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CHAPTER VIT
SOME CONCLUSIONS -

The allure that the brinciple of "the negation

of the negation" might hold for a dialectical philosopher

of the Hegelian or the Marxist type may be readily under-
stood from the consideration of the possibilities it
prbmiées in the line of inhérent contradictions. For it
turns out that this principle not only breeds new objects,
but breeds fecundity itself, by allowing for an apparent
infinity of contradictions within the same object.,

The dialectical processes that we have been con-
sidering in the twb previous chapters customarily involvse
three stages, the second of which is the negation of ths
first, ani the third the negation of the second. If we
represent these stages Symbolically as A, B, and C, the
stage B is to be considered the negation of the stage A,
and the stage C the negation of the stege B, Consider-
ing only the negations, our stages might be represented
as A, not-4, and not-not-A. If we take now the stage C,
we find that as C it is not-A, for it can as well be
considered not-A as B can be so considered, and at the
same time, it is also nbt~not-A, for it is the negation
of that not=A which is B.” C 15 then both not-i and not

not-4. If, to simplify things we were to represent the
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expression'not-A" by another symbol, X, then C is simul-
taneously X and not-X, and we would appear to be involved
in & contradiction. '

This statement of the dialectical process may
appear to be merely a sort of game in which terms are
Juggled about so as to deceive; but the deception, even
if it be self-deception, is one that inevitably results
from the consideration of things as nothing but negations.
It should be clear to anyone that the representation of the
two cases of "not-A" by the same symbol "X"™ in the above
paragraph is not justified, since "not-A" does not have
exactly the same meaning in each case., In other words,
the expression "not-A" is used to refer to two very
different ﬁarticular and determined objeéts, whose de-
terminations cannot be represented in the same appslation,
'"not-A"., When I say that C is not-A, and allow this to be
an a&equate description of C, then the implication is that
C is identicel with B and D and everything else of which
"ot-A" can be said. In fact, when I say that C is not-A,
I really mean only that C is distinet from A, or that it
is that not-A which is C. And when I say above that C.
fs not-not-A, I really mean that.it is not that not-a
which is B., If one loses sight of the affirmations that

underlie the negations, then nothing but confusion can

result.
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Let us take another example, more concrete butb
still of a very simple character, to indicate the pit-
falls in store for one who would consider positive reali-
ties to be nothing but negations. A leaf may be thought
of as changing its color from green to red to brown. The
red will be the negation of the green, and the brown the
negation of the red, or the negation of the negation. We
thus have: - o o

green red(not-greén) brown (not-not green)
It is apparent that brown is not-green, but it is just as
épparent that it is not-not-green, for it is not-red, which
red is not-green. The leaf is then at the same time (as
brown) not-green and not-not-green, a situation which
bresents us with the same apparent contradiction as before,.
This apparent contradiction can be resolved in the same
way as the previous one, for the brown leaf is that not-
green which is brown, and not that not-green which is red.

The truth of the matter is that when I say the
leaf is not green, I in no way indicate what its actual
color is. The danger lies in considering the first ne-
gation as indicative of something positive, which could
only be the case if we could retéin the positive under-
lying reality along with the negation, and restrict the

xtension of the infinite name to this particular positive
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reélity, so that the ensuing'negation of the negation
wéuld be a real neéation. In fact, if we wished to use
the term ™not-green" in this way, then when we would
g0 on to say that brown is "not-not-green", we would simply
mean that brown is not red. The final enuntiation, then,

which in the above cases appeéred to involve a contra-

diction, now appears in the very innocuous form: brown

- is at the same time nbt green and not red, a proposition

which no one would hesitate to accept. It is not, there-
fore, the fact ﬁhat it is not-green that‘accounts for, or
describes, the leaf's being red; and it is not the fact
that it is not;not-green (nor even the fact that it is not
red) that accouﬁts for its being brown. The negation con-
tributes nothing torthe positive reelity of the subject.
"A negation does not pertain intrinsically to the eséence
of a thing"(255), But in a dialectical philosophy which
bases itself on the principle of the negétion of the
negation, the negation, and particularly the negetion of
the negation, is precisely the reason for the superiority
of one fhing over another.

We have already seen that a negation of a negation
1s not a "real negation,™ that is, it is not the negation

of some thing (256)., Whether such a phrase, "the negation

() of the negation,” be intended to signify a thing or &
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proceés, it can dniy.signify agthing'af a process of the
reason. BEven a "real negation". is not "gsomething real,"
but the absence of something real; and aé.far as process
is concerned, it is obviously impossible for a non-being
to corrupt as such. o

The importance, and even the neceséity,'of ne-
gation in our knowledge of real tﬁings, both finite and
infinite, demands that we be on guard against a multitude
of possible errors issuing from the confusion of the various
meanings of negation as outlined in the earlier chapters.
It might be worthwhile to list the more important of these
areas of confusion, everyone of which has appeared, at one
time or another, in the history of philosophy, accompanied
in many cases by some disastrous practical_consaquence.

1) The confusion of matter (or potency) and pri-
vation. This appears even in serious contemporary students
of Aristotle and Hegel, such as G. R. G. Mure,,who refers
to primary matter as "sheer privation"(257), and as "per
se purely negativem"(258). This confusion implies a con-
tradiction in any change, since the suﬁject, which remains
at the term of the change, will be opposed to the form
acquired., The only alternative; in the framework of suéh

a confusion, would be to eliminate the subject altogether,

and make of change an incomprehensible leap from form to
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form, which is equivalent to a denial of'ghange in_ﬁgﬁ
traditional sense of the word. o ;@at :
2) The confusion of various disfinbt'pypesﬂﬁg
opﬁosition (Vvege contrariety, privation.and hébituqlmﬁpd
efen relation) with contradiction. Tﬁis éonfﬁsion has
been noted in connection with the dialecticai‘philo%&gpies

of Hegel and Marx, and it has been observed that, univer-

" sally, "dialectic has no theory of contraries. For, accord-

ing to the philosophy of opposites, the contrary iaﬁ%%so ,
the contradictory"(259). Reference has also been made. to
the confusion of the absolute negation with a relative
negation (or a negation within a genus)(260). If we. add
a well known Marxist example of'the.relafion betweegdfpe
social structure and the means of'pfoduction, we see gcon- .
tradiction identified with every form of opposition. 
Whereas, while it is true that every opposition imp;igs,
basically, the opposition of contradiction, eéch of%ﬁﬁg
other types adds something to this basic contradiction.

' 3) The confusion of a logical being, or process,
with a real being, or process. This is obvious enongﬁ
in the Marxist system, where it is a question of naﬁﬁ?ql

beings and natural processes, which exist and takse place

independently of mind. The negations of negations arg .

S %0 ) 5 O
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for the Marxists, certainly, anything but logical beings.

They are not foisted upon nature by the human intelllgence.

. In the case of Hegel, one might say, in hlS defense, that

he is dealing, precisely, with logical beings, and that no

confusion is possible. But it is to be remembered that

Hegel considers the Absolute as both the experient subject

(self-expressed and self-conscious) and the subject of
predicates (which empirical thought considers external to
itself as subject).

4) The consideration of every determination as a
negation, and the implied possibility of knowing the ne-
gation without knowing the affirmation of which it is the
negation. In fact, for a dialectician of the Hegelian
bent, if a thing is not other than itself it remains featurs-
less and indeterminats. . '

The attempt that was made in the early chapters to
identify and delineate the various meanings af'the word,
"negation,™ would seem to be well worth the effort, if
besides meking clear the necessity in which the human in-
telligence finds itself of knowing through negations, it
should also put us on guard against certain confusions
which vitiate heroic efforts of systematic thought that

might otherwise prove very fruiltful.
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