculine Masochist Warrior “shadow” form. Similarly, my publications of the 1970s and 1980s were also manifestations of my alternating to the masculine Detached Manipulator Magician “shadow” form – from my customary masculine Denying “Innocent” One “shadow” form of the Magician archetype. Implicitly, my expansive publications of the 1970s and 1980s were manifestations of my alternating to the masculine Addicted Lover “shadow” form – from my customary masculine Impotent Lover “shadow” form. As aspirational expressions to influence and perhaps, in a certain sense, rule over my professional colleagues, my publications of the 1970s and 1980s were manifestations of my alternating to the Tyrant King “shadow” form – from my customary Weakling King “shadow” form. In any event, my publications in the 1970s and 1980s made me, for better or worse, a somewhat prominent figure in certain academic circles – and controversial, although not nearly as controversial as the loquacious Marshall McLuhan was in the 1970s and 1980s.
Now, Ong discusses my article “Literacy, the Basics, and All That Jazz” in the January 1977 College English in his September 1978 article “Literacy and Orality in Our Time” in the ADE Bulletin: A Journal for Administrators of Departments of English in American and Canadian Colleges and Universities, Serial Number 58 (pages 1-7) – Ong’s most widely reprinted article.
Ong served as the elected-president of the Modern Language Association (MLA) in 1978, after he had served as Second Vice President in 1976 and then as First Vice President in 1977. Subsequently, he served as Past President in 1979. The Association of Departments of English (ADE) is a subset in MLA. The Association of Departments of Foreign Languages (ADFL) is the other subset of MLA.
Now, on December 28, 1978, I was in the audience when Ong delivered his edifying “Presidential Address” at the 93rd Annual Convention of the MLA in New York City. His “Presidential Address 1978: The Human Nature of Professionalism” was published in PMLA: Publications of the Modern Language Association, volume 94, number 3 (May 1979): pages 385-394. In my estimate, in this edifying address, Ong draws on his inner Prospero.
Ong refers explicitly to the three professional courses of study in universities that were established in the European Middle Ages: law, medicine, and theology (page 389). But he highlights the professionalism of the teachers in the arts course of study. He says that “the arts faculty was profoundly involved in teaching. Teaching went on in medicine, law, and theology, but in the arts faculty it was highlighted. Arts was especially teacher-conscious, if only because of the youthfulness of its [teenage] students” (page 389).
Among other things, Ong says, “For understanding, we need two things: proximity and distance” (page 391). What a perceptive formula! Later, he says, “Literary history, like all history, can be understood only from both ends: the distant past and the immediate present” (page 392). No doubt Ong’s body of work and related work can often supply us with the distance we need for in-depth understanding.
For another perceptive formula for what is needed for understanding, see the Canadian Jesuit philosopher and theologian Bernard Lonergan’s philosophical masterpiece Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, 5th edition, edited by Frederick E. Crowe, S.J., and Robert M. Doran, S.J., as volume three of the Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan (1992). Lonergan refers to his perceptive formula for what is needed for understanding as a generalized empirical method. 
In Ong’s “Presidential Address,” he argues that “at its peak usage, its most concentrated sense, ‘professionalism’ suggests something more than the use of mere expertise” – something more on the order of “a fiducial, or trust, relation” (page 389). He also says, “Understood as fiducial service, professionalism bridges some of the most threatening chasms, that between the teaching of writing and the teaching of literature and that between formalism and activism. As a fiducial service, the teaching of writing yields not at all to the teaching of literature. Indeed, because it is more fundamental, the teaching of writing is more crucial to students and by the same token should be more satisfying to the teacher, even though it is more difficult to sustain day-to-day enthusiasm for what Walker Gibson calls backtracking through student prose than flying up into [Ernest Hemingway’s 1936 story] The Snows of Kilimanjaro” (page 390).
Walker Gibson of New York University is the author of the 1966 book Tough, Sweet & Stuffy: An Essay on Modern Prose Styles, which Ong discusses in his frequently cited 1975 PMLA essay “The Writer’s Audience is Always a Fiction” that is reprinted, slightly revised, in Ong’s 1977 book Interfaces of the Word: Studies in the Evolution of Consciousness and Culture (pages 53-81) and in An Ong Reader: Challenges for Further Inquiry (pages 405-427). Excerpts of Ong’s 1978 “Presidential Address” were published as “1978: The Human Nature of Professionalism” in the Special Millennium Issue of PMLA, volume 115, number 7 (December 2000): pages 1906-1916.
In Ong’s 1981 book Fighting for Life: Contest, Sexuality, and Consciousness, he discusses my 1979 article “The Female and Male Modes of Rhetoric” (pages 75-76).
In Ong’s 1982 book Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word, his most widely translated book, he discusses my 1978 articles “Developing Literacy: Walter J. Ong and Basic Writing” and “Differentiating Writing from Talking” (page 160).
In any event, after my essay “Literacy, the Basics, and All That Jazz” was published in the January 1977 College English, I read Eric A. Havelock’s 1978 book The Greek Concept of Justice: From Its Shadow in Homer to Its Substance in Plato. I was especially impressed with his chapter on “The Early History of the Verb ‘to Be’” (pages 233-248). It prompted me to change my tune about literacy, the basics, and all that jazz, which I did subsequently in my 1983 article “IQ and Standard English,” in which I presented a hypothesis that could be tested, but it has not been tested – yet.
As Havelock knew, the classic study of the verb “to be” in ancient Greek is Charles H. Kahn’s 1973 500-page book The Verb “Be” in Ancient Greek. In 2003, Hackett Publishing Company reprinted his book with a lengthy new “Introduction” by Kahn (pages vii-xl).
But what all would it take to test my hypothesis effectively in longitudinal studies? For example, would the teachers in the experimental group of elementary students (as distinct from the teachers in the control group of elementary students) need to be deeply committed to the lessons from a Renaissance education that Scott Newstok highlights in his new 2020 book How to Think Like Shakespeare: Lessons from a Renaissance Education? Or are the lessons Scott Newstok gleans from a Renaissance education appropriate only for secondary students?
In any event, my interest in Ong’s thought eventually culminated in my book about his life and work, Walter Ong’s Contributions to Cultural Studies: The Phenomenology of the Word and I-Thou Communication, 2nd ed. (2015; 1st ed., 2000).
My essay “Literacy, the Basics, and All That Jazz” and Ong’s essay “Literacy and Orality in Our Times” are both reprinted in the 1987 book A Sourcebook for Basic Writing Teachers, edited by Theresa Enos (pages 27-44 and 45-55, respectively). Ong’s essay “Literacy and Orality in Our Times” is also reprinted in An Ong Reader: Challenges for Further Inquiry (2002, pages 465-478).
My 1986 essay “A Defense for Requiring Standard English” is reprinted in the 1995 book Rhetoric: Concepts, Definitions, and Boundaries, edited by William A. Covino and David Jolliffe (pages 667-678).


SCOTT NEWSTOK’S NEW BOOK ABOUT SHAKESPEARE


Now, Scott Newstok (born in 1973; Ph.D. in English, Harvard University, 2002), a Shakespeare specialist at Rhodes College in Memphis, Tennessee, is familiar with Ong’s 1971 book Rhetoric, Romance, and Technology: Studies in the Interaction of Expression and Culture, in which Ong reprinted “Latin Language Study as a Renaissance Puberty Rite” (page 113-141), mentioned above. Scott Newstok is the author of the 2009 book Quoting Death in Early Modern England: The Poetics of Epitaphs Beyond the Tomb. He edited the 2007 book Kenneth Burke on Shakespeare. In addition, Scott Newstok and Ayanna Thompson co-edited the 2010 anthology Weyward Macbeth: Intersections of Race and Performance. Scott Newstok also edited the late Michael Cavanaugh’s posthumously published 2020 book Paradise Lost: A Primer. (Michael Cavanaugh was a professor of English at Grinnell College in Iowa, where Scott Newstok majored in English as an undergraduate.)
For Ong, the American literary critic Kenneth Burke (1897-1993) is not a regular conversation partner. However, Ong does prominently mention Burke, albeit in passing, in his 1962 book The Barbarian Within: And Other Fugitive Essays and Studies (pages 16 and 185).
In Scott Newstok’s new 2020 book How to Think Like Shakespeare: Lessons from a Renaissance Education, he frames his own presentations in a polemical framework by regularly referring to questionable contemporary notions about education (such as assessment) – most of which are easy targets for him to score points against. Bill Gates and former President George W. Bush and No Child Left Behind are the villains – but they are not the only villains – they’ve been ably assisted by certain other villains in education today. But the advantage of the polemical framework is that it distracts us from the fundamentally conservative orientation of Scott Newstok’s enterprise in attempting to retrieve for our time lessons and practices from the past. But he further distracts us from his fundamentally conservative enterprise by arguing that paradoxically “mental play emerges through work, creativity through imitation, autonomy through tradition, innovation through constraint, and freedom through discipline” (I am quoting here from the front inside flap of the dust jacket).
At this remove in time, I am not sure when I first saw the 1975 Broadway musical A Chorus Line. However, I can tell you that the song “I Can Do That” captures the spirit of imitation that Scott Newstok celebrates.
Now, for a scholarly survey of Renaissance tradition of paradoxical expressions, see Rosalie L. Colie’s 1966 book Paradoxia Epidemica: The Renaissance Tradition of Paradox. As her title suggests, there was an epidemic of paradoxical expressions in the Renaissance – in various languages. But she accentuates works in the English Renaissance, including works by Sir Thomas Browne (see the index for specific page references), Sir Philip Sydney (pages 89-95), John Donne (pages 96-141, 413-429, and 484-507), Thomas Traherne (pages 145-168), John Milton (pages 169-189), George Herbert (pages 190-215), Edmund Spenser (pages 331-352), Robert Burton and his monumental examination of melancholy (pages 430-460), and Shakespeare’s play King Lear (pages 461-481).
In Colie’s judgment, Shakespeare’s play King Lear is “one of the most complicated and sophisticated pieces in the literary repertory of the Renaissance” (page 463). She claims that “the central theme of the play [is] the discovery that individual self-discovery is also the revelation of the human predicament” (page 466). Colie perceptively says, “Not until he [King Lear] recognizes himself as unaccommodated, though, is he able to recognize others and to make legitimate choices” (page 476). In addition, Colie says, “As he loses the vestments of his earlier self, as he loses his unreasonable reason, Lear becomes more and more a man, more and more himself. His undoing is his re-creation as a man” (page 474). His undoing involves what I have referred to above as his inner breakdowns – of his earlier self constellation.
According to Colie, his earlier self constellation involved “the society he himself had so significantly failed to regulate” (page 472). In my estimate, King Lear’s earlier self constellation was formed around one of the two “shadow” forms of the King archetype of maturity that Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette describe in the 2007 revised and expanded edition of their 1992 book The King Within: Accessing the King [Archetype] in the Male Psyche, mentioned above -- King Lear represent the “shadow” form that Moore and Gillette refer to as the Weakling King. The bipolar opposite “shadow” form is the Tyrant King. But Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette refer to the optimal form as the recommended ideal form.
Whatever else may be said about President Trump, he does not represent the optimal form of the King archetype. Rather, he tends to alternate between the Weakling King “shadow” form and the Tyrant King “shadow” form. Because President Trump is the current head of the Republican Party in the United States, we should note here that Republicans tend to favor the Weakling King “shadow” form and the Sadist Warrior “shadow” form. They also tend to favor the Detached Manipulator “shadow” form of the Magician archetype. In addition, at least in terms of public policy, they tend to favor the Impotent Lover “shadow” form, even though in their private lives they tend to favor the Addicted Lover “shadow” form. These combined tendencies incline Republicans to favor policies that tend to represent social Darwinism.
Whatever else may be said about the Democratic Party in the United States, it does not always and everywhere manifest the optimal forms of the masculine archetypes of maturity and the optimal forms of the corresponding feminine archetypes of maturity. That said, all politicians always and everywhere emerge because they tend to manifest the Sadist Warrior “shadow” form of the masculine or the feminine Warrior archetype of maturity. Because Democrats (such as FDR and LBJ) generally favor big federal government approaches, they tend to manifest the Tyrant King “shadow” form – or the Tyrant Queen “shadow” form. Because Democrats tend to favor the so-called “little guy” (FDR), they manifest the Addicted Lover “shadow” form(s). Because Democrats tend to favor big-government schemes such as the New Deal (FDR) and the Great Society (LBJ), they manifest the Detached Manipulator “shadow” form of the Magician archetype(s).
Now, in Colie’s discussion of King Lear, she also says, “His madness is not the kindly delusive folly that makes most things bearable in Erasmus’ [The Praise of Folly]” (page 479). Essentially, what she refers to as “the kindly delusive folly that makes most things bearable” is what Nassir Ghaemi refers to as delusional optimism, as we noted above. It involves what Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette refers to as the Denying “innocent” One “shadow” for of the masculine Magician archetype. King Lear’s inner breakdowns enable him to experience what Ghaemi refers to as depressive realism momentarily – before he ultimately descends into his final madness and dies.
As we noted above, as a result of our current health and economic catastrophes, many of us are currently experiencing inner breakdowns of our expectations and thought-worlds comparable to King Lear’s inner breakdowns. But perhaps it is delusional optimism to hope that our inner breakdowns could enable us, or at least many of us, to emerge “better able to recognize other and to make legitimate choices” (in Colie’s words) or with depressive realism (in Ghaemi’s words).
In any event, Ong reviewed Colie’s 1966 book in the Seventeenth-Century Newsletter, volume 25, number 1 (1967): page 3. He is not entirely uncritical, but he is deeply appreciative of her work. He says, “Among other things, the tradition of paradox helps to show how the thought of persons who had studied little if any formal philosophy, such as a Shakespeare, could resonate at limitless philosophical depths.”
Ong also praises Colie for saying “‘only confident men can contemplate paradoxes’” (quoted from page 520 of her book). However, if this is the case, we might wonder how they came to be so confident.
In addition, Ong says that “the lines of thought she opens suggest, to this reader at least, that the Hegelian thesis and antithesis could well be regarded as a recrudescence of paradoxy in a new romantic form. Paradox, the author points out, unites logic and rhetoric, exposing the rhetorical substructure which supports even the most assertively rational thinking. And Hegelianism is indeed rhetorical in the sense that it united ineluctable speculation and action. To take thesis and antithesis as paradoxy is of course to raise the key question as to how the Hegelian world actually moves forward.”
Now, arguably Ong’s tendency to work with dialectical contrasts (e.g., Greek/barbarian [1962], aural/visual [1958]) is indebted to the structure of paradoxical expression, but he typically does not use stylized paradoxical expressions when he is working with a dialectical contrast. I myself have belabored certain dialectical contrasts that Ong works with 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): pages 255-272, esp. at 260-261.
But the prolific twentieth-century British Catholic convert and poet and literary critic and biographer (of St. Francis of Assisi and St. Thomas Aquinas) and Christian apologist and journalist and platform speaker G. K. Chesterton was known for his use of paradoxical expressions. The young Canadian Hugh Kenner wrote his Master’s thesis in English at the University of Toronto on Chesterton’s use of paradoxical expressions under the direction of Marshall McLuhan. It was published as the 1947 book Paradox in Chesterton, with an “Introduction” by McLuhan (pages xi-xxii). Later, Kenner became famous as a literary critic for his 600-page 1971 book The Pound Era.
For Ong’s essay that is most related to Scott Newstok’s paradoxical arguments, see his “Preface” to the American edition of the English translation of the German Jesuit theologian and church historian Hugo Rahner’s book Man at Play, translated by Brian Battershaw and Edward Quinn (1967, pages ix-xiv); reprinted as “Preface to Man at Play” in An Ong Reader: Challenges for Further Inquiry (2002, pages 345-348).
For both Rahner and Ong, the classic study of play is Johan Huizinga’s Homo Ludens: A Study of the Play Element in Culture (1949 in English; orig. German ed., 1938; revised ed., 1944). If you’ll forgive the play on words, the playwright Shakespeare is most famous for his plays – and our famous playwright even has Hamlet famously say, “The play’s the thing” (Hamlet, Act 2, Scene 2, Line 604). Perhaps Shakespeare-the-playwright thought that the play’s the thing to catch the “conscience” (or at least the attention) of each actively participating audience member taking in the play and thereby evoke his or her thought.
In Matthew Fox’s 1992 book Sheer Joy: Conversations with Thomas Aquinas on Creation Spirituality, mentioned above, we learn that Aquinas, like Aristotle, sees eutrapelia as a potential virtue: “‘There can be virtue about games. The Philosopher [Aristotle] gives it the name of eutrapelia or playfulness, and a person is said to be playful or witty from a happy turn of mind (from the Greek word trepein, to turn)’” (quoted on page 437; also see pages 79-80, 210-211 and 435).
In addition, Aquinas says, “‘A game is not evil in and of itself; otherwise there could not be a virtue in games, which is called eutrapelia (playfulness). But depending on the diverse purposes by which a game is ordered and the diverse circumstances that define it, it can be an activity either of virtue or of vice. For since it is impossible to be always engaged in the [1] active and [2] contemplative life, therefore it is sometimes necessary to intersperse joys with cares, lest the mind be broken by too much severity. In this way [or interspersing joys with cares], a person may be more readily open to virtuous activity’” (quoted on page 435).
Those people who have a contemplative life set apart time for prayer and meditation and contemplation. Jesuits, like Franciscans and Dominicans, aim to be contemplatives who engage in active lives in the world – in short, contemplatives in action.
So according to Aquinas, “the mind [can] be broken by too much severity.” Therefore, in the active life, “it is sometimes necessary to intersperse joys with cares” – as Scott Newstok intersperses witty remarks with the polemics he cares about so as not to break our minds with too much severity.
However, Aquinas here says “an activity [can be] either of virtue or of vice,” depending on its purposes and its circumstances. In Neil Postman’s 1985 book Amusing Ourselves to Death: Public Discourse in the Age of Show Business, he explores how certain activities that may aim to keep the mind from being broken by too much severity can become problematic when they become excessive.
Ong discusses Huizinga’s Homo Ludens: A Study of the Play Element in Culture in his 1981 book Fighting for Life: Contest, Sexuality, and Consciousness (pages 18, 25, 33, 44-45, 133, and 170). In Ong’s 1967 seminal book The Presence of the Word: Some Prolegomena for Cultural and Religious History (pages 31 and 201), he discusses Huizinga’s 1919 masterpiece in Dutch (2nd ed., 1921) that was translated into English as the 1948 book The Waning of the Middle Ages, translated by Fritz Hopman. However, in 1996, the University of Chicago Press published a more faithful English translation of the 1921 second edition of Huizinga’s masterpiece as the book The Autumn of the Middle Ages, translated by Rodney J. Payton and Ulrich Mammitzsch.
As an aside, I would point out here that the Homeric epics the Iliad and the Odyssey consist mostly of speeches – with the oral singer of the tales dramatically performing each new speech in turn with his voice, as each actor in a play by Shakespeare, including Shakespeare himself at times as one of the actors, vocalized and dramatized each speech. While each of Shakespeare’s plays is considerably shorter than either Homeric epic, we should not fail to note how each of his plays resembles the oral art of the Homeric epics – which were the vernacular in their ancient cultural context, as were Shakespeare’s works in his cultural context.
In the 1991 book Homer and the Origins of the Greek Alphabet, the American classicist Barry B. Powell argues that certain ancient Greeks invented the vowelized phonetic alphabetic Greek writing system to be able to capture the vernacular Greek of the Homeric epics.
In the 1992 book The Hero and the Goddess: The Odyssey as Mystery and Initiation, the resourceful American humanistic psychologist Jean Houston, mentioned above, creatively explores the feminine dimension of the human psyche as presented in the Homeric epic. The feminine dimension of the human psyche includes the four feminine counterparts of the four masculine archetypes of maturity that Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette discuss. Both women and men have “shadow” forms of the feminine archetypes of maturity in their psyches, just as both women and men have “shadow” forms of the masculine archetypes of maturity in their psyches. As newborn babies, we project the feminine archetypes on to our mothers (or mother figures). Depending on how our mother (or mother-figures) respond to us, positively or negatively, early in our lives, the forms of the feminine archetypes are constellated in our psyches. These constellated forms of the feminine archetypes in our psyches tend to influence us in our ways of responding to girls and women throughout our lives, for better or worse – that is, unless and until we are able to constellate the optimal forms of the four feminine archetypes of maturity. In Neumann’s Jungian account of the eight stages of consciousness, mentioned above, stages four, five, and six accentuate the masculine dimension of the psyche (in both men and women), but stage seven involves the “emergence of the higher femininity, with woman now as person, anima-sister, related positively to ego consciousness,” as Ong puts it in his 1971 book Rhetoric, Romance, and Technology: Studies in the Interaction of Expression and Culture (page 11). The term higher femininity is used to characterize stage seven as involving a new relationship to the feminine dimension of the psyche (in both women and men) that is fundamentally different from the relationship to the feminine dimension in stages one, two, and three. Similarly, the term higher masculinity is used to characterize stage eight as involving a new relationship to the masculine dimension of the psyche (in both women and men) that is fundamentally different from the relationship to the masculine dimension in stages four, five, and six. In any event, whichever forms of the eight archetypes of maturity have constellated in an individual person’s psyche, she or he probably never stops from projecting those respective forms on to certain women and men – unless and until there is a shift of those constellations in the person’s psyche. In part, such a shift may involve what Ong refers to as an inward turn of consciousness. However, such a shift also involves taking a critical stance toward one’s current psychic constellation. In Jesuit spirituality, this critical stance is supposed with a deliberate cultivation of the opposite tendency, whatever that may be – this spiritual practice is known in Jesuit parlance as agere contra (literally, to act against). However warranted this practice may be, it is not foolproof for bring about new constellations in one’s psyche – but no foolproof way for bringing about new constellations in one’s psyche is known.  For further discussion of the feminine dimension of the human psyche, see my online essay “Understanding Jung’s Thought” that is available through the University of Minnesota’s digital conservancy: http://hdl.handle.net/11299/187433
Speaking of the feminine dimension of the psyche, I have no particular explanation to offer you as to why the medieval Italian St. Francis of Assisi 1182-1226) refers to “Sister Death” in his famous “Canticle of Brother Sun.” As a matter of fact, I have no explanation as to why he assigns the genders he does throughout his canticle. But I want to focus here on his reference to “Sister Death” as evidence that for whatever reason death somehow registered in his psyche as feminine. But would the approach of death have registered on the psyche of the medieval Italian Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) as coming from the feminine dimension of his psyche? You see, when he sensed that his death was approaching, he gave a seminar on the Song of Songs. The German Jungian commentator Marie-Louise von Franz hypothesizes that the medieval alchemical text known as Aurora Consurgens may be somebody’s notes from Aquinas’ last seminar before his death. See her 1957 book in German that is translated into English as the 1966 book Aurora Consurgens: A Document Attributed to Thomas Aquinas on the Problem of Opposites in Alchemy, mentioned above. Also see her 1980 book Alchemy: An Introduction to the Symbolism and the Psychology, based on a series of lectures she gave in 1959 (see the index for “Aquinas, St. Thomas” for specific page references). Fox discusses Aurora Consurgens and the last year of Aquinas’ life in his 1992 book Sheer Joy (pages 241-243). For further reading about St. Francis of Assisi, see the French Franciscan Eloi Leclerc’s 1970 book in French that is translated in English as the 1977 book The Canticle of Creatures: Symbols of Union: An Analysis of St. Francis of Assisi, translated by Matthew J. O’Connell.
Now, in the spirit of giving credit where credit is due, I give Ong credit for not falling extravagantly in love with Shakespeare. A common affliction among literary scholars who idolize the bard is bardolatry – the affliction of Yale’s literary critic Harold Bloom in his surprise bestseller 1998 book Shakespeare: The Invention of the Human.
Evidently independently of Bloom’s grandiose claim about Shakespeare’s invention of the human, Phillip Cary published a book with a similar title: Augustine’s Invention of the Inner Self: The Legacy of a Christian Platonist (2000). For a cogent critique of Augustine’s thought, see Stephen Greenblatt’s 2017 book The Rise and Fall of Adam and Eve (see the index for “Augustine of Hippo” for specific page references). Incidentally, Latin was a living language in his St. Augustine’s day, and before his famous conversion, he made his living by teaching rhetoric. Consequently, he is a prose stylist in all of his works in Latin, including his letters – unlike St. Thomas Aquinas, for whom Latin was no longer a living language.
What Ong at different times refers to as inner-directedness (David Riesman’s terminology) and as the inward turn of consciousness is a persistent theme in his mature thought from the early 1950s onward. Whatever else may be said about King Lear, he does not represent what Ong means by the inward turn of consciousness – and neither does President Donald Trump. For further readings about the inward turn of consciousness, see my online resource document “A Concise Guide to Five Themes in Walter J. Ong’s Thought and Selected Related Works” that is available through the University of Minnesota’s digital conservancy: http://hdl.handle.net/11299/189129
In my estimate, Bloom’s extravagant professions of love for Shakespeare are expressions of and manifestations of the “shadow” form of the masculine Lover archetype that Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette describe in their 1993 book The Lover Within: Accessing the Lover [Archetype] in the Male Psyche as the Addicted Lover “shadow” form. They refer to the other bipolar “shadow” form as the Impotent Lover. King Lear represents the Impotent Lover “shadow” form, but President Trump represents the Addicted Lover “shadow” form. But Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette recommend the optimal form as the ideal form.
For further discussion of President Trump, see Dr. Justin A. Frank’s 2018 book Trump on the Couch: Inside the Mind of the President.
Now, in Ong’s 1977 book Interfaces of the Word: Studies in the Evolution of Consciousness and Culture, he says, “A human being enters into the human lifeworld by role-playing; a child learns to walk and talk, as a teacher learns to teach or a swimmer to swim, by playing at it until he or she is actually doing it. In sports, the best players are the professionals for whom play is work, while in real life, the best workers are those for whom the work is like play, a kind of game, a free outpouring” (pages 314-315). He describes this paradoxical relationship of life (work) and art (play) as “dialectical” (page 315).
As we noted above, Ong likes to say that we need both closeness (proximity) and distance to understand something (including presumably ourselves as well). His prescription for understanding something can also be characterized as dialectical. I see Shakespeare through his play about King Lear’s inner breakdowns as providing his contemporaries in England in 1606 with a wee bit of psychological distance from their inner breakdowns due to their losses to the plague. In effect, Lear’s inner breakdowns works as objective correlatives (in T. S. Eliot’s terminology) for Shakespeare’s contemporaries own inner breakdowns – evocative analogous experiences, as it were.
Now, Scott Newstok’s new 2020 book features numerous illustrations (black and white, not color), but no photos of Bill Gates or George W. Bush, the villains; numerous epigraphs; numerous quotations and attributions, at times arrayed in visually attractive ways; and different type fonts to add to the visual attractiveness of the book – with footnotes at the foot of the pages, which is a handy arrangement. At the end of the book, Scott Newstok has provided a chapter-by-chapter bibliographic essay (pages 153-163); acknowledgments (pages 165-171); and an index (pages 173-185). Overall, it is a visually attractive book.
In Scott Newstok’s prologue (pages ix-xv), he discusses Shakespeare’s childhood education. He says, “If you had to be at your desk by 6:00 in the morning, you too would be creeping like snail/ Unwillingly to school. Raise your hand if you’d like to be beaten for tardiness. What – no takers? OK, how about translating Latin? . . . for almost twelve hours a day? . . . for six days a week? . . . with no summer vacations? No wonder that when school broke up you’d hurr[y] towards [your] home” (pages x-xi; his italics; his ellipses; his bracketed material).
“This education was nasty, brutish, and long. Indeed, it was scorned – by Shakespeare himself! . . . Shakespearean teachers come off as domineering pedants, overstuffed with bookish theoric” (page xi; his italics; but my ellipsis). The domineering shows the masculine Sadist Warrior “shadow” form discussed by Robert Moore and Douglas Gillette.
“Yet it’s blinkered to dismiss Shakespeare’s instruction as nothing but oppressive. Thinkers trained in this unyielding system went on to generate world-shifting insights, founding forms of knowledge – indeed, the scientific method itself – that continue to shape our lives. An apparently inflexible program of study induced liberated thinking” (page xi).
“Shakespeare’s era delighted in exposing these purported dilemmas as false: play emerges through work, creativity through imitation, autonomy through tradition, innovation through constraints, freedom through discipline” (page xii).
“Little that I say here [in this book] is new” (page xiii).
“Fourteen years is around the age when a student [in Shakespeare’s time] left grammar school” (page xiv).
In chapter one “Of Thinking” (pages 1-11), Scott Newstok mentions ‘[t]he open-ended joy of reading” (page 6), “the delightful pattern making that generates conjecture in the first place” (page 7), and his college calculus professor’s “awe at the grace-filled solution” that he had described as “‘beautiful’” (page 7; his italics). Scott Newstok’s wording sounds like Fox’s descriptions of the Via Positiva. But his wording also captures the sense of play.
“Shakespeare earned his place in our pantheon of minds by staging thought in action [in his plays]. . . . When staging thinking, Shakespeare adopts images from a craft workshop” (page 3).
But Shakespeare’s “Stratford grammar school was conducted in Latin. And his regimented Latin curriculum proved to be the crucible for his creative achievement – in English” (page 4).
“Let’s return now to seven-year-old Shakespeare. . . . Yet Shakespeare was once seven years old; he did have teachers; and they taught him something about thinking” (pages 7 and 8).
“By compiling commonplace thoughts of others, we can better shape our own words to become, well, less commonplace. . . . I’m suggesting that to think like Shakespeare, we need to reconsider the habits that shaped his mind, including practices as simple as transcribing quotations, or working with a tradition. . . . But Shakespearean thinking does demand a deliberate engagement with the past to help you make up your mind in the present” (pages 10 and 11). 
In chapter two “Of Ends” (pages 13-23), Scott Newstok says that “you must find a way to become immersed in activity for its own sake [which is the very definition of play], in the company of skilled practitioners [who can provide the expert guidance as knowledgeable instructors]” (page 16).
He also reminds us that in formal education essentially “we are dealing with the unquantifiable” (page 19).
“When Shakespeare was born, there wasn’t yet a professional theater in London. His ‘useless’ Latin drills prepared him for a job that didn’t yet exist” (page 21).
“For Aristotle, the end of study (long-term utility) was to develop citizens who would flourish in a democracy [in Athens]. Education cultivated habits for the end of becoming a good [person], skilled in speaking, with an eye toward action. To be a speaker of words and a doer of deeds” (page 22; his italics).
“The method for training this complete citizen was rhetoric – a term we now either consign to tedious catalogs of literary terms or, worse, identify with empty promises, things politicians say but don’t mean. But in Shakespeare’s era, rhetoric was nothing less than the fabric of thought itself. Rhetoric was just part of the curriculum; it was the curriculum. Because thinking and speaking well form the basis of existence in a community, rhetoric prepares you for any occasion that requires words – it’s the craft of future discourse.
“That’s why students devoted endless hours to its full arsenal of strategies for encompassing a situation: imitating vivid models, exercising elaborate verbal patterning, practicing imaginative writing, and building up an enormous inventory of reading. Fierce attention to clear and precise writing is the essential tool to foster independent judgment; indeed, precision of thought is essential to every aspect and walk of life. That’s rhetoric” (page 23).
In chapter three “Of Craft” (pages 25-35), Scott Newstok says that in Shakespeare’s world “craft was not merely a mechanical process, but also a communal, intellectual, physical, emotional. Craft required discipline, enforced by people as well as by the object itself. Its practitioners habituated themselves into ever-evolving patterns. While play-making [i.e., making plays] was never formalized as a recognized London guild, key features of the theater aligned with craft’s dynamic thinking practices” (page 27).
“Doing and thinking are reciprocal practices” (page 28; his italics).
“In short, making is thinking. Or, as the editors of the 1623 Folio praised Shakespeare, His mind and hand went together” (page 29; his italics).
“The etymology of ‘craft’ reveals that centuries before it becomes a trade or profession (defended by associated guilds, companies, and unions), it was first a strength, a power, a force. That is, craft meant a physical transformation of some material, as in the earliest instances of resourceful toolmaking. Soon, this capacity to transform becomes isolated as a skill or art [e.g., as in the verbal arts of grammar, rhetoric, and logic (also known as dialectic)], a dexterous ingenuity” (page 29).
“Over time, these [craft] skills become consolidated as a kind of ‘grammar’ of strategies, shared within a community, communicated across generations. When someone is undertaking meaningful work, the thoughts of the men of past ages guide [their] hands. Experienced members initiate novices” (page 32; the first bracketed material is my addition; his italics; the second bracketed material is his).
“Real apprenticeship takes time. . . . You learn why your models make certain kinds of moves, so that you can emulate them, and eventually surpass them” (page 32; his italics). 
In chapter four “Of Fit” (pages 37-45), Scott Newstok briefly discusses “sprezzatura, or a kind of artful artlessness” (page 44). However, e does not happen to advert explicitly to Richard A. Lanham’s discussion of sprezzatura in his 1976 book The Motives of Eloquence: Literary Rhetoric in the Renaissance (pages 150-153, 154, and 161).
But Scott Newstok says, “Cicero nailed it: nothing is more difficult than to see what is fit, in both life and words. . . . [A] deft awareness [is needed] of ever-evolving circumstances: audience, place, resources, occasion (what the Greeks termed Kairos – which could also mean mark, or target)” (page 37).
“As Alexander Pope wrote in his Essay on Criticism (1711), True wit is nature to advantage dressed, / What oft was thought, but ne’er so well expressed (97-98)” (pages 37-38; his italics).
“The rhetorical analogue to this [craft] fitness between subject and object was decorum, determining the level of style apt and agreeable to the person, place, and moment” (page 42; his italics).
“I’ve found the part-to-whole notion one of the most evasive, yet essential aspects of teaching reading” (page 42; his italics).
“There’s no such thing as ‘one size fits all’ in the craft of thinking [Peter Ramus and his allies to the contrary notwithstanding]. . . . Even acting should be aptly fitted: suit the action to the word, the word to the action” (page 43; his italics).
“True tailoring comes from teachers who know the needs and potential and aspirations of their students – and who have the time to adjust, to fit the task to the student, the student to the task” (page 43).  
In chapter five “Of Place” (pages 47-53), Scott Newstok does not happen to advert explicitly to Joshua Meyrowitz’s 1985 book No Sense of Place: The Impact of Electronic Media on Social Behavior, Jay David Bolter’s 1991 book Writing Space: The Computer, Hypertext, and the History of Writing, or John Miles Foley’s 2012 book Oral Tradition and the Internet: Pathways of the Mind, mentioned above – probably because he is intent on making his own argument.
But Scott Newstok says, “Shakespeare’s school was a place. It was a place where he studied with other people, of different ages. These people studied in the same place, at the same time” (page 47).
“At its best, education is a dynamic and interactive conversation between a student motivated to think harder and a demanding teacher – they fit together in that same place” (page 49).
“Mere data transmission doesn’t induce deep learning. It’s the ability to interact, to think hard thoughts in the presence of other people” (page 49).
“To state the obvious: there’s a human aspect to education . . . . This isn’t distance learning; it’s close learning: the laborious, time-consuming, and irreplaceable proximity between teacher and student” (page 50; his italics).
“Our word ‘school’ derives from the Greek skhole – ‘leisure.’ Skhole, in turn, goes back to the Indo-European root segh: seize, hold, pause. Both ‘pause’ and ‘leisure’ sound a bit odd to us; we tend to associate school with work. But ‘school’ was a particular kind of activity, one that demanded a respite from physical necessity, in order to pursue thoughts in common – a freedom to think and act alongside other human beings” (page 50).
In chapter six “Of Attention” (pages 55-61), Scott Newstok does not happen to advert explicitly to Richard A. Lanham’s 2006 book The Economics of Attention: Style and Substance in the Age of Information.
But Scott Newstok says, “The root of attention means to stretch toward something. It’s both a physical and a mental effort – one yearns to become one with the object, the slender tendrils of the mind curling around it. We attend to it, just as a servant must attend to a ruler – with all the docility and contortion that implies. When Shakespeare speaks of a character here attend[ing] you, it doesn’t mean being merely present, but something more akin to readiness for command; an expectant waiting; intensive listening. Minding. The opposite is when your mind is tossing on the ocean – your mind’s there, not here” (page 56).
In chapter seven “Of Technology” (pages 63-71), Scott Newstok does not happen to advert explicitly to Ong’s 1982 book Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word, mentioned above. For Ong, phonetic alphabetic writing is a technology, just as the Gutenberg printing press that emerged in the mid-1450s is a technology. But Ong also perceptively discusses the telegraph in his relevant 1990 essay “Technological Development and Writer-Subject-Reader Immediacies” that is reprinted in An Ong Reader: Challenges for Further Inquiry (2002, pages 497-504).
But Scott Newstok says, “Being skeptical about the forces promoting techno-utopianism doesn’t make you against technology. (The original Luddites wanted machines that made high-quality goods, run by trained workers who were compensated fairly.) But naïve enthusiasm [comparable to delusional optimism in Ghaemi’s terminology] for digital technology often derives from unspoken hostility toward teachers – a hostility that seeks to eliminate the human element from education by automating it” (page 64).
“If people were content with just ‘content delivery,’ libraries and textbooks would have made schools defunct. People 9and institutions) help guide us (and chide us) to confront demanding material. Teachers have always employed ‘technology’ – including the book, one of the most flexible and dynamic learning technologies ever created. But it’s technology in the guiding hands of the learned teacher that helps situate us toward an end” (page 65).
In chapter eight “Of Imitation” (pages 73-83), Scott Newstok discusses what we refer to today as plagiarism. However, he does not happen to advert explicitly to the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King’s plagiarism in his doctoral dissertation, even though he adverts explicitly to King elsewhere in his book (pages 1 and 150-151). For a perceptive relevant discussion of King’s composing practices, see Keith D. Miller’s 1992 book Voice of Deliverance: The Language of Martin Luther King, Jr. and Its Sources.
But Scott Newstok says that “modern legal copyright didn’t exist until 1710” (page 75) – roughly a century after Shakespeare’s death in 1616.
“‘Imitation’ sounds pejorative to us; a fake, a knockoff, a mere copy; at best, deritive drudge work. As a result, there’s an indifference to the still-valid practices of emulation (and repetition, and memorization), which are purported to quash independent thought” (page 75).
“When I read Shakespeare’s early plays, I get the feeling of an ambitious writer striving, through competitive imitation, to out-twin Plautus, to out-blood Seneca, to out-bombast Marlowe, to out-history Holinshed. At a certain point, he starts sounding . . . more himself – or more than himself” (page 83; his italics).
The kind of “competitive imitation” that Scott Newstok here refers to involves what Ong refers to as male agonistic tendencies in his 1981 book Fighting for Life: Contest, Sexuality, and Consciousness, mentioned above. But just how does this kind of “competitive imitation” work in women writers and aspiring women writers? Scott Newstok mentions Virginia Woolf (page 75). But it would be nice to know about other women writers as well.
In chapter nine “Of Exercises” (pages 85-95), Scott Newstok (pages 90-91) quotes a passage from Ong’s 1971 book Rhetoric, Romance, and Technology: Studies in the Interaction of Expression and Culture, mentioned above: “The humanist education put an ‘obvious emphasis upon both play of mind and word-play. The grammar-school boy should never have been at a loss to play with any word or idea or – what was much the same – to develop any word or idea systematically. Tudor exuberance of language and expression was not accidental, but programmed’” (quoted from page 63 of Ong’s 1971 book).
But Scott Newstok says, “You exercise your mind at the gym – in the progymnasmata, a regimen of mental gymnastics. This was a fourteen-step rhetorical plan, which proceeded in sequenced complexity, from retelling Aesopian fables to arguing for or against a legislative proposal. Compiled in the first century CE, elaborated by Aphthonius in the fourth century, translated into Latin in the early sixteenth century (even humanist schoolmasters had trouble with Greek!), and paraphrased into English in 1563 by Richard Rainolde (an edition brought by colonists to New England), Progymnasmata was an enduring handbook for rhetorical study for nearly two millennia” (page 86).
“It was a comprehensive system that forced students to imitate models; expand as well as contract narratives; become familiar with genres and media; internalize a magnificent array of formulas; compose with vivacity; rehearse disputation – overall hone their style. It was ambitious, but it provided students the infrastructure to achieve those ambitions – what Winston Churchill termed the scaffolding of rhetoric” (pages 86-87).
“This was not just ‘writing across the curriculum’; this was writing as the curriculum” (page 87).
“Erasmus insisted that pleasure can – indeed ought to – emerge from disciplined exercise: If a gentle method of instruction [free of corporal punishment?] is used, the process of education will resemble play more than work” (page 90).
“Such playful exuberance was achieved through the Progymnasmata’s fourteen steps of fable, narrative, saying, maxim, refutation, confirmation, commonplace, encomium, invective, comparison, characterization, description, thesis, and law. What an inspiring variety, in contrast to the weary, stale, flat, and unprofitable ‘five-paragraph essay’ into which the AP exam has contorted expository writing” (page 91; his italics).
“Exercises in ethopoeia encouraged a rural English schoolboy to envisage what it might be like to occupy a different gender, in a different nation, observing a different religion, within a different era, under duress of different events. What we now call ‘empathy,’ or feeling with another, would have been been more familiar to Shakespeare as ‘fellowship’ – making other copartners, whether in pain or pleasure” (page 92).
 In chapter ten “Of Conversation” (pages 97-105), Scott Newstok does not happen to advert explicitly to Ong’s massively research 1958 book about Peter Ramus (1515-1572) and his allies, Ramus, Method, and the Decay of Dialogue: From the Art of Discourse to the Art of Reason, in which Ong explains how Ramus and his allies favored what Ong refers to as a monologic approach to reasoning. 
But Scott Newstok says, “Shakespeare’s era prized conversation’s capacity to rub and polish our brains by contact with those of others. Elaborating on medieval and classical genres, dialogue prevailed in philosophical discourse, political treatises, protoscientific tracts, scholarly apparatuses (with marginal glosses and footnotes in dialogue with the main text), practical manuals for anything from ‘how to learn a language’ to ‘how to die.’ Even reading a book on your own was figured as a conversation with the deceased, where you listen to the dead with your eyes” (page 98; his italics).
“Our internal dialogue – our conscience (‘thinking with’) – is rhetorical too, according to Isocrates” (page 99; his italics).
“When Hamlet launches into To be or not to be: that is the question, he’s alluding to the pedagogical practice of setting up ‘To X or not to X’ disputes, then arguing both sides (in utramque partem) of the question: on the one hand, this; on the other hand, that” (page 100; his italics and underlining).
“Once you are familiar with Shakespeare’s training in thinking through many sides of any question, you can see how conducive such a mind-set would be to the verbal give-and-take that constitutes the heart of drama. Characters themselves embody questioning, posed in tension with one another – as if we were watching a mind in motion” (page 103; his italics).
In chapter eleven “Of Stock” (pages 107-117), Scott Newstok seems to be playing on his family name, or at least on part of it.
“A sense of ‘common stock’ was long considered a communal property: something from which you have a right to draw. Stock was also something to which you could contribute. . . . ‘Stock’ evolves from the material sense of ‘stores’ or ‘stuff’ (as in ‘livestock’ or even ‘wordstock’) to the more metaphorical sense of a stock of concepts or knowledge, held in common” (page 109; his italics).
“The secret of stock is that it gives you the base to make something else. . . . Knowledge matters. It provides scaffolding for future inquiry. In the most extreme example, if you knew no words in a language, having a dictionary wouldn’t help you in the least, since every definition would lead you to more words you didn’t know. The best predictor for success in reading comprehension is . . . vocabulary” (page 110; his italics).
“Without a stock of knowledge, it’s difficult to process (much less gather and build) more knowledge. It’s called the ‘Matthew Effect’: the perverse way in which those who have, shall receive even more in abundance; those who have less, shall receive less” (page 110).
Now you know why the delusional optimism (Ghaemi’s terminology) of the City University of New York’s expensive experiment with tuition-free open admissions ultimately failed – and in the process bankrupted New York City. 
“Without a structured and graduated curriculum, the gap in vocabulary between poor students and wealthy students not only persists, but widens. The principal yet wrongheaded antipathy to intellectual stock reinforces socioeconomic inequality; we neglect stock at our peril” (page 111; his italics).
For further reading about stock, see E. D. Hirsch’s 1987 book Cultural Literacy: What Every American Needs to Know.
“When rhetoricians spoke of inventio, they meant the first step in constructing an argument: making an inventory of your mind’s stock of knowledge – your treasury of thoughts, your database of reading, which you can accumulate only through slow, deliberate study. You cannot transformation tradition (a creative ideal) without first knowing it (a conserving ideal). Making an inventory must precede making an invention. Shakespeare’s education furnished him with a stock of words, concepts, names, and plots that he would reinvent throughout his career” (page 114; his italics).
“Many have tried to describe how to move from the gathering of fragments into an assembled, new whole – that imperceptible transition from a latent state to an aha moment, when you refashion . . . material already at hand, so that the relics of other[s] . . . are incorporated” (pages 114-115; his italics; his ellipses; his bracketed material).
In chapter twelve “Of Constraint” (pages 119-129), Scott Newstok begins with some reflections on the constraints of certain poetic forms such as the sonnet, but then he switches to telling us about teaching sonnets to in the West Tennessee State Penitentiary, as part of a faculty cohort to teach humanities seminars to incarcerated women – which I am not going to discuss here.
“We work by having something to push off of, not by eliminating all friction. . . . There’s an artistry in ‘making do’ with what we’re allotted. Creators work within, against, and through constraints” (page 120; his italics).
“How well can you play within the frame [e.g., of the sonnet]? That’s the game” (page 123; his italics).
In chapter thirteen “Of Making” (pages 131-139), Scott Newstok says “Today’s burgeoning creative writing programs found their genesis not with the goal of publishing in mind, but rather a deeper appreciation of the architecture of writing from the inside” (page 132).
“Tudor educators relied on what they called ‘unmaking’: breaking down passages and word in order to see how they were assembled. We unmake in order to remake, and make something our own” (page 133).
“Writer as architect, writer as carpenter, sculptor, weaver, gardener, builder – these are recurrent figures of the making embraced in verbal creation. . . . And our word ‘fiction’ derives from the Latin for shaping, devising, in tern going back to Proto-Indo-European roots like dheigh ‘to form, build’; dhe ‘to set, put’; and dhabh- ‘to fit together” (page 134; his italics).
“It’s telling that the Greek verb for ‘making’ or ‘doing’ was poiein – the same word that gives us ‘poet.’ Aristotle discussed poesis in both his treatise on ethics and his treatise on drama; both probe the appropriate forms of making” (page 135; his italics).
“My students’ papers often describe Shakespeare as a play-write: they hear the homophone for what they presume a playwright does: write. But it’s spelled w-r-i-g-h-t, from the Anglo-Saxon wryhta, glossed in 1567 by Laurence Nowell’s Saxon dictionary as ‘A workman, a wright, a common name of all artificers . . . a poet’ – like a cartwright, who crafts carts, or a shipwright, who crafts ships. There were arkwrights, battle-wrights, boatwrights, bread-wrights, butterwrights, candlewrights, millwrights, wainwrights. A playwright crafts plays. They are wrought – designed, molded, fabricated, formed, contorted, sharpened, bent, formed, polished” (pages 136-137; his italics).
In chapter fourteen “Of Freedom” (pages 141-151), Scott Newstok reflects on the lives of Bob Dylan and James Baldwin – both in connection with Shakespeare.
“This sense of earning our – your common cultural stock goes back through Seneca (The best ideas are common property . . . whatever is well said by anyone is mine) to Isocrates (The Deeds of the past are . . . an inheritance common to us all). You belong here: you can sit with Shakespeare and he winces not” (page 146; his italics).
In the acknowledgments (pages -165-171), Scott Newstok refers to “this idiosyncratic project” (page 170). Indeed, this is an idiosyncratic project. And the book’s release in the midst of the worldwide Covid-19 catastrophe and the concurrent economic catastrophe may not bode well for its sales.
Finally, I should mention online learning. I myself have no experience in teaching online courses – or in taking them. However, our current Covid-19 catastrophe prompted educational institutions at all levels to stop in-person classroom instruction and offer online instruction instead. Consequently, it strikes me as fair to raise the question here of the extent to which Scott Newstok’s lessons from Renaissance education might apply to online education.
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