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NEGATION

special sense. The meaning and significance
of
the Aryan fire customs both in origin and in
survival can be ascertained only through their
sociological
aspect, and for tins purpose it is
necessary to work through the tribal organization
of the Aryan peoples. This is, of coarse, not the
place for the entire subject, but a portion of the
evidence may be used for the investigation of needfire.
The tribe, not the family, was the primary unit
of the Aryan peoples, and its religious aspect was
represented
fire.
L. R.
by the ever-burning
Farnell rightly considers the sanctity of the fire
'
maintained^ by the tribal king as the source from
which the public Hestia-cult of the historic period
immediately descends' (COS y. 351). But, except
in Greece and Rome, the tribal-fire colt has in
Europe given way to the house-fire cult.
It
followed the break-up of the tribe and led directly
to the formation of the family ; and this means
that the break-up of the tribe was into family
units.
It was at the stage when the break-up of the
tribe took place that the secondary cult of needfire became fully developed.
It exists throughout
Europe, and, when it is remembered that Celtic,
Teutonic, Scandinavian, and even Slavic tribalism
broke itself in the struggle against the Roman
empire and its highly developed institutions, it
seems very probable that the origin of such a
custom as need-fire is sufficiently indicated.
The
is that the destruction of the tribe
explanation
meant the destruction of the tribal religion, but,
just because religious ritual lasts longer in survival
than social structure,
we have survivals of the
tribal-fire cult where no other survivals of the tribe
exist.
Strange to say, the most perfect example in
illustration of this point occurs in Scotland, and
not in the Scandinavian north.
This can be shown
by two selected examples for purposes of analysis
and comparison.
The Scandinavian custom is as
follows :
In ancienttimeson the Slut of Dec.,* festivalcalledEldbjargarmt&a, or ' feast of fire salvage,'was observedin the north,
and the namela still given to 7th Jan. in Icelandic almanacs.
'The namesignifiesthat on this day the Yule fires,which had
beenkept alive fromChristmasday. wereput out. On that day
the festivitiescameto an end and the Christmasgueststook
their departure. From TellemarkenIn Norway a tradition is
preservedillustrative of the customswhich were observedon
this particular day, in the olden time. The mistressof the
houseenteredthe room,where round the fire burningon the
hearth the householdwere seated,and took her stand before
the flre, and froma bowl of beerwhich shecarriedin herhand
shedrank the fire'stoastwith this formula—
" So high my fire
But neitherhigher nor yet hotter."
Then the companyseatedon the floor drank the fire'stoastIn
the followingmanner: the beerbowl wasplacedbetweentheir
legson the floor, andeachone had to takeit up with his teeth
and emptyit and then throw it over his head so that it came
down behindhim. If thebowl camedown bottomupmost,the
thrower'swasa forfeited life and he must die within the ensu
ing year' (E. Mafrnusson,' On an earlyrunic Calendarfoundin
Lapland, I860,' in Camb. Antiq. Soc.'i Communication*,Iv.
[1878J42).
This custom gives us (a) the continuity of the
fire during a specially religious
period, (b) the
extinction of the fire at the end of the period, (c)
the anniversary character of the fire, (d) the offer
ing to the fire by the mistress of the household,
and (e) the divination derived from the hearth rite.
All these elements are primitive in character, but
do not extend beyond the stage of pure survival.
The Scottish example is the well-known Burghead custom of ' burning the clavie.' *
The flre is madeby the sons of the original inhabitants,and
every strangeris rigidly excluded from the ceremony.' This

Is a clearrecognitionof the blood-bond,becausethe earlyties
of relationshipstill hold their place against the later ties of
locality. Secondly,the clavie must be lighted by a burning
peat, the custom being that no form of modern lighting is
allowedto approachthe precincts.1 The next point Is that the
smoking embers of the clavie were scattered among the
assembledvillagers,by whomthey wereeagerlycaught at, and
with themthe flre on the cottage"hearthwasat oncekindled."
The datefixeduponfor the ceremony,vix. New Year's Eve (old
style),Is the next important elementto note,it beingobvious
that a flre kindledon the last day of the old year,and allowed
to burn Into the first morning of the newyear,hascarried on
Its flame from one year to another, though actually only
throughoneyear'send into anotheryear—a fiction which may
verywell standfor an originalperpetualburning. And, finally,
there are details of ritual in this custom. The object of the
ceremonyIs the perambulation,with the sacred flre, of the
boundsof thevillageandof the flshing-boaU. At certainstreet
cornersa halt wasmade,and a brand whippedout of the clavie
and hurled among the crowd. He who seizedthe brand was
the favouriteof fortune during the monthsof thecomingnew
year. Afterwards the fire was carried to a smallartificialpro
montory, wherea circular heap of stones,called the 'dune,'
wasbuilt up for the purpose,and the still burning claviewas
placed in the hollow centre,fromwhich it was distributed to
the villagers.' The whole communityjoined in the ceremony
as an act necessaryto its welfare and prosperityduring the
year. If the bearer stumbled, it was looked upon as a dire
calamityforetellingdisasterto the place and certaindeathto
the bearerin thecourseof the next year;4 'the first '* lift Mis
an honour,' and was usually conferredupon somememberof
thecommunitywho had recentlybeenmarried. As soonasone
bearergave signs of exhaustion,another took his place, and,
shouldany of themmeetwith an accidentduring the journev,
1the misfortuneexcitesnopity evenamonghis nearrelatives. *
In the constructionof the fire-pileeveryactionis regulat«dby
' unwritten but unvarying laws,' one of which is that every
article in borrowed,nothing bought; and, finally, there is the
remarkablefact that, although the long nail which fastensthe
stavesof the clavieis Iron, and is madespeciallyfor thepurpose
by the villagesmith, the hammerused for the purposemust be
a round stone.8
Analysis of this ceremony reveals the following
details : (a) the fire is made by a group of men
connected by a common descent, i.e. a kindre<l ;
of a village form the
(6) the original inhabitants
unit from which common descent is traced; (e) the
flame for the fire is obtained in a sacred manner ;
(d) continuous life of the fire is symbolized ; («) the
house-fire is derived from the village-fire ; (/) the
possession of an ember is the means to good fortune ;
(g) the bounds of the village have the fire carried
round them ; (A) the welfare and prosperity of the
community are dependent upon the performance
of the ceremony ; (i) the bearers of the fire are
honoured ; (/) stone-age implements are used.
The element of the need-fire is to be found in
item (c) of this analysis, and by symbolism it takes
the place of the older condition of ever-burning,
item (d). This is the most perfect example of the
and, when we
fire ritual of Europe in survival,
compare other examples with it, the several stages
of decadence are revealed, beginning with the
need-fire prepared by friction and ending in the
bonfire constructed by modern methods, but still
retaining here and there relics of ancient ritual
(Report of British Association, Liverpool Meeting,
1896, p. 650). Altogether it seems that need-fire
may be defined as the perpetuation by primitive
methods of a rite which became important when
the ever-burning fire of the tribe ceased to exist as
the tribe ceased to exist, and which thus carries
through survivals the sacred formalism of an earlier

ritual.

This is quotedthroughoutthearticle.
LITSRATPRB.—
LAURENCE GOMME.
NEGATION. — Negation is a relative term
which gets a definite meaning only when one can
name or define of what, in a given case, something
In other words, there can be
is the negation.
negation purely in general or negation which has
no definite corresponding object of which it is the
Any particular case of negation has
negation.
1 The clavieis madeof the lower half of an emptytar barrel its own determinate corresponding object.
1 Pne. Soc.Antiq. Soot.x. [1861]649.
nailed to a stout pole,and supportedby stavestaken from a
>FLJ vii. 12.
» Ib.
herring cask. The remainingstavesare used as fuel for the
clavie,
« Proc. Sac.Antiq. Scot.x. 849.
>FLJ vll. [1889]12.
»/.'•.p. IS,
*FLJ\-l\. 14f.
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In this case God
explicitly regarded as in some
sense the negation of the whole created world, and
most wonderful and beauti
especially of all that
ful, and even good, in the noblest sense, about that
Thus, to regard God as the negation of
world.
the finite world
a familiar and famous teaching
■ofboth practical and theoretical mystics.
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(1) In the opening words of Hamlet's soliloquy,
' To be or not to be ; that is the
' not to
question,'
'
'
be involves a negation of 'to be ; both the
* to be and ' not to be ' refer to
expressions
possible
modes of action.
'To be,' as Hamlet explains,
'
'
includes in its meaning to bear the ills we have ;
it names a mode of action which any man who
chooses to continue his life decides to adopt ; ' not
'
to be involves a course of action — namely, com
mitting suicide — which is treated by Hamlet as
the negation of continuing to live.
The command
ment, 'Thou shalt not steal,' commands a course
of action which is the negation of that involved in
Both in Hamlet's soliloquy and in the
.stealing.
Ten Commandments, with their familiar 'Thou
shalt not,' the negation of a possible course of
action is considered or is commanded.
(2) Just as courses or plans of action may be the
objects of negations, the negations being them
selves possible courses of action which stand in the
negative relation to their objects, i.e. to the courses
of action of which they are the negation, so pro
positions, judgments, or assertions may be the
objects of negations, the meaning of the negation
' Charity
in each case being relative to its object.
'
seeketh not her own is the negation of the pro
position or judgment that would be expressed by
omitting the word ' not ' from the sentence. ' Ten
'
is not a prime number is a proposition which is the
'Ten is a prime
negation of the proposition
number.'
When the object of the negation is a
proposition, the proposition and its corresponding
negation stand in the logical relation of contradic
tion.
(3) Negations may also have as their objects
kinds or classes of "beings, real or ideal.
In the
classes 'believer' and ' not-believer,'
and in the
'
'
kinds of beings distinguished
as rational
and
' not-rational,' the second term in each
expression
is a negative term whose object of negation is the
first term.
(4) Lastly, the object of a negation may be a
highly general type, grade, or state of being, to
which definable characters belong or are attributed.
Negations of this kind may, of course, be regarded
as oelonging to the previous class.
But the
importance of the problems or ideas involved in
them may make it worth while to regard at least
some of them as forming, for certain purposes, a
type by themselves.
T. Harper, in The Metaphysics of the School
not a pure
322 f.), maintains that 'evil
He expounds this thesis by saying
negation.'
a privation,' and by explaining what
that evil
he means by privation.
'Privation,' in so far
like negation, is a relative term (see below, p.
negation
by
267). But the use of the word
Harper, and by many other theologians and meta
physicians in cases of analogous complexity,
distinct from the usage which the negation of pro
positions or classes brings to our minds, so that
it will be convenient to speak of such negations as
forming a type by themselves.
In a well-knownpassageof TheImitation of Christof Thomas
Kempis the adoring subject beginsby praying that he may
adoreGod,andloveGod, above all createdobjects. He then
enumerates,in an eloquentseries,gloriesand powers,bothof
this worldandof thenext,accompanying
eachmentionof some
wonder,or sweetness,or beautyof the createdworld by the
prefixed phrase 'above all.' The passageculminatesin the
words, Aboveall thatThou art not, myQod.f
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A closely similar negativetheology
suggestedby the
legendaryHindu seer,Yajnavalkya,in his addressto his wife,
Maitreyi, when he saysof the dtman, or self, the absolute:
'The only wordconcerningtheself is "Neti, Neti," "It
not
so,
not so " (SBM xv. [1900]185).
Yajnavalkya here asserts that his absolute can
be defined only by means of negations.
The
negations, in this case, as in the case of The
Imitation of Christ, make the absolute itself a
negation of all that Thou art not,' i.e. of every
thing finite and relative.
There is, of course,
decided distinction
between the actual doctrine
for which Yajnavalkya and a Kempis are con
but they are both emphasizing an aspect
tending
of their doctrine which constitutes
a sort of
When the absolute
'negative theology.'
thus
as
a
defined
negation, the object of the negation
being the finite world or the empirical facts and
significance of the finite world, the negation differs,
historically at least, and in some important re
spects both logically and metaphysically, from the
ordinary negation of the logical text-books, whose
a class or a kind of being.
object
2. The negative relation as a purely logical
relation; the meaning of 'not.' — Despite the
variety of the foregoing instances,
plain that,
in every negation, a characteristic relation
con
cerned, viz. that which
in
expressed
naturally
onr ordinary language by the particles
not and
'no.' If a course of action is proposed or com
manded, a dissenting voluntary agent may respond,
will not,' or simply 'No.' To respond in this
to propose, threaten, or promise an alter
way
native course of action which
the negation of the
original proposal, and which may be said to stand
in the not-relation to it. In the case of a defined
class or other universal, such as the class man or
the relation brother, the class not-man and the
relation not-brother stand in a relation to the class
man and the relation brother which furnishes a
new instance of the meaning of the word not and
of the general meaning of the negative relation.
The not-relation
one of the simplest and most
fundamental relations known to the human mind.
For the study of logic no more important and
fruitful relation is known.
And none has a wider
range of exemplifications in the whole realm of the
experience of any rational being.
Anybody who
can act voluntarily
able to do so by virtue of the
fact that he can also refuse to act in a case where
i.e., a conscious voluntary
his will
concerned
action
possible only to a being who understands
the meaning of not, when some mode of action
its object.
The importance of this understanding
of the meaning of not for the development of the
will
exemplified in the life of childhood.
In oneof the psychologicaleffortsto observeand recordthe
vocabularyof young child who had recently begunto speak
fluently was notedthat the two words which he most fre
quently used in the courseof a day's speechwere, first, the
namethat he happenedto employin speakingof himselfand,
secondly,someword of the nature of 'no' or 'not,' used to
express,not necessarilydisobedientrefusal,but objection,or
unwillingness,or a preferenceanddesirestandingin somesort
of negativecontrastto the modesof actionwhichthequestions
or the proposalsof his eldersor hisplaymatessuggested. The
vocabularies
of individualchildrenvary, of course,verywidely,
bothin the wordsusedand in the frequencywith which they
are used but wecannotdoubt how significantan advanceis
involvedfor the whole voluntarylife of the child in his power
for no and not.
to understandand usethe expressions
The nature of the not-relation
may be most
the relation
readily approached by considering
and its contradictory.
between a proposition
that,
true,
so
either
of
These are
related
them
either
false, while,
false, the other
the other
true they are also so related that both of them
are not true at the same time and in the same
sense, while, with suitable definition of time and of
sense, one of them must be true.
The not-relation
between two propositions
thus strictly mutual
i.e.,
or symmetrical
the proposition
is the
is

I. Illustrations of various kinds of negation. —

266

NEGATION

negation of the proposition Q, the proposition Q is
the negation of the proposition P, ana conversely.
Farther, the relation is what may be called, in a
M.
favoured by a French logician,
terminology
Couturat, ' bi-nni vocal '; i.e., a given proposition
P cannot possess two negations, so that, if the
proposition
Q contradicts the proposition P, and
the "proposition X also contradicts the proposition
P, Q and X are strictly and formally equivalent
In the same way, a given proposi
propositions.
tion P is the negation of what is, essentially, one
and the same proposition.
Thus a proposition has
only one negation, and is essentially the negation
of only one proposition.
connected
Obviously
with thia fact is the familiar principle that tlie
negation of the negation of a proposition is equivalent to the proposition itself; or, as is often said,
a doable negation is equivalent to a simple affirma
tion.
Closely bound up with the foregoing is a fact
which has caused, in its relation to more com
both
plex problems, a good deal of difficulty,
for philosophers and for common sense — that, from
the purely logical point of view, there is no distinct
class of propositions that are essentially affirmative,
and thereby opposed to or to be distinguished
from a class of propositions
that are essentially
There are excellent reasons for dis
negative.
tinguishing between affirmative and negative pro
positions so soon as we lay stress upon well-known
im
and philosophically
empirical
complexities
portant onions of ideas, which interest as when
we are uniting the study of different propositions
But, apart from
in some connected discourse.
such complications
and from the purely logical
point of view, every proposition is the negation
of its own negation.
So far as the judgments of
human subjects are concerned, whoever affirms
any proposition to be true thereby contradicts the
opinion of whatever opponent may deny the original
assertion.
It is vain, therefore, to say, ' For my
part, I prefer to avoid negations and to confine
'
myself to such positive affirmations as I can make ;
it is vain to attempt to confine oneself to ' merely
affirmative' thinking ; for to affirm is to deny the
of whatever one affirms.
It would
contradictory
be equally vain for one, in a sceptical mood, to
declare that his favourite attitude is that of nega
tion or of denial ; for whoever denies any pro
so that every
position affirms its contradictory,
denial is, in its logical meaning, an affirmation.
In brief, it is essential to the whole business of
thinking that propositions and the judgments
which affirm or deny them go in pairs of contra
dictories — every proposition
having its unique
of which, in turn, it is the unique
contradictory,
Hence, when Mephistopheles
de
contradictory.
clares that he is ' der Geist, der stets verneint," he
asserts, from a logical point of view, precisely
what is true of anybody who makes any assertions
whatever.
In view of this indubitable logical fact, many
very natural and important philosophical questions
arise as to why affirmation and denial, as they
occur in our actual thinking and discourse, appear
to involve such strongly contrasted attitudes of
mind, and why we regard
those whose most
noticeable or most usual attitude is that of affirma
tion as different in such important and practically
potent ways from those whose habits and prefer
ences emphasize or prefer negation.
This is a
problem which it is perfectly fair to consider on
its merits.
Despite the fact that every judgment
is both positive and negative, we all actually do
observe what makes us clearly distinguish, in some
sense, affirming and denying as standing for de
cidedly different frames and attitudes of mind or
states of knowledge.
The attitude of Mephisto

pheles, that of denial, we all regard as different
from the attitude which many of us prefer, that of
affirmation.
This problem becomes still more important when
we consider the philosophical
types of negation
exemplified in The Imitation of Christ and the
The worshipper in
assertions of Yajnavalkya.
The Imitation of Christ adores a God whose divinity
is defined in terms of a divine negation of the
created world ; the seer of the Hindu Upanifad
tells of a self whose being consists in its negation
Such attitudes involve
of our finite distinctions.
Most of us,
mainly negative types of thinking.
reasons,
for comparatively
prefer a moregood
positive or affirmative attitude in our assertions
and metaphysical
matters.
about both ethical
Bat, if every affirmation is ipto facto, from t i:ilogical point of view, a negation, since judgments,
as well as propositions, essentially go in pairs of
contradictories, how comes it that we so naturally
and sharply
and negative
oppose affirmative
as engaged in
thinking, regard Mephistopheles
task,
some conceivable, although also diabolical,
and find the Hinda mystic, as we often say, ' t no
'
negative ? For a suggestion as to the solution of
this problem see below, p. 269 f.
We may sum np by saying that the relation to
its object for which the term ' negation ' stands is,
from a purely logical point of view, and apart from
important
various empirical and philosophically
'
complications, one which is bi-univocal,' or, as it
is also culled, a 'one-one relation,' and perfectly
In the case of propositions the logi
symmetrical.
cal i mi h is that every proposition has its contra
one must be
dictory, while of two contradictories
true, the other false ; and the contradictory of the
contradictory of a given proposition P is precisely
For similar
equivalent to the proposition P itself.
purely logical reasons negation, as applied to acts.
and modes of action, gives precisely analogous
results : to every mode of action is opposed its
Of two contra
mode of action.
contradictory
dictory modes of action, one who has the power to
choose may put into execution the one mode ; but
he must choose one of the two, and he cannot
choose both.
One who has the opportunity and,
the power of choice may either steal or not steal.
But one of the two he must choose. He cannot
voluntarily refrain from both. Only the loss of
his opportunity or of his power of voluntary choice
can relieve him from being voluntarily in theposition of one who steals or one who does not
steal.
In the case of acts and modes of action the same
complications arise as in the case of propositions.
and judgments.
From the logical point of view,
there are no modes of action which are essentially
positive, and none which are essentially negative.
If a man says, in answer to the request to work
in the vineyard,
go not,' his act is, logically
Doth affirmative
and negative.
He
speaking,
' Go work ' ; he takes
negates the request
the
but for that very reason also dis
contradictory,
tinctly affirmative, attitude of positively refusing
to work.
No one capable of voluntary choice and
possessed of the opportunity for action can under
take to do anything without thereby refusing or
negating the plan of not undertaking to do that
same thing.
For the same reason, no voluntary
agent can refuse an act without positively
ex
pressing the will not to do that act.
Yet, for all of us, positive and negative commandsseem, under ordinary circumstances, to involve a
distinctly different attitude of will and of mind.
The contrast between the negative mode of com
mands illustrated by the Ten Commandments
and
the positive attitudes of the will expressed in theSayings which tradition attributes to Christ has.
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Q
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P
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When the not-relation is associated with other
relations, so that we are dealing with an object P
which is in certain respects to be treated as the
negation of Q, while, at the same time P and Q
have certain interesting
differences to which we
also attend, or are conceived by us under the
limitations
which are imposed upon us by the
facts of life or by the interests of our minds, we
are often able to say that only in a certain respect
is P the negation of Q, or that P and Q are each
the negation of the other with respect to, or
within, a certain field, under the limitations of a
certain discourse, or from a certain point of view.
At the same time P and Q may also be in other
relations — which are not wholly symmetrical.
It
is under such conditions that we are led to make
'
use of expressions such as that P is not the mere
negation, but the privation, or the absence of Q,'
or that the meaning of P implies that P expresses
a certain need or want directed towards the object
Q, which is then, precisely as the object of this
need or want, in an unsymmetrical relation to P.
Further,
it is very often the cose that, in
considering P and Q, we are actually limiting
ourselves, our discourse, our plans of action, or
our definitions to considerations and distinctions
that arise within some limited field, or from
the point of view of some special interest of
our life, thoughts, or modes of classifying ob
We may be conscious of this limitation,
jects.
or it may be merely tacit or ill-defined, or even
unconscious.
Within the limited field in which
we are considering
the distinction
between P
and Q, the relation between them may be or
may appear to be the not-relation.
Any one of
very numerous considerations associated with this
limitation of our point of view, our field of dis
course, or our plans of action may involve relations
between P and Q which are unsymmetrical,
so
that, as in the case of the instances of privation
mentioned above, the relation between P and Q
may be regarded as not symmetrical, and some
times as associated with relations that involve
objects distinct from both P and Q, with which
P and Q, stand in still further interesting relations.
In such cases the not-relation, symmetrical and
dyadic as it is, may be or may appear to be not the
only relation with which we are actually concerned.
Therefore, side by side with the not-relation, we
may be obliged to note the existence of certain
other relations in which P and Q also stand, rela
tions triadic, tetradic, and, in fact, poly ad ic, with
various degrees of complexity.
Thus, "by associa
tion with other relations, what
from a certain
point of view or in certain respects, to be regarded
as the not-relation
between
and
comes to
appear in other respects no longer symmetrical, and
frequently no longer dyadic.
So complex are the situations and relations which
under such circumstances may arise that we do
well here to help ourselves by means of examples,
beginning with comparatively simple instances, in
order to show that most of the philosophical and
empirical problems about the nature and function
of negation are principally due to the fact that the
conditions for negation seldom arise either in life
or in science without being associated with the
conditions which involve other relations than the
To unravel the tangle which this
not-relation.
union of negation with other relations frequently
one of the most delicate and difficult
involves
We can here give
problems of logical analysis.
only the most elementary and general indications
of the way in which this unravelling
is to be
attempted.
In LewisCarroll'sBunting of theSnarl the Barristerdreams
defendingthepig on the chargeof deserting
that theSnark
his sty.' In one of his pleasthe bnark says: "The chargeof
Is
'

furnished a very frequent and important topio for
both ethical and theological comment.
'Tell the
children, in a persuasive way, what to do ; but do
to
do, unless
not insist upon telling them what not
'
you are obliged to do so is, at the present time,
familiar pedagogical advice. It is fair to ask why
the purely logical point of view, which inevitably
regards negation as a symmetrical relation, seems
to stand in such momentous contrast to what both
common sense and experience, ethical as well as
religious, so persistently exemplify.
In the case of logical classes the not-relation
takes a form which we cannot here study in detail.
In briefest summary, we may say that, when two
terms are related as X and Not-X, the meaning of
the terms is such that everything in the so-called
universe of discourse to which one is confining his
consideration is either X or Not-X, while nothing
is both X and Not-X ; the relation of negation
here preserves, from the point of view of pure
and •' bilogic, its character as a symmetrical
'
univocal
relation.
Any term X which has a
determinate range of application has one, and one
only, corresponding negative term, or negation of
X. In turn, the negative of the negative of X is
the term X itself.
From this point of view, pure
logic, so far as we yet see, has no reason to recog
nize the existence of any terms except those which
are essentially
and equally
both positive and
negative terms. If a term X has a determinate
meaning, then, ipso facto, the term Not-X has a
determinate meaning.
The negative of the nega
Each of these
tive of X is once more X itself.
terms is the negative of the other.
Each is also a
positive term in so far as it is the negation of its
own negation.
Yet common sense and ordinary
experience sharply distinguish
purely negative
terms, or terms that are denned by negation, from
terms that are positive.
The reason for this differ
ence between the logical point of view and that of
common sense needs a little further explanation.
We may close this elementary logical survey of
the nature of the not-relation by mentioning the
fact that, despite the baffling complications and
abstractions with which this elementary study is
beset, the not-relation
remains one of the most
momentous of all relations for the organization
not only of all the exact sciences, but of all the
systematic study of human experience and of all
our knowledge concerning the order of the world
and our own conduct (see, further, art. Order).
If negation, considered in these formal aspects,
seems barren and abstract we may assert— dogmati
cally enough at this stage of our inquiry — what
more careful research would make clear in great
But order
detail : ' Without negation no order.'
'
is not only ' heaven's first law ; it is that upon
which science and righteousness, insight and ethics,
equally depend.
relations associated with the
3. Unsymmetrical
not-relation : privation, affirmation, positive atti
tudes of will, and modes of knowledge. — In
experience, in forming our plans of conduct and
defining the topic of our discourse, the not-relation
comes to appear, and in certain respects actually
to be, unsymmetrical, so that there arises a signifi
cant distinction between positive, or constructive,
and more purely negative modes of expression, of
the description of objects, or of the formation of
our plans of action.
This is due to the fact that
we very seldom consider the not-relation merely
Both in experience and in action, both
by itself.
in our thoughts about things and in our observa
tions of the real world, we find reasons for associ
ating the not-relation with other relations, such,
e.g., as are suggested by the manifold contrasts
and differences which appear in our experience,
and which interest both our thought and our will.
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Insolvencyfails, it is clear,if you grant the plea, " Never in
debted."' The point of view from which 'insolvency' can
very naturallybe regardedas the negationof solvencyinvolves
what constitutes—to borrow the well-known phrase used by
de Morgan—a 'limited universeof discourse.' In this universe
of discoursethe distinction betweensolvencyand insolvency
arises; the classes' solvent' and ' insolvent' appearas classes
standing each in the not-relationto the other, and one who
belongsto this universeis cither solventor insolvent,while he
cannotbe both. The relationbetweensolventand insolventia,
to far, a symmetricalone; eachof the terms is the negativeof
the other ; there is no reason to call either the essentially
positive term, while the other is to be viewedas essentially
negative.
The pleaof the Snark is founded upon bringing to our con
sciousness,in a somewhatconfusedway, the fact that the
universeof discoursewhosebeingsare classifiedas solventand
insolvent is a universeof discourseof beingswho are, or at
sometime havebeen,debtors,whenthesebeingsareconsidered
with referenceto the questionwhether theyare, were,or will
be ableor unableto pay their debtswhenthesedebtsare,were,
or will bedue. Onewho hasneverbelongedto this universeof
discourse, simply becausehe has never contracted a debt,
certainlydoesnot belong,so the Snark asserts,to the classof
insolvent debtors, whateverelse may be said about him, or
whateverelseis the classin which he ought to be placed. Of
thia limitation, wherebythe universeof discourseof solvent
and Insolventbeingsis characterized,we may be unconscious,
and therefore each of the classes' solvent' and ' insolvent'
appearsto us as the negationof the other. That is why the
relation is, in so far, treatedas merelya not-relation.
If we become,asthe Snark apparentlywisheshis listenersin
the ' Shadowy Court ' of the Barrister's dream to become,
awareof what this limitation is, the classes' solvent' and *in
solvent' appearin a somewhatdifferent light. For, as even
the Barrister becomesat least dimly aware, if the classes
'solvent* and 'insolvent' are classes,of debtors, considered
with referenceto their power to pay their debts at maturity,
they differ in a respectwhich involvesother relationsthan the
not-relation. A solventdiffersfroman insolventdebtorin that
he possesses
a powerto payat maturity. This power,it hi' is
an honestman,he intends and probablyexpectsitopossessIn
due time. If he discoversthat he no longer possessesit, he
fails from inability to accomplishwhat he presumablywantsto
accomplish. His need is to be, if possible,solvent. An in
solventdebtor is thus deprivedof somethingthat he needsor
wants. His insolvencyis therefore an instanceof what has
beencalled ' privation.' On the contrary, the solventdebtor
has what, as an honest man,he intendsor desiresto have—the
powerto pay his debts. The relation betweenthe solventand
the insolventdebtor is now no longer symmetrical. It la the
relationbetweenonewho has and onewho hasnot the object
of a needor a desire.
For closelyassociatedreasons,insolvencymayconceivablybe
the object of what the Snark calls a ' charge.' The insolvent
debtor may be haled into court, declareda bankrupt, or im
prisonedas if for crime. From such perilsand obligationsthe
solventdebtormaybefree. Here, again,thecontrastbetween
needsand privilegesor possessions,betweenlegal, social, or
other empiricalrestrictionsand freedomfrontsuchlimitations,
becomesimportant. Thenot-relation,in a universeof discourse
thus limited, is no longer symmetrical. We needsomeother
term than thoseof mere negationto expressthe relation in
volved. The insolventand the solvent debtor classesare no
longereachthe merenegationof the other. Solvencyappears
as somethingpositive, while insolvencyinvolveswant of some*
thing desirable,privationof somethingwhosepossessionwould
constitutesuccess.

Trivial as it is, this instance illustrates a type of
relation which has its importance throughout the
whole range of conduct, opinion, classification,
conception, and so throughout the whole range of
science, art, and human interests.
Side by side
with pure negation there now appears the distinc
tion between two objects, each of which is in
certain respects the negation of the other, while,
at the same time, the negation arises within some
limited universe of discourse.
Secondly, there
appears the frequent, though the not universally
present, fact that such limitations of the universe
of discourse are or may be associated with empiri
cal, conventional, legal, or ethical contrasts which
lead us to regard one of the two negatively related
objects as the positive, the required, the superior
In such cases,
member of the two negations.
where, within a limited universe of discourse, the
relation of negation is associated with a definable
or empirically obvious distinction in value, dignity,
or desirableness between the two objects, we speak
of one of the two negatively related objects as in
volving, or as constituted by, the privation of the
other ; one of the two appears as the positive term,
of
the other as what the elementary text-books

'
' the
of the
logic sometimes call
privative term
Sometimes this privative terra is called
negation.
'
the ' merely negative term — an expression more
familiar than enlightening, which has helped to
confuse both the popular and the technical discus
sions of negation.
In the case of the debtor relation we obviously
have, in the universe of discourse which the Snark
defines in the Barrister's dream, a limited universe.
This is not the only reason why the condition of
It is be
insolvency seems to involve privation.
cause the debtor wants to pay his share, or because
the law may put him in peril if he does not do so,
that the universe of discourse of the solvent and
insolvent debtors comes to be not merely a world
which is classified, but a world in which solvency,
as something positive, is contrasted with insol
privation.
vency, as something which involves
Cases where other relations than those which
and
in
classification
necessarily involve contrast
teresting to the will, or having different value
according as X or Not-X is the term emphasized,
lead to unsymmetrical
relations between terms,
each of which is the negation of the other, are
easily to be found in the exact sciences.
The wholenumbersare classifiedinto thosewhich areprime
and thosewhich arenot prime. In the universeof discourseof
number,to saythat ten is not a primenumber is to assertthe
contradictoryof the propositionthat ten is a prime number.
The limitation of the universeof discoursemakesit possibleto
regardthe primenumbersandthe numberswhicharenot prime
as in somerespectsunsymmetricallyrelated. For the numbers
which are not primehavefactors,such that, in eachcase,the
factorsof a primenumberaredistinct bothfromthenumberand
from unity. But the prime numbershave no such factors.
Here, in so faraswe areconsideringthepurelylogicalcharacter
of the classification,the two classes ' prime numbers' and
' numbersnot prime' are, within theuniverseof the numbers,
negativelyand symmetricallyrelated. But the possessionof
factorsis associatedwith so manyother charactersusedin the
theory of numbers,while the prime numbers(each of which
initiatesa newseriesof numbers,namely,its multiples,which
from that prime numberoutwardextendwithout end in order,
and in theirdueplaces,throughouttheseriesof wholenumbers)
have so manyof their propertiesdue to this fact, that, from
what onemaycall a purelyordinalpointof view,the distinction
betweenthe primenumbersand thosewhich arenot primeis in
many respects-unsymmetrical. Nobody would speak of the
characterof beinga primenumberas a privationof the charac
terof havingfactors. Yet thetwo classes,primeandnot-prime,
are not merelynegationsof eachother, within their own uni
verseof discourse. The limitationof the universeis associated
with many ordinal characters,which the prime number*pos
sess,and which the numbersthat have factorsdo not possess.
From the point of viewof theseordinal characters,the distinc
tion in questionthus becomesunsymmetrical.
instances of unsymmetrical
Other interesting
relations associated with and modifying the re
lation of negation are furnished by the distinction
between 'continuous' and 'discontinuous' lines,
aggregates of points, sets or series of numbers,
' rational ' and '
irrational ' numbers, ' chemical
'
'
and ' material
elements
substances

which are

not chemical elements.
In all these cases, within
some limited universe of discourse, a classification
involving a negation appears. At the same time
some more or less important
re
unsymmetrical
lations are so bound up with the not-relation that
we are certainly not dealing with mere negation.
The foregoing illustrations and considerations
show how, in general, affirmation and positive and
constructive attitudes of will and modes of know
In life we always deal with
ledge are defined.
limited universes of discourse. Within these limited
universes distinctions
arise like those between
solvency and insolvency, success and failure, ac
In all
ceptance and refusal, winning and losing.
such cases the contrasts become unsymmetrical,
and may be associated with extremely complicated
situations, such as involve triadic or polyadic re
lations.
Under these conditions, for reasons which
may be mainly practical, and which may also be
importance in more or less
of great theoretical
exact sciences, and may be bound up with the moat
various enterprises ana incidents of life, conduct.
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'
and knowledge, we accept as an ' affirmative
atti
'
tude or assertion, or as a ' positive deed or state
of mind, one of two contrasted objects each of
which is the negation of the other.
Our reasons
are of various sorts, some of which have had to
serve in the foregoing as illustrations.
In conse
'
can play no part in our
quence, ' pure negation
concrete thinking and life, simply because it in
volves a merely symmetrical and logical relation
between objects each of which is the negation of
the other, and therefore is in a wholly symmetrical
relation with the other, while there is no reason to
'
declare one of the two negations to be the ' positive
and 'affirmative' member of the pair.
It is in
association with the other relations which life and
experience most significantly present that negation
becomes of concrete importance.
When a man
refuses to steal, society and the moral law are
interested, not merely in the purely logical dis
tinction between stealing and not-stealing, but also
in what else the man does who does not steal.
4. The function of negation in thought and life.
— In view of the distinctions which have now been
the main purpose of this article can
illustrated,
best be accomplished by indicating the practical
function which negation has in the business and
conduct of life and in the work of science and
philosophy.
This function is frequently defined by pointing
out that what are generally called positive attitudes
of mind, affirmative assertions, positive commands
andexhortations, constructive thinking, and equally
constructive conduct and decision are inseparable
from negative attitudes, expressions, and opinions,
and are implied in the latter, so that ' pure nega
tion' is indeed impossible, while a positive atti
tude of mind is, in general, more fruitful and more
advanced in its attainment of reasonableness than
a prevailingly negative attitude.
What this article has attempted to add to the
familiar philosophical
lore which is thus sum
marized is (1) a somewhat clearer view of the
nature
of
the process of negation,
general logical
and (2) an enumeration of some of the ways in
which we have good reason for contrasting a pre
vailingly affirmative or positive way of thinking
and conduct with a prevailingly negative way, and
for preferring affirmation to negation in certain
regions and from certain points of view, as well as
for certain specific purposes.
Usually, in giving the traditional preference to
affirmation over negation, those who discuss the
subject have failed to recognize that, in their purely
logical character, both affirmation and negation,
both positive and negative modes of definition,
conception, and counsel, illustrate the same funda
This, as a purely logical
mental logical function.
function, involves what is illustrated by the notrelation in general, by pairs of terms each of which
is the negation of the other, and by pairs of con
tradictories, whether of propositions or modes of
conduct.
Since the not-relation, as purely logical,
is symmetrical, it seems to involve, in its essential
nature, no particular reason why one of two con
tradictory propositions should possess a form which
is superior in its fruitfulness to the other, or why,
of two terms each of which is the negation of the
other, one should help us to conceptions essentially
more fruitful than those which the other involves.
We have now seen that the reason why the
logically symmetrical not-relation becomes unsymmetrical, and furnishes a pair of terms or proposi
tions of which one is more fruitful, more instructive,
or in general more valuable than the other, lies in
the fact that, in a limited universe of discourse,
one of two terms each of which is the negation of
the other may have a value superior to that pos
sessed by the other, and may, in any case, call to
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our attention matters which have an interest not
by the matters brought to our attention
Eossessed
We have also seen
y the negation in question.
how both the experience which lies at the basis of
our classification, or which warrants our proposi
tion, and the interest which guides our will may
between
lead us to emphasize these distinctions
the values of two terms, modes of action, or pro
to
each
other
in
the
notwhich
stand
positions
relation.
The result of our study is therefore that,
when we are considering the general value which
negation is to possess for us, either in the guidance
of our conduct or in the clarifying and organizing
of our information,
we should explicitly take
account (1) of the limitations
of our universe of
discourse, (2) of the values and interests which
guide us when we consider or set is order our
Knowledge of this universe or direct our conduct
in dealing with it, and (3) of the sort of experience
which guides us as we take account of the various
not-relations in question.
Once more we may be
aided in this summary by a reference to some of
the illustrations which we have already used.
Some one advises us to prefer a positive or
affirmative mode of guiding our conduct to a pre
vailingly negative mode, to consider what to do
rather than what not to do, to give to the children
positive rather than negative counsel, not to take
Mephistopheles for our model, to prefer constructive
to prevailingly
destructive modes of behaviour.
What does such counsel practically mean? Who
'
ever says,
Do this,' logically speaking, counsels
us not to refuse to do this, not to do the contra
dictory act. Thus, then, all counsel, in order to
be positive, is also, in a strictly logical sense, nega
tive ; and, as we have seen, there is no such thing
as purely negative counsel, as always denying,
as the supposed pnrely Mephistophelian
attitude.
Whoever builds
Nobody is purely constructive.
the edifice destroys the original structure which
existed before in the material out of which he con
structs the edifice. Civilization implies a destruc
tion of vast numbers of natural objects and pro
cesses. Whoever rears and trains the mature man
destroys many of the natural tendencies and habits
which, apart from training, nature would produce
in the untrained child.
Why, then, does one con
ceive of construction as something not negative t
Why does one regard the affirmative attitude as
something absolutely distinct from the negative
attitude?
Why does one prefer the positive in
life, thought, and training ?
The answer is, as we have seen, that we live in a
limited universe of discourse, and that we wish to
do so. The very conception of an absolutely un
limited universe of discourse would involve mani
fold logical contradictions, which are now wellMoreover, all that is valuable
known to logicians.
to us takes place in, and is subject to the limitation
of, the universe of discourse of our present human
Not only is this the case, but all the preciouslife.
ness of life depends upon it. As experience shows
us some of the limitations of this universe of dis
course, it also reveals some of its values.
Our
ethical conceptions and distinctions give to many
of these values a more rational character, but all
the more reveal to us the importance of the asym
metries which our conduct both finds and prefers.
We desire to live in houses. The 'desire has its
foundation,
and also its
well-known
empirical
rational ethical justification.
Constructing houses
is an activity which stands in contrast with the
activity of destroying them, and which has a cor
In a duly limited universe of
responding value.
discourse we can at pleasure so define the activities
of building houses and of destroying them that the
two modes of action stand in a symmetrical notrelation to each other. But in this limited universe
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of discourse the distinction
in value between the
two processes remains both empirically manifest
and rationally justifiable.
Of the resulting mutu
ally negative modes of action one is called the
'
'
positive mode, the other involves that destructive
treatment of houses which leaves people homeless,
and which robs the world of its value.
Therefore
the counsel, ' Build rather than destroy,' has a
perfectly definite warrant, which at once depends
in
upon the logical symmetry of the not-relation
its own limited universe of discourse and makes
clear why the one mode of action appears as a
privation, a wiping out of values, while the other
appears as both empirically and rationally prefer
able.
If Mephistopheles always denies, his denials,
which are practical as well as theoretical, are modes
of action which have their place and value in a
definitely limited universe of discourse, both social
and ethical.
In their simplest forms and instances
'
'
they appear as a snubbing of the proposals which
others made, a sarcastic and cynical showing of
contempt for human hopes and aspirations; they
leave hearts desolate, ruin lives, and add to the
sum of human horror.
Under these circumstances,
we can understand how every mode of action does
indeed involve a destruction of something as well
as a construction of something else, and how the
not-relations
involved are perfectly symmetrical,
while we equally well understand why we prefer
that hearts should not be made desolate, that lives
should not be ruined, that the noblest in man
should not be destroyed.
The world in which we
condemn Mephistopheles for his negation is indeed
a limited universe of discourse, but the relation
between heaven and hell in that world is not merely
a symmetrical
but an asymmetrical
npt-relation,
relation — a relation of lower and higher, of the
noblest to the basest, of the heights of justice and
holiness to the depths of diabolism.
It is important
to see that the logical symmetry of the not-relation
is needed as the basis of such unsymmetrical rela
tions between good and evil, heaven and hell,
salvation and perdition.
Without negation none
of these contrasts could be denned, none of these
distinctions between the lower and the higher could
come to clear consciousness at all ; hence negation
is an absolutely essential function of our thought
and will.
Without negation there would be no
clearness with regard to values, no knowledge of
heaven or hell, of good or evil ; hence Mephisto
pheles is indeed the inseparable companion of the
one who is to learn what these distinctions
are,
and is even thereby to come into contact with what
constitutes their value.
We turn for a moment to the case of the types
of pedagogical advice which we have already
mentioned.
It is true that, if we give positive
counsels to the children, we, logically speaking,
inevitably give them advice which is also negative.
For we cannot tell them what to do without coun
selling them not to do the contradictories of what
And, as the children are also more or
we counsel.
less crudely logical, while some of them are more
or less quaintly or crudely Mephistophelian,
they
will frequently
find their own way of plan
ning and performing the contradictory of what we
counsel.
But it is one thing to give them encour
aging advice which awakens them by winning
suggestions ; it is another to play in our own way
the part of Mephistopheles,
by first finding out
what their desires are and then explicitly snubbing
them, and thus condemning them to the depths of
discouragement, or inflaming their already existing
disposition to rebel against our counsel.
The Ten
Commandments appear to make their appeal to an
already more or less evil-minded,
rebellious, or
wayward people, whom the thunders of the law

The use of the
are to terrify into submission.
'
word ' not gives to the Commandments this ontward seeming, not because the relation of negation
and not because we can
is logically unsymmetrical,
ever command without also forbidding the contra
command,
but because the limita
dictory of our
tions of the universe of discourse about Mt. Sinai,
distinctions between
as well as the unsymmetrical
the thunders on the top of the mountain and the
to the plain where the people
way downward
listen to the thunders, strongly suggest the over
stubborn
coming by terror of an already-existing
will.

On the other hand, the Sayings and the Sermon
on the Mount give their counsels in a universe of
relations be
discourse where the unsymmetrical
tween the Father and His children, between the
Shepherd and the lost sheep, already inspire con
fidence, a tendency to harmony with one's coun
sellor, and a disposition to regard him as one who
speaks with a peculiar and winning 'authority.'
In such a world the not-relation is as definitely
present as in any other logically definite world of
counsel.
On occasion the Sayings, the Parables,
and the Sermon on the Mount make explicit botli
the not-relation and the limitations of the universe
But, on the whole, while the notof discourse.
in the
relation is logically just as prominent
universe of discourse of the Parables and of the
defined
other
sharply
Sayings as it is in any
universe of discourse, the particle 'not does not
or
play so large a part as in the Commandments,
as would IK: the case in negative appeals to the
The logic of the situation
unwise or to the erring.
is identical.
What one emphasizes in the mode of
distinct;
is in the
is
privation
expression used
What ought to be is made attractive :
background.
what ought not to be is more frequently left to be
doer of the will,
discovered by the enlightened
who is expected ' to know of the doctrine' all the
'
better, the more he has been won over to do the

will.'
The practical moral of all such instances is that,
which
both in our definition of the not-relations

interest us and in our whole use of negations, we
should carefully consider the universe of discourse
which we propose to employ as the field within
which to make our logical distinctions,
and also
the asymmetrical distinctions of value which arise
The problem of the relation
within that universe.
between these limitations and values and oar use
one, and
of negation is partly a psychological
partly one of limiting one's held of operations, for
to the full one's enter
the sake of accomplishing
prise.
' In limitation alone can mastery be displayed.'
Thus the problem of negation is one of limiting the
field of attention and following the guide of the
relations which appear within that
asymmetrical
field.
The case mentioned above, of the so-called
'
'
negative theology of the mystics, of The Imita
tion of Christ, and of the Hindu seer, still calls for
'
a word. A ' purely negative metaphysical doctrine
is logically quite as impossible as any other ' purely
'
For a metaphysical doctrine
doctrine.
negative
must consist of propositions ; and a system of pro
positions essentially consists of a series of pairs of
If we call
mutually contradictory
propositions.
either of these propositions ' positive,' its contra
'
'
dictory negative is its inseparable companion ;
if we call either 'negative,' its own contradiction,
which then appears as an 'affirmative "proposition,
is equally inseparable from it. Bat the Hindu
seer, or the author of The Imitation of Christ, or
any other teacher who uses expressions which
illustrate a ' negative theology,' is actually think
ing or speaking in a more or less deliberately
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This universe of
limited universe of discourse.
discourse is supposed to contain every thing
possible, because it contains two beings, God and
But an
the world, the absolute and the finite.
absolutely complete universe of discourse is logi
cally impossible ; and the mystic's universe of
discourse is, in general, a very limited one— con
sisting of the objects of our more ordinary experi
ence and the apparent object of the mystic
These two objects stand in a
experience itself.
not merely the notrelation which is certainly
relation,
although Y&jfiavalkya and a Kerapis
are unnecessarily fond of speaking as if this were
in this sense
so. The relation is unsymmetrical
that, for the mystic, one of these objects, viz. God,
the absolute, or the 1self,' is ineffably precious,
and is defined in terms of the decidedly unsym
'
or ' beyond,
and the
metrical relation ' above
'
or sometimes as
other is defined as ' beneath
'without.' The relation between this precious or
'
perfect absolute object of the so-calledf negative
'
theology and the objects of ordinary experience is
sometimes defined in terms of a contrast between
Now,
'created
being' and 'uncreated
being.'
whatever the relation of creation is, it is obviously
viewed by those in question as unsymmetrical.
The world ' emanates from,' or ' descends from,' or
'
The
is ' produced by
its conceived Creator.
mystic God is therefore not merely and negatively
uncreated, but He is that from which created being
emanates or through whose will it is produced.
The Hindu seers, pantheistic as they were, had
'
still their own doctrine of ' emanation and their
various unsymmetrical relations.
It follows that the so-called ' negative theology '
never tells us anything in terms of ' pure negation.'
On the contrary, it very volubly characterizes a
distinctions
of value, of
set of unsymmetrical
preciousness, of grades of being, and of processes
of emanation, which include numerous not-relations, but which depend for all their interest upon
the fact that the mystic presents to us something
of which he can say that it is best known ' when
most I feel there is a lower and a higher.'
Perhaps this final illustration, when added to
the foregoing, may serve to indicate the function
In brief, the function of negation is,
of negation.
by means of the indispensable and fundamental
not-relation, to lay a basis for an understanding of
the complexities and asymmetries of the world of
experience which may serve to clarify our ideas
and systematize our conduct.
Lite a±TtJR».—
Kant's Critiqueof Pun Reasonand Hegel's
Logic bothcontainveryextendeddiscussions
of variousaspects
of negation. To Kant belongsthe doubtful credit of having
deliberately attempted, in his discussionof the Table of
Categories, to treat negation as involving an essentially
triadic rather than a dyadic relation. This doctrine has,
since Kant, been justly neglected. Hegel's logical discus
sions of the topic are manifold, and have beenhistorically
veryinfluential. Seealsothe Logicsof R. H. Lotze (^Leipzig,
1880-84),
C. von Sigwart p Tubingen.1904),F. H. Bradley
(London,1883),B. Bosanquet(*Oxford,1911),
andW. Wundt
('Stuttgart, 1893-95),
as well as A. N. Whitehead and B. A.
W. Russell's treatmentof variousaspectsof the not-relation
in their Principia Mathematica,Cambridge,1910-13,and
elsewhere. SeealsoT. Harper, The Metaphysics
of theSchool,
London, 1879-84.The term 'negativetheology' is usedby
Dionysius Areopag., deMyst. TheoL Iff., dc IHv. Sorn. 1. 4.
SeealsoScotus Erigena, deIHv. Sat. ii. 80.
tToSIAH ROYCK
NEGRILLOS AND NEGRITOS.— The exist
ence of living Pygmy peoples in Africa (Negrillos)
and in Indonesia and Melanesia (Negritos), and
the discovery of their skeletal remains in Europe,
have given rise to much theorizing as to the position
of such dwarf peoples in the genealogical tree of the
human race. According to J. KoTlniann {Korrespondenzblatt der deutsch. anthrop. GeselUchaft,
xxxvi. [1906] 9, and Globus, lxxxvii. [1905] 140),
the oldest forms of man were of small stature ;
from them the modern races gradually developed,
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each tall race being preceded by a correlated small
one. W. H. Flower says :
4We may,therefore,regardthem[Pygmies]aslittle-modified
of an extremelyancientrace,the ancestorsof all
descendants
theNegrotribes(African andIndo-Paciflc]' (JAI Ix. [1880]
132).
W. Schmidt {Die Stellung der Pygmaenvbllcer,
Stuttgart, 1910, p. 298) describes them as humanity
in its childhood.
Other authorities
regard the
Pygmy tribes as degenerate forms ; G. Schwalbe
{Studien zur Vorgesch. dea Menschen, Stuttgart,
1906) states that they are due to selection under
poor and isolated conditions ; indeed, their position
is still an open question (of. art. Dwarfs and

Ptqmies).
As regards the ethnology

of the Pygmies, we
find them to be uniformly
at a very Dackward
stage of culture.
They are collectors and hunters,
whose weapon is the how and arrow ; some
Negritos, however, have learned from neighbouring
peoples to till the soil. They are typically mono
gamous.
i. Negrillos of Central Africa. — In the work
named above Schmidt summarizes our knowledge
of the Pygmy peoples. He there quotes A. £e
Roy [Let Pygmies, Tours, 1906, p. 176 f.), who
emphasizes the great difference between the reli
gious ideas of the Negrillos and those of the
The Negrillos
Negroes among whom they live.
have hardly any cult of the dead, and no fetish
huts or images dedicated to them, no amulets, no
They have cer
professional sorcerers or priests.
tain charms for ensuring success in hunting, but it
has not yet been ascertained whence these derive
A marked contrast to the polytheism
their power.
and nature- and ancestor-cults of the Negroes is
afforded by the notions of certain Pygmies as to
the supreme being.
The chief of the Boni Pygmies
of E. Africa gave Le Roy the following account of
Waka, their god :
'He is lord of all. He gave the Boni theselands, forests,
rivers,andall by which theylive. He cannotbe seen,but he
seesmenverywell. Sometimes
hedescends
into theBonicamp
and kills one of them. Then they bury that one deepIn the
earthand moveawayfromthere; for it is dangerousto remain
underthe eyesof Waka. He is strict and must havehis share
of everything. Thereforewhen they kill a buffalo the best
pieceis taken and laid on the fire; part is burnt on the fire,
therestthe manand his childreneat. If any one findshoney,
hedoesnot takeany till he has thrown a little into the forest
and up to the sky. If he wants to drink palm-wine,he first
pours a little on the ground. The followingwords are said:
Waka,thouhastgivenmethis buffalo,this honey,this wine.
Seetherethy share. Giveme henceforwardstrengthand life,
and let nothingevil befallmy children" ' (quotedby Schmidt,
p. 232).
It should be noted, however, that the Hamitic
Gall a of E. Africa have a supreme being, Waq,
who is conceived as the omniscient and all-power
ful creator of everything earthly and represents
the principle of good ; he possesses all the sublime
qualities of godhead and is prayed to for preserva
tion of life and property and for all worldly pros
perity (P. Paulitschke, Beitrdge zur Ethnographie
und Anthropologic der Som&l, Galla und Harari,
Leipzig, 1886, ii. 19). Le Roy also gives an account
obtained from a member of the Ajongo tribe of
Gabun, which has mixed with the Negroes but
'
retains distinct and ' higher religious ideas. The
supreme being is called Nzambi — a name which
also occurs among some W. Bantu, though with
He lives up above, and speaks
vaguer significance.
through thunder to tell men that rain will fall.
He is lord over all and has made and disposed all
things, and before him we are very small.
He
causes life and death ; after death the shade sinks
into the earth and then gradually mounts np to
him, and receives reward or is cast into the fire
according to his merits (quoted by Schmidt, p.
232 f. ). The Nkula Pygmies offer the firstfruits of
the nkula-nut to their god with a short ceremony.
The Bekii mixed Pygmies honour a supreme being,
Nzame, maker of the sky, the stars, light, and the

