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We used to think that if we knew one, we knew two, because one and one

are two.  We are finding that we must learn a great deal more about Ôand.Õ

ÑSir Arthur Eddington

The greatest disorder of the mind is to let will direct belief.

ÑLouis Pasteur

The foolish reject what they see, not what they think;

the wise reject what they think, not what they see.

ÑHuang Po

Chapter Four

CERTITUDE
From HOW THE WORLD CAN BE THE WAY IT IS

by Steve Hagen

The Science of Religion

While science has always seemed to be about Knowing, but in common practice
merely sits upon belief, Religion has always seemed, superficially, to be about believing.
But any religion, for it to be True, must actually sit upon Certain Knowledge.

Religion, contrary to what we commonly believe, and despite the myriad beliefs
that have accreted and encrusted themselves upon its name, cannot rest upon any belief
whatsoever.  Religion, if it is to be about Truth, cannot at base be about belief.  It must
instead offer deep, direct insight into the nature of Truth.

The word religion is rooted in the Latin religare, which means, Òto bind
againÓÑin other words, to bind, or to yoke strongly.  Religio is about binding with, or
yoking together with, or reuniting with Truth or Reality.

If this is the correct meaning of ReligionÑthat we come to see, to know, and be
One with TruthÑand if belief, which by its very nature holds an object and therefore
does not lead us to Truth but to contradictions and paradox, then perhaps the correct
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function of Religion ought not to be in supplying us with ever more beliefs, ever more
versions of the different stories weÕve come to believe in.  If Religion were to truly
function according to its nameÑreligioÑit would have us let go of all our cherished
beliefs beyond any practicality they may temporarily or provisionally hold for us.
Instead, it must be dedicated to the pursuit of Truth, Knowledge, and Certitude at literally
all costÑparticularly at the cost of belief.

Religion cannot rest upon belief if it is to be True.  And if it is not or cannot be
True, why bother with it?

Regarding Religion, then, weÕre generally focused on the wrong stuff.  We focus
on, and insist upon, the conceptual truth of our stories.  Joseph Campbell once noted that
religion short circuits the religious experience by putting it into concepts.  We tend to
miss the suggestion that we ought to set our eyes upon unnamable Truth.  Tragically,
even in the name of Religion, we miss what can be seen directly, if only weÕd learn to
look.  As my Zen teacher used to say, ÒUnder the beautiful flag of religion we fight.Ó

The Tetralemma of Nagarjuna

In The EmperorÕs New Mind, Roger Penrose asks how we are to decide upon ax-
ioms or rules of procedure when trying to set up a formal system.  He notes that our guide
must always be our intuitive understanding of what is Òself-evidently true.Ó1  But the
question of what is self-evident is a touchy, difficult and serious one.  As we have seen,
what is Òself-evidentÓ to common sense is often not what is self-evident to bare attention.

With bare attention we find we must include the what (or Òwhat is it?Ó) aspect of
Reality, which common sense overlooks.  We actually experience what as well as this,
and so cannot legitimately reject what, or ignore it, or pretend it isnÕt present.

Most of us live out our lives with little awareness of the blatant contradictions that
abound within our ÒknowledgeÓ and our beliefs.  When we believeÑas most of us do
(and as common sense would have us believe)Ñthat any object or idea we encounter is
merely a Òthing,Ó a Òthat, out there,Ó wrapped in its own skin, so to speak, weÕre not fully
attending to what is actually being presented.  If we were, weÕd understand that weÕre
staring a contradiction square in the face.  We conceptualize things and ideas by way of
our ordinary, commonsense view, and, because we omit the what aspect, we make
absolutes out of what is otherwise relative (and what would otherwise be perceived as
relative).  Then, once weÕve done this, we reify our concepts and sink ever deeper into
glaring contradictions.

WeÕre so good at doing this that we rarely notice our mistake.  Or, when we do
notice our confusion, weÕre usually so deep into it that we find it impossible to reason our
way back to our misstep (which is where we first mistook a relative thing for Absolute).
WeÕd be better off just starting over and, with a concentrated effort, slowly and patiently
scrutinizing our objects as they present themselves to us, rather than intellectualizing
about how weÕve gotten it all wrong.  This starting over is what weÕll now attempt to do
in this chapter.

Most of us, though, are not inclined to sidestep our intellectualizing.  ÒHow else,Ó
we may ask, Òcan we see whatÕs going on if we donÕt resort to the use of concepts?Ó  But
whatÕs the use of sticking to concepts if concepts are not Reality, and what weÕre after is
a glimpse of Reality, Truth, The Real Thing?  WeÕre like the drunk looking under the
lighted lamp for his keys even though he dropped them up the street in the dark, because
the light is better.  Why donÕt we look at the point where we lose our objects instead?
Why donÕt we look where our objects (this) merge with what?  Why donÕt we attend to
that instant just prior to concept?
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If we do this, we might notice that there seem to be only four possible ways to ex-
plain (i.e., conceptualize) our objects of consciousness (i.e., our experience).  This is so
whether our objects are exotic ones, such as photons, or pure mental objects such as the
idea of simplicity, or common physical objects such as cups.  These four ways form the
four horns of NagarjunaÕs tetralemma, which can be simply stated as follows: either (1)
objects are themselves, or (2) they are not themselves, or (3) they are both themselves
and not themselves, or (4) they are neither themselves nor are they not themselves.

It would seem to common sense that at least the first statement ought to hold true,
and thus offer some explanation of experience.  But, as we shall see, none of the four op-
tions does.  None doesÑyet experience remains.

We are now about to enter the world of direct experience.  ItÕs a world common
sense normally never allows us to venture into.  Our common habit is to not attend to di-
rect experience, but to slip off into conceptualized thought and plunge into endless chains
of explanation.  Usually we mistake concepts for Reality with lightning speed.  But Real-
ity, as far as direct experience is concerned, is not conceptÑit is thoroughgoing relation-
ship.

ThereÕs a crossover point from thinking of an object as Real and Absolute to ac-
tually seeing relationship as Reality.  Until we can see relationship as Reality, our mind,
locked in conceptualized thinking (and locked onto static, seemingly Absolute objects)
will become embroiled in paradoxes.  But, when we see relationship as Reality, our mind
is not so locked onto static objects such as, say, the idea of Òme,Ó and so it doesnÕt get
bogged down in confusion when called on to answer a simple question such as, ÒIs that
you in your baby picture?Ó  When Reality is not sought in static objects, but rather is seen
in dynamic relativity, paradoxes no longer occur at all.  In other words, the world is not
contradictory, and Certitude can be attained.

Scrutinizing an Object

How do we account for the objects in our mind?
LetÕs take an object.  Any object will do.  All that is necessary is that we have an

object: any entity which we ÒperceiveÓ (conceive, actually) as existing apart from our-
selves and other thingsÑas a single, separate entity unto itself.

To keep it simple, letÕs use a common everyday object, a plain porcelain coffee
cup.

Of the four ways we might attempt to explain our experience of objects, the first
one is our commonsense view of things.  ItÕs merely the straightforward assertion that all
things, like this cup, are what they are.  They account for themselves, and they are self-
defined.

Actually, this is more than just our commonsense view of things.  ItÕs also Aris-
totleÕs law of identity (ÒA is AÓ).  This is one of the three Òlaws of thought,Ó which were
considered for centuries to be the foundation upon which all logical thought rested.2  The
law of identity, however, has gone into disuse in recent timesÑnot because itÕs no longer
held to be true, but because of its apparent indubitable truth.  In modern times the law of
identity has been seen as a tautology, a mere truism whose veracity is thought to be ut-
terly vacuous.  Today, presumed useless, it sits on logicÕs upper-most shelf, nicely out of
anyoneÕs easy reach.  Few people ever bother to take it out, dust it off, and examine it.

But if we do examine the law of identity carefully, as we did in the previous
chapter (courtesy of SchršdingerÕs cat, Lao Tzu, and Th’ch Nh‰t Hanh), we find that itÕs
incomplete.  As a theory, it does not fully account for all that goes on in our direct expe-
rience.
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We will see exactly why shortly.  Meanwhile, to help us better understand, it will
be useful to express the law of identity in mathematical terms.

When an object appears in the mind, we conceive it as a solitary thing unto itself.
Therefore we might express this Òthing unto itselfÓ quite simply as the number 1.  Our
object, no matter what it is, is always a Òone,Ó a whole, unto itself, separate from other
things.  ItÕs a concept, a nugget, a unitÑa singular thing of which we think and say: ÒI
mean this and not that.Ó  It could be a cup, a banana squash, a galaxy, or even the idea of
simplicityÑany thing or idea we can conceive of at all.  It could be a photon particle, a
live cat, a dead catÉeven the idea of a live/dead cat.  But our object of consciousness
could, of course, never be a live/dead cat, for such an object could never form in the
mindÑand neither could a square/circle, nor the referent we commonly believe we are
speaking of when we use that word I.  This is not a matter of speculation or belief.  Direct
experience bears this out.

Each object of consciousness is always experienced as a singular entity.  Indeed,
itÕs only as singular entities that our objects of consciousness can form in our mind.
(Many objects are compounds formed of ÒotherÓ things.  A lake, for example, is formed
of many drops of water, or many molecules of water.  Yet, as an object of consciousness,
it still possesses a singular identity.)

Our commonsense idea, thenÑthe law of identityÑcan be expressed as 1 ! 1,
meaning Ò1Ó is identical to Ò1.Ó  Our singular object, as it asserts itself in the mind, is
what it is.

If our singular object were, say, a bunch of bananas, then when this object is as-
serted in the mind, as in, ÒHere are (+) bananas (1),Ó we find that the assertion of the ob-
ject can be expressed as +1.  If, on the other hand, we deny our object, as in ÒThere are no
(-) bananas (1),Ó the denial of our object is -1.  -1 would seem to indicate a specific lack
of a particular objectÑin this case, bananas.  Or, to put it another way, -1 affirms both
the specific object (bananas, +1) and the lack (-) of that object.

The analogy of the bananas is limited, however, for itÕs impossible to actually
deny the object of consciousness.  Since weÕre discussing objects of the mind here (as op-
posed to presumed objects in a world Òout thereÓ), to deny our object is to have our ob-
ject.  Try to conjure up in the mind the negation of the mindÕs object.  It canÕt be done.
Think of the negation of the objectÑÓno bananas.Ó  The objectÑbananasÑimmediately
comes to mind.

What -1 actually refers to, then, is not merely the lack of the object of conscious-
ness, but, rather, since -1 cannot appear without the object (+1), it refers to what the ob-
ject is not.  It is what remains of the universe after our object has been taken into account.
-1 is the sum total of what our object is not, and it necessarily appears with, and in
contrast to, our object.
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Figure 4-1.  Proposition 1: “A thing is what it is.”

In attempting to account for our object in mathematical terms, then, NagarjunaÕs
first proposition (our commonsense view) can be stated as:

A thing (1) is (+) what it (1) is (+);
or, (+1) x (+1), which, of course, equals +1.

Thus, +1 accounts for the object of consciousness.
In other words, a thing (1), as it appears to assert itself in the mind, is +1, our ob-

ject of consciousness.  (In the figure above, -1 refers to all that is not the objectÑthe
background against which the object appears.)

Proposition 1, therefore, can be simply expressed as +1.  The object (+1) is the
positive assertion of a thing as itselfÑour commonsense view.

As logical and as commonsensical as proposition 1 may seem at first, Nagarjuna
denies it as an explanation of experienceÑand heÕs right.  Things that are merely them-
selvesÑi.e., things that are self-caused, self-defined and self-identicalÑare not a part of
our actual experience.  In our real experience, no thing is ever manifested or perceived
apart from ÒotherÓÑthat is, apart from what it is not, or without its background.  As we
saw in the previous chapter, a thing is not merely what it is but also not what it is not.
All things receive their identity as much from what they are not as from what they are.

If things did receive their identity in the manner we commonly assume (i.e.,
merely from themselves, or merely according to their positive assertion), then all things
would stand on their own with no need of any ÒotherÓ; they would be permanent, un-
changing, Absolute, and totally separate Selves.  Though we may imagine we experience
such things, itÕs simply not possible to actually perceive an Absolute Object that is ca-
pable of existing without reference or relationship to anything else.

A corollary of Proposition 1 is that things persist through time: but close attention
to actual experience reveals that there is no thing that persists in a single unchanging
state, and that nothing is truly permanent.  The idea that things stay the same through
time is just that: an idea, a concept.  The same is true of any idea of permanence.  Neither
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is borne out by our experience.  Quite the contrary: they fly in the face of direct percep-
tion.

On what grounds, then, can we justify denying what we directly perceive and up-
holding what we merely believe (or conceive)?  Roger Penrose asks, ÒHow can one be
ÔwrongÕ about what one actually perceives?  Surely, oneÕs actual perceptions are just the
things of which one is directly aware, by definition; and so one cannot be ÔwrongÕ about
it.Ó3  HeÕs quite right.  We canÕt be wrong in our perceptions.  We can, however, be
wrong in our conceptions, in what we believe or imagine or reify.

The most profound of all commonsense mistakes is to take concept for percept.
ItÕs concept, not percept, which doesnÕt match Reality, and which opens the door for
Paradox and Confusion.  We all make this mistake repeatedly.

Most people believe in Proposition 1, for it seems to most of us to be a simple and
obvious description of direct experience.  But in fact, Proposition 1 is contradictory and
irrational; it asks us to believe what weÕve made up (what weÕve conceived) and to ignore
what stares us in the face (what we actually perceive).  Where we go wrong is in
packaging our perceptionsÑin conceptualizing.  This is precisely the point at which we
get off track and miss Reality.

Jeremy Campbell, in The Improbable Machine (Simon and Schuster, 1989), says,
ÒThe mind leans over backward to transform a mad world into a sensible one, and the
process is so natural and easy we hardly notice that it is taking place.Ó4  In a similar fash-
ion, the mind leans over backward to transform an objectless world into a world of things
and ideas.  It turns a perceivable world into a world of concepts.  As Campbell notes, we
do not generally base our judgments on actual experience (perception) but on our pack-
aged (conceptualized) experience.  By Òconstruing the outlandish as normal, we weaken
our capacity to learn from experience.Ó5  Indeed, we pay almost no attention to direct ex-
perience at all, but wallow in conceptual thinking instead.  We throw out percept in favor
of concept.

Proposition 1, then, is not a full report on experience.  ItÕs an incomplete de-
scription at best.

Since we must deny Proposition 1, that a thing is what it is, weÕll have to turn to
some other idea, some other way of explaining how we experience things.  A likely first
move from our commonsense explanation is to simply negate it and state the opposite of
what, until just a moment ago, had seemed most obvious.  This brings us to Proposition 2,
the second horn of NagarjunaÕs tetralemma.

Proposition 2 states that Òall things are what they are not.Ó  Put another way, our
objects of consciousness do not account for themselves, but are other-caused and other-
defined.  In short, all things receive their identities from other things, from what they are
not, from what is Ònot self.Ó  This view, the antithesis of the law of identity, is decidedly
not a view of common sense.
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Figure 4-2.  Proposition 2: “A thing is what it is not.”

This proposition can also be given mathematical expression:

A thing (1) is (+) what it (1) is not (-);
or, (+1) x (-1), which equals -1.

Thus, -1 accounts for the object of consciousness.
Or, a thing (1), as it is implied by other (i.e., implied by the denial of itself, or by

not-self, or by -1), is the negation of itself  (-1).
In other words, a thing (1), in being what it isnÕt, is -1.  Proposition 2, therefore,

can be simply expressed as -1, the negative assertion of the thing as itselfÑwhich is the
antithesis of our commonsense view.

Nagarjuna denies this proposition as well.  Things that are not themselvesÑthings
that are other-caused, other-defined and other-identicalÑreceive their identity from what
they are not.  But we never actually experience such things.  No thing is ever experienced
as what it isnÕt.  No cup is ever defined as Ònot a cupÓ; indeed, no object that is by
definition not itself can exist in the mind.  We do not (and cannot) experience a cup as a
cup by virtue of it not being a cup.  Proposition 2 clearly is not borne out by experience.

Since Propositions 1 and 2 both fail to account for our experience of things, and
since each contains grounds for the otherÕs denial, we may attempt to resort to yet a third
way to explain our objects of consciousness.  Proposition 3, formed by adding together
Propositions 1 and 2, states that Òall things are both what they are and what they are not.Ó
In Proposition 3, all things are seen to be both self- and other-caused, as well as self- and
other-defined.  In short, all things receive their identity both from self (i.e., Ònot-otherÓ)
and other (i.e., Ònot-selfÓ).
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Figure 4-3.  Proposition 3:  “A thing is both what it is and what it is not.”

Once again, we can put Proposition 3 into mathematical terms:

A thing is both what it is and what it is not;
or, (a thing is what it is) and (a thing is what it is not);
or,    (Proposition 1)      +      (Proposition 2);
or,           (+1)                  +              (-1), which equals zero.

Thus, 1 - 1 accounts for the object of consciousness.
But a thing (1), in being both what it is (+1) and what it is not (-1), is zero.  In

other words, under these circumstances, no object can be found in experience at all.
As both the picture and the math above suggest, this proposition can be seen as

the sum of Proposition 1 (+1) and Proposition 2 (-1).  But if we add these first two
propositions together, the ÒthingÓ in question cannot be distinguished from its ground,
nor can any identity of self or other be found.  We lose our object of consciousness alto-
gether.  In other words, no thing would be experienced at all, for all objects have now be-
come indistinguishable from their ground.

With this ÒexplanationÓ all experience would, of necessity, be shut down, and all
of space/time would be undifferentiated and unmoving.  Since nothing could be dis-
cerned, it would mean that consciousness itself would have winked out.

Proposition 3 is thus clearly not given in our direct experience.  Indeed, itÕs en-
tirely without meaning.  To say that things both are and are not is to say nothing at all.
ItÕs an explanation that nets zero.

So what if we turn Proposition 3 inside out?  This would bring us to the final horn
of the tetralemma, Proposition 4.  Here, in a most feeble and last-ditch attempt to account
for experience, we assert that Òall things are neither what they are nor what they are not.Ó
This proposition can be construed to argue that all things are without ground or
causeÑthey are undefined.  In short, Proposition 4 is that all things have no identity at
all.
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Figure 4-4.  Proposition 4  “A thing is neither what it is nor what it is not.”

Again we can use a mathematical expression:

A thing is neither what it is nor what it is not;
or, (a thing is not what it is) and (a thing is not what it is not);
or,    (Proposition 2) +    (the negation of 2) or (1);
or,           (-1) +           [-(-1)] or (+1), which equals zero.

Thus, -1 + 1 accounts for the object of consciousness.
In other words, a thing (1), in being neither what it is -(+1) nor what it is not -(-1),

doesnÕt register at all.  Proposition 4, therefore, can also be expressed as the number 0,
for no object at all can be accounted for under its terms.

This proposition is also denied, for things that are neither themselves nor not
themselves, things devoid of any identity or definition, are, once again, clearly not found
in experience.  Indeed, what ÒthingÓ are we even talking about?

The Point of Departure

None of these four propositions explain how we actually perceive objects.  Na-
garjuna, therefore, denies all four of these Òexplanations,Ó despite the fact that there
seems (at least to our conceptualizing mind) no other way to account for our experience.
If we canÕt account for whatÕs going on by these four, then experience must not be ac-
countable at allÉor so it would seem.  Nevertheless we do seem to experience something
(even though, as Huai-jang said, to call it ÒsomethingÓ isnÕt quite right).  But is there an
explanation beyond this point?
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Figure 4-5.  Nagarjuna denies all four explanations.

Yes, there is.  But itÕs not so much an explanation as it is a just seeing of whatÕs
going on.

LetÕs look at our commonsense view (Proposition 1) once again, for at least here
that we do conceive an object.  What implies our object?  The object, according to this
view, seems to imply itself (as though it were Absolute).  In other words, the positive
assertion of Proposition 1 (a thing is what it is, or, the + of +1) is indeed +1.  But, as we
have already noted, our sense of a thing is not merely that it is what it is, but also that it is
not what it is not.  This is the negation of Proposition 2, or, the - of -1, (i.e., -1 x -1),
which equals +1.6

So when we conceive an objectÑa thing or an ideaÑit doesnÕt merely sit there
implying itself in the mind, as in 1 x 1 = 1.  ItÕs also being implied by what-it-is-not as-
serting itself, as though it too were Absolute.  In other words, +1 is implied in the mind
by an objectÕs absolute assertion of itself, +(+1), and by the absolute denial of its nega-
tion, -(-1), which is again, +1.

This accounts for Proposition 1, but now weÕve also used Proposition 2 to account
for our object of consciousness.  But what absolute assertion implies Proposition 2?

We know that 1x1 = 1, or 12 = 1 (pronounced Òone squared equals oneÓ).  We
also know that (-1)(-1) = (-1)2 = 1.  The square roots of 1 (!1) are thus both +1 and -1.
This is just what we saw with our object.  Its roots are found in both the absolute positive
and the absolute negative assertion of itself.

The question that concerns us here, however, is what, in asserting itself in the
mind, yields the negative root of our object (1)?  In other words, what, when multiplied
by itself, yields -1?  What is the square root of -1 (!-1)?

The number mathematicians have assigned to this component of reality is called i
for Òimaginary.Ó  But what is this i, this ÒimaginaryÓ value which forces itself upon us
that we might account for our experience of objects?

Mathematicians first came upon this number when factoring quadratic equations
(i.e., equations with squaresÑfor example, a2 = b).  They found that certain quadratic
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equations had no ÒrealÓ rootsÑthe only solutions involved the square roots of negative
numbers.

At first, mathematicians called the square roots of negative numbers ÒimaginaryÓ
because they didnÕt seem to fit with any of the ÒrealÓ numbersÑor, for that matter, with
any conceivable reality.  When all the real numbers were strung out in a continuum run-
ning from negative infinity through zero and on to positive infinity, the number i would
not fall on that line.  It didnÕt seem to be a ÒrealÓ number at all.

Though mathematicians could not directly conceive of what these numbers were,
they were nevertheless able to work with them.  By definition, they did have quite defi-
nite, conceivable properties of relationship.  For example, by definition, i x i  = -1.  It
seemed, for a time at least, that imaginary and Òcomplex numbersÓ7 (i.e., numbers made
of both real and imaginary components, which IÕll simply express in the form r+i ),
though curious and entertaining, were no more than phantasmic inventions of the human
mind.  No one suspected, at first, that they had any relevance to the real world.

When mathematicians discovered that there were sometimes no way to arrive at
real number solutions to certain cubic equations without resorting to the use of complex
numbers, they began to take imaginary numbers seriouslyÑthough they continued to
think of these numbers as strange, or inexplicable.

Eventually mathematicians, in particular Argand, showed that complex numbers
could be arrayed as points in a plane, called the ÒArgand,Ó or Òcomplex plane,Ó which is
formed by the two axes of ÒrealÓ and ÒimaginaryÓ numbers being set at 90¡ to each other
and intersecting at zero (see page 149).

After that, these numbers were no longer thought of as imaginary (though the
term has been retained for historical purposes).  In fact, we now know that, far from
being imaginary, they appear everywhere in the interrelationships which are the natural
world of phenomena.

The importance of these numbers lies in the fact that, since they are of a richer
structure than the reals, they can more easily prove certain kinds of problems.  Indeed,
physicists have used such numbers since the middle of the last century.  In the quantum
world, the world of SchršdingerÕs cat, such numbers are by far the simplest and most di-
rect way to account for whatÕs going on.  This is why Roger Penrose made the point that
ÒÉcomplex numbersÉare not just mathematical niceties.Ó8

But itÕs not just in the quantum world where we may make use of these numbers.
As we have seen, even our common experience of objects cannot be accounted for with-
out the use of such numbersÑunless weÕre prepared to accept contradiction as the basis
for Reality.

Though these numbers are no less real than ÒrealÓ numbers, and though we can
readily make use of them, thereÕs still a sense in which these numbers might be called
Òinconceivable,Ó if not Òimaginary.Ó  TheyÕre inconceivable not so much in themselves
(after all, we certainly do conceive themÑif we couldnÕt, I wouldnÕt be able to write
about them), but in that we cannot gather their referents into concept.  In other words,
while we can conceive of one photon (particle), one cup, or one idea, we cannot conceive
of i photons, or i cups, or i ideas.

We might wonder why complex numbers seem to apply in some circumstances
(e.g., they make computing the probable outcomes of evolving superimposed quantum
states relatively simple) while not in others (e.g., theyÕre not necessary in computing the
probable outcomes of tumbling dice).  That complex numbers donÕt appear in probabili-
ties dealing with tumbling dice is simply because such objects never leave (or incorporate
anything beyond) the realm of conceived objectsÑi.e., the probabilities involved do not
apply to anything which is not registering in consciousness.  The same is true of photon
particles, which can appear as mind objects accountable by real numbers alone after the
collapse of the wave function.  On the other hand, photons expressed as waves do make
use of complex numbersÉand, like live/dead cats, they also do not appear as objects to
the mind.  TheyÕre inconceivable.
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As far as the way the mind works, there is no difference between classical and
quantum reality.

All our objects of consciousness, thenÑthough they cannot be accounted for by
any of the four assertions of NagarjunaÕs tetralemmaÑare nevertheless found in experi-
ence in a manner we can express as a complex number.  All objects of consciousness can
be viewed as being comprised of ÒrealÓ and ÒimaginaryÓ componentsÑor, rather, relative
(r) and inconceivable (i) components.  In other words, all our objects can be expressed as
r+i, where r is relative (i.e., conceptual, or ÒthisÓ), and i is inconceivable (i.e., perceptual,
or ÒwhatÓ).

Thus can we account for the dual nature of things.  We, in a sense, can account for
both Oneness and multiplicityÑthe dual aspects that, with close attention, our objects
always reveal within their very identity.

We cannot, therefore, assume an objectively real world Òout thereÓ without also
netting a contradiction.  We simply have no direct experience of anything outside the
mind.  And to assume the existence (or, for that matter, the non-existence) of anything
outside the mind simply contradicts direct experience.  The fact is that many of the enor-
mous and intractable problems of ontology and epistemology which plague Western sci-
ence and philosophy stem from the fact that we have no correct idea (and little
consensus) of what the mind is.

We are habitually taken in by our objects of consciousnessÑi.e., by r, our con-
cepts.  We assume that the endless parade of objectsÑcontradictions and allÑis Reality.
We even go so far as to explain mind (i.e., first-hand experience, or perception) in terms
of matter (i.e., second-hand experience, or conception).  Lacking a tolerance for incon-
ceivability, we desperately and repeatedly look in the wrong place for any explanation of
experience.

This has proven to be a great source of human suffering.  Indeed, it may be our
single greatest source of problems and pain.

                                    
1 Penrose, New Mind, p. 111.
2 The other two laws are: (1) the law of contradiction or, ÒA is not non-A,Ó and (2) the

law of excluded middle or, Òeverything is either A or not A.Ó  While there has been
little comment regarding the law of identity (in fact, even Aristotle never stated it
explicitly, though he did presuppose it), these other two laws have frequently come
under attack down through the ages.  By many accounts, the law of excluded middle
has actually fallen.  L.E.J. Brouwer and other intuitionists, for example, deny the
validity of the law of excluded middle on the grounds that the truth of a proposition is
not dependent upon the falsity of its contradictory.  (See Morris KlineÕs Mathematics;
the Loss of Certainty (Oxford, 1980), pp. 237Ð9.)

3 Penrose, New Mind, p. 444.
4 Jeremy Campbell, The Improbable Machine (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1989), p.

233.
5 Ibid., p. 234.
6 W. H. Auden wrote:

Minus times minus is plus,
The reason for this we need not discuss.

Auden is not the only person to be frightened by mathematical operations done with
negative numbers.  Such operations caused quite a stir among mathematicians in the
18th century.  But itÕs not so difficult as all that.  The greatest mathematician of that
century, Leonhard Euler, justified the operation of subtracting negative numbers as
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being the equivalent of adding their positives because Òto cancel a debt signifies the
same as giving a gift.Ó  And so he also argued that to minus a minus gives us a plus,
or that -1 times -1 is +1 because the product must be either +1 or -1, and since we
know that 1 of -1 is -1, the negation (the -1) of -1 must be +1.

7 The standard notation for complex numbers is a+bi where, if a and b are real numbers
and i =!-1, the real part is a and the ÒimaginaryÓ part is bi.

8 Penrose, New Mind, p. 236.


