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Travel and Home: Conceiving Transnational Communities through Royce’s Betweenness Relation
Abstract: (Word Count: 132)
This paper is part of a larger project I am working on that involves transnational identities and seeks to uncover the Betweeness Relation in Royce’s logical theory in the hopes of illuminating some of his social theories regarding the nature of the individual and the community.  I examine two concepts in Royce’s work on the philosophy of loyalty, travel and home, in order to interpret Royce’s motivations and interests in conceiving his theory of community and provincialism.  Through this examination, I articulate two requirements of the betweenness relation as a. respecting individuality through the recognition of discrete intermediaries between separate entities and b. recognizing hope that connections between disparate entities will emerge.  By the end of the paper, I show how this analysis applies to transnational communities as theorized by Randolphe Bourne.  
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Paper: (Word Count: 5980)
The Paradox of the Individual
            During Royce’s first year at Harvard, he produced his first historical manuscript about California.  It was apparent that Royce insistently held on to his provincial commitments to California throughout his philosophical writings.  Royce was concerned with land disputes, newcomer and settler issues, and community order, very local issues that spoke to his frontier experience as a native Californian (Clendenning 1999, 130-144).  Travel played an important role in Royce’s thought.  He took frequent ocean trips to other countries, such as Australia, as a cure for his mental breakdowns, often returning to California with a renewed sense of loyalty for his family. Additionally, as a California immigrant living on the East Coast, his dislocation developed a yearning for California life, despite its intellectual limitations for him.  Even after living in Boston for many years, Royce, in a 1915 speech at the Walton Hotel, looks back affectionately to life in California as a starting point for his philosophical inquiry (2005 (1), 31-32).  His reflections near the end of his career suggest that while travel served as a backdrop for his philosophy, one might read an accompanying theme of home—through his recurring reflections on California life while constantly finding a home at Harvard—as he developed his theory of loyalty, community, and provincialism.  


In The Philosophy of Loyalty, Royce identifies an important paradox in the relation between the individual and the community.  Royce identifies two necessary but contrary principles.  The first hearkens back to Kant’s principle of autonomy, “or self-direction of the rational will of each moral being” (1995, 14).  Royce argues, “Your duty is what you yourself will to do in so far as you clearly discover who you are and what your place in the world is” (1995, 14).  The requirement of the principle of autonomy is self-knowledge.  One needs to know who one is, what one’s “place” is in the world.  How might one know one’s place in the world?  This leads to the second principle of self-knowledge, fundamental ambiguity (1995, 14).

The fundamental ambiguity of self-knowledge conflicts with the requirement of the principle of autonomy. While it is important to know who one is, the self, according to Royce, is a “meeting place,” (1995, 14) a confluence of the various streams of social histories that constitute our experiences.  Left to mere introspection abstracted from these social histories, it becomes impossible to know one’s will.  A further ambiguity arises in understanding the character of this meeting place or the confluence of social encounters.


The paradox of the individual emerges for Royce in ethical situations because, on the one hand, “I and only I, whenever I come to my own, can morally justify to myself my own life plan.  No outer authority can ever give me the true reason for my duty” (1995, 16).  In forming one’s life’s plans, choice is a deeply individual act.  On the other hand, “I, when left to myself, can never find a plan of life. I have no inborn ideal naturally present within myself” (1995, 16).  Since the self is a “meeting place” of our social histories, without social interaction the self remains directionless, lacking the purpose and ability to form a life plan, and goes on “crying out in a sort of chaotic self-will, according as the momentary play of desires determines” (1995, 16).  The question Royce lays out for us is how can the individual preserve her sense of choice and autonomy in a state of dependence on others for the development of self-knowledge and formation of life plans and sense of meaning?  Implicit in this paradox is Royce’s insistence on thinking about the nature of human belonging, or finding “one’s place” in this world. This involves taking into consideration one’s yearning for a place in a community as well as one’s desire to remain an individual, to think and to act from one’s choices and not from the social control of others.    

Situating Royce’s paradox in terms of travel and home, Doug Anderson highlights the importance of wandering in Royce’s work as it “serves both as a guide for our own philosophical endeavor and as an allegory for the hope for an American and, ultimately, a human community” (Anderson 2006, 35).   Anderson characterizes Royce’s travels as a kind of movement accompanied by an existential transformation, which recognizes our finitude and sense of displacement.  The resulting sense of loss, however, is a productive loss that prompts us to seek the necessary connections, which unify the fragments of our “selves.”  In “The Problem of Job,” Royce accepts suffering as a necessary condition of our finitude.  The suffering of the wanderer “becomes part of a strenuous whole of life” and is not to be interpreted as “mere experience” (2005 (2), 853).  Royce is not only concerned with the complicated sense of belonging, or knowing “one’s place” in the world, but is also concerned in formulating a practical strategy for the wise traveler interested in finding meaning and truth in her life of finitude, or her home.  It is because we begin with a sense of our finiteness as human beings that we are able to begin our “road” to inquiry.


In The World and the Individual, Royce establishes the relationship between travel and home in situating the nature of inquiry.  He argues, “Faith has its glories; but the hard toil of critical reflection brings its own rewards.  None prize the home-coming more than those who wander the farthest” (1904, 5).  Travel, in this context, highlights some important features that recognize one’s “road” to self-knowledge.  First, Royce understands travel as a departure from home.  The wanderer should not be rigidly circumscribed by her home and must eventually leave.  This departure refers back to Royce’s understanding of the self as a “meeting place” of various social histories.  Without various social interactions, the self is incapable of forming choices and life plans.  Rigidly remaining within a familiar community prevents the possibility of interaction.  Second, travel is an activity that involves toil and suffering, unlike touristic forms of travel, which entail activities of leisure.  Critical reflection involves degrees of discomfort and constant effort.  Travel is not a benign activity, but one that involves emotional and physical work.  

Third, travel brings us into relation with what is foreign and what is familiar.  New experiences might appear foreign to the traveler or to the community encountering difference, however, it is important to view this sense of newness as underscoring connective transformations of the community, bridging what is familiar and what is new or experienced as foreign.  As Anderson points out, Royce views the wanderer in The World and the Individual as possessing a sense of purpose, not as a lost free-floating sojourner in experience.  The wanderer travels with a sense of home and community in mind.  Travel and home provide resources for thinking about Royce’s answer to this paradox of the relation between the individual and the community.  Let us now move to an examination of his answer to the problem of travel and home in the philosophy of loyalty.

The Philosophy of Loyalty and the “Betweenness” Relation

            Loyalty might be viewed as an ethical response to the problem of human meaning in this world.  The project of ethics for Royce leads the individual from a state of estrangement and being lost towards a sense of home, of belonging within a larger social experience.  Royce argues, “I want to know the way that leads our human practical life homewards, even if that way prove to be the infinitely long” (1995, 6-7).  The desire for home, the desire to belong to some social experience or to some community, forms the basis of Royce’s ethics of loyalty.  Loyalty “fixes,” “centers,” “stabilizes,” and “unifies” (1995, 12) our life such that our efforts are directed towards that to which we are loyal, our cause.  Royce defines loyalty as “The willing and practical and thoroughgoing devotion of a person to a cause” (1995, 9).  The two requirements of this definition include, first, the choice of the individual to devote herself to a cause, and second, the practical and sustained manifestation of this devotion through acts of loyalty.  These two requirements represent the characteristics of the devoted loyal subject.  Loyalty to one’s cause, be it a family, a gang of pirates, or a captain’s ship, binds the self to others in some form of unity.  However, it is not a superficial kind of unity (i.e. a collection of individuals) that binds us to others.  Loyalty is experienced as a personal affection to others as well as a superpersonal devotion to the larger social collectivities to which we belong.  Ultimately, for Royce, loyalty solves the conflict of the wayward individual lost in her private experiences and the risk of the individual conforming to social standards.  Loyalty affirms both the individual will and the social realities in which we live.   


Keeping this existential starting point in mind, it is also important to understand Royce’s project of loyalty as affirming an ethical and logical principle: loyalty to loyalty.  Loyalty to loyalty can be understood as a formal conception of relations to the existential situation of the loyal individual.  If loyalty is thoroughly an individual choice and is considered a supreme good of humanity, then fostering this capacity rather than diminishing it should also be an accompanying value.  Royce argues: 

…we see that the best in human life is its loyalty; while the worst is whatever has tended to make loyalty impossible, or to destroy it when present, or to rob it of its own while it still survives (1995, 55).

In cases where causes conflict, the principle of loyalty to loyalty directs the ethical evaluation of certain causes by the standard that encourages the “furtherance of loyalty to loyalty in my fellows,” a cause that, “despite the loyalty it arouses in me,” can be “destructive of loyalty in the world of my fellows” (1995, 56) and is considered evil. Ultimately, loyalty to loyalty as a moral principle seeks to cultivate and sustain connections within relationships. 


As a logical principle, loyalty to loyalty functions as the supreme limiting condition of human action, thus making loyalty necessary in rational activity.  Royce identifies this logical function of loyalty as a self-reinstating principle, which entails modes of actions that are not “contingent and arbitrary, but as so implied in the nature of our rational activity that the effort to remove them from our world would inevitably imply their reinstatement” (1913, 368).  In other words, the very act of negating a mode of action, such as loyalty, implies a reinstatement of the mode of action negated.  To negate loyalty implies one is loyal to the process of negation.  The limiting condition of rational thought turns out to be a principle of inclusion.  Loyalty to loyalty suggests that loyalty is necessary for any logical claim; even the process of negating loyalty involves its reinstatement in practice.

To further examine this logical relationship of loyalty to loyalty, I turn to Royce’s logical treatment of the betweenness relation in the World and the Individual then apply these interpretations back to loyalty to loyalty.  I show how the “betweenness” relation offers ways of understanding how loyalty supports individual choice without denying the social histories in which one lives.


In The World and the Individual, using geometric formulations, Royce describes the intermediate point m as a “blending” of the two distinct points a and b.  

Following the mathematician Thomas Kempe’s insight, Royce argues that since m lies in between a and b, m contains within it both aspects of a and b.  In this example, Royce highlights the ways in which a and b are related through m.  However, m is much a point on the number line as a and b are, but is distinct from a and b through its mediating character.  As opposed to a dyadic structure, which highlights a dual relationship between two points, Royce proposes a triadic structure and argues that a third object exists, namely m, which articulates the point of difference, likeness, contrast, or similarity:
The generalization here founded upon Mr. Kempe’s paper will show us that contrast and comparison involve, in general, a relation of at least three objects, viz. a and b, that illustrates the point wherein they differ, or that helps to determine the sort, degree, or direction of their difference.  This something may be an object of the exact character here ascribed to m (1904, 80).
The betweenness relation asserts a triadic function in the cognitive processes of comparison and distinction, highlighting the agential component inherent in metaphysics.  m represents a process of relation and mediation, which imply agential capacities of discrimination and comparison.  Moreover, the betweenness relation asserts that the intermediary point is not external to a and b, but that the intermediary is “in” them – “as their nature is diversified into their differences” (1904, 81).  How a and b are distinct from one another occurs between their points and is not decided apart from their relationship.  m represents the point that marks the difference between a and b, but as Royce argues, m also establishes a link between the points, a link that would not have been present if we were not attentive to them. Thus, a and b represent not only distinct points, but also inherent in a and b is the possibility of a “common nature” that is dependent on a third agent who brings the two into relationship through an active process of an agent’s attention, desire, and purpose.


The triadic structure assumed in the betweenness relation invokes a transformation of its members.  According to Royce:
For in so far as we define such a triad, we discover how we could conceive one member of our original pair as transformed into the other, by means of a process that involves first distinguishing the intermediary between the two from one of the extremes, and then the other member from the object thus distinguished (1904, 87).
Royce understands this process of transformation (a transforms to b) as a mediating activity represented by m.  In this sense, the mediating character of m brings into relation a and b and hence establishes a connection between them that would not have been present if not attentive to the reality of m.   Royce articulates the general postulate of betweenness as follows: “Between any two objects of the world there is always another to be found” (1904, 88).  Scott Pratt, commenting on Royce’s logic, views the betweenness relation as making “both diversity and connection possible regardless of the things in relation” (2007, 138).
  In this sense, m maintains its own distinct character and preserves the distinctness of a and b because of its “insistent” character of emergence between them, while at the same time connects a and b through its mediating function. 
For Royce, the intermediaries expose to us “fragments” on a continuum, and the optimistic message implicit in his postulate of betweenness provides some logical measure of security that a relationship can be found.  The “insistency” of the middle point’s emergence reveals to us the many discrete entities on a continuum, a sort of radical pluralism.  However, implicit in the proliferation of many discrete individuals the insistent middle represents, there is also a corollary message of hope, a logical security that a relationship of connection between entities emerges into existence.  While Royce acknowledges that the “ideal continuity” contained in his postulate is a “provisional goal” we hold, it produces a methodology in which we are to “observe facts, and then look for their linkages” (1904, 99).  In this way, the postulate underscores two corollary requirements in inquiry.  First, through the process of discrimination, being attentive to the uniqueness and variation found in intermediaries preserves individuality.  Second, the postulate underscores a logical security of hope that relationships are ordered in such a way that meaning arises in between any disparate concepts, ideas, or objects by invoking a provisional goal.

This process of inference is necessary in determining the nature of a community and is predicated on the idea of an open series.  The concept of an open series enables one to infer beyond the individual and narrow interests of a single individual or a single community.  Royce defines an open series as “series which do not return to themselves, and which possess no repetitions of a member” (1917, 216).  Events in an open series, thus, do not repeat.  Ultimately, for Royce, it is the open series that allows us to interpret beyond ourselves by seeking intermediaries at the borders of our experience, making possible the movements in our life.  An open series makes transformation possible for each discrete entity.  The insistency of the middle point underscores the infinite ways in which discrete individuals can be related.  Thus, an open series supports the idea of the postulate of betweenness by exposing the incompleteness of discrete individuals.  While the intermediaries practically bring discrete individuals into relation (as well as preserve their own uniqueness and the uniqueness of the entities in which they are relating), they also expose the porosity of the discrete individuals.  The transformative character, implicit in the mediating activity of the intermediary, challenges the narrowness and rigidity of discrete individuals.  Royce’s notion of an open series gestures towards a hope that abides by the postulate of betweenness.  Since the intermediaries are, in fact, infinite, the possibilities for a community are endless, their boundaries porous to the infinite possibilities of future interactions with other communities of experience that will lead to its transformation.   An open series, then, understands the events and deeds of a transformation as unrepeatable.  However, there will always be an opportunity to transform a community due to the postulate of betweenness. 

Thus, his doctrine of order consists not just of mathematical or geometrical concepts of collectivity, but also applies to social theory and the character of society.  His insistent holism between the logical and mathematical sciences and social theory is predicated on the notion of an open series and the postulate of betweenness.  He argues, “The bridge that should connect our logic and mathematics with our social theories is still unfinished.  The future must and will find such a bridge” (1917, 223).  It is the bridge that we know exists because of the postulate of betweenness, but desire and attentiveness are required for the construction of this bridge.  It is not conceived from above, but between the disparities.  Moreover, the future is the ethical possibility in which communities are sustained and guided towards their own growth and flourishing.


Loyalty to loyalty accomplishes the two tasks of the betweenness relation.  First, it sustains connections between individuals and communities.  Preserving loyalty among others means preserving their very expression of individuality and sense of meaning.  Rather than rejecting either the tendency towards individualism or social conformity, Royce seeks the reconciliation and unification of both individualist and social tendencies.  This, according to Royce, “is the essence of loyalty” (1995, 59).  Second, loyalty to loyalty accomplishes the task of creating hope.  Royce believes that loyalty goes beyond the narrow self-interests of individuals and argues, “It is a universally human good.  For it is simply the finding of a harmony of the self and the world, - such a harmony as alone can content any human being” (1995, 58).  Loyalty to loyalty not only puts us into relationship with others in our social experience, but also provides an idealization of a community of humanity that is formed by this very principle.  Royce suggests, “What I sought for myself I should then be explicitly seeking for my whole world” (1995, 60).  Moreover, loyalty to loyalty ensures that individual loyalties will not be given up in the face of transformation.  Royce recognizes the need for loyalties to be organic and evolving.  “Moreover, my loyalty will be a growing loyalty.  Without giving up old loyalties I shall annex new ones.  There will be evolution in my loyalty” (1995, 63).  Loyalty to loyalty ensures that individuality is preserved in the process of social interaction as one’s loyalties intersect with others.  New loyalties develop and eventually connect the disparate loyalties.  


The World and the Individual and his understanding of order are essential in thinking about his mature work in The Problem of Christianity.  These ideas laid the foundation for his theory of interpretation and mark its development in his understanding of time and the community process and what he later calls communities of interpretation.  In thinking about the problems of cultural diversity, Royce provides us with a philosophical critique of methods that do not cultivate social interaction and encourages the wanderer/philosopher to engage in socially interactive methods of travel that demand a departure from one’s home and seek the intermediary road of knowledge.  With each new connection, one returns home with a new vision of possibilities for one’s own community.  One ultimately is able to establish the connections and find the relationships that bring the various aspects of one’s experiences to a larger unity.

Self-Consciousness and the Community of Interpretation

          Both the postulate of betweenness and the theory of order reveal the social ontology embedded in Royce’s understanding of the self.  In his theory of order, the ethical character of a collection is predicated on the individual’s relationship to other individuals in the collection.  His postulate of betweenness can be understood in a dual sense, as a methodological starting point in thinking about relationships between individuals and also as a logical principle guaranteeing the possibility that disparate individuals are indeed related to something outside their own individuality.  The community serves as the larger collection one lives in and inhabits and cannot be conceived as an aggregate social group, but a living situation that grounds the individuality of its members.  

One aspect of Royce’s social theory of the self involves a commitment to complexity and variation in our social life.  In Royce’s essay, “Consciousness, Self Consciousness and Nature,” self-consciousness arises from processes of imitation when we observe our fellows in communication within a social environment.  In The Problem of Christianity, Royce further argues that human conduct is predicated on a social environment.  Other “foreign” individuals or communities “startle” us out of our individual bubble and socially interfere with our normal day-to-day activities.  His social ontology suggests that the more complicated activities we engage in that “startle” us out of our isolated individuality, the more we become self-conscious of ourselves and thus are able to understand the reasons why we act ethically.  The more routinized, insular, and predictable lifestyles we create for ourselves, the less self-consciousness we develop and are less able to reflect upon our ethical conduct. The more uniform our understanding is of our social environment, the less we are able to understand the implications of human conduct.  It is the “conscious imitation and conscious social interaction between man and man – these are the sources of each man’s consciousness of his own conduct” (Royce 2001, 108-9). The correlative analysis of complexity and self-knowledge abides by Royce’s understanding of the open character of serial orders and communities.  This also suggests that interpretation is never complete and is always open to the anomalies of experience.  Rather than rejecting this complexity, Royce sees its fruitful possibilities in positioning us to a perspective greater than our own.  This begins the discussion of “communities of interpretation.”

Royce understands the self engaged in processes of interpretation of its past in order to define its present and shape its future.  Expanding on Peirce’s theory of signs, interpretation for Royce consists of three elements and forms a triadic relation.  The first element is the term that is being interpreted, A.  The second element is the term in which the interpretation is directed towards, B.  The third is the mediator or translator that serves as the basis for the interpretation, C.  This triadic relationship forms a determinate order, C interprets A to B.  In this case, C brings some determinate order to the dyads, A and B (2001, 287).  One important implication to the triadic structure of interpretation is that the interpretation itself, C, becomes a new term that is open to interpretation as well and is also open to be placed in some determinate order.  Every new interpretation becomes a term or sign that requires interpretation (2001, 290).  The process of interpretation anticipates future relationships and order.     

In communities of interpretation, Royce temporalizes the many aspects of the self, insisting that “a self is, by its very essence, a being with a past” (2001, 244).  It is the past that also defines communities and marks its difference between a group at a picnic or a dangerous mob (2001, 243).  For Royce, human deeds are a record for others to remember, and this reveals the fact that the self is not “mere present datum, or collection of data” (2001, 245), but is an interpretation of the meaning behind one’s life activities, which includes various social histories that we inherit.   A community, thus, is formed by the interpretation of many selves understanding themselves in relationship to some historical event that provides a common organizing past.  The New Zealander’s memory of his ancestors arriving on a canoe serves as this reminder that a common past links the many individual members to form a community, thus enabling the proclamation among its members to claim “We are a community.”  The hopes and desires of the self are intimately connected to its relationship to her past.  Royce argues that a community of memory is formed when each of its members accept “in his own individual life and self the same past events that each of his fellow-members accepts” (2001, 248).   Loyalty to a cause involves a commemoration of certain past events that make the development or history of the cause shared by many people, which underscores the personal and affective relationship one has with one’s community.  


Moreover, the self also projects its future in relationship to the past events.  In a community of expectation or a community of hope, the individual members not only share the personal or affective relationship with the past, but are also able to form life plans along with the community.   Jacqueline Kegley understands this process as a personal narrative one creates of herself in relation to a community.  She argues that “identities have a collective aspect” (Kegley 2005, 222) and this phenomenon can be understood within Royce’s notion of a community of expectation or hope.  In this sense, the individual is not only defined by the interpretation of one’s own past, but also by one’s interpretation of the future.  In other words, one is able to create a life plan for oneself with the ideals of one’s community in view.  Following the dual commitment of the postulate of betweenness, while communities are linked to a common past, communities also operate much like an open serial order that allows for multiple transformations relative to how one interprets one’s own future expectations relative to one’s commitments to their community.  According to Royce, “The concept of the community depends upon the interpretation which each individual member gives to his own self, - to his own past,  - and to his own future” (2001, 249).  Understanding a community in this way allows us to view the unity of many selves in light of a historical and living community, rather than an abstract principle of social pluralism or a collection of individuals as a mere aggregate body.  

The triadic structure embedded in a community of interpretation allows for the possibility that any of its members can serve as mediator.  New communities of interpretation can form once the members change their positions in the triad of knowledge, since there is a determinate order to every reconfiguration of positions within a community of interpretation.  In this case, the ideal observer is not reducible to a single person but is, as Joseph Orosco argues, an attitude of public discourse.  Orosco understands Royce’s concept of “community of interpretation” in the context of globalization as a “communicative framework of cooperation among the actual existing communities of humanity that will facilitate their mutual understanding” (2003, 210).   The community of interpretation’s triadic structure allows for the possibility that autonomous agents are “brought into conversation” without trumping one another with their own interests.  Rather, the role of the interpreter strives to develop “mutual understanding of their differences, as well as their areas of overlapping concern” (Orosco 2003, 210).   Thus, communities of interpretation both encourage mutual understanding by sustaining unique community differences and bring disparate communities together by creating intersecting perspectives that bridge divergent interests.

Royce’s Transnational Provincial Loyalties

    Once the betweenness relation is charted throughout Royce’s metaphysical and ethical works, one of its social and political manifestations emerges in his notion of a “wise provincialism.”  Opposed to any abstract notion of citizenship, Royce returns to a sense of provincialism that emphasizes the specific commitments and interests of one’s more intimate community.  Provincial loyalty, as Royce understands it, bears much resemblance to Randolph Bourne’s sense of transnational identities, which constantly re-make the American social fabric.


Bourne articulates four components in a trans-national view of America, which share Royce’s notion of the betweenness relation.  First, the principle of interaction manifests in a need to move away from an abstract identity, such as the “melting-pot” metaphor to an identity based in lived experience.  Immigrants’ “diverse nationalistic feelings” (Bourne 1916, 86) should not be perceived as alien or unpleasant, but rather underscore an epistemic location through a principle of interaction that seeks to engage in practices of travel and translation to make sense of their multiple commitments within various countries.  Second, the principle of voluntarism arises in Bourne’s emphasis on the importance for immigrants to retain their loyalties and commitments to their country of origin.  This entails that immigrants should not be subject to the imposition of a singular Anglo Saxon immigrant narrative of belonging.   Third, a trans-national America “reweaves” the social fabric of America by forming a distinct and interactive international community where a cosmopolitan spirit is made through the experiences of immigrants traveling back and forth and making the necessary social adjustments.  Fourth, growth emerges as a creative act when immigrants “blindly [strive] to weave themselves into a novel international nation, the first the world has seen” (Bourne 1916, 95).  Growth, for Bourne, represents the myriad crossings between countries, keeping an open (nationally porous) view of the American self and rejecting any forces that “confine” our thinking or any attempts to “dye the fabric one color” (1916, 96).  


The first requirement of the betweenness relation involves the desire for unification of divergent entities.  In the case of distinct countries, the transnational space of exchange and travel provides infinite ways in which countries can be related.  While choice may not characterize the reasons why travel is conducted in every case, choice is important in directing and creating the translation between the different countries.  The principle of voluntarism suggests how one’s home is re-made through practices of travel, thereby ensuring that the connections are maintained.  However, these choices are bound up in communities that continually mediate between the home and adopted countries.  These communities might be thought of as border communities of interpretation that emerge because of the persistence of travel and exchange that occurs on an international level.  These communities, insofar as they unite multiple communities, are “communities of interpretation” that strive to unify the diverse national and provincial tendencies of individuals and provinces.  


The second requirement of the betweenness relation involves the attitude of openness to other foreign influences.  Part of the consciousness of the provincially loyal involves a constant “longing for the improvement of the community” (Royce 1967, 102).  In this sense, a wise provincialism is open to foreign influences from abroad.  It is a consciousness that does not become mired in separatist logic but seeks transnational relationships that enable the interpretation of other forms of loyalty in relation to our own so as to improve and reassert meaning for our own loyalties.  This can only be done when provincial loyalties are porous and open to social influences outside of the local community to which one belongs.   Royce understands provincialism as a form of a loyal attitude which “does not mean a lack of plasticity, an unteachable spirit; it means a determination to use the spiritual gifts from abroad in our own way and with reference to our own social order” (1967, 105).  Much like the process of imitation central in developing self-consciousness, provincialism presupposes a comparative faculty necessary in developing a sense of belonging to one’s home.  Royce encourages the activity of travel to be practiced by all, even though economic conditions might limit and determine the nature of these travels.  However, travel, in Royce’s view, cannot dispense with a concept of home.  This theme is similar to the one Bourne identifies in his characterizations of a transnational America.  America cannot be thought of as homogenous but as a myriad of crossings between countries.  Between one extreme of the unwillingness to travel and the other extreme of being a lost wanderer, Royce’s notion of travel encourages a reflective element that seeks out the education of foreign influences while always maintaining an anchor to one’s home.  Home is never a place one leaves completely and travel reasserts its meaning. This transnational conception of provincialism allows us to understand the importance of putting our own provincial loyalties in relation to a social experience outside one’s own community.


Finally, understanding a wise provincialism as a form of consciousness allows us to see transnational circuits of exchange as participating in the interpreting process of belonging to a home.  While provincial loyalties are specific and particular, they are never closed and fixed.  A sense of belonging understood as a provincial loyalty is an infinite process in much the same way a middle point insistently arises between points on a number line.  Royce offers a view of transnational provincial loyalties as both processes of discovery as well as invitations for the individual to assert freedom.  In this way, one can see how transnational migrant communities can never be understood as closed communities.  Not only do immigrant communities continually interact with dominant culture out of a need for survival, but in so doing, border communities emerge between immigrant communities and larger communities.  To the extent that these communities make survival and growth possible, variety and multiplicity of various provincial communities should be fostered and maintained.  Royce understands this variety and attention to provincial loyalties as integral in understanding the larger plight of the community of humanity.  In the Hope of the Great Community, Royce argues:
The distinct national unities must remain intact, each with its own internal motive for loyalty and with its modes of expression whereby the loyalty of its individual citizens will be won and sustained in the community of mankind, which the ideal future must contain if humanity is to be really saved (1916, 53).
Royce suggests that provincial loyalties maintain a superpersonal perspective that views the loyalties of others as tied to one’s own.  A citizen of the world is not loyal to an abstract notion of humanity, nor does she subordinate her loyalties to a larger community.  She is loyal to a real province that serves as a basis for understanding one’s sense of belonging to the larger community of humanity.  According to Royce, “the loyal indeed are always home” (1995, 43).  The loyal are always home because one remains connected to their sense of home and to their sense of community regardless of how far they depart from home both physically and mentally.  Being at home for the loyal subject is a process of interpretation within the context of displacement and sense of loss.  
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