Towards a Roycean Poetics
In philosophy itself investigation and reasoning are only preparatory and servile parts, means to an end.  They terminate in insight, or what in the noblest sense of the word may be called theory . . . a steady contemplation of all things in their order and worth.  Such contemplation is imaginative.  No one can reach it who has not enlarged his mind and tamed his heart.  A philosopher who attains it is, for the moment, a poet; and a poet who turns his practiced and passionate imagination on the order of all things, or on anything in the light of the whole, is for that moment a philosopher.









---George Santayana

Vincent Buranelli has ruefully noted that Josiah Royce is famed as a philosopher but not more generally, and no less deservedly, as a man of letters: “Despite the fact that Josiah Royce wrote a readable novel and a mass of highly competent literary criticism, he has never been awarded a niche in the pantheon of American authors.  The fame of Royce is that of a philosopher . . . It seems never to have been seriously argued that he was also an eminent writer—not unworthy, at his best, of comparison with William James and George Santayana.” “Still,” Buranelli continues, 

Royce began his professional career as an instructor in English; he wrote his first 
important paper on Aeschylus, and his first book on the means of enhancing 
literature by the application of logic to grammar and rhetoric; he tried his hand at 
fiction, some of which was found acceptable for publication; he lectured on 
numerous occasions before literary societies.  If so much of a continuing concern 
for literature is no proof that he claims some status in belles-lettres, it is proof that 
the question of his literary significance cannot be shunted aside as hardly worth 
consideration. 
Buranelli believes, “Royce’s literary criticism needs more study.  No mere tail to his philosophical kite, it makes him an exemplar of one type of criticism, the type that shuns pure literary values for the values that are precipitated by the union of ideas and emotions when expressed in words.  Fine monographs could exploit the material in his critical writings:  Royce on Goethe, Royce on Browning as Philosopher, Royce on the Romantic Movement.”


I hope here to go some small way in meeting this need.  This is an essay, in the sense of being “an initial tentative effort,”
 or a prolegomenon, on behalf of a larger study I have undertaken tentatively titled, “The Poetics of Josiah Royce.” Here I hope to consider Royce’s total engagement with literature: as a literary critic who interprets such as Aeschylus, Goethe, and Browning philosophically; as one who, even within his more technical philosophical works, actually did philosophy through literature by quoting from it abundantly in order to clarify and enliven abstract philosophical ideas, and by embedding in his text the literary device of dialogue for dialectical purposes; and as himself a novelist like Santayana and a historian in the grand narrative tradition of Parkman, Bancroft and Turner.  Ultimately, I hope to extrapolate from this inquiry Royce’s theory of literature and his more general philosophy of art.  Though Royce, unlike Santayana and Dewey, never wrote a book in aesthetics, I believe an aesthetic theory can be gleaned from his philosophy that can brook comparison with theirs.  

Royce took literature very seriously as a medium of philosophical reflection.  His literary criticism is not peripheral but integral to his philosophy.  For him literature, together with logic, is a handmaiden of philosophy leading him to his distinctive form of idealism.  According to Buranelli,


Royce became a literary critic for the same reason that he became a logician:  
Literature and logic helped him master philosophy.  He doubtless would have 
dabbled in both because he had a taste for them, but it was not mere good fortune 
that the lines he traversed happened to lead him invariably, as if by a compass 
bearing, back to metaphysical idealism.  He refused to busy himself at length with 
writers or logicians who preached a different moral, whose insights could not be 
deflected toward his own thinking.

Royce’s theory of literature, and of art in general, runs within the deeper currents of his philosophical system.  Literature for Royce is didactic and morally ameliorative.  In his Charter Day oration from his junior year in college (for which he won first prize), Royce champions modern fiction for having “‘moulded our destiny.’”  With its portrayal of “‘the internal struggles and triumphs’” of the common man, the modern novel, by affecting us emotionally, has the potential to improve individuals and reform society.  Royce uses George Eliot’s Mill on the Floss to illustrate “‘the instructive influence a novel may exercise.’”  Eliot’s novel, together with other contemporary fiction, aspires “‘to view things as they really are, and to subject them all to law,’” and to show how the spectacle of humble people and the events of their quotidian lives raises the perennial questions of human existence.
  Royce ranks with Santayana, Ortega y Gassett and Miguel Unamuno as a literary philosopher, and I use “literary” in the best sense of that term.  There is a photograph of Royce reading Hamlet that is emblematic of his deep devotion to literature; I believe he died whilst reading Shakespeare’s tragedy.  


Unlike Plato who banished the poets from the republic of philosophy, Royce elevated them to pride of place along with scientists.  Science and literature are, in Royce’s words, “‘fast friends, working for the one end of Human Advancement, twin sisters, who jointly rule as queens of the Empire of Mind.’”  Indeed, he stipulated that science aspire to the condition of poetry:  “‘Science is, or ought to be, poetry, and poetry is knowledge, and the humanity of the future will not divide life but will unite it.’”
  Royce describes metaphorically the relationship between poetry and philosophy, suggestively if not precisely, as that between a fountain and its stream:  

“Literature often bears to philosophy in general and yet oftener to Ethical 
Philosophy, the relation of fountain to stream.  What the poet suggests about the 
meaning and the obscurity of life, the ethical philosopher makes the subject of a 
formal study.  The poet sees a tragedy of destiny; and the philosopher makes of it 
a problem in dialectics, where words war instead of souls.  Certainly the stream in 
this case rises no higher than the source.  No ethical system, unless it be the work 
of a philosopher who is himself a poet, will be found to have in it more insight 
into life than poetry has already suggested.”
Elsewhere he imaginatively likens poetry and philosophy to cataracts and ice respectively:  “‘Poetry is not always, but yet very often, aptly to be named molten thought, thought freed from the chill of the mountain summits, its crystalline perfection of logical form dissolved, no longer ice, but gathered into tumultuous streams that plunge down in musical song to the green fields and wide deserts of the world where men live, far below.’”


Now Buranelli clarifies Royce’s metaphoric descriptions of the relationship between poetry and philosophy as follows.  

What all this means is that Royce, like Plato and Shelly [sic], visualizes poetry 
and philosophy as bearing on the same truths:  Poetry discovers them in sudden 
flashes of visionary insight; philosophy patiently uncovers them through 
disciplined ratiocination.  The passion of the poet is not at all irrelevant to the cold 
categories of the philosopher; or rather, the philosopher who fully understands his 
categories understands that they are vibrant with the life to which the poet is so 
delicately attuned.
 
Royce’s conception of the relationship between poetry and philosophy may, I think, be boiled down to this:  Poetry is intuitive and affective in articulating its truths, whereas philosophy is discursive and cognitive; poetry appeals to the mind through the heart while philosophy appeals directly to the mind.  Royce would have heartily concurred with Whitehead’s remark, “Philosophy is the endeavor to find a conventional phraseology for the vivid suggestiveness of the poet,”
 and would have assented to this definition of “poetry”:  “Poetry—and by poetry we mean the crystallization of experience in significant form (in prose or verse)—is the very substance of philosophy.”


It is noteworthy, I think, that not only did Royce link philosophy and poetry in theory, but as well Royce became personally acquainted with and influenced poets themselves.  Several twentieth-century poets came within Royce’s orbit.  The most famous of them, T. S. Eliot, was a student in the famous graduate seminar in comparative methodology conducted by Royce at Harvard between 1913 and 1914, before going onto Merton College at Oxford the next year to write a monograph on F. H. Bradley.
  One wonders what influence Royce’s philosophy may have had on Eliot’s own ideas.  Royce did have an acknowledged influence on E. E. Cummings who, as a boy, was a neighbor of Royce’s on Irving Street in Cambridge.  William Ernest Hocking, himself Royce’s student and disciple, credits Royce with decisively influencing the development of the future poet.  “Cummings told me,” Hocking relates, 

that after he had made a few juvenile attempts at verse which his father thought 
interesting, he was one day walking on Irving Street and encountered neighbor 
Royce, who stopped him and enquired into his interest in poetry, and asked 
whether he would care to come in and talk about it.  Cummings came into the 
library, and Royce—instead of talking about poetry—recited poetry for upward of 
an hour, especially Swinburne and Blake,  and it was largely this experience that 
encouraged him to go on with writing poetry.
  
And Bliss Carman, the Canadian poet, was so taken with Royce that he had The Religious Aspect of Philosophy as “a very constant old friend, with its gusts of poetry all through the pages.  I have journeyed with it in my canoe, and delighted in it enough to be a much more sensible person than I am.”


Among Royce’s earliest reflections on tragic poetry is a published effort of his in literary criticism dating from 1875, his twentieth year.  This publication dates from the same year as his paper on Aeschylus, cited above by Buranelli, and no less important.  It originated as a speech he gave while in high school entitled, “The Aim of Poetry,” and was subsequently published in the Overland Monthly of 1875.  This piece contains a nascent but coherent theory of poetry, particularly tragic, with implications for a more general theory of art.  Further, it sounds themes—to be indicated later—recapitulated and developed in his later works.

Here Royce claims that poets, sometimes unawares, express the genius of a people.  They are conduits of a larger human impulse to express the ideals enshrined in the culture to which they belong.  (Incidentally, this description of the office of poets applies as much to artists in general working in any of the fine arts.)  This is not the self-expression of some nineteenth-century Romantics, but the expression through individual artists of what the whole community holds dear.  In the afflatus of their creativity, poets feel within themselves the deep stirrings of a human need.  Thus, in Royce’s words,

poets have followed high and useful aims, in many cases, without having been 
aware of the fact.  When they gave themselves up to the business of expression, 
they were conscious only of an irresistible tendency within them.  But this 
tendency was the representation of a want in human nature, of a reaching out 
for something grander than mere experience.  And thus, in giving themselves up 
to the tendency, they were in reality attaining some noble end.
Royce agrees with Plato that poets do not fully understand the springs of their own inspiration.  Royce continues by stipulating that “the aim of poetry means the way in which poetry seeks to be of use to us.”
  Poetry (and, by implication, the fine arts in general), then, aims at being more than merely entertaining or even didactic, but at being useful.  The ultimate value of poetry consists not in its diversion or instruction but in its utility.  But how is poetry useful?

Royce adopts Aristotle’s idea of the function of tragic poetry which he understands as catharsis through the elicitation and subsequent purification of the emotions of pity and fear in the spectator.  Royce, moreover, understands this is to be the function of “all highly emotional poetry,” not just tragedy.  Aristotle well understood, says Royce, “that the greatest good to be found in poetry is that quieting and ennobling of the more powerful feelings.” Poetry for Royce is “the verbal expression of an emotional idea, in which the idea itself fashions and controls the whole.” An emotional idea, presumably, is one that triggers an emotional response in the mind of the spectator, one to which she cannot be emotionally indifferent.  Think, for example, of the emotionally charged ideas of patriotism and piety which are shown in conflict in Antigone and elicit the appropriate emotions of fear and pity in the audience.  However, Royce notes that poetry is not restricted to arousing and apotheosizing just the emotions of fear and pity, but seeks to do so for the whole gamut of emotions and feelings—“poetry aims to express fully the whole emotional side of life in such a way as to enlarge, to purify, to elevate the emotions themselves.”  Shakespeare, says Royce, “is as great as he is because he understands and gives voice to every variety of feeling, and because in doing so he works out, in complete harmony, the expression of grand artistic ideas.” This is what all poets aspire to do in their individual ways.  And in Shakespeare, note, we get the expression not only of “every variety of feeling,” but also of “grand artistic ideas”
 which themselves are highly affective.  Poetic art then aspires to making a joint appeal to both our emotions and intellects—to both our hearts and minds—and achieving an aesthetic balance or harmony between them.  

Royce describes our response to tragic poetry as visceral and ecstatic; it triggers within us a whirl of emotions in a complex array: “the first impression, if we have appreciated the work, is one of deep excitement, and often of strong enthusiasm.  A vast concourse of emotions, such as we have had at various times in greater or less degree, rise and surge together within us. . . . assail us at once in the most complicated forms.”
 Now the emotions thus triggered by tragedy are not like those triggered by the events of daily life and familiar from ordinary experience.  Tragic art purifies or ennobles emotions, for example pity and fear, by isolating and stripping them of their inessential qualities in order to overcome their particularity and render them universal.  

Note, though, that Royce departs significantly from Aristotle.  For Aristotle, the cathartic function of staged tragedy is to purge fear and pity from the souls of the spectators which he, like Plato, thought debilitative to virtue.  But for Royce, by contrast, the experience of tragic drama enables us both to empathize and sympathize with others in their suffering and to objectify and reflect upon our own personal suffering so as to transcend it. Through our suffering we experience an awful sense of isolation from the world and of its indifference to us.  Tragic poetry, however, palliates our suffering by giving us perspective.  The tragic spectacle reveals that we do not suffer alone but do so in solidarity with all other human beings—our capacity for suffering is a token of our common humanity.  The experience of tragedy binds us to the community of our fellow suffers.  Art converts the tragic sense of life from something private and debilitating to something disinterested and edifying.  Tragic art enables us to transcend our suffering and so reflect upon it as something universal and objective, but without being unaffected by it.  The consequence of our encounter with staged tragedy is that we see things sub species aeternitatis.   In Royce’s own words, “Never again will we suffer, when we meet misfortunes, with the same dull, quivering, animal helplessness that we have before felt.  It will be a higher suffering, one that draws into itself a deeper knowledge of the feelings of others, that understands how to rise above itself—that is, in a word, purified.”  Suffering, then, is purified or ennobled through tragedy by being universalized, objectified and thus transcended.  Our suffering vicariously through the experience of tragic art is ultimately therapeutic.  “The same experiences that would overwhelm us were we not prepared for them,” writes Royce, “can be borne when we see how they are human; and how, too, it is possible for one to stand outside of them, to contemplate them, and to be above them, and yet at the same time to be affected by them.  Art teaches us to govern such feelings, . . . by generalizing and objectifying them.”  And beyond even that, it also inculcates in us a wistful mood or attitude born of deep insight into the human condition.  “And so the result of this higher art,” for Royce, “is to inspire a melancholy that is not passionate, because it is conscious that suffering is universal and inevitable; a calmness that never changes to easy joyousness, because it knows that overflowing happiness is but for a moment—the melancholy and the calmness both of a vast mountain forest, forever murmuring gently with the sea-breeze.”
 (Royce’s topographical reference is perhaps to the terrain of his native California.)  Incidentally, we quintessentially hear this non-passionate melancholy Royce describes in Mozart.  Kenneth Clark aptly describes it as “a melancholy amounting almost to panic”; and even the joy we hear in Mozart’s music is tremulous with this calm melancholic mood—“Ay, in the very temple of Delight / Veil’d Melancholy has her sovran shrine. / Though seen of none save him whose strenuous tongue / Can burst Joy’s grape against his palate fine.”

For Royce, then, tragic art functions not to drain emetically these emotions from us as though they were so much detritus in our system, but to transfigure them.  Instead of drying up the springs of pity and compassion within us, it diverts these waters from our selves (the self-pity that Aristotle, like Plato, condemned and hoped dramatic tragedy would expunge) towards others as sympathy for their sufferings.  Moreover, with respect to ourselves, it serves to steel us against future misfortune and despair by making us aware of our solidarity with others in the human fellowship of suffering, and enabling us to transcend it by intellectually objectifying and universalizing it.


Royce’s idea of humanity’s solidarity in shared suffering, which he thinks is a function of tragic poetry to convey, is reflected and given a metaphysical foundation in his mature thought.  According to his later objective idealism, the world is constituted by individual minds or selves, including our own, and their ideas. However, though we experience ourselves as discrete and finite individual selves separate from others, in reality we are all united in one infinite or absolute Self of which we are so many fragments.  And Royce conceives of this supra-Self as not distinct from our individual selves but as operating through them at their deepest level; indeed, human individuals are nothing other than the absolute Self or Mind expressing itself through the constraints of time:  “all those other minds that constitute your outer and real world are in essence one with your own self.  This whole world of ideas is essentially one world, and so it is essentially the world of one self and That art Thou.”  This infinite Self is, for Royce, “the very essence and life of the whole world,” and the one “who embraces and is all reality, whose consciousness includes and infinitely transcends our own.”  In brief, “There is, then, at last, but one Self, organically, reflectively, consciously inclusive of all the selves.”
 Two consequences follow from this organic unity of all finite selves in the infinite Self.  One is that none of us ought to be indifferent to the suffering of others, our common capacity for which is part of our bond with them.  Second, and this is especially significant for Royce’s theodicy, is that the Absolute Self (who is God conceived of metaphysically) literally suffers in and through us—He is our co-sufferer.  “When you suffer, your sufferings are God’s sufferings,” affirms Royce. “In you God himself suffers, precisely as you do, and has all your concern in overcoming this grief.”
 

In the knowledge that the Absolute suffers with us—or, more precisely, we suffering are the Absolute Himself suffering—there is some consolation.  There is a hint of this consolation (like a false dawn) evident in our experience of tragedy, as the young Royce describes it; tragedy enables us to objectify, purify, and so transcend suffering.  Through the crucible of tragic drama, our personal suffering stands to be transmuted to “a higher suffering” which “understands how to rise above itself—that is, in a word, purified.”  Tragedy provides the vantage point making it “possible for one to stand outside of them [experiences of suffering], to contemplate them, and to be above them.”  However, in Royce’s later metaphysics, consolation is more than hinted at but (like the real dawn) is an actual fact.  No longer is it a matter of our merely rising above or overcoming suffering (the promise of tragedy), but of our fully knowing now that suffering has been redeemed and justified in the Mind of the Absolute.  In Royce’s conception, the evil of suffering, though real enough, is only so from the limited perspective of finite minds.  But from the synoptic point of view of the Infinite Mind, which is that of eternity, all the evils afflicting the temporal world are seen as having been overcome and thereby making for a greater perfection than otherwise would have been possible.  As Royce puts it, “All finite life is a struggle with evil.  Yet from the final point of view the Whole is good.  The Temporal Order contains at no one moment anything that can satisfy.  Yet the Eternal Order is perfect.”  He further explains that “this very presence of ill in the temporal order is the condition of the perfection of the eternal order.”
 


Royce has the broadest conception of the poetic.  It is a quality not unique to the literary forms of tragedy, comedy and the lyric (and, of course, the pictorial and musical arts), but belongs as well to minds, characters, and actions.  What makes a person and her behavior poetic is her magnanimity, her mental capaciousness, and capacity for human sympathy.  Moreover, the poetic quality may transcend whatever gave rise to it; indeed, the stimulus to the poetry of a soul and its deeds may be odd, eccentric, or even grotesque:  

The poetic mind suffers grandly.  Its very follies are admirable.  Its superstitions 
are to be revered.  What is a mere fancy in the brain of an ignorant man of our 
day, is a great principle in a Luther or in a Bunyan, men who were poets of action.  
What is a harsh dogma of unenlightened theology elsewhere, becomes with one of 
them the mover of the purest feeling.  And all this is because they are of wide-
reaching minds, because they suffer with human nature, because their feelings are 
never petty, even if their views be infinitely narrowed by tradition, or sadly 
distorted by prejudice.

These poets of action are those Thomas Carlyle extols in his Of Heroes and Hero Worship, among whom are Luther, Cromwell, and Frederick the Great.   Carlyle brings to life in his inimitable way their poetic qualities about which Royce generalizes.  And note, incidentally, Royce’s significant characterization of the “poetic mind” as one that “suffers grandly.”


The role “this elevation and broadening of feeling”—this purification of emotion—plays in the economy of human life is for Royce hard to pin down because, like life itself, it is inscrutable:  


We cannot tell all of it.  Life is too hard a problem.  The evil tendencies with 
which we have so much to do are themselves too little understood.  Much harder 
is it to comprehend the good tendencies that are unfortunately only too few to 
admit of much comparison.  But one thing is certain:  the end of individual 
attainment is a state of being that is independent and yet sympathetic, separated 
from the petty vexations of life, and yet able to feel itself an inseparable part of 
the great whole.  It is a state that is calm, because it is beyond the reach of 
ordinary troubles, can overcome or has overcome sorrows, is in love with the 
unchangingly beautiful; but at the same time is ready to help others, to live for 
humanity, to be sorrowful over the unsolved problems of life.  To this condition—
this life ‘on the heights’—it is the mission of art, and, in a special sense, of poetic 
art, to lead mankind.
 

In this passage, along with the earlier cited statements that the office of tragic art is to make us “conscious that suffering is universal and inevitable” and “that over-overflowing happiness is but for a moment,” Royce intimates what would become his fully fledged tragic sense of human existence as found in his later work.  He affirms there that evil and its concomitant suffering is endemic to our finitude and existence in time.  “An evil is, in general, a fact that sends us to some Other for its own justification, and for the satisfaction of our will.”  Consequently, “Any temporal fact, as such, is essentially more or less dissatisfying, and so evil.”  Dissatisfaction clings to each moment—the complete satisfaction of our desires can only occur in some future when all is complete.  “It follows,” then concludes Royce, “that dissatisfaction is the universal experience of every temporal being.”  And yet, hope does faintly glimmer over the bleak horizon of time.  Satisfaction of all worthy desires does occur, at this very instant, in eternity within the experience of the Absolute Self:  Our “comfort here lies in knowing that in all this life ideals are sought, and meanings temporally expressed,--with incompleteness at every instant, with the sorrow of finitude in every movement of the natural world, but with the assurance of the divine triumph in Eternity lighting up the whole.”
  Interestingly, Royce’s fundamental optimism in the teeth of life’s inescapable tragedy may be found epitomized in a poem of Friedrich Nietzsche from his Thus Spake Zarathustra:  



O man, take care!



What does the deep midnight declare?




“I was asleep—




From a deep dream I woke and swear:




The world is deep,




Deeper than day had been aware.




Deep is its woe;




Joy—deeper yet than agony:




Woe implores:  Go!




But all joy wants eternity—




Wants deep, wants deep eternity!”

Here put in a poetic nutshell is the essence of Royce’s theodicy.  Here is a nice example of how poetry and philosophy converge on the same truth, here a truth concerning the nature of human existence.  

In the above passage from the “Aim of Poetry,” moreover, we have in compressed form Royce’s conception of the function of art.  The “mission of art” is to lead us to “a state that is calm, because it is beyond the reach of ordinary troubles, can overcome or has overcome sorrows, is in love with the unchangingly beautiful.” Just such a spiritual state of transcendence, or “this life ‘on the heights’,” Albert Schweitzer thinks, is produced by the music of Bach, particularly the forty-eight preludes and fugues of The Well-Tempered Clavier:  “Joy, sorrow , tears, lamentation, laughter—to all these it gives voice, but in such a way that we are transported from the world of unrest to a world of peace, and see reality in a new way, as if we were sitting by a mountain lake and contemplating hills and woods and clouds in the tranquil and fathomless water.”
  It is also “a state of being that is independent and yet sympathetic”—a state of “empathetic autonomy.”  Tragic poetry in particular enables us stoically to accept and overcome our own personal suffering while fostering our sympathy for others in theirs.  It also gives us hope by momentarily lifting the veil separating what Royce denominates the worlds of description and appreciation.  In his late work, The World and the Individual, he claims, “Art, which in its own way often gives us our brief glimpses of the eternal order, delights to display to us all this dignity of sorrow.”


Significantly, then, Royce’s youthful observations on the aim of poetry adumbrate themes that were destined to become the defining preoccupations of his life’s work, namely, the problem of evil and the possibility of community.  Royce’s entire philosophical system might not be unjustly characterized as a disguised theodicy.
 His tragic sense of life, no doubt sharpened by a childhood spent in the rough and tumble of a Californian mining camp, is evident in his remarking, “Life is too hard a problem.  The evil tendencies with which we have so much to do are themselves too little understood.  Much harder is it to comprehend the good tendencies that are unfortunately only too few to admit of comparison.”  Tragic poetry confronts us with the brute fact of evil in the form of human suffering.  Yet in so doing it fosters empathy with others and sympathy for their sufferings, and so strengthens the bonds of the human community of which we as individuals are necessarily members.  The moral aim of life abetted by high art is, in Royce’s words, “a state of being that is independent and yet sympathetic, separated from the petty vexations of life, and yet able to feel itself an inseparable part of the great whole.”  Here in a nutshell is the individualistic communitarianism at the heart of his philosophical system.  

From Royce’s remarks on the aim of poetry, and its relationship to philosophy, we can extrapolate the rudiments of an aesthetic theory, which might be characterized as follows:  Royce evidently holds to what would become known as the expression theory of art, according to which art in all media is concerned principally with the expression of emotions and ideas.  This is evident in his describing the function of poetry as “the verbal expression of an emotional idea.”  He implies that this expressive function belongs not just to poetry but to the several fine arts as well when he says, “all those emotions that are not so subtile as to need music for their expression, or of such a nature as to be only capable of embodiment in painting, poetry aims to express fully the whole emotional side of life in such a way as to enlarge, to purify, to elevate the emotions themselves.”
 Note particularly that for Royce poetry has not just an affective function but a cognitive function as well insofar as it expresses an emotional idea.  That is, presumably, it not only expresses and elicits emotions but also communicates something like insights to be understood—art enlightens.  Furthermore, Royce seems to have seized on the idea of disinterestedness as the defining characteristic of the aesthetic attitude, an idea that dates back to Kant, Francis Hutcheson and Lord Shaftesbury, in his description of the moral end of life as “a state that is calm, because it is beyond the reach of ordinary troubles” and “is in love with the unchangingly beautiful”—but with this qualification:  Royce’s disinterestedness is an “engaged” disinterestedness since it should prompt our compassion for, and beneficent acts on behalf of, others.  Art thus has a moral ground and end.  Our aesthetic response to tragic art, through which we objectify and universalize suffering, is the obverse side to our moral response of compassion for our fellow sufferers.  Aesthetic and moral values are complementary. 

Moreover, a conceptual framework for a Roycean philosophy of art may be found, I think, in his all-important distinction between description and appreciation which, significantly, also underpins his theodicy and philosophy of community.  I shall not here discuss fully this crucial metaphysical distinction as it would take me well beyond the limits of this paper, but simply suggest its implications for an aesthetic theory which, I think, is implicit in Royce’s thought.


Royce distinguishes two aspects of reality, the “world of description” and the “world of appreciation.”  Royce’s world of description is Kant’s world of phenomena.  It is, in his own words, “that world of facts of experience which man sees and feels and which science studies.”
 For Royce, following Kant, this descriptive world is structured according to the Forms of space and time, and the Categories of causality, quantity and quality, etc., and is governed by universal laws and necessity.  As its name suggests, this world is describable through language and mathematical symbols. Consequently, my experience of it is communicable to others and publicly verifiable.  This world of description is external reality; it is the objective order of things.  


However, though this descriptive world, “whereof we know so little and long to know so much” is for Royce “a very subordinate part of reality,” yet “we do know something very deep and vital about what reality is in its innermost essence.”  He thinks it possible to peer through the veil of the phenomenal or descriptive world to something like Kant’s noumenal world beyond—I say “something like” because for Royce this world is knowable, but not in the way that the descriptive world is.  Royce calls this the “world of appreciation.”  This consists of the uniquely personal ways in which I qualitatively experience or feel the outer world of description.  The quality of my experience has to do with its affective quality, the emotions it elicits in me and whether I like it or dislike it, whether it is felt as pleasure or pain. “As my experience comes to me at any moment,” explains Royce, “I may, namely, be said to appreciate it in some fashion.  That is, it feels to me so or so.  I like it or I hate it.  Or again, where pleasure and pain aren’t marked, still there is an essentially indescribable value that my experience has for me when regarded just as my own feeling.”
 My particular appreciation of my own experience, its “appreciable” quality, is wholly subjective, private, and so indescribable.  It can never be had by others, or theirs by me.  


Insofar as my experience is describable to and verifiable by others, a matter of public knowledge, then it belongs to the world of description.  On the hand, insofar as my experience, qua appreciated, is neither describable nor verifiable, and so can never be an object of public knowledge, then it belongs to the world of appreciation.  Royce illustrates these two distinct ways of experiencing the world, either as description or as appreciation, in the following illustration:  


How my own hat feels when I pick it up, taking it from amongst a large number 
of hats in a dimly lighted cloak-room, is something that I can only appreciate.  I 
know my hat by the feel of it when I pick it up.  How I know it I can’t tell you.  
On the other hand, that I find my hat hung a peg higher than I myself left it, that it 
is hung on the right or the left side of the room, that just as I took it the clock 
struck ten, these are experiences that I pretend to be able to describe.  I can tell 
you, so I say, just what I mean by them.  I hold them to be experiences that 
anybody might have, whether he felt about my hat as I do, or did not.

It should be emphasized, however, that the worlds of description and appreciation are not different worlds, but simply different aspects of one world depending on which facet (objective or subjective) of my experience I choose to turn up.  Furthermore, the world of appreciation is not only as real as the world of description but is the fundamental reality—reality “in its innermost essence.”  


One implication of Royce’s dual theory of reality for a philosophy of art is that it ontologically grounds aesthetic values like beauty in the world of appreciation thereby rendering them objective and universal. For the world of appreciation—our tacit, affective, and personal experience of it—is the domain of values and ideals both moral, like loyalty, and aesthetic, like beauty:  “The world of appreciations is, then, the world of ideals.  In space and in time [the world of description] you find no such things as worth and ideals; there you find only hard facts.”


A second, and cognate, implication of Royce’s dual theory is that it provides the basis for assigning cognitive value to art, which Royce does when he states that “poetry is knowledge.”  Thus, if science belongs to the world of description as descriptive knowledge, then poetry may be said to belong to the coordinate world of appreciation as appreciative knowledge.  Royce declares, “The business of natural science is the ‘description of the world of experience.’  And the real is so far the describable.”
 He might as well have said also, “The business of art is the ‘appreciation of the world of experience.’  And the real is so far the appreciable.” 

A third implication of Royce’s distinction between the two worlds for aesthetics is that it exposes the roots of tragedy.  Evil clings to the world of description, characterized as it is by finitude and temporality, as barnacles cling to a boat.  Furthermore, the diremption itself of the worlds of description and appreciation is inherently tragic since it results in perpetual disappointment.  In contradistinction to the descriptive, the appreciable aspect of the world—which endues it with value—appears as a will-o’-the-wisp.  As Royce puts it:


 . . . we have suggested to us, in this distinction between the outer reality which is 
describable, and the inner appreciation which is unreal, one tragedy of our 
finitude, namely, that our descriptive consciousness, coldly and dispassionately 
devoting itself to the typical, to the relatively universal structure of our 
experience, seems to seize upon what is for that very reason real, abiding, yes, 
like the numbers and the atoms, everlasting in time, while, on the other hand, that 
which makes the moment often so dear to us, its appreciable aspect, its value, is 
indescribable, and so essentially private and fleeting.  This it is that makes science 
often so cold to us, and facts so lifeless, while the glowing world of appreciation 
appears to be, after all, so fantastic and vain. 
To illustrate he quotes Goethe:  “Grau, theurer Freund, ist alle Theorie, / Und grün des Lebens goldener Baum”—yet another of Royce’s examples, which abound in his works, of how poetry and philosophy converge from different directions on a common truth.


For Royce, then, as for Dewey, art is not separate from life existing autonomously in some transcendent realm only to be contemplated for its own sake alone.  It serves much more than as a dispensable ornament to life or as a narcotic enabling us to escape from it.  Royce is no decadent aesthete of the stamp of Oscar Wilde and Walter Pater, his English contemporaries, or the French Symbolists, with their mantra of “art for art’s sake.”  Rather, for Royce, art represents a vital engagement with existence; tragic art in particular is born out of human suffering to which it serves as a profound response.  Ultimately, art for Royce, as for Schiller, looks to a utopian horizon: its ultimate aim is the betterment of the human condition.
� Vincent Buranelli, Josiah Royce, Twayne’s United States Authors Series, ed. by Sylvia E. Bowman (New Haven, Conn.: College & University Press, Publishers, 1964) pp. 17, 147.  For a complete listing of Royce’s papers in literary criticism, many of which are out of print or in obscure publications, see Ignas K. Skrupskelis, “Annotated Bibliography of the Publications of Josiah Royce,” in The Basic Writings of Josiah Royce, ed. by John J. McDermott, II (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1969), 1167-226.





� This phrase is taken from the entry for “essay” in Webster’s Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary (Springfield, Massachusetts, U.S.A.: Merriam-Webster Inc., Publishers, 1991, p. 425.





� Buranelli, Josiah Royce, p. 24.





� As cited by Robert V. Hine, Josiah Royce, From Grass Valley to Harvard (Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 1992), p. 78.





� Ibid., pp. 76, 81.


 


� Josiah Royce, Fugitive Essays, ed. by J. Loewenberg (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1920), pp. 9-10, 262, as cited by Buranelli, Josiah Royce, pp. 26, 20-21.





� Buranelli, Josiah Royce, p. 25.





� As cited by Robert C. Baldwin and James A. S. McPeek, eds., “A Letter to the Reader,” in An Introduction to Philosophy Through Literature (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 1950), p. 4.





� Ibid.





� For a transcript of the discussions that ensued during that seminar see Grover Smith, ed., Josiah Royce’s Seminar, 1913-1914: As Recorded in the Notebooks of Harry T. Costello (New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1963).  


 


� William Ernest Hocking, “Philosophy at Harvard: Narrow Chances in Building ‘The Great Department,’” The Harvard Foundation for Advanced Study and Research Newsletter, May 15, 1963 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Foundation), p. 5, n. 4.





� As cited by Hine, Josiah Royce, p. 182.  Hine remarks, “Royce’s philosophy was sprinkled with poetic references and quotations (some thirty-seven in his most erudite work, The World and the Individual, and over twenty in The Problem of Christianity). (Ibid.)       


                   


� Josiah Royce, “The Aim of Poetry,” Overland Monthly, XIV (1875), 543.


 


� Ibid., 545, 546, 548, 547.





� Ibid., 547.





� Ibid., 547, 548.





� Kenneth Clark, Civilisation, A Personal View (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1969), pp. 241, 232.  I have been unable to identify the poem from which Clark quotes.  





� Royce’s idea of human solidarity in suffering is paralleled in William Cullen Bryant’s idea of human solidarity in death which, in his poem, “Thanatopsis,” he offers us as solace in the face of death.  Comfort is to be found in numbers:


 	“So shalt thou rest, . . . All that / breathe / Will share thy destiny. . . . And  make 	their bed with 	thee.  As the / long train / Of ages glide away, the sons of men, / The youth in life’s green spring, 	and he / who goes / In the full strength of years, matron and / maid, / The speechless babe, and the 	gray- / headed man— / Shall one by one be gathered to thy side, / By those, who in their turn shall 	follow / them.”  (William Cullen Bryant, “Thanatopsis,” in American Poetry, ed. by Karl Shapiro 	(New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1960), ii. 56-73.)





� Josiah Royce, The Spirit of Modern Philosophy (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin and Company, 1892), pp. 368, 347, 349, 379.





� Josiah Royce, “The Problem of Job,” in Studies of Good and Evil: A Series of Essays upon Problems of Philosophy and of Life (New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1898), p. 14.  He makes the same point in The World and the Individual, II (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1923), 409.





� Royce, The World and the Individual, II, 379, 385.





� Royce, “The Aim of Poetry,” 548-49.





� Ibid., p. 549.





� Royce, The World and The Individual, II, 380, 381, 382, 411.





� Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra: A Book for All and None, trans. by Walter Kaufmann (New York: The Viking Press, 1966), p. 324.  It is worth noting that this poem was memorably set to music by Gustav Mahler in the fourth movement of his third symphony.  





� Albert Schweitzer, J. S. Bach, trans. by Ernest Newman, I (New York:  Dover Publications, Inc., 1966), 338-39.





� Royce, The World and the Individual, II, 410.





� John McDermott agrees with my characterization:  “In a famous statement of the moral quandary which results from the existence of evil, Dostoevsky sharpens the issue by involving us in the death of an innocent child.  Surely such a tragic occurrence makes necessary the existence of an all-good God who will, in the canopy of eternity, make right this flagrant injustice.  Yet Dostoevsky holds simultaneously that given such an event, an all-good God could not exist, for if He did and did not prevent this outrage, then that God would be evil.  In my reading of Royce, I have come to believe that this moral dilemma is at the center of his life and thought.” (John J. McDermott, The Drama of Possibility, Experience as Philosophy of Culture, ed. by Douglas R. Anderson (New York: Fordham University Press, 2007), pp. 117-18.





� Royce, “The Aim of Poetry,” 548.





� Royce first makes and develops this distinction in Lectures XI and XII of The Spirit of Modern Philosophy and revisits it in light of his later thought in the second volume of The World and The Individual.  I should add that I am grateful to Randall Auxier for confirming my hunch that Royce’s distinction between the worlds of description and appreciation is indeed relevant to his aesthetics.    





� Royce, The Spirit of Modern Philosophy p. 344.





� Ibid., pp. 344, 388-89.





� Ibid., p. 389.





� Ibid., p. 412.





� Ibid., p. 392.





� Ibid., p. 394.  The English translation of the quotation from Goethe, which Royce does not supply, is as follows:  "Gray, true friend, is all theory, / And green is life's golden tree." I am indebted to Howard Callaway for this translation.  It is noteworthy that Royce’s distinction between the world of appreciation and the world of description parallels Gustav Theodore Fechner’s contrast between what he called the “day view” and “night view” of reality.  This contrast occurred to Fechner during a morning reverie, his poignant description of which follows:  





	“‘One morning I sat on a bench in the Leipzig Rosenthal in the neighborhood of the little Swiss 	chalet, and looked through an opening among the bushes over the wide and lovely meadow 	there spread out, in order to refresh my ailing eyes on its expanse of green.  The sun was bright 	and warm . . . There were flowers . . . butterflies . . . birds . . . ; and notes from a morning 	concert 	reached my ear.  But for one accustomed to thinking, gradually upon this enjoyment of the senses 	a play of thought began to spin itself out.  . . . 


	        Strange illusion, said I to myself.  In reality is everything before me and around me Night and 	Silence; the sun that seems to me so blazing-bright that I refrain from turning my eyes to it, 	is in truth only a dark ball seeking its way in perfect gloom.  The flowers, butterflies, deceive 	with their colors, the violins and flutes with their tones.  In this universal darkness, 	desolation, silence engulfing heaven and earth, there are scattered beings, as it were 	(conscious) points, inwardly illumined, colored, sounding; they emerge from the night and 	sink back into it, without leaving anything behind of light and sound. . . . So today, and so from 	the beginning, and so will it be forever. . . .’” (Gustav Theodor Fechner, Die Tagesansich 	gegenueber der Nachtansicht (1879), cited and trans. by William Ernest Hocking in The Coming 	World Civilization (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1956), pp 57-58.)
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