
I N T R O D U C T I O N  

C ERTAIN words in the vocabulary of com- 
mon speech, used at almost every turn of 

discourse, indicate ideas so indispensable to 
human thought that they are often employed 
without analysis. The word "is" is one of 
these, signifying the idea of being or existence. 
The word "not" and the pair of words "ei- 
ther. .  . or" have the same character. Taken 
together, "not" and "either. . . or" signify the 
idea of opposition. The quality of redness is 
not the same as the quality of hotness, yet this 
negative relation by itself does not make them 
opposite, for something can be red-hot. Ht is 
only when a thing can have either one quality 
or another, but not both, that the qualities are 
said to be opposed. Opposites are more than 
merely distinct; they exclude one another. 

Opposition seems to be as pervasive as the 
familiar words which signify it. Even if it were 
not itself one of the great ideas, it would be 
manifest in all the other basic notions which 
come in antithetical pairs, e.g., good and evil, 
life and death, war and peace, universal and 
particular, pleasure and pain, necessity and 
contingency, same and other, one and many, 
virtue and vice. Each of these notions seems 
to  imply its opposite and to draw its meaning 
from the opposition. There are other terms in 
the list of great ideas which, though not paired 
in  he same chapter, stand opposed to one an- 
other: art io nature, chance to fate, liberty to 
slavery, time to eternity, knowledge to opin- 
ion, matter to form, democracy to oligarchy 
and similariy other forms of government. Still 
other terms cannot be discussed without refer- 
ence to their opposites, even though we have 
not explicitly listed them, such as being and 
nonbeing, tmth and falsity, love and hate, jus- 
tice and injustice, wealth and poverty. 

The enumeration might extend to include 
every fundamental notion, except for the in- 
convenience in certain cases .of not having 
readily familiar names to  designate the oppo- 
sites. In some instances, moreover, the oppo- 
sition seems to  involve more than a pair of 
terms, as, for example, is the case with poetry, 
history, and science; o r  physics, mathematics, 
and metaphysics. 

In the tradition of the great books we not 
only find the opposition of one idea to an- 
other, but we also find opposite points of 
view, conflicting theories or doctrines, in the 
discussion of almost every basic topic under 
the heading of these ideas. We find the same 
word used with contrary meanings, the same 
proposition affirmed and denied. We find rea- 
soning opposed to  reasoning. The same con- 
clusion is reached from apparently opposite 
principles, or  opposite conclusions are drawn 
from premises apparently the same. 

But though opposition seems to be inher- 
ent in the realm of ideas and in the life of 
thought, the idea of opposition is not itself 
explicitly thought about in many of the great 
books. This does not mean that in the consid- 
eration of other matters the significance and 
consequences of opposition go unnoted. On 
the contrary, all the chapters dealing with the 
nature and conduct of man, or with the in- 
stitutions and history of society, give evidence 
of the general recognition-by poets and his- 
torians, by scientists and philosophers-that 
opposition in the form ~f active conflict char- 
acterizes the phenomena. The fact of warring 
opposites aot  only enters into descriptions of 
the way rhings are, but also poses problems 
for psychologists, moralists, economists, and 
statesmen to solve. 
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The study of nature, as well as of man and 
society, discovers opposition at the root of 
change. The physics of antiquity, for example, 
defines the elements or the bodily humors 
in terms of contrary qualities; according to 
Aristotle, contraries are among the ultimate 
principles of nature-the terms of change. The 
cosmology of Eucretius makes the conflict of 
opposites the principle of growth and decay 
in the universe. Destruction struggles against 
creativity, life against death: 

The ways of death can not prevail forever, 
Entombing healthiness, nor can birth and growth 
Forever keep created things alive. 
There is always this great elemental deadlock, 
This warfare through all time. 

Modern mechanics deals with action and 
reaction in the impact of bodies and the res- 
olution of forces tending to produce opposite 
results. The theory of evolution pictures the 
world of living organisms as engaged in the 
struggle for survival, organism competing with 
organism or against an adverse environment 
for the means of subsistence or reproduction. 

These indications of the prevalence of con- 
flict in the realm of thought itself, or as a fun- 
damental conception in man's thinking about 
nature and society, do not alter the point 
that only in logic or metaphysics is opposition 
abstracted from special subject matters, to be- 
come itself the object of thought. Even so, not 
all of the great speculative works develop an 
explicit theory of opposition-classifying its 
types, analyzing its structure, formulating it as 
a universal principle of being, mind, or spirit. 

Four authors especially treat opposition as 
a primary theme, though not out of the con- 
text of such other notions as being, relation, 
one and many, same and other, or identity 
and difference. They are Plato, Aristotle, Xant, 
and Hegel. He should not be surprising that 
the same authors are the principal figures in 
the chapter on DIALECTIC. Their disagreement 
about the nature or meaning of dialectic has 
a parallel here in their conflicting theories of 
opposition. 

SOCRATES ARGUES, in the Protagoras, for the 
unity of virtue by using the principle that "'ev- 
erything has one opposite and nor more than 

one." If wisdom is the opposite of folly, and - 

if it also appears that folly is opposed by tem- 
perance, then either wisdom and temperance 
are the same, or a thing may have more than 
one opposite. Protagoras reluctantly accepts 
the first alternative; he is apparently unwilling 
to reopen the question concerning the pairing 
of opposites. But the question is reopened by 
others. It is one of the great problems in the 
theory of opposition, relevant to the distinc- 
tion of different kinds of opposites. 

The problem can most readily be stated in 
terms of the logical processes of division and 
definition. On the hypothesis that opposites 
always come in pairs, every class can be divided 
into two subclasses which not only exclude 
each other, but also exhaust the membership 
of the divided class. Such division is called 
dichotomy. Many of the Platonic dialogues- 
notably the Sophist and the Statesman-ex- 
emplify the method of dichotomous division, 
used as a device for constructing definitions. 
The object to  be defined, the character of 
the statesman or the sophist, is finally caught 
in the net of classification when, division af- 
ter division having been made, two subclasses 
are reached which leave no other possibilities 
open. The thing is either one or the other. 

In the Sophist a preliminary exercise is un- 
dertaken in the method of division as prepara- 
tion for the use of this method to  define the 
sdphist. It will serve us here as an example of 
dichotomy. A31 the arts are first divided into 
two kinds, the productive and the acquisitive; 
then the acquisitive arts are divided into those 
making voluntary exchanges and those which 
obtain goods by coercion; the coercive divides 
into fighting and hunting according to the al- 
ternatives of open or secret attack; hunting 
into the hunting of the lifeless and the living; 
hunting of the living into hunting of swimming 
or walking animals; the hunting of swimming 
animals into {he hunting of winged animals 
and h e  hunring of water animals; the hunting 
of water animals into opposite methods of 
catching fish, with further subdivisions made 
until rhe art of angling can be defined as an 
acquisitive art which, being cbercive, is a Born 
of hunting, distinguished from other forms of 
hunting by she character of its object-ani- 
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mals which swim in water rather rhan air-and 
by rhe method used to carch them-hooks or 
barbs rather than nets or baskets. 

Aristotle objecrs to rhis process of division 
as a way of defining things. "Some writers," 
he says, "propose to reach the definitions of 
the ultimate forms of animal life by bipartite 
division. But this method is often difficult, 
and oken impracticable." For one thing, it 
tends to associate or dissociare natural groups 
arbitrarily, e.g., the classification of birds with 
water animals, or of some birds with fish 
and some birds with land animals. "If such 
natural groups are not to be broken up, the 
method of dichotomy cannot be employed, 
dor it necessarily involves such breaking up and 
disiocation." 

Aristotle also calls attention to rhe fact that 
the method of dichotomy often uses negative 
terms in order to make an exhaustive division 
into two and only two subclasses. But the class 
which is formed by negative characterization 
cannot be further subdivided. "There can be 
no specific forms of a negation, of feather- 
less for instance or of footless, as there are 
of feathered and o i  footed." Ht is impossible, 
Aristotle says, to "get at the ultimate specific 
forms of animal life by bifurcate division." He 
rherefore proposes a method of defining by 
genus and difference, according to which it 
is possible in biological classification to sub- 
divide a genus into more than two species. 
T o  avoid subdivision into two and only nwo, 
that which differentiates each species from the 
others within the same genus must be some 
positive characteristic. 

As ALTERNATIVE methods or' definition, di- 
chotomous division and the di8erentiation of 
species within a genus are discussed in the 
chapter on DEFINITION. Eere we are con- 
cerned with the problem sf the number of 
opposites produc~d by the exhaustive $ivision 
of a class or kind. For e:rswple, how many 
species of color are there? If she primary colors 
are more shan two, it would appear that each 
prirrma~j color has more than one opposite, 
since chk same object at the same time and 
in the same respect cannot be both red and 
yellow, red and green, green and yellow. But 

Aristotle seems to restrict the notion of con- - 

trariety to  pairs sf opposite qualities. "Red, 
yellow, and such colors, though qualities, have 
no contraries," he says. Whether or not he 
would have regarded them as contraries if he 
had been acquainted with the chromatic series 
of the spectrum, remains a conjecture. 

T o  find a single opposite for red, it is neces- 
sary to employ the negative term 'not-red.' But 
then another difficulty arises which Aristotle 
recognizes when he calls the negative term 
"indefinite" and which Kant discusses when 
he treats the infinity of the negative. The not- 
red includes more than other colors which are 
not red, such as green and yellow. It includes 
everything in the universe, colored or color- 
less, which is not red, e.g., happiness or atoms 
or poetry. 

Perfect dichotomy can be achieved by using 
positive and negative terms as opposites, or  
what Aristotle sometimes calls "contradictory 
terms9'-such as man and not-man or just and 
not-just. But the class which is thus divided 
is absolutely indeterminate. It is the universe, 
everything, the infinite. Ht is necessary, further- 
more, to distinguish between the opposition 
of 'just' and 6noejust' and the opposition of 
'just' and "unjust.' The term 'unjust' is the con- 
trary rather than the contradictory of 'just,' 
for these opposites apply only to men, or laws, 
or acts; only cenzain kinds of things are either 
just or unjust, and that is why it is said that 
contraries are always opposites within a genus 
or a definite kind. In contrast, 'not-just' is 
the conrradiceory rather than the contrary of 
'just,' for these opposites apply to everything 
in the universe; everything is either the kind of 
thing to which just and unjust apply or it is the 
kind of thing to which neither of these terms 
apply, and so it is the not-just. 
In addition ro separating contraries (both of 

which are positive terms) from contradictory 
opposites (one of which is a positive, the other 
a negative term), Aristotle distinguishes two 
sorts of contraries. On the one hand, such 
contraries as odd and even exhaustively divide 
a limited class (e.g., integral numbers): on (he 
other hand, such contraries as whiterand black 
represent che extremes sf a continuous series 
sf shades, in which any degree of grayness 
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can be considered as she opposite of either 
extreme or of a darker or a lighter gray. 

There are still other kinds o i  opposite pairs, 
according to Aristotle, such as the terns 'dou- 
ble' and 'half,' which have the peculiarity of 
implying each other; or the terms "bilindness' 
and 'sight,' which are opposite conditions of 
the same subject. In this last case, one of the 
opposites naturally belongs to a certain kind 
of thing and the other represents a Boss of that 
natural property or trait. It is therefore called a 
"privation." 

Considering these various modes of oppo- 
sition, Aristotle proposes a fourfold classiiica- 
tion of opposite terms: cowehtive opposites, 
Bike double and half; contra? opposites, Bike 
odd and even, white and black, just and un- 
just; the opposites of possession and privation, 
such as sight and blindness; the opposites of 
afimatiom and negation, such as man and not- 
man, or just and not-just. H e  discusses the 
special characteristics of each type of opposi- 
tion, but it is only contrariety which he thinks 
requires further subdivision. 

Even though both are always positive terms, 
some contraries, like odd and even, exhaust 
a definite class, just as positive and negative 
opposites exhaust the infinite. They admit of 
no intermediate terns and hence they differ 
kom contraries like white and black. White 
and black are extreme limits of a cmainuoaas 
series and thus permit an indefinite number of 
intermediates which fall beween them. Things 
which differ only in degree are like the sort 
of contraries which find their place in a con- 
tinuous series. Things which differ in kind are 
like the sort of contraries between which 20 

intemediates are possible. 
One of the great problems of classification, 

especially with respect to  living organisms, is 
whether the diverse.species which fa11 within 
a single genus differ in kind or only in degree. 
The answer would seem to depend on whether 
the several species are related by one or the 
other sort of contrariety. As the chapter on 
EV~LUTIOP-J indicates, the basic meaning of the 
word Lbspecie~9' changes when she possibility 
of "intermediate forms" is rejected or idmit- 
ted. When a class is divided by contraries with- 
out intermediates, the genus can have only 

two species, as for example, the division of 
- 

animals into brutes and men. When a genus 
is divided into more than two subclasses (e.g., 
the division of vertebrates into fish, amphib- 
ians, reptiles, birds, and mammals), it would 
seem to follow that the species are like points 
in a continuous series and admit the possibility 
of intermediate types. 

According to Daavin's conception of spe- 
cies, their contrariety always tends to take the 
latter form. Aristotle, on the other hand, seems 
to use the word "species" in RWQ distinct 
senses which correspond to the rawo kinds of 
contarkey-with and without inrermediates. 
6'A thing's difference from that from which 
it differs in species," he writes, "must be a 
contrariety." But though contrariety is ailways 
a '"complete difference," the fact that "con- 
traries are so-called in several senses" leads 
him to  observe that "their modes of corn- 
pleteness will answer to the various modes s% 
contrariety which attach to the contraries." 

THE E s c i n c A L  OPPOSITION of propositions or 
judgments depends in part ow the opposition 
of terms or concepts. Hf contrary things are 
said about the same subject of discourse (a'.e., 
id the same number is called odd and even, 
or she same act is called cowardly and coura- 
geous, or  the same animal is called a bird and 
a mammal), pairs of contrary statements are 
made, of which both cannot be true. But it 
does not seem to foillow that one of the o ~ o  
statements must be erne. Both can be false. 
In the examples given, the number may be a 
fracacriion and neither odd nor even; the act may 
be foolhardy and neither courageous nor cow- 
ardly; the animal may be a reptile and neither 
bird nor mammal. 

This characteristic of contrary statements- 
the impossibility of their both being true corn- 
bined with the possibility of their both being 
false-can also be found, according to  Aris- 
totle, in propositions which have the same 
subject and do not contain contrary terms 
as predicates. The propcositiows "11 men are 
white9 and Wo men are white' cannot both 
be true, but they can both be false. The con- 
trariecy s% these uwo statements, which can 
be caken as tlypifyinrg the opposition of all 
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universal affirmations and negations, does not 
depend on contrary predicates, but on the o p  
posed meanings of 'all are9 and hone is.' 

Keeping the terms constant and varying only 
she quality and quantity of the propositions, 
APistothe formulates two other typical modes 
of opposition between paim of statements. 
When both statements are particular or  lim- 
ited, but one is affirmative and the other nega- 
tive, both cannot be false though both can be 
true, e.g., 'Some men are white' and 'Some men 
are not white.' This pair of opposites Anistotle 
calls 6'sub-contraries." When one statement is 
universal and affirmative and the other is par- 
ticular and negative-or when one is universal 
and negative, the other particular and affirma- 
uive-the e~vo propositions are, according to 
Asistotie, sontradictory. Contradiction is the 
most complete type of opposition, for contra- 
dictory statements are opposite in both quality 
and quantity. Of a pair of contradictories, 
both cannot be true and both cannot be false. 
One must be true and the other false, e.g.> it 
must be true either that all men are white or 
that some men are not white. 

The formal scheme of opposite statements, 
traditionally known as "the square of oppo- 
sition," appears to exhaust all possibilities. Ht 
indicates, moreover, that every statement may 
have two opposites, a contradictory and either 
a contrary or a subcontrary; for example, 'All * men are white9 is contradicted by 'Some men 
zre not white' and opposed in a merely con- 
trap! fashion by 'No men are white.' The Batter 
is a weaker form of opposition since it permits 
the dilemma to be avoided by the truth of a 
(third statement, that some men are white and 
some are nor. The dilemma set up by a contra- 
diction sannor be avoided in this way. 

The propositions God exists9 and 'God 
does not exist,' or  'The world had a begin- 
ning' and 'The world did nor have a begin- 
ning,' constirute conrradictions from which 
there seems to be no escape. I t  would seem 
to make a diiFcrencc, therefore, in facing the 
great sonrroversies in the tradition of western 
thought, to  know whether the opposite views 
which men have taken Ion fcndamenral issues 
arc genuine contradictions, requiring every- 
one to rake sides, or whether they arc merely 

contrary positions. In the latter alternative, the 
inconsistency of the theories prevents us from 
agreeing with both parties to the dispute, but 
it does not require us to agree with either, 
for contrary doctrines never exhaust the pos- 
sibilities. Between such extreme positions, for 
example, as that everthing is in flux and noth- 
ing changes, both of which cannot be true, 
the truth may lie in the doctrine that some 
elements of permanence are involved in all 
shange; or  it may be in the theory of a realm of 
becoming that lacks ge~manence and a realm 
of being that is free from change. 

The principle that one should avoid contra- 
dicting oneself is often regarded as a rule of 
logical thinking or a law of thought. But, as 
Russell points out, "the law of contradiction is 
about things, and not merely about thoughts; 
and although belief in the law of contradiction 
is a thought, the law of contradistion itself is 
not a thought, boat a fact concerning the things 
in the world." 

ONE OF THE BASIC sontroversies in the era- 
dition of the great b o o b  concerns opposi- 
tion itself. Is the principle of contradiction 
rhe ultimate test of the tmth of judgments 
and reasoning? Is the tmth of indemonstrable 
propositions or axioms certified by the self- 
contradiction of their contradictories? For ex- 
ample, is the truth of the proposieion 'The 
whole is greater than the part' made necessary 
by the impossibility of the contradictory state- 
ment 'The whole is not greater than the part,' 
on the theory that this latter statement is im- 
possible because it is self-contradictory? And 
when a conclusion is demonstrated by propo- 
sitions which seem to  be necessarily true, must 
not the contmdictory of this conclusion be 
false-or at least be incapable of demonstra- 
tion by propositions which are also necessarily 
true? 

On both these questions Kant and Aristot'le 
seem to be opposed. According to Ariseotlie, 
no truths are necessary o r  axiomatic unless 
their contmdiceories are self-conrradictorgr. 
But Xane makes a distinction between analytic 
and synthetic propositions (discussed in the , 
chapter on JUDGMENT) and in [ e m s  of it he re- 
stricts the principle of contradiction to serring 
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as a criterion of truth for analytic judgments can be vaiidly demonstrated and the other 
alone. "In an analytical judgement," he writes, cannot be demonstrated at all. But in the 
"whether negative or affirmative, its truth can sphere of opinion, dialectical opposition is 
always be tested by the principle of contra- possible. Because the contradictory of a prob- 
diction." But though we must admit, Kant able statement is itself also probable, probable 
continues, that "the principle of contradiction arguments can be constructed on the opposite 
is the general and altogether sufficient princi- sides of every dialectical issue. 
ple of all analytical knowledge, beyond this its For Kant dialectical issues do  not consist 
authority and utility, as a sufficient criterion in a conflict of opposed probabilities. Far 
of truth, must not be allowed to  extend." Hn from setting probable reasoning against prob- 
"the synthetical part of our knowledge, we able reasoning, dialectical opposition consists 
must no doubt rake great care never to offend in what appear to be dmonstrations of con- 
against that inviolable principle, but we ought tradictory propositions. For example, in that 
never to expect from it any help with regard part of The Critique of Pure Reason devoted 
to  the truth of this kind of knowledge." to the Transcendental Dialectic, Kant presents 

The reason, #ant explains, is that "in form- opposed aguments which look like demon- 
iwg an analytical judgment I remain within a strations of contradictory propositions-such 
given SonCept, while predicating something of as the thesis that "the world has a beginning 
it. Hf what I predicate is affirmative, 'i only in time" and its antithesis that "the world has 
predicate of that concept whae is already con- no beginning"; or  the thesis that "there exists 
tained in it; if it is negative, I only exclude an absolutely necessary being" and its antithe- 
from it the opposite of it." For example, if sis that "there nowhere exists an absolutely 
the meaning of the concept "hole' involves necessary being." These are two of the four 
'being greater than a part,' self-contradiction issues which Kant calls the "antinomies of a 
results from denying that the whole is greater transcendental dialectic." 
than a part. Such issues, Aristotle would agree with 

"'In forming synthetical judgments, on the #ant, do not belong to  the sphere of opinion 
contrap-, I have to go beyond a given concept, or  probability. But Kant would not agree with 
in order to bring something together with it, Aristotle that such issues belong to the domain 
which is totally different from what is con- of science or certain knowledge. The problem 
eained in it. Here," Kant declares, ""we have of the world's beginning or eternity, for exam- 
neither the relation of identity nor of contra- ple, is one which Aristotle treats in his Physics 
diction, and nothing in the judgment itself by and appears to think is solved by the demon- 
which we can discover its truth o r  its false- stration that motion can have neither begin- 
hood9'; for example, the judgment that every- ning nor end. The problem of the existence of 
thing which happens has a cause. The truth of a necessary being is one which Aristotle treats 
such synthetic judgments, according to #ant, in his Metaphysics and which he also appears 
is as necessary and as a pPioPa' as the truth of to think is capable of a demonstrative soh-  
analytic judgments, bur the principle of con- tion. For him, therefore, both are problems 
tradiction does not provide their ground or co which scientific answers can be given. But 
validarion. for Xant the demonstration of the antitheses, 

For Aristotle, in contrast, those proposi- or  contradictory propositions, in both cases is 
tions which do  not derive necessity from the as cogent as the demonstrations of the theses; 
principle sf contradiction belong to the sphere and therefore, since we know that both of a 
of opinion rather than to the domain of pair of contradictory propositions cannot be 
knowledge. They can be asserted as probabie validly demonstrated, we must conclude that 
only, not as true or false. In the domain of the aguments advanced are only coun~erfeit 
knowledge, it is impossible to conseivct valid ' demonstrations, or  as #ant says, "illusory." 
aguments for contradiceory conclusions, for He calls these demonstrations "dialectical," 
if one must be true 2nd the other false, one and the issues they aetempt ro resolve "antino- 
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mies," precisely because he thinks the reason- 
ing goes beyond the limits of scientific thought 
and because he thinks the issues are problems 
reason cannot ever solve. 

With respect to conclusions affirming or 
denying matters beyond experience, the antin- 
omies can be interpreted either as showing that 
contradictory arguments are equally sound or 
as showing that they are equally faulty. On 
either interpretation, Kant and histotle seem 
to  be opposed on the applicability of the prin- 
ciple of contradiction to conflicting arguments 
and conclusions (except, of course, those 
which are merely probable). This difference 
between them accords with the difference in 
their conceptions of science and dialectic, and 
in their theories of the scope and conditions 
of valid knowledge. 

THE OPPOS~TION between Kant and Aristotle 
may not present the only alternatives. Hegel7s 
theory of the dialectical process seems to offer 
a third. Where Aristotle appears to think that 
all contradictions muse be resolved in favor of 
one of the opposites, and where Mant appears 
to  think that some contradictions cannot be 
resolved at all, Hegel proposes the resolution 
of all contradictions, not by a choice between 
them, but by a synthesis uniting the opposites 
and reconciling their differences. 

According to Aristotle, opposites exclude 
one another in existence as well as in thought. 
A thing cannot both exist and not exist at the 
same time; nor in any particular respect can it 
simultaneously both be and not be of a certain 
sort. Only with the passage of time and in the 
course of change can opposites be realized, 
when a ~hing passes from being to nonbeing, 
or gives up one attribute in order to assume 
its contrary. 

The difference for Aristoltle between be- 
coming and being (or between change and 
complete actuality) seems to be that the one 
includes and the other excludes opposites. 
Change cannot occur except as one opposite 
comes into existence whde the other passes 
away. But opposites cannot coexist with com- 
plete actuality. So far as reality consists of co- 
existent actualities, it is limited by the principle 
of contradiction-as a principle of being-to 

those which are not contradictory. All pos- 
sibilities cannot, eherefore, be simuPtaneously 
realized, for, as Lzibniz states the principle, all 
possibilities are not "compossible." 

According to Hegel, every finite phase of 
reality-everything except the Absolute Bdea 
itself-has its contradictory, as real as itself, 
and coexistent with it. Contradictories imply 
one another and require each other, almost 
as correlative opposites do. Whatever is par- 
tial and incompleee presupposes something 
which is partial and incomplete in an oppo- 
site respect. The opposition between them can 
eherefore be overcome by a synthesis which 
includes them both, and which complements 
each by uniting it with the other. 

For example, the category of being is op- 
posed by nonbeing. These opposites both ex- 
clude and imply one another. They are in a 
sense even identical with one another, insofar 
as the notion of being contains the notion 
of nonbeing, and, conversely, the notion of 
nonbeing, the notion of being. Except for the 
Absolute, everything which is also is not, and 
everything which is not also is. The apparent 
contradiction involved in this simultaneous 
application of opposite categories to the same 
thing is overcome by a third category, be- 
coming, which is the synthesis of being and 
nonbeing. Being and nonbeing are united in 
becoming. 

Not so, for Heidegger: nonbeing or "Noth- 
ing is the negation of the cotality of what 
is . . . But at this point we bring Nothing into 
the higher category of the Negaxive and there- 
fore of what 1s negated. But according to the 
overriding and unassailable teachings of 'logic9 
negation is a specific act of reason. How, 
then, in our enquiry into Nothing . . . can we 
dismiss reason?" If we must do so, it is 
only because the reality sf Nothing is more 
original or fundamental than reason's act of 
negation. 

Heidegger and Hegel thus take contrary 
views of being and nonbeing as irrecsncilabie 
or reconcilable opposites. The reconciling of 
opposites, by their union in a more inclusive 
whole embracing both, typifies the Hegelian 
dialectic d thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. 
The motion repeats itself as the synthesis of 
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one contradiction faces its own opposite and 
requires a higher synthesis to overcome the 
contradiction it has generated. Thus every op- 
position in reality or thought is a phase in 
the progressive realization of the Absolute, 
wherein all contradictions are resolved. 

Hn Hegei's The Philosophy ofHistory and in 
his theory of the development of the state in 
The Philosophy of Right, the dialectical pro- 
cess is exemplified at every stage of progress. 
The conflict of interdependent opposites-of 
opposite classes or forces in society, of op- 
posite political institutions or principles-calls 
for a resolution which shall unite rather than 
exclude the opposites. 

Considering the division of labor, for ex- 
ample, Hegel writes: "When men are depen- 
dent on one another and reciprocally related 
in their work and the satisfaction of their 
needs, subjective self-seeking turns into a con- 
tribution to the satisfaction of the needs of 
everyone else. That is to  say, by a dialectical 
advance, subjective self-seeking eurns into the 
mediation of the particular through the univer- 

sal, with the result that each man in earning, 
producing, and enjoying on his own account 
is eo ipso producing.and earning for the en- 
joyment of everyone else." The opposition 
between the particular good of each individual 
and the universal good of all is thus overcome 
by that advance in social organization which is 
the division of labor. 

Each of the stages of world history is, ac- 
cording to  Hegel, "the presence of a necessary 
moment in the Idea of the werld mind." But 
the world mind itself is a synthesis, a res- 
olution of the conflicting opposites-of the 
various national minds "which are wholly re- 
stricted on account of their particularity. Their 
deeds and destinies in their reciprocal relations 
to one another are the dialectic of the finitude 
of these minds, and our of it arises the uni- 
versal mind, the mind of the world, free from 
all restrictions, producing itself as that which 
exercises its right-and its right is the highest 
right of all-over these finite minds in the 'his- 
tory of the world which is the world's court of 
judgment.' " 


