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A note to the reader 

On Śrīla Prabhupāda and evolution 

Śrīla Prabhupāda did not regard Darwinian evolution as a neutral scientific 
theory. He consistently challenged it as a materialistic explanation of life and 
consciousness that exceeds its proper scope and undermines genuine 
knowledge. 

He rejected the idea that intelligence, reason, or consciousness could arise 
from blind material processes, and he repeatedly exposed the philosophical 
assumptions underlying such claims. For Śrīla Prabhupāda, the central issue 
was not merely biological detail, but the worldview implied by unguided 
evolution — a worldview that attempts to explain life, mind, and meaning 
without reference to a conscious source. 

Importantly, Śrīla Prabhupāda did not make these challenges in isolation 
from scientific engagement. He actively encouraged and trained disciples 
with scientific and academic backgrounds to confront evolutionary claims 
directly, to analyze their assumptions, and to expose their limitations. He 
did not discourage scientific learning; he expected it to be used critically and 
in the service of truth. 

This book follows that line of engagement. It does not attempt a technical 
refutation of evolutionary mechanisms, nor does it presume that 
philosophical critique requires scientific ignorance. Instead, it examines the 
epistemological foundations of unguided evolutionism and asks whether it 
can coherently account for knowledge, reason, and truth at all. 

In doing so, it seeks to remain faithful to Śrīla Prabhupāda’s spirit: clear, 
direct, intellectually serious, and uncompromising where foundational 
principles are at stake. 
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Devotee: Darwin, they're accepting Darwin as authority.​
Prabhupāda: Yes.​
Karandhara: They say, "But why should we accept any one of your 
authorities?"​
Prabhupāda: No, then you come to argument, reason, then whether Darwin 
is authority or Kṛṣṇa is authority, we have to decide.​
​

—Śrīla Prabhupāda, Morning Walk, December 4, 1973 
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Introduction – Why Unguided Evolution 
Intimidates Devotees (and Why It Shouldn’t) 

For many devotees, few topics feel as intimidating as evolution. Not because 
it is spiritually convincing, but because it presents itself as technical, scientific, 
and therefore supposedly out of reach. One must be a biologist, a geologist, 
a geneticist—armed with charts, dates, fossils, and probabilities—to speak 
with confidence. Otherwise, it seems wiser to stay silent. “I’m not qualified,” 
devotees think. “I don’t know enough science.” 

This book is written to dismantle that fear—completely. 

The intimidation surrounding evolution does not come from its strength. It 
comes from a misunderstanding of where the real issue lies. Evolution is 
commonly treated as a scientific theory that can only be challenged with 
competing scientific data. But that framing is already a mistake. What 
intimidates devotees is not biology; it is evolutionism—a worldview quietly 
smuggled in under the authority of science. And worldviews are not 
defeated by microscopes. 

They are defeated by clarity. 

This book is not about fossils, DNA, mutation rates, or geological layers. Not 
because those topics are unimportant, but because they are secondary. The 
decisive question is not whether biological change occurs over time. The 
decisive question is whether unguided evolution can function as a coherent 
foundation for knowledge at all. If it cannot, then no amount of evidence 
can rescue it—because evidence itself presupposes what unguided evolution 
cannot justify. 

That is where this book begins. 

What This Book Is (and Is Not) 
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This book is a philosophical and epistemological critique of unguided 
evolutionism. It examines the claim that blind, impersonal 
processes—chance and necessity—are sufficient to account for our minds, 
our reasoning, our memory, our trust in cause and effect, and our belief that 
the past actually happened. It asks whether a worldview built on unguided 
processes can justify knowing anything, including itself. 

This book is not a scientific refutation of evolution in the popular sense. We 
will not catalogue empirical anomalies or debate timelines. Such discussions 
have their place, and many capable devotees and scholars have engaged in 
them. But that is not our task here. Our concern is more basic, and therefore 
more decisive. 

We are interested in whether unguided evolutionism collapses before 
evidence is even considered. 

This book also does not attempt to persuade by pretending to be neutral. 
Neutrality is a myth. Every argument begins somewhere. Every thinker 
stands on a foundation. As Vaiṣṇavas, we do not apologize for our starting 
point. We begin with śabda—revealed knowledge—and with the 
understanding that knowledge descends. Reason and perception are 
valuable, but they are not self-validating. They function properly only when 
grounded in truth that precedes them. 

Unguided evolutionism begins elsewhere. And that difference matters. 

Why Evolution Is a Worldview Problem 

Evolution is often presented as a simple scientific conclusion: life developed 
gradually through natural processes, without guidance or purpose. But the 
moment the word unguided is added, we are no longer dealing with biology 
alone. We are dealing with metaphysics. We are being told something about 
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the nature of reality itself: that there is no overarching intelligence, no 
intentional order, no teleology behind our existence. 

From that claim, consequences follow—whether they are acknowledged or 
not. 

If our cognitive faculties are the product of unguided processes, then they 
were shaped by survival, not by truth. If beliefs are selected because they 
help organisms persist rather than because they correspond to reality, then 
the connection between belief and truth becomes accidental. If that is the 
case, then our confidence in reason, logic, memory, inference, and even 
science itself becomes unjustified. 

This is not a theological objection. It is an internal critique. 

The problem with unguided evolutionism is not that it conflicts with 
Vaiṣṇava theology—though it certainly does. The deeper problem is that it 
conflicts with the very possibility of knowledge. It undercuts the 
trustworthiness of the mind that affirms it. It raises doubts not only about 
God, but about thought itself. 

This is why Charles Darwin himself expressed unease about trusting 
convictions that arise from an evolved mind. This is why modern 
philosophers of naturalism have struggled with skepticism. And this is why 
evolutionism, when taken seriously as a worldview, repeatedly collapses into 
self-defeat. 

The Vaiṣṇava Advantage 

From a Vaiṣṇava standpoint, this collapse is not surprising. Knowledge does 
not arise from matter. Consciousness is not an accident. Reason is not a 
byproduct of chaos. The Vedic tradition begins with a radically different 
picture of reality: a conscious source, a meaningful order, and a descending 
process of knowledge. 
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Kṛṣṇa is not inferred at the end of a chain of reasoning. He is the ground 
that makes reasoning possible in the first place. 

Because of this, Vaiṣṇavas are not obligated to grant epistemic authority to 
unguided evolutionism. We are not required to meet it on its own terms, as 
if it were the neutral judge of truth. We are not required to master its 
technical literature before we are allowed to speak. 

On the contrary: once Vaiṣṇava epistemology is understood clearly, 
unguided evolutionism is already disqualified. It contradicts the conditions 
necessary for its own intelligibility. 

This is not arrogance. It is consistency. 

Why Devotees Feel Unqualified—and Why They Aren’t 

Many devotees hesitate to speak about evolution because they believe the 
debate belongs to experts. They assume that without detailed scientific 
training, they have nothing meaningful to say. This assumption is 
understandable—but it is false. 

Worldview critique does not require specialized data. It requires coherence 
and consistency. 

You do not need to know the details of evolutionary biology to ask a simple 
question: Why should I trust the mind that believes this theory? You do not need 
to analyze fossils to ask whether a worldview can justify belief in the past. 
You do not need to calculate mutation rates to ask whether cause and effect 
are real or merely habitual expectations. 

These questions strike at the foundation. And they are questions that any 
thoughtful devotee can raise—clearly, calmly, and confidently. 

The presuppositional approach does not burden devotees with technical 
disputes. It liberates them from them. It shifts the conversation from “Can 
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you explain this data?” to “Can your worldview explain knowledge itself?” 
And unguided evolutionism cannot. 

It is worth pausing briefly to make explicit what has already been implicit in the 
argument. Throughout this book, the argument proceeds by examining 
starting points rather than isolated pieces of evidence. This approach is 
sometimes described as presuppositional, in the sense that it asks what must 
already be assumed for reasoning, knowledge, and argument to be possible 
at all. By contrast, evidential approaches focus primarily on accumulating 
data or observations in support of a conclusion, often without examining the 
deeper framework that makes such evidence intelligible in the first place. 

The concern of this book is not to reject evidence, but to ask a prior 
question: under what conditions can evidence be trusted, reasoning be valid, 
and conclusions be known to be true? The argument therefore targets 
foundational commitments rather than empirical details. That focus also 
determines the scope of what this book addresses—and what it deliberately 
sets aside. 

A Necessary Clarification 

This book focuses specifically on unguided evolutionism. There are those 
who accept evolutionary mechanisms while affirming a guiding intelligence. 

Such views—often called theistic evolution—raise different questions and 
deserve separate treatment. Vaiṣṇavism ultimately disagrees with them as 
well, but not for the same reasons explored here. 

Our concern is narrower and sharper: whether a worldview that denies 
guidance, purpose, and intelligence at the root can justify reason, truth, and 
meaning. 

It cannot. 
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Once that is seen, the debate changes character entirely. The question is no 
longer whether evolution poses a threat to faith. The question is whether 
evolutionism can survive its own implications. 

The Aim of This Book 

The aim of this book is not to make devotees combative. It is to make them 
clear. Clarity removes fear. Clarity restores confidence. Clarity allows 
devotees to speak without apology and without pretense. 

By the end of this book, the reader should understand one central point: 

Unguided evolution does not fail because of missing evidence.​
It fails because it destroys the conditions necessary for evidence, reason, and 
knowledge to exist. 

Once that is understood, evolution loses its power to intimidate. And 
devotees regain their voice. 

The chapters that follow will build this case step by step—not by piling up 
data, but by exposing assumptions. Not by attacking science, but by 
defending meaning. Not by abandoning Vaiṣṇava epistemology, but by 
applying it consistently. 

The real conflict is not between evolution and God.​
It is between unguided reality and intelligible reality. 

And only one of those can account for knowledge.  
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Chapter 1 – What Unguided Evolutionism 
Actually Claims 

Not Biology, but Worldview Commitments 

Before unguided evolutionism can be evaluated, it must be understood 
clearly. Much confusion in this discussion arises because different ideas are 
quietly blended together under the single word evolution. When devotees 
hesitate to speak, it is often because they assume they are being asked to 
refute biology itself. They are not. What stands at issue here is not biological 
change, adaptation, or variation. It is something far deeper. 

This chapter is about evolutionism, not evolution. 

Biological evolution, understood minimally, refers to change in living 
organisms over time. No Vaiṣṇava need deny that organisms exhibit 
variation, adaptation, or limited transformation within created kinds. None 
of this threatens Vedic thought. The problem begins when these 
observations are elevated into a total explanation of reality, and when 
guidance, intelligence, and purpose are explicitly excluded from the process. 

That move is not scientific. It is philosophical. 

The Meaning of “Unguided” 

The word unguided is not an incidental modifier. It is the heart of the claim. 
Unguided evolutionism asserts that life, mind, reason, and consciousness 
arise from blind processes alone—chance mutations filtered by natural 
selection, operating without foresight, intention, or goal. 

Once this is affirmed, several commitments are already in place: 

●​ There is no overarching intelligence directing outcomes 
●​ There is no intrinsic purpose in nature 
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●​ There is no teleology built into reality 
●​ All order is the result of impersonal processes 
●​ Mind is a late and accidental product of matter 

These are not discoveries of microscopes. They are metaphysical 
conclusions. 

When unguided evolutionism is presented as “what science has shown,” a 
sleight of hand has occurred. Science can observe patterns, measure 
changes, and propose mechanisms. It cannot decree that reality is 
purposeless, that intelligence is illusory, or that meaning is accidental. Those 
are philosophical claims layered on top of empirical descriptions. 

Yet it is precisely those claims that do the real work. 

From Method to Worldview 

Many defenders of evolution insist that it is merely a scientific theory, not a 
worldview. This reassurance sounds comforting, but it does not survive 
examination. The moment unguided evolution is treated as a sufficient 
explanation for cognition, reason, morality, and knowledge, it has ceased to 
be a method and become a metaphysics. 

A scientific method describes how we investigate phenomena. A worldview 
tells us what ultimately exists and what counts as real. Unguided evolutionism 
does the latter. It tells us that: 

●​ Nature is all there is 
●​ There is no transcendent source of order 
●​ Consciousness has no fundamental status 
●​ Reason is an evolutionary tool, not a truth-tracking faculty 
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These are not optional add-ons. They are the logical consequences of the 
unguided claim. One cannot affirm blind origins and then selectively 
exempt reason, logic, or truth from their implications. 

This is why the debate cannot be confined to biology. Once evolutionism 
claims jurisdiction over the origin of thought itself, it invites philosophical 
scrutiny—and it must be willing to answer philosophical questions. 

Why the Distinction Matters 

Failing to distinguish between biological evolution and unguided 
evolutionism creates two serious problems. 

First, it allows critics of evolutionism to be dismissed as “anti-science,” even 
when they are challenging metaphysical assumptions rather than empirical 
findings. Second, it intimidates thoughtful people into silence. If evolution is 
presented as a vast technical enterprise accessible only to specialists, then 
most people—devotees included—will assume they have nothing 
meaningful to contribute. 

But worldview claims do not belong exclusively to experts. They belong to 
reason itself. 

The question “Can blind processes justify rational thought?” is not a 
scientific question. It is a philosophical one. And it is a question every 
worldview must answer, whether it acknowledges that responsibility or not. 

The Silent Expansion of Scope 

Unguided evolutionism rarely announces the full extent of its claims 
upfront. Instead, it expands its scope quietly. What begins as a theory about 
biological origins becomes an explanation for psychology. Psychology 
becomes neuroscience. Neuroscience becomes philosophy of mind. And 
philosophy of mind becomes a total account of human knowledge. 

17 



 

At each step, the same assumption is carried forward: no guidance, no 
intention, no purpose. 

By the time the argument reaches reason itself, the conclusion is already 
predetermined. Thought is treated as a biochemical event. Belief is treated 
as a neural state. Truth is reduced to utility. What matters is not whether a 
belief is true, but whether it produces behavior conducive to survival. 

This is the logic of unguided evolutionism, whether its advocates state it 
plainly or not. 

Why This Is an Epistemological Issue 

Once cognition is explained entirely in evolutionary terms, a critical 
question arises: why should we trust it? 

Natural selection does not select for true beliefs. It selects for behaviors that 
enhance survival and reproduction. A belief can be false and still 
advantageous. In some cases, false beliefs may be more advantageous than 
true ones. Fear, illusion, overconfidence, and pattern projection can all 
promote survival without corresponding to reality. 

If that is so, then the connection between belief and truth becomes tenuous. 
At best, truth becomes a fortunate coincidence. At worst, it becomes 
irrelevant. 

This is not an external criticism imposed on evolutionism. It is an internal 
consequence of its own framework. If unguided processes produced our 
minds, then those minds were not designed to know reality as it is, but to 
navigate environments effectively. Truth-tracking is not guaranteed. In fact, 
it is not even required. 

Once this is acknowledged, evolutionism’s authority over knowledge begins 
to erode. 
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Evolution Explaining Evolution 

The problem sharpens when evolutionism is applied reflexively. If our 
cognitive faculties are products of unguided evolution, then our belief in 
unguided evolution is also a product of unguided evolution. The theory 
must therefore account not only for minds in general, but for the reliability 
of the specific mind that affirms the theory. 

Here evolutionism turns against itself. 

If the processes that produced our reasoning are indifferent to truth, then 
there is no reason to assume that the conclusions reached by that reasoning 
are trustworthy—especially when those conclusions concern the ultimate 
nature of reality. Evolutionism cannot appeal to reason as an independent 
authority, because reason itself has been explained away as a contingent 
survival tool. 

This is not skepticism imported from outside. It is skepticism generated 
from within. 

The Vaiṣṇava Contrast 

Vaiṣṇava epistemology begins from a radically different place. 
Consciousness is fundamental, not emergent. Intelligence is primary, not 
accidental. Knowledge descends from a conscious source, rather than 
bubbling up from matter. 

Because of this, reason has a purpose beyond survival. Memory refers to real 
events. Causation reflects an ordered reality. Truth is meaningful because it 
corresponds to a world grounded in intelligence and intention. 

This does not mean Vaiṣṇavas reject observation or inference. It means these 
faculties are understood within a coherent framework that justifies their use. 
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Reason is not self-originating. It is dependent. And dependency does not 
weaken reason—it grounds it. 

Unguided evolutionism offers no such grounding. 

Why This Book Focuses Here 

The critique developed in this book does not depend on rejecting all 
biological models or resolving every empirical debate. It focuses on the 
conceptual core of unguided evolutionism and asks whether that core can 
sustain what it claims. 

Can it justify trust in reason?​

Can it account for belief in the past?​

Can it ground cause and effect?​

Can it make sense of science itself? 

If the answer to these questions is no, then unguided evolutionism has 
already failed—regardless of how impressive its data may appear. 

This is why devotees are not unqualified to speak. They are, in fact, uniquely 
positioned to do so. They are not required to defend every detail of biology. 
They are required only to be consistent. 

And consistency is precisely what unguided evolutionism lacks. 

In the next chapter, we will therefore begin where all meaningful inquiry 
must begin: with epistemology. We will examine the Vaiṣṇava starting point 
and show why unguided evolutionism contradicts it at the most basic 
level—before any evidence is ever placed on the table. 
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Chapter 2 – The Vaiṣṇava Epistemological 
Starting Point 

Śabda, Avaroha, and the Myth of Neutrality 

Every discussion about evolution—indeed, every discussion about 
anything—begins somewhere. It begins with assumptions about what counts 
as knowledge, how knowledge is acquired, and what justifies trust in our 
cognitive faculties. These assumptions are rarely stated explicitly, but they 
govern the entire conversation. If they are misunderstood or ignored, 
debates become confused, endless, and ultimately fruitless. 

This chapter therefore does not begin with evolution at all. It begins with 
epistemology. 

From a Vaiṣṇava perspective, epistemology is not an optional philosophical 
add-on. It is foundational. Before we ask what exists or how something came 
to be, we must ask how knowledge itself is possible. Only then can any 
theory—scientific or otherwise—be meaningfully evaluated. 

Knowledge Does Not Arise in a Vacuum 

One of the most persistent myths in modern thought is the idea of 
epistemic neutrality: the belief that human reason and sense perception can 
operate independently of deeper metaphysical commitments. According to 
this view, we can simply “look at the evidence,” follow the data wherever it 
leads, and arrive at truth without presuppositions. 

Vaiṣṇava philosophy rejects this myth entirely. 

There is no such thing as presuppositionless reasoning. Every act of knowing 
already assumes something about reality: that our minds are trustworthy, 
that memory connects us to the past, that cause and effect are real, that truth 
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is meaningful, and that error is distinguishable from correctness. These are 
not conclusions reached at the end of inquiry. They are conditions required 
for inquiry to begin at all. 

The crucial question is therefore not whether we have presuppositions, but 
which presuppositions can actually sustain knowledge. 

Śabda as the Root Pramāṇa 

Vaiṣṇava epistemology begins with śabda—revealed knowledge—as the root 
pramāṇa, the foundational means of knowing. This does not mean blind 
acceptance or irrational faith. It means recognizing that finite, fallible beings 
cannot generate ultimate certainty from within themselves. 

Sense perception is limited. Reasoning is dependent. Memory is fallible. 
These faculties are useful, but they are not self-validating. They require 
grounding in a source that is not subject to the same limitations. 

In the Vaiṣṇava understanding, that grounding is a conscious, omniscient 
source—Kṛṣṇa—who is not discovered by reason but who makes reason 
possible. Knowledge descends because truth does not originate in human 
cognition. It precedes it. 

This descending process of knowledge is known as avaroha-panthā, in 
contrast to the ascending path, which attempts to build certainty from 
sensory data and inference alone. The ascending path is not rejected because 
it uses reason, but because it assumes reason can justify itself. 

It cannot. 

Reason as Dependent, Not Autonomous 

One of the defining features of modern naturalistic thought is the 
assumption of epistemic autonomy: the idea that human reason stands on 
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its own, accountable only to itself. Reason becomes both the judge and the 
standard of judgment. It validates itself by using itself. 

Vaiṣṇava philosophy sees this as circular—and not in a harmless way. 

Circularity exists in all worldviews at the ultimate level. The question is 
whether that circularity is vicious or virtuous. A virtuous circle grounds 
knowledge in something that can actually sustain it. A vicious circle merely 
repeats assumptions without justification. 

To assume the reliability of reason in order to justify reason is not a solution. 
It is an admission of dependency without an account of what reason 
depends on. The Vaiṣṇava position is more honest: reason works because 
reality itself is grounded in intelligence. Our capacity to know reflects the 
nature of the source from which we come. 

In this framework, reason is not diminished. It is situated. It has a proper 
function and a proper scope. 

Unguided evolutionism, by contrast, insists on epistemic autonomy while 
simultaneously explaining reason as the accidental byproduct of blind 
processes. This tension will become increasingly important as the argument 
unfolds. 

Why Neutrality Is Impossible 

When devotees are told that evolution must be assessed “neutrally,” they are 
being asked to abandon their own epistemology in favor of one that quietly 
assumes naturalism. This is not fairness. It is surrender. 

Neutrality always favors the dominant assumptions of the age. In modern 
discourse, those assumptions include: 

●​ Matter is fundamental 
●​ Consciousness is emergent 
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●​ Purpose is illusory 
●​ Knowledge arises from survival mechanisms 

These assumptions are not neutral. They are metaphysical. They reflect a 
specific worldview—one that Vaiṣṇavas do not share and are under no 
obligation to adopt even temporarily. 

To grant neutrality is to grant epistemic authority to a framework that 
already denies the Vaiṣṇava starting point. It is to allow unguided 
evolutionism to define what counts as rational before the discussion even 
begins. 

A presuppositional approach refuses this maneuver. It insists that 
worldviews be evaluated from their foundations upward, not by borrowing 
criteria from one side and applying them to the other. 

Knowledge as Participation, Not Construction 

In Vaiṣṇava thought, knowledge is not something the mind constructs from 
raw data. It is something the soul participates in. Consciousness is not an 
emergent property of matter; it is a fundamental feature of reality. Because 
Kṛṣṇa is conscious and knowing, His parts and parcels possess the capacity 
for knowledge. 

This view immediately makes sense of several features of our experience 
that unguided evolutionism struggles to explain: 

●​ Why truth matters 
●​ Why error is meaningful 
●​ Why reasoning aims at correctness 
●​ Why we feel obligated to follow logic 
●​ Why memory is assumed to connect us to real events 
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These are not evolutionary accidents. They are reflections of a reality 
structured by intelligence and purpose. 

From this standpoint, trust in cognition is not naïve optimism. It is 
grounded confidence. Our faculties are limited, but they are not arbitrary. 
They are meant to function within a meaningful order. 

The Conflict with Unguided Evolutionism 

Here the conflict becomes unavoidable. 

Unguided evolutionism claims that cognition arises from non-cognitive 
causes, that reason is produced by processes indifferent to truth, and that 
knowledge is a survival tool rather than a participation in reality. This 
directly contradicts the Vaiṣṇava understanding of consciousness, mind, and 
knowledge. 

More importantly, it contradicts itself. 

If reason is the product of unguided processes, then reason has no inherent 
obligation to truth. If beliefs are selected for usefulness rather than 
correctness, then the very belief in unguided evolution is suspect. It 
becomes just another adaptive strategy—helpful, perhaps, but not 
necessarily true. 

From a Vaiṣṇava perspective, this is not merely a theological disagreement. 
It is an epistemological failure. 

Unguided evolutionism cannot account for why knowledge should be 
trusted. Vaiṣṇava epistemology can. 

Why This Matters Before Evidence 

At this point, it should be clear why this book does not begin with empirical 
debates. Evidence does not interpret itself. Data is not self-explanatory. Facts 
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are always processed through a framework of assumptions about knowledge 
and reality. 

If a worldview cannot justify trust in cognition, memory, and reasoning, 
then it cannot justify interpreting evidence either. The problem is upstream. 

This is why devotees do not need to master evolutionary biology before 
speaking. They need only understand their own epistemology and recognize 
where unguided evolutionism contradicts it. 

Once that contradiction is exposed, the authority of evolutionism begins to 
unravel. 

Setting the Stage 

The chapters that follow will examine the consequences of unguided 
evolutionism in detail. We will ask whether a worldview grounded in blind 
processes can justify truth, reason, belief in the past, and trust in cause and 
effect. We will not impose these questions from outside. We will allow 
unguided evolutionism to answer them on its own terms. 

But we do not begin from nowhere. 

We begin from a clear, coherent, and ancient epistemological tradition—one 
that does not fear reason, but understands its source. From that vantage 
point, the problems of unguided evolutionism are not subtle. They are 
structural. 

In the next chapter, we will therefore turn to one of the central 
consequences of this worldview: the claim that survival, rather than truth, is 
the driving force behind belief. From there, the collapse of epistemic 
confidence follows step by step. 
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Chapter 3 — Survival Is Not Truth 

Why Evolution Selects Behavior, Not Knowledge 

Unguided evolutionism rests on a simple and powerful idea: traits that 
enhance survival tend to persist. This principle is often presented as 
self-evident and uncontroversial. Organisms better suited to their 
environments are more likely to reproduce, and over time those 
advantageous traits spread. As a biological observation, this is not 
particularly alarming. 

The problem arises when this principle is extended beyond physiology and 
behavior and applied to beliefs themselves. 

If our cognitive faculties are the product of unguided evolutionary 
processes, then those faculties were shaped by the same criterion that shapes 
everything else: survival value. The decisive question is therefore 
unavoidable: 

Why should survival-oriented processes produce true beliefs? 

Unguided evolutionism has no principled answer. 

Selection Targets Behavior, Not Belief 

Natural selection operates on observable outcomes. It favors behaviors that 
increase reproductive success. But beliefs, as such, are not directly selected. 
What matters is not whether a belief is true, but whether it produces 
behavior that is advantageous in a given environment. 

This distinction is crucial. 

A belief can be false and still promote survival. In fact, false beliefs may 
sometimes be more advantageous than true ones. An organism that 
overestimates danger may survive longer than one that accurately assesses 
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risk. An organism that perceives patterns where none exist may react more 
quickly to potential threats. Confidence, fear, illusion, and simplification can 
all serve survival without corresponding to reality. 

From the standpoint of unguided evolution, this is not a bug. It is a feature. 

Evolution does not “care” whether beliefs are true. It “cares” only whether 
organisms persist. 

Truth as an Accidental Byproduct 

Defenders of evolutionism often respond by saying that, in general, true 
beliefs are more useful than false ones. There is some plausibility to this 
intuition. Organisms that consistently misperceive their environment will 
struggle to survive. 

But this response does not solve the problem. It merely postpones it. 

First, the claim that true beliefs are generally more useful is itself a 
belief—one that evolutionism must justify. Second, even if true beliefs are 
often useful, this does not establish that cognitive faculties are designed to 
track truth. It establishes only that there may be overlap between truth and 
utility in certain contexts. 

Overlap is not grounding. 

From an evolutionary standpoint, any alignment between belief and truth is 
incidental. There is no mechanism that selects for truth as such. Truth 
becomes a fortunate coincidence, not a guiding principle. 

Once this is acknowledged, confidence in cognition becomes an act of 
optimism rather than rational trust. 

The Problem of Systematic Error 
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Unguided evolutionism also has no resources to rule out the possibility of 
widespread, systematic error. If cognitive faculties are shaped solely by 
survival pressures, then there is no guarantee that they are even mostly 
reliable. It is entirely conceivable that a population could thrive while 
operating under a deeply distorted view of reality—so long as that distortion 
produces adaptive behavior. 

In such a scenario, organisms would not merely be mistaken occasionally. 
They could be wrong in fundamental ways while remaining evolutionarily 
successful. 

This possibility is devastating for any claim to knowledge. If we cannot rule 
out global error, then we cannot meaningfully claim to know that our beliefs 
correspond to reality. At best, we can say that our beliefs are useful. But 
usefulness is not truth. 

Evolution Explaining Reason 

The force of this problem intensifies when applied to reasoning itself. 

If logic, inference, and rational reflection are products of unguided 
evolution, then they too were selected for their behavioral consequences, 
not their truth-preserving properties. Logical consistency, valid inference, 
and sound reasoning become habits that happened to work—not principles 
grounded in reality. 

At that point, rationality loses its normative force. There is no reason why 
one ought to follow logic, except that doing so may have proven 
advantageous in the past. But advantage does not confer obligation. It does 
not generate normativity. 

This leaves unguided evolutionism in a precarious position. It relies on 
rational argument to defend itself, while explaining rationality in terms that 
undermine its authority. 

29 



 

The Self-Referential Problem 

Here the argument turns inward. 

If unguided evolutionism is true, then our belief in unguided evolutionism 
is itself the product of unguided evolutionary processes. That belief was not 
selected because it is true, but because it was compatible with survival in a 
particular cultural and historical environment. 

Why, then, should we trust it? 

Appealing to evidence does not help, because our interpretation of evidence 
depends on the same cognitive faculties whose reliability is now in question. 
Appealing to scientific consensus does not help, because consensus is 
produced by human reasoning operating under the same constraints. 

Unguided evolutionism cannot step outside itself to validate itself. It cannot 
appeal to reason without undercutting the very reason it appeals to. 

This is not an external criticism. It is a direct consequence of its own 
explanatory framework. 

Why This Is Not Mere Skepticism 

At this point, some may object that this argument leads to radical 
skepticism, and that such skepticism is unreasonable. That objection is 
correct—but it misses the point. 

The issue is not whether skepticism is desirable. The issue is which 
worldview generates it. 

Vaiṣṇava epistemology does not lead to skepticism. It grounds trust in 
cognition by rooting it in a conscious, truthful source. Unguided 
evolutionism, by contrast, generates skepticism as a natural outcome of its 
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own commitments. If survival replaces truth as the guiding principle of 
belief, then skepticism is unavoidable. 

The problem is not that critics are unfairly imposing skeptical standards. 
The problem is that unguided evolutionism cannot meet the standards it 
implicitly relies on. 

The Vaiṣṇava Contrast Revisited 

From a Vaiṣṇava perspective, the situation looks very different. Knowledge is 
not an accidental byproduct of blind processes. It is a function of 
consciousness, which itself is fundamental. Reason aims at truth because 
truth is real and grounded in an intelligent source. 

This does not mean humans are infallible. It means that fallibility occurs 
against a background of intelligibility. Error is meaningful because truth 
exists. Misunderstanding is possible because understanding is the goal. 

Unguided evolutionism reverses this order. It begins with blindness and 
hopes intelligence emerges. It begins with accident and hopes meaning 
follows. It begins with survival and hopes truth tags along. 

There is no rational basis for that hope. 

The Road Ahead 

The insight developed in this chapter is foundational for what follows. If 
survival does not entail truth, then cognitive reliability is not guaranteed. 
And if cognitive reliability is not guaranteed, then entire domains of 
knowledge come into question. 

In the next chapter, we will examine this consequence directly. We will ask 
whether unguided evolutionism can justify trust in our cognitive faculties at 
all—or whether it ultimately undermines the very mind that affirms it. 
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Once that question is faced honestly, the epistemological cost of unguided 
evolutionism becomes impossible to ignore. 
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Chapter 4 — The Collapse of Cognitive 
Reliability 

Why Evolution Undermines the Mind That Affirms It 

In the previous chapter, we saw that unguided evolution selects for 
survival-oriented behavior, not for truth. From that single insight, a 
troubling consequence follows: there is no principled reason to trust our 
cognitive faculties. What initially appears as a theoretical concern quickly 
becomes a foundational crisis. 

This chapter brings that crisis into focus. 

The question is no longer whether evolutionism can sometimes produce true 
beliefs. The question is whether, given unguided evolution, we are justified 
in trusting our minds at all. And once this question is raised, unguided 
evolutionism finds itself in an impossible position. 

What It Means to Trust a Cognitive Faculty 

To trust a cognitive faculty is not merely to use it. Everyone uses their mind. 
Trust involves something stronger: the belief that this faculty is generally 
aimed at truth, that it is reliable enough to warrant confidence, and that its 
deliverances are more than fortunate accidents. 

This trust is implicit in every argument, every explanation, and every appeal 
to evidence. Without it, reasoning collapses into guesswork. 

Unguided evolutionism must therefore account not only for the existence of 
cognitive faculties, but for their epistemic reliability—their capacity to 
produce beliefs that are more often true than false, and to do so in a way 
that justifies reliance. 
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It cannot. 

Reliability Versus Mere Functionality 

A common response is to conflate reliability with functionality. Evolutionists 
often argue that unreliable minds would not survive, and therefore our 
minds must be reliable. But this argument trades on an equivocation. 

A cognitive system can function effectively without being reliable in the 
epistemic sense. It can produce behaviors that promote survival while 
generating beliefs that are false, distorted, or disconnected from reality. 
What matters for evolution is what the organism does, not what the organism 
believes. 

A thermometer that randomly displays numbers might still trigger correct 
actions if it is wired to produce useful responses. But such a device would 
not be reliable—it would merely be functional in a narrow sense. 

Unguided evolutionism can explain functionality. It cannot explain 
epistemic reliability. 

The Problem of Defeaters 

Here the argument deepens. 

A defeater is a reason to doubt a belief. If someone learns that a source of 
information is unreliable, that knowledge defeats trust in the beliefs 
produced by that source. The belief may still be true, but it is no longer 
justified. 

Unguided evolutionism introduces a global defeater for trust in cognition. 

If our minds are the result of blind, non-truth-aimed processes, then we 
acquire a reason to doubt every belief produced by those minds—including 
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the belief in unguided evolutionism itself. This is not selective skepticism. It 
is comprehensive. 

Once the defeater is in place, it cannot be isolated or contained. One cannot 
say, “I distrust my faculties generally, but I trust them when they tell me 
evolution is true.” That would be arbitrary. The same faculties are at work in 
both cases. 

This is where unguided evolutionism becomes self-defeating. 

Self-Reference and Collapse 

The self-referential problem is not a clever trick. It is a structural flaw. 

Unguided evolutionism claims to explain why we believe what we believe. In 
doing so, it explains belief formation without reference to truth. But that 
explanation applies equally to the belief in unguided evolutionism itself. 

The theory therefore gives us a reason to doubt the very conclusion it asks 
us to accept. 

If the theory is true, then we cannot know that it is true. 

This is not merely embarrassing. It is fatal. 

A worldview that undermines the rationality of believing itself cannot be 
rationally held. It defeats the conditions under which belief is justified. 

The Illusion of Escape 

Some attempt to escape this problem by appealing to probability. They 
suggest that while unguided evolution does not guarantee reliability, it 
makes reliability likely. But this move fails for two reasons. 

First, any probability assessment relies on cognitive faculties whose 
reliability is already in question. One cannot use suspect reasoning to 
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validate itself. Second, unguided evolution provides no basis for assigning 
probabilities to truth-tracking outcomes in the first place. There is no reason 
to think that reliable cognition is more probable than unreliable cognition 
under blind processes. 

Appeals to probability merely assume what needs to be proven. 

Others appeal to pragmatism: we must trust our minds because we have no 
alternative. But necessity is not justification. Being forced to rely on a faculty 
does not make it trustworthy. It only highlights our predicament. 

Reason Without Normativity 

Perhaps the deepest problem emerges when we consider normativity. 

Reason is not merely a descriptive process. It is normative. It tells us not just 
how we think, but how we ought to think. Some inferences are correct; others 
are mistaken. Some arguments are valid; others are fallacious. These 
distinctions carry authority. 

Unguided evolutionism cannot account for this authority. 

If reasoning is an adaptive habit shaped by survival pressures, then there is 
no objective sense in which one ought to follow logic. Logic becomes a 
strategy, not a standard. Rational obligation dissolves into evolutionary 
convenience. 

At that point, argument itself loses its force. One can no longer say that a 
conclusion is false—only that it is unhelpful. Truth gives way to utility. And 
when that happens, the entire enterprise of rational inquiry collapses. 

The Vaiṣṇava Grounding of Trust 

From a Vaiṣṇava perspective, this collapse is avoided because cognition is 
grounded in consciousness, not accident. Our capacity to know is rooted in a 
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reality that is itself knowing. Reason is reliable not because it evolved 
successfully, but because it reflects an underlying order sustained by 
intelligence. 

This grounding does not eliminate error. It explains it. Error is possible 
because cognition is real but limited. Fallibility presupposes intelligibility. 
Illusion presupposes truth. 

Unguided evolutionism reverses this relationship. It begins with illusion and 
hopes truth emerges. It begins with unreliability and hopes reliability 
appears. There is no reason to expect such hope to be fulfilled. 

Where This Leaves Us 

By this point, the cost of unguided evolutionism should be clear. In 
explaining the origin of cognition, it undermines trust in cognition. In 
explaining reason, it removes reason’s authority. In explaining belief, it 
defeats belief. 

This is not a peripheral problem. It strikes at the heart of the worldview. 

In the next chapter, we will examine a deeper consequence of this collapse: 
the inability of unguided evolutionism to ground logic, rational obligation, 
and the normativity of reasoning itself. If our cognitive faculties are merely 
adaptive tools shaped for survival, then there is no principled basis for why 
we ought to reason correctly rather than merely effectively. 

Once this foundation is gone, further consequences follow—among them 
the inability to justify memory, belief in the past, and the historical narrative 
on which evolutionary explanations themselves depend. 

The problem is only beginning. 
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Chapter 5 — Can Unguided Evolution Ground 
Logic and Rational Normativity? 

Why “Ought” Cannot Emerge from Survival 

Up to this point, the argument has shown that unguided evolution 
undermines trust in cognition, truth, memory, and the past. But 
beneath all of these lies something even more basic—something so 
fundamental that it is often invisible precisely because it is always in 
use. 

That something is logic. 

Every argument presupposes it. Every objection relies on it. Every 
scientific inference depends on it. Logic is not merely a tool we 
happen to use; it is the standard by which reasoning is judged as 
correct or incorrect. And that standard is normative. It tells us not only 
how we do reason, but how we ought to reason. 

This chapter asks a simple but decisive question: 

Can unguided evolution account for the authority of logic itself? 

If it cannot, then argument, science, and even the defense of 
evolutionism lose their footing. 

Logic Is Not a Physical Process 

The laws of logic are not physical objects. They do not weigh anything. 
They do not occupy space. They are not located in brains, neurons, or 
synapses. Yet they govern every act of reasoning, including reasoning 
about brains, neurons, and synapses. 
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The law of non-contradiction does not become false if everyone 
violates it. Logical validity does not depend on cultural consensus. An 
invalid argument remains invalid even if it is evolutionarily 
advantageous to believe it. 

This already places logic outside the explanatory reach of unguided 
evolution. 

Evolution can describe changes in physical systems over time. It can 
account for behaviors. It can shape habits. But it cannot generate 
abstract, universal, invariant norms that apply regardless of time, 
place, or biological configuration. 

Logic does not behave like an evolved trait. It behaves like a standard 
that stands over traits and judges them. 

Normativity Cannot Be Naturalized 

The heart of the problem is normativity. 

Logic is not descriptive. It is prescriptive. It does not merely tell us 
what happens when we think. It tells us when thinking is correct. It draws 
a distinction between right and wrong inference—between valid and 
invalid reasoning. 

Unguided evolution has no place for this distinction. 

Natural selection does not recognize correctness. It recognizes 
survival. It does not reward valid inferences as such. It rewards 
behaviors that lead to reproduction. A pattern of thought may be 
logically flawed and still be evolutionarily successful. From the 
standpoint of evolution, there is no error—only fitness. 
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But logic is not optional. We do not treat it as a useful convention. We 
treat it as binding. We do not say, “This inference works for me.” We 
say, “This inference is invalid.” That judgment carries authority. It 
demands submission. 

Unguided evolution cannot generate obligation. It can generate habits. 
It can generate tendencies. It cannot generate ought. 

The Fatal Asymmetry 

Here the internal tension becomes unmistakable. 

Evolutionism relies on argument. It appeals to evidence. It draws 
inferences. It critiques alternatives as incoherent. In doing so, it 
presupposes that logic is authoritative—that valid reasoning ought to 
be followed and invalid reasoning rejected. 

But the moment evolutionism explains reasoning as the product of 
blind survival processes, it undercuts that authority. 

If logic is merely an evolved habit, then it has no binding force. One 
may follow it when convenient and abandon it when not. There is no 
rational obligation to obey it. Argument becomes persuasion. Truth 
becomes preference. 

At that point, evolutionism loses the right to argue at all. 

It may continue to speak, but it can no longer claim to be right in any 
meaningful sense. 

Why Pragmatism Cannot Save the Day 
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Some respond by saying that logic works—that it is useful, reliable, 
and indispensable. But usefulness is not normativity. A tool can be 
useful without being authoritative. A strategy can succeed without 
being correct. 

To say “logic works” is to say it has survival value. But survival value 
does not explain why one ought to reason logically, especially when 
illogical reasoning might be more adaptive in certain contexts. 

Once again, the argument collapses into the same pattern: utility 
replaces truth, habit replaces justification, success replaces correctness. 

This is not a grounding of logic. It is an evasion. 

Self-Reference Revisited 

As before, the problem sharpens when evolutionism turns on itself. 

If logic is an evolved habit, then the logical arguments used to support 
evolutionism are also evolved habits. Their validity is not a marker of 
truth, but a byproduct of survival pressures. Why, then, should anyone 
accept them as binding? 

Evolutionism cannot answer this question without stepping outside its 
own framework. 

It must borrow the authority of logic while denying its foundation. 

This is not merely inconsistent. It is self-defeating. 

The Vaiṣṇava Account of Rational Normativity 

Vaiṣṇava philosophy does not struggle here. 
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Logic is authoritative because reality is intelligible. Reason is binding 
because it reflects the nature of a conscious, rational source. The laws 
of logic are not accidents of biology; they are expressions of order 
grounded in intelligence. 

Because Kṛṣṇa is truthful and non-contradictory, contradiction is false. 
Because reality is meaningful, reasoning has direction. Because 
consciousness is fundamental, normativity is not an illusion. 

In this framework, logic does not float in a metaphysical vacuum. It is 
anchored in being itself. 

This does not reduce logic to theology. It explains why logic applies 
universally, why it binds all thinkers equally, and why it cannot be 
overridden by convenience or power. 

Why This Chapter Matters 

At this point, the collapse of unguided evolutionism is no longer 
partial. It is complete. 

Without logic: 

●​ arguments lose force 
●​ science loses justification 
●​ truth loses meaning 
●​ criticism loses authority 

A worldview that cannot ground logic cannot meaningfully defend 
itself or critique alternatives. It may describe processes, but it cannot 
make claims about what ought to be believed. 

Unguided evolutionism thus faces a stark choice: 
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Either logic is authoritative—in which case it cannot be the product of 
blind processes—or logic is not authoritative—in which case 
evolutionism has no rational standing. 

There is no third option. 

Preparing the Way Forward 

With the collapse of rational normativity now exposed, the remaining 
chapters will show how this failure extends into time, causation, and 
science itself. Memory and induction will be shown to rely on the 
same borrowed foundations. The pattern will repeat, not by accident, 
but by necessity. 

The conclusion is already visible: 

A worldview that begins with blindness cannot end with reason. 

And no amount of evidence can change that. 
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Chapter 6 — Can Unguided Evolution Justify 
Belief in the Past? 

Memory, History, and Evolutionary Skepticism 

Once trust in cognition is undermined, the consequences do not remain 
abstract. They immediately spill over into some of our most basic 
assumptions—one of the most fundamental being belief in the past. We take 
it for granted that our memories refer to real events, that history actually 
happened, and that our present beliefs are connected to what truly occurred 
before now. But under unguided evolutionism, this confidence becomes 
deeply problematic. 

This chapter examines a simple but devastating question: 

If our minds are products of unguided evolution, why should we trust 
memory at all? 

Memory as an Adaptive Tool 

From an evolutionary standpoint, memory is not designed to preserve truth. 
It is designed to promote survival. Remembering what helps an organism 
avoid danger or obtain resources has clear adaptive value. Remembering 
what does not serve these functions does not. 

Once again, the criterion is utility, not accuracy. 

This means that, under unguided evolutionism, memory is not a faculty 
aimed at faithfully representing the past. It is a mechanism for generating 
present behavior. Its success is measured not by correspondence to historical 
reality, but by its contribution to survival in the here and now. 
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If this is the case, then memory does not intrinsically connect us to what 
actually happened. It connects us to what worked. 

The Problem of Historical Reference 

Belief in the past is not a trivial matter. Nearly everything we claim to know 
depends on it. Science relies on past experiments. Testimony relies on 
remembered events. Personal identity depends on continuity of experience. 
Even the claim that evolution occurred depends on a long chain of historical 
inference. 

If memory cannot be trusted to refer to real events, then none of this 
knowledge is secure. 

Unguided evolutionism provides no mechanism by which memory is 
guaranteed to track historical truth. At best, memory may be approximately 
accurate in limited contexts. But approximation is not justification. It does 
not explain why we should believe that our memories correspond to real 
events rather than adaptive reconstructions. 

The possibility of systematic distortion cannot be ruled out. 

The Presentist Trap 

One way to see the depth of the problem is to notice that, under unguided 
evolutionism, all we ever have access to are present mental states. Memories 
are not windows into the past; they are current neurological configurations. 
They feel as though they refer backward, but that feeling itself is just 
another present experience. 

From within this framework, there is no principled reason to believe that 
these experiences correspond to anything outside themselves. The sense of 
“having a past” could itself be an adaptive illusion—useful for coherence and 
planning, but not necessarily true. 
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Once this is acknowledged, the past becomes epistemically inaccessible. 

We may believe that events occurred, but we cannot know that they did. 
History dissolves into narrative. Memory becomes fiction with survival 
value. 

Evolution’s Dependence on History 

Here the argument turns sharply back on evolutionism itself. 

Evolution is a historical theory. It claims that certain events occurred over 
vast stretches of time: mutations accumulated, populations diverged, species 
emerged. But if belief in the past is epistemically unjustified, then belief in 
evolutionary history is unjustified as well. 

Unguided evolutionism thus relies on a faculty—memory and historical 
inference—that it cannot ground. It presupposes trust in the very thing its 
own framework calls into question. 

This is not a minor inconsistency. It is a fatal dependency. 

One cannot coherently affirm a historical theory while undermining the 
credibility of historical belief itself. 

The Inescapability of the Problem 

Some may object that this skepticism is excessive, that memory clearly 
works, and that its success proves its reliability. But this response merely 
repeats the problem. Success in producing useful behavior does not 
establish truth-tracking. A system can “work” while systematically 
misrepresenting reality. 

Others may argue that memory is reliable because it has been refined by 
selection. But refinement toward what? Survival, not truth. Without an 
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independent reason to trust correspondence, appeals to refinement are 
empty. 

Once again, unguided evolutionism has no resources to escape the 
consequences of its own explanation. 

The Vaiṣṇava Understanding of Memory 

From a Vaiṣṇava standpoint, memory is not an arbitrary construct. It is a 
function of consciousness operating within an ordered reality. The past is 
real because time is real. Events occur because causation is real. Memory 
refers because reality itself is structured and meaningful. 

This does not imply perfect recall. It implies meaningful recall. Error exists, 
but it exists against a backdrop of truth. Forgetfulness is possible because 
remembrance is real. 

In the Bhagavad-gītā, Kṛṣṇa declares that remembrance and forgetfulness 
both arise from Him. This statement is not merely devotional; it is 
epistemological. It grounds memory in a conscious source rather than in 
blind processes. 

Because reality is not accidental, memory is not arbitrary. 

Why This Matters 

Belief in the past is not optional. Without it, no worldview can function. The 
fact that unguided evolutionism quietly relies on historical belief while 
undermining its justification exposes a deep incoherence. 

This chapter reveals a simple truth: a worldview that cannot justify belief in 
the past cannot justify itself. 

In the next chapter, we will extend this line of reasoning further by 
examining another foundational assumption: belief in cause and effect. If 
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unguided evolution cannot ground memory, it also cannot ground 
induction—and without induction, rational expectation collapses. 

The epistemological cost continues to rise.  
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Chapter 7 — Can Unguided Evolution Ground 
Cause and Effect? 

Induction, Habit, and Borrowed Order 

Belief in the past is not the only assumption that quietly supports all human 
knowledge. Equally indispensable is belief in cause and effect—the 
conviction that events are connected, that patterns persist, and that the 
future will resemble the past in relevant ways. Without this conviction, 
prediction becomes impossible, explanation collapses, and science itself 
loses coherence. 

Yet once cognition, logic, and memory have been destabilized, causation 
cannot remain untouched. 

This chapter asks whether unguided evolutionism can justify our 
confidence in cause and effect, or whether that confidence, too, turns out to 
be borrowed. 

What Cause and Effect Really Mean 

Causation is not merely the observation that one event follows another. It is 
the belief that one event produces another—that there is a real connection 
binding them together. When we say fire causes heat, or pressure causes 
motion, we are not just noting regular succession. We are asserting an 
intelligible relation. 

Closely related to this is the principle of induction: the assumption that 
patterns observed so far will continue to hold. We expect the sun to rise 
tomorrow because it always has. We expect objects to fall because they 
always have. This expectation is not derived from logic alone, nor can it be 
proven by experience without circularity. 
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Induction is not a conclusion. It is a precondition. 

The Evolutionary Explanation of Expectation 

Unguided evolutionism offers a familiar story. Organisms that expected 
regularity in nature—those that anticipated outcomes based on past 
patterns—were more likely to survive. Over time, such expectations were 
selected. As a result, human beings are psychologically disposed to expect 
cause-and-effect relations and stable patterns. 

As an explanation of why we think this way, the story is coherent. 

As a justification of why we should trust this way of thinking, it is empty. 

Evolution can explain why we expect causation. It cannot explain why 
causation is real. 

Once again, survival replaces justification. 

Habit Is Not Knowledge 

Under unguided evolutionism, belief in causation reduces to habit. We are 
conditioned to expect regularity because such expectations were useful. But 
usefulness does not entail truth. A habit may be deeply ingrained and 
consistently reinforced while still being mistaken. 

This distinction is crucial. 

If our confidence in causation is merely an evolved disposition, then it has 
no epistemic authority. It tells us how our minds work, not how reality 
works. The connection between cause and effect becomes a projection of 
cognition rather than a feature of the world. 

At that point, causation ceases to be known. It becomes assumed. 

Science and the Quiet Assumption of Order 
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Science depends entirely on causation and induction. Experiments assume 
repeatability. Laws of nature assume stability. Predictions assume that the 
same causes will produce the same effects tomorrow as they did yesterday. 

Yet unguided evolutionism cannot ground any of this. 

It assumes order without explaining why order should exist. It assumes 
regularity without explaining why regularity should persist. It assumes 
intelligibility while denying any source of intelligence behind the world. 

This is not scientific humility. It is metaphysical inconsistency. 

Science works—but its success does not vindicate the worldview that cannot 
explain why it works. Unguided evolutionism benefits from order while 
denying its foundation. 

Evolution Explaining Evolution—Again 

As in previous chapters, the problem becomes most severe when 
evolutionism turns its explanatory framework on itself. 

Evolutionary theory relies on causal explanations. It claims that certain 
processes caused certain outcomes over time. But if causation itself is only a 
psychological habit shaped by survival pressures, then evolutionary 
explanations lose their objective force. 

They become narratives we tell, not truths we discover. 

If cause and effect are not grounded in reality, then evolution cannot 
coherently explain evolution. It presupposes the very thing it cannot justify. 

This is not a peripheral difficulty. It strikes at the heart of evolutionary 
explanation. 

The Vaiṣṇava Grounding of Order 
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Vaiṣṇava philosophy offers a fundamentally different account. Order is not 
accidental. Causation is not a projection. The regularity of nature reflects a 
world sustained by conscious intelligence. 

Because reality is governed, induction is not blind hope. It is a reasonable 
expectation. The future resembles the past not because it must, but because 
the world is upheld according to order. 

This does not reduce science to theology. It makes science possible. It 
explains why causal relations are stable, why laws hold, and why 
investigation yields knowledge rather than chaos. 

Cause and effect are real because reality itself is meaningful. 

Vaiṣṇava revelation goes further. The Śrīmad-Bhāgavatam does not merely 
affirm that the world is orderly; it identifies the source of that order. Cause 
and effect are real because they ultimately rest in Kṛṣṇa, who is described as 
the origin, sustainer, and regulator of all causal relations. Causation is not 
self-subsisting, nor is it an emergent illusion. It is upheld by conscious will. 

The Śrīmad-Bhāgavatam also repeatedly affirms that creation proceeds 
according to recurring patterns. Although individual cosmic manifestations 
are temporary, the structure of the world—its forms, functions, and 
relations—reappears from cycle to cycle. Names, categories, and kinds are 
not reinvented arbitrarily with each creation. This continuity explains why 
expectation is reasonable and why the future reliably resembles the past. 

Induction, from this perspective, is not a leap of faith. It is trust in a 
governed reality. The regularities on which science depends are not brute 
facts but expressions of sustained order. Because the world is maintained 
rather than accidental, causal relations endure, investigation succeeds, and 
knowledge is possible. 
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The Pattern Repeats 

By now, a pattern should be unmistakable. 

Unguided evolutionism: 

●​ undermines trust in cognition 
●​ undermines logic and normativity 
●​ undermines memory and belief in the past 
●​ undermines causation and induction 

At every stage, the same move occurs. Survival replaces truth. Habit replaces 
justification. Utility replaces normativity. 

What remains is a worldview that continues to use the very tools it has 
dismantled. 

Where This Leaves Us 

A worldview that cannot justify cause and effect cannot justify explanation. 
A worldview that cannot justify induction cannot justify prediction. A 
worldview that cannot justify order cannot justify science. 

Unguided evolutionism therefore faces the same dilemma again: 

Either the world is ordered in a way that grounds causation—in which case 
blind processes are not ultimate—or causation is an illusion—in which case 
evolutionary explanation collapses with it. 

There is no stable middle ground. 

In the next chapter, we will turn directly to science itself. Not to reject it, but 
to defend it—by showing how its success depends on assumptions that 
unguided evolutionism cannot sustain. 

The borrowed capital is nearly exhausted. 
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Chapter 8 — Science and the Illusion of 
Neutrality 

What Unguided Evolutionism Quietly Presupposes 

By this point, the argument should feel unmistakable. One precondition of 
knowledge after another has collapsed under the weight of unguided 
evolutionism. Reason, logic, memory, time, causation, and induction have 
all been shown to rely on assumptions that blind processes cannot justify. 
Yet science continues to function. Experiments are performed. Predictions 
succeed. Technology works. 

How is this possible? 

The answer is not that unguided evolutionism has secretly solved these 
problems. The answer is that science is not neutral, and it does not operate 
on the philosophical foundations evolutionism claims to provide. Science 
works because it presupposes an ordered, intelligible reality—and because 
scientists, in practice, live as though such a reality exists. 

This chapter is not an attack on science. It is a defense of it. 

The Myth of Scientific Neutrality 

Science is often presented as the neutral arbiter of truth: a method free of 
metaphysical commitments, guided only by observation and experiment. 
According to this narrative, science delivers conclusions, and philosophy or 
religion merely reacts to them. 

This picture is false. 
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Science does not begin with raw data. It begins with 
assumptions—assumptions so basic that they are rarely acknowledged. 
Among them are the following: 

●​ The external world exists 
●​ Our senses generally connect us to that world 
●​ Our reasoning is reliable 
●​ The laws of logic apply universally 
●​ Nature is orderly and consistent 
●​ Causes produce effects 
●​ The future will resemble the past 

None of these are conclusions of science. They are preconditions of science. 
Without them, experimentation would be meaningless, observation 
unintelligible, and inference impossible. 

Science cannot justify these assumptions empirically without circularity. It 
must assume them in order to function at all. 

Evolutionism’s Silent Borrowing 

Unguided evolutionism presents itself as the philosophical partner of 
science. It claims to explain how scientific knowledge arose through natural 
processes. But as we have seen, it cannot justify the very assumptions science 
requires. 

Evolutionism tells us that our minds evolved for survival, not truth. Yet 
science assumes that our minds can discover truth about the world. 
Evolutionism tells us that logic is an evolved habit. Science assumes logic is 
binding. Evolutionism tells us that causation is a psychological expectation. 
Science assumes causal relations are real. 

This is not a minor tension. It is a complete mismatch. 
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In practice, scientists do not operate as evolutionism says they should. They 
trust reason. They trust induction. They trust memory. They trust causal 
explanation. They trust logic as normative. 

Science works because it ignores the epistemological implications of 
unguided evolutionism. 

Methodological Success vs Metaphysical Failure 

It is crucial to distinguish between methodological success and 
metaphysical justification. 

Science is methodologically successful. It produces reliable results, useful 
technologies, and predictive models. None of this is in dispute. The question 
is not whether science works, but why it works. 

Unguided evolutionism cannot answer that question. 

To say “science works” is to describe a fact. To say “therefore unguided 
evolutionism is true” is a non sequitur. The success of science does not 
vindicate a worldview that cannot ground the assumptions science depends 
on. 

This confusion is widespread because the success of a method is often 
mistaken for the truth of the metaphysics attached to it. But methods can 
succeed even when the philosophical stories told about them are incoherent. 

The Inescapability of Metaphysics 

Some respond by saying that science does not need metaphysical 
justification—that it can remain agnostic about ultimate questions. But this 
response misunderstands the issue. 

Science may choose not to discuss metaphysics, but it cannot avoid 
presupposing it. Every act of scientific reasoning already assumes something 
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about reality: that it is intelligible, structured, and accessible to the human 
mind. 

Refusing to acknowledge metaphysics does not eliminate it. It simply leaves 
it unexamined. 

Unguided evolutionism thrives in this unexamined space. It presents itself as 
the default background while quietly borrowing assumptions it cannot 
explain. 

Why This Is Not Anti-Science 

Critiquing the philosophical foundations of evolutionism is often 
misrepresented as hostility toward science. This is a mistake. 

The Vaiṣṇava position affirms science precisely because it affirms the 
conditions that make science possible. An ordered world, governed by 
intelligence, is a world in which investigation makes sense. A reality 
grounded in consciousness is a reality that can be known. 

From this standpoint, science is not threatened by acknowledging 
metaphysical foundations. It is strengthened by it. 

What threatens science is the attempt to ground it in a worldview that 
dissolves reason, normativity, and truth into evolutionary byproducts. 

The Asymmetry Exposed 

At this stage, the asymmetry between science and unguided evolutionism 
should be clear. 

Science requires: 

●​ reliable cognition 
●​ binding logic 
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●​ real causation 
●​ stable order 
●​ justified induction 

Unguided evolutionism provides: 

●​ survival-oriented cognition 
●​ descriptive habits 
●​ psychological expectation 
●​ brute regularity 
●​ ungrounded hope 

The two do not align. 

Science succeeds by presupposing what unguided evolutionism denies. 
Evolutionism survives by borrowing what it cannot generate. 

The Cost of Ignoring the Problem 

As long as these tensions remain unexamined, evolutionism can continue to 
enjoy borrowed authority. But once the foundations are exposed, the 
illusion of neutrality dissolves. 

The issue is not whether science should be trusted. The issue is which 
worldview can justify trusting science. 

Unguided evolutionism cannot. 

In the next chapter, we will pause to clarify the scope of the argument. Some 
readers may wonder whether the difficulties identified here can be avoided 
by appealing to theistic evolution. Rather than treating that position as 
identical to unguided evolutionism, we will explain why this book does not 
attempt to refute it—and why the epistemological problem addressed here 
arises specifically from accounts that ground cognition, reason, and 
normativity in unguided processes. 
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This clarification is necessary before moving to the broader implications of 
the argument. 
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Chapter 9 — Why This Book Addresses 
Unguided Evolutionism Only 

Clarifying the Scope of the Argument 

At this point in the discussion, a natural question arises. If the 
epistemological failures exposed in the previous chapters are real, could 
they not be avoided simply by affirming that evolution is guided rather than 
blind? Could one not say that God stands behind the evolutionary process 
and thereby preserves reason, truth, and knowledge? 

This chapter addresses that question—not to introduce a new line of 
argument, but to clarify the limits of the one already made. 

What This Book Has Argued—and What It Has Not 

This book has argued that unguided evolutionism—the claim that blind, 
purposeless processes are sufficient to account for mind, reason, and 
knowledge—is epistemologically self-defeating. When taken seriously, it 
undermines the very preconditions required for believing it to be true. 

The argument has been cumulative and internal. It has shown that unguided 
evolutionism cannot justify: 

●​ trust in cognition 
●​ the authority of logic 
●​ belief in the past 
●​ the reality of cause and effect 
●​ the principle of induction 
●​ the intelligibility presupposed by science 
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This critique does not depend on rejecting biological change, nor does it 
depend on scientific counter-evidence. It concerns foundations, not 
mechanisms. 

What this book has not argued is that every view incorporating evolutionary 
processes is therefore false. In particular, it has not attempted to refute 
theistic evolution. 

That omission is deliberate. 

Why Theistic Evolution Is Not Addressed Here 

Theistic evolution affirms a guiding intelligence behind natural processes. In 
principle, such a view can ground epistemic reliability by appealing to divine 
intention, providence, and revelation. A theist may consistently hold that 
God ensures the development of truth-tracking cognitive faculties and 
provides further epistemic guidance through scripture and manifestation. 

Once that move is made, the specific epistemological critique developed in 
this book no longer applies in the same way. 

There is also a practical reason for this restriction. Unguided evolutionism is 
of interest to atheism precisely because it offers a way of accounting for life, 
mind, and knowledge without reference to God. It functions as a substitute 
for divine explanation. Theistic evolution does not serve that purpose. By 
affirming guidance, intention, and divine oversight, it abandons the very 
feature that makes evolutionary explanation attractive to a naturalistic 
worldview. 

For this reason, atheism has no principled reason to adopt theistic evolution, 
and historically it has not done so. Within the actual debate between atheism 
and Vaiṣṇava theism, unguided evolutionism is the position doing the 
philosophical work. It is therefore the position addressed in this book. 
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This does not mean that theistic evolution is correct. It means that it is a 
different kind of position—one that no longer functions as a substitute for 
divine explanation—and therefore requires a different kind of evaluation. 

A decisive critique of theistic evolution would have to proceed along 
theological or scientific lines—for example, by examining its coherence 
with revelation, its understanding of divine action, or its interpretation of 
empirical data. Those are real and important questions. They are simply not 
the questions being addressed here. 

Why This Limitation Is a Strength, Not a Weakness 

Restricting the scope of an argument is not a concession. It is an expression 
of philosophical discipline. 

The epistemological critique in this book is powerful precisely because it is 
tightly focused. It applies where it applies—and nowhere else. By refusing to 
overextend the argument, we avoid straw men and preserve clarity. 

More importantly, this restriction keeps the book aligned with its central 
aim: to expose the internal failure of a worldview that claims epistemic 
autonomy while denying the foundations of knowledge itself. 

Unguided evolutionism makes that claim. Theistic evolution, at least in 
principle, does not. 

Why This Does Not Weaken the Central Case 

Some may worry that exempting theistic evolution somehow softens the 
force of the critique. It does not. 

The central claim of this book remains untouched: 

A worldview that explains cognition, reason, and normativity as products of 
unguided processes cannot justify knowledge. 
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That claim stands or falls on its own merits. It does not require the rejection 
of every alternative worldview. It requires only that its target be accurately 
identified. 

Indeed, the very fact that guidance, intention, and revelation can repair the 
epistemological collapse only highlights the seriousness of the problem 
facing unguided evolutionism. If such elements are necessary to ground 
knowledge, then a worldview that explicitly excludes them has failed at the 
most basic level. 

Returning to the Main Thread 

With this clarification in place, the argument can proceed without 
distraction. 

The chapters that follow will return to practical and philosophical 
implications: how science continues to function by presupposing borrowed 
foundations, why devotees need not feel unqualified to speak, and how 
unguided evolutionism persists only by relying on what it cannot explain. 

The conclusion remains unchanged. 

This book does not claim that every evolutionary model is false.​
It claims that unguided evolutionism is epistemologically self-defeating. 

Nothing more—and nothing less. 
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Chapter 10 — Why Devotees Don’t Need to Be 
Scientists 

The Presuppositional Advantage in Preaching 

One of the quiet motivations behind this book has been pastoral rather than 
polemical. Many devotees hesitate to speak about evolution not because 
they find it convincing, but because they feel unqualified. The subject 
appears technical, specialized, and dominated by experts. Biology, genetics, 
geology, statistics—surely one must master all of this before opening one’s 
mouth. 

This feeling is understandable. It is also unnecessary. 

The intimidation surrounding evolution is not accidental. It arises because 
evolution is usually presented as a purely evidential matter, a vast 
accumulation of data accessible only to trained specialists. If that framing is 
accepted, then silence seems prudent. But that framing is false. 

The decisive issues raised by unguided evolutionism are not scientific in the 
narrow sense. They are epistemological. And epistemological questions do 
not belong exclusively to scientists. 

The Burden Has Been Misplaced 

In popular discourse, the burden of proof is often placed on the critic of 
evolution. The critic is expected to explain biological complexity, fossil 
sequences, genetic variation, and geological time. Failure to do so is treated 
as intellectual defeat. 

But this burden placement assumes what is at issue. 
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The critic is not obligated to provide an alternative scientific theory before 
questioning whether a worldview can justify knowledge itself. Before 
debating what happened, one is entitled—indeed required—to ask how 
anything can be known at all. 

This book has shown that unguided evolutionism undermines the very 
faculties required to evaluate evidence in the first place. Once that is seen, 
the demand that devotees master technical details before speaking becomes 
misplaced. 

A worldview that collapses epistemologically does not get to dictate the 
terms of debate. 

Why Presuppositional Critique Changes Everything 

The presuppositional approach does not compete with evolution on the 
level of data. It examines the conditions that make data meaningful. It asks 
whether the worldview in question can account for reason, truth, logic, 
memory, causation, and induction. 

These are not specialized scientific topics. They are universal features of 
human thought. Everyone uses them. Everyone depends on them. And 
everyone is entitled to ask whether they make sense within a given 
framework. 

This is why presuppositional critique is uniquely empowering. It does not 
require devotees to become amateur scientists. It requires them to be 
consistent thinkers. 

When a devotee asks, “Why should I trust the mind that believes this 
theory?” or “Why should survival-oriented processes produce truth?” they 
are not stepping outside their competence. They are doing philosophy at the 
most basic level. 
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And unguided evolutionism has no good answers to these questions. 

Common Sense Is Not Naivety 

There is a tendency to dismiss such questions as “philosophical” in the 
pejorative sense—as if they were detached from reality or irrelevant to 
serious inquiry. In fact, the opposite is true. 

Common sense rests on assumptions about truth, memory, causation, and 
order. These assumptions are not childish. They are unavoidable. Every 
scientist relies on them every day. The only difference is that most do not 
stop to ask whether their worldview can justify them. 

Vaiṣṇava epistemology does not reject common sense. It explains it. It 
provides a framework in which our basic trust in reason and experience is 
not an accident, but a reflection of an ordered reality grounded in 
consciousness. 

Unguided evolutionism treats common sense as an evolutionary 
convenience. It uses it while explaining it away. 

Devotees are not naïve for noticing this tension. They are perceptive. 

You Do Not Need to Win Every Argument 

Another source of intimidation is the belief that one must be able to answer 
every objection, refute every study, and dismantle every counterexample. 
This belief is paralyzing—and unnecessary. 

No worldview is assessed by winning every debate. It is assessed by whether 
it is coherent. 

If unguided evolutionism cannot justify the trustworthiness of reason, then 
its evidential arguments lose force—not because the data disappears, but 
because the framework for interpreting data has collapsed. At that point, the 
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devotee does not need to press every advantage. It is enough to expose the 
foundational inconsistency. 

Silence in the face of technical complexity is not humility. It is often 
confusion about where the real battle lies. 

Śrīla Prabhupāda’s Example 

Śrīla Prabhupāda did not hesitate to challenge materialistic explanations of 
life, consciousness, and knowledge. He did not do so by mastering every 
scientific discipline. He did so by exposing the assumptions underlying 
materialistic thought and contrasting them with a coherent theistic 
framework. 

He asked simple but devastating questions:​
What is consciousness?​

Why does matter not produce life in the laboratory?​

Why should blind processes give rise to intelligence? 

These questions were not technical. They were foundational. 

Following that example does not require scientific arrogance. It requires 
philosophical clarity. 

Speaking Without Fear 

The purpose of this book has never been to turn devotees into debaters. It 
has been to remove an unnecessary fear. Once the epistemological failure of 
unguided evolutionism is understood, the aura of inevitability surrounding 
it dissolves. 

Devotees are then free to speak honestly, calmly, and without apology. 
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They may choose to engage in scientific discussion. They may choose not to. 
Either choice is legitimate. What is no longer legitimate is the assumption 
that silence is required because the other side owns reason. 

It does not. 

The Shift That Matters 

The most important shift this book invites is not rhetorical, but internal. It 
moves the devotee from a posture of defense to one of clarity. From 
reacting to claims to examining foundations. From fearing expertise to 
recognizing incoherence. 

Once that shift occurs, the question is no longer, “Do I know enough science 
to speak?” 

The question becomes, “Can this worldview justify knowing anything at all?” 

And that is a question every thoughtful devotee is qualified to ask. 

In the next chapter, we will draw together the threads of the argument and 
show how unguided evolutionism continues to function only by borrowing 
the very epistemic resources it denies—living, as it were, on capital it cannot 
repay. 
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Chapter 11 — Evolutionism as a Borrowed 
Worldview 

Living on Epistemic Capital It Cannot Repay 

By now, the pattern should be unmistakable. Unguided evolutionism has not 
merely stumbled on a few difficult questions. It has failed repeatedly at the 
most basic level. Each time it attempts to explain a precondition of 
knowledge—reason, logic, memory, causation, induction—it dissolves the 
very thing it depends on. 

Yet despite this, unguided evolutionism continues to function. Arguments 
are made. Evidence is weighed. Conclusions are drawn. Science proceeds as 
usual. 

How is this possible? 

The answer is not that unguided evolutionism has quietly solved its 
epistemological problems. The answer is that it borrows what it cannot 
explain. It lives off resources generated by a worldview it officially rejects. 

This chapter brings the argument together. 

What It Means to Borrow Epistemic Capital 

To borrow epistemic capital is to rely on assumptions one cannot justify 
within one’s own framework. It is to use tools while denying their source. It 
is to act as though reality is intelligible while explaining that intelligibility 
away. 

Unguided evolutionism does this constantly. 

It argues as though: 
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●​ reason is trustworthy 
●​ logic is binding 
●​ truth matters 
●​ memory refers to real events 
●​ causation is real 
●​ the future will resemble the past 

But when asked why any of this should be so, its answers collapse into 
descriptions of survival, habit, and utility. At no point does it provide a 
grounding for normativity, truth, or obligation. 

The result is a worldview that functions only by violating its own principles. 

The Appearance of Stability 

One reason this borrowing often goes unnoticed is that the borrowed 
assumptions are deeply embedded in everyday life. People reason, 
remember, infer, and predict without constantly reflecting on why these 
activities make sense. Unguided evolutionism takes advantage of this fact. 

It presents itself not as a radical revision of our understanding of knowledge, 
but as a modest extension of common sense. In reality, it quietly 
undermines the very assumptions that common sense relies on. 

The stability we experience is not produced by unguided evolutionism. It is 
inherited. 

The Pattern Revisited 

At this point, it is worth briefly recalling the trajectory of the argument. 

●​ Unguided evolutionism tells us that cognition is shaped by survival 
rather than truth. This undermines trust in belief. 
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●​ It explains reason as an adaptive habit. This undermines rational 
normativity. 

●​ It treats memory as a present mental state. This undermines belief in 
the past. 

●​ It reduces causation to expectation. This undermines induction and 
explanation. 

●​ It depends on science while denying the foundations science 
presupposes. 

Each move follows naturally from the same core commitment: blind, 
purposeless processes are sufficient to explain everything that matters. 

Each move produces the same result: epistemic collapse. 

Why This Is Not a Minor Inconsistency 

It may be tempting to regard these problems as abstract or merely 
philosophical. That temptation should be resisted. 

A worldview that cannot justify knowledge cannot justify anything. It cannot 
claim superiority over alternatives. It cannot critique other positions as false. 
It cannot even coherently assert itself. 

The problem is not that unguided evolutionism sometimes makes mistakes. 
The problem is that it cannot explain what it means for something to be a 
mistake in the first place. 

Error presupposes truth. Illusion presupposes reality. Falsehood 
presupposes meaning. Unguided evolutionism tries to explain these 
phenomena while denying the conditions that make them possible. 

This is not a flaw that can be repaired by refinement. It is a contradiction at 
the foundation. 

Why Borrowing Is Not Neutral 
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Some may respond by saying that every worldview borrows 
something—that ultimate explanations always involve circularity. There is 
truth in this observation, but it misses the crucial distinction. 

All worldviews are circular at the deepest level. The question is whether that 
circularity is virtuous or vicious. 

A virtuous circle grounds knowledge in something capable of sustaining it. A 
vicious circle merely assumes what it cannot justify. 

Vaiṣṇava epistemology is circular in the sense that it begins with revelation 
and interprets reality through that lens. But the circle closes in a source that 
is conscious, truthful, and capable of grounding normativity and meaning. 

Unguided evolutionism is circular in a very different way. It assumes trust in 
reason in order to argue for a worldview that explains reason as 
untrustworthy. Its circle collapses inward. 

The Contrast with the Vaiṣṇava Framework 

From a Vaiṣṇava standpoint, the borrowing becomes clear because the 
alternative is coherent. 

●​ Knowledge descends because truth precedes us. 
●​ Reason is reliable because it reflects an intelligible source. 
●​ Logic is binding because reality is non-contradictory. 
●​ Memory refers because time and causation are real. 
●​ Science works because the world is ordered and knowable. 

None of this is ad hoc. None of it is borrowed from a hostile framework. It is 
internally consistent. 

Unguided evolutionism, by contrast, must constantly reach outside itself to 
function. It denies intelligence at the foundation while relying on 
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intelligence in practice. It denies normativity while demanding rational 
assent. It denies purpose while pursuing explanation. 

Why This Matters for the Reader 

The point of exposing borrowed epistemic capital is not to score rhetorical 
victories. It is to clarify where confidence belongs. 

Many people grant unguided evolutionism authority not because they find it 
coherent, but because they assume it stands on firm scientific ground. Once 
it becomes clear that its foundations are philosophically unstable, that 
assumed authority evaporates. 

What remains is not chaos, but choice. 

One may continue to borrow from a worldview that denies what one relies 
on. Or one may adopt a framework that can actually sustain the practices 
one already lives by. 

Drawing the Argument Together 

This book has not attempted to replace one scientific theory with another. It 
has asked a more basic question: what kind of reality makes knowledge possible? 

Unguided evolutionism has answered that question by appealing to 
blindness, accident, and survival. In doing so, it has stripped knowledge of 
its grounding and then continued to use it as though nothing had changed. 

That is not clarity. It is confusion. 

In the final chapter, we will step back and consider the broader implications 
of this analysis. We will ask what it means to be faithful to a coherent 
epistemology, and what is at stake—for devotees and for seekers—when 
foundational questions are avoided rather than faced. 
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The borrowed capital has been exposed. The final task is to draw the lesson 
it teaches. 
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Chapter 12 — Conclusion 

The Real Conflict Is Not Evolution vs God 

This book has not argued that evolution is false because of missing fossils, 
disputed timelines, or unresolved scientific questions. It has argued 
something more basic and more decisive. It has argued that unguided 
evolutionism collapses before evidence ever enters the room. 

The real conflict exposed here is not between evolution and God. It is 
between blindness and intelligibility, between a worldview that denies the 
foundations of knowledge and one that can actually sustain them. 

Once that distinction is seen clearly, much confusion disappears. 

What Has Been Shown 

The argument has unfolded step by step, not by piling claims on top of one 
another, but by removing preconditions one at a time and observing what 
happens. 

●​ When survival replaces truth as the guiding principle of belief, trust in 
cognition erodes. 

●​ When cognition is treated as a product of blind processes, rational 
normativity dissolves. 

●​ When logic loses its binding force, argument itself loses authority. 
●​ When memory becomes an adaptive mental state, belief in the past 

collapses. 
●​ When causation is reduced to expectation, induction becomes habit 

without justification. 
●​ When science continues to function, it does so only by borrowing 

what its philosophical partner cannot supply. 
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At no point did unguided evolutionism stumble accidentally. It followed its 
own commitments consistently—and those commitments led to epistemic 
failure. 

This is not a complaint. It is a diagnosis. 

Why This Is Not Anti-Science 

Nothing in this book requires hostility toward science. On the contrary, the 
analysis offered here defends science by exposing the worldview that quietly 
undermines it. 

Science presupposes reason, logic, memory, causation, and order. It cannot 
function without them. Unguided evolutionism, when pressed to explain 
these preconditions, dissolves them into survival strategies and 
psychological habits. 

Science works not because unguided evolutionism is true, but because 
scientists do not live as though it were. 

Recognizing this does not weaken science. It restores it to a coherent 
foundation. 

Why Neutrality Is an Illusion 

A recurring theme throughout this book has been the myth of neutrality. 
Unguided evolutionism often presents itself as the default, the background 
assumption, the position one must adopt unless there is compelling 
evidence to the contrary. 

That presentation is misleading. 

Every worldview begins somewhere. Every worldview relies on foundational 
commitments that are not proven but presupposed. The question is not 
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whether one has presuppositions, but whether those presuppositions can 
carry the weight placed upon them. 

Unguided evolutionism cannot. 

Vaiṣṇava epistemology does not pretend to be neutral. It does something 
better. It begins with a source capable of grounding knowledge and proceeds 
consistently from there. 

What Is Ultimately at Stake 

The debate addressed in this book is not merely academic. It concerns the 
possibility of meaning itself. 

●​ If reason is not truth-oriented, then argument is persuasion without 
obligation. 

●​ If logic is not binding, then contradiction loses significance. 
●​ If memory does not refer, then history dissolves. 
●​ If causation is not real, then explanation collapses. 

In such a world, nothing can be known—only managed. 

Unguided evolutionism gestures toward such a world while continuing to 
rely on what it denies. That reliance is not sustainable. Eventually, the 
tension must be resolved—either by abandoning the borrowed resources or 
by acknowledging their true source. 

The Vaiṣṇava Alternative Revisited 

Vaiṣṇava philosophy offers a radically different picture. Knowledge descends 
because truth precedes us. Reason functions because reality is intelligible. 
Logic binds because contradiction is false in a world grounded in 
intelligence. Memory refers because time and causation are real. 

This framework does not eliminate inquiry. It makes inquiry meaningful. 
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The choice, then, is not between faith and reason, or between science and 
God. It is between a worldview that can justify the practices we already 
depend on and one that cannot. 

A Word to Devotees 

If this book has served its purpose, it has done one thing above all: it has 
removed an unnecessary fear. 

Devotees do not need to be silent in the face of unguided evolutionism. 
They do not need to master every technical detail before speaking. They 
need only to understand where knowledge comes from and to recognize 
when a worldview undermines itself. 

Clarity is not arrogance. Consistency is not intolerance. Asking foundational 
questions is not obscurantism. 

It is responsibility. 

The Final Lesson 

Unguided evolutionism does not fail because it lacks data. It fails because it 
lacks grounding. It denies the very conditions that make data meaningful 
and then proceeds as though nothing has changed. 

That contradiction cannot be hidden indefinitely. 

A worldview that begins with blindness cannot end with reason.​
A worldview that explains truth away cannot claim to possess it. 

The real conflict, therefore, is not evolution versus God.​
It is unguided explanation versus intelligible reality. 

And only one of those can sustain knowledge. 
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Prabhupāda: So the basic point is wrong. Starting is wrong. Starting point is 
mistake and illusion. Therefore, the next point is cheating. If you start from wrong 
conception of life, then if you distribute knowledge, that means cheating. You do not 
know, still you are distributing knowledge. But this rascal Darwin, he has no clear 
idea. He is simply theorizing, speculating, and misleading people. Therefore, he is 
cheating. 

—Śrīla Prabhupāda, September 28, 1972  
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Glossary of Key Terms 

The following definitions reflect the usage of key terms throughout this 
book. 

Adaptation 

A trait or disposition shaped by natural selection because it contributes to 
survival or reproduction. In unguided evolutionary accounts, adaptation 
explains functional success rather than truth-tracking. This book 
emphasizes that what aids survival need not correspond to reality, and 
therefore adaptation alone cannot ground knowledge. 

Belief 

A cognitive state that purports to represent reality. Beliefs influence 
behavior regardless of whether they are true. Unguided evolutionism 
explains belief formation in terms of survival utility, not correspondence to 
reality, thereby weakening the connection between belief and truth. 

Brute Fact 

A feature of reality claimed to require no further explanation. In 
evolutionary naturalism, brute facts are often invoked to terminate inquiry 
into order, regularity, or intelligibility. This book argues that brute facts may 
halt explanation, but they cannot ground normativity, rational obligation, or 
truth. 

Cause and Effect (Causation) 

The real connection by which one event produces another, not merely the 
observation of regular succession. This book argues that while real causal 
relations may exist in the world, unguided evolutionism cannot justify our 
knowledge of them. By explaining causal beliefs in terms of habitual 
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expectation or neural association shaped by survival, unguided evolutionism 
undermines explanation, induction, and the rational foundations of science. 

Cognitive Reliability 

The property of a cognitive faculty whereby it tends to produce true beliefs 
rather than false ones. This book argues that unguided evolutionary 
processes select for survival-oriented behavior, not for epistemic reliability. 
As a result, trust in cognition cannot be justified without circular appeal to 
the very faculties in question. 

Consciousness 

The capacity for awareness, understanding, and intentionality. In Vaiṣṇava 
philosophy, consciousness is primary and irreducible. Unguided 
evolutionism treats consciousness as emergent and accidental, which this 
book argues undermines the possibility of genuine knowledge and 
self-awareness. 

Epistemic Autonomy 

The assumption that human reason can function as a final and independent 
authority over truth. Unguided evolutionism relies on this assumption in 
practice while explaining reason as the unintended product of blind 
processes, creating a deep internal tension between explanation and trust. 

Epistemology 

The study of knowledge: its nature, sources, and justification. This book 
treats epistemology as foundational, arguing that evolutionary explanations 
must first account for the possibility and reliability of knowledge before 
appealing to evidence, science, or inference. 
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Evolution (Biological) 

Change in living organisms over time, including variation and adaptation. 
This book does not deny biological change as such, but carefully 
distinguishes empirical biological processes from broader metaphysical 
claims about mind, reason, and knowledge. 

Evolutionism (Unguided Evolutionism) 

A worldview that treats blind, purposeless processes as sufficient to explain 
life, mind, reason, and knowledge. This book argues that unguided 
evolutionism is epistemologically self-defeating, since it undermines the 
conditions required for believing it to be true. 

Explanation (Functional and Epistemic) 

Functional explanations account for how systems operate or why certain 
behaviors occur. Epistemic explanations account for why beliefs are justified 
or truth-tracking. Unguided evolutionism offers functional explanations but 
fails to provide epistemic grounding. 

Induction 

The assumption that patterns observed in the past will continue into the 
future. Induction cannot be justified by logic or experience alone without 
circularity. This book argues that unguided evolutionism reduces induction 
to habit, leaving it without rational justification. 

Knowledge 

Justified true belief, or participation in truth. In Vaiṣṇava epistemology, 
knowledge is not generated autonomously by matter or survival 
mechanisms, but depends on an intelligible and conscious ground. 
Unguided evolutionism dissolves knowledge into adaptive usefulness. 
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Logic 

The normative principles governing valid reasoning, such as 
non-contradiction and valid inference. Logic is not a physical process or 
evolutionary habit. Unguided evolutionism cannot account for its binding 
authority without presupposing what it seeks to explain. 

Memory 

The faculty by which past events are apprehended as having actually 
occurred. Unguided evolutionism explains memory as an adaptive present 
mental state, which undermines justified belief in the past and, by extension, 
historical knowledge and scientific inference. 

Naturalism 

The metaphysical assumption that reality consists solely of impersonal 
physical processes. This book treats naturalism as a philosophical 
commitment rather than a scientific discovery, and argues that it cannot 
ground reason, normativity, or knowledge. 

Neutrality 

The claim that one can assess evidence or arguments without prior 
commitments. This book argues that neutrality is an illusion: all reasoning 
presupposes a framework, and unguided evolutionism quietly smuggles in 
its own unexamined assumptions. 

Normativity 

The binding “oughtness” of logic, rational inference, and truth-seeking. 
Normativity cannot arise from survival utility alone. Unguided evolutionism 
reduces obligation to habit or preference, thereby dissolving rational 
accountability. 
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Presupposition 

A foundational commitment that must already be in place for reasoning to 
occur. This book evaluates worldviews by whether their presuppositions can 
sustain knowledge, rather than by isolated evidential claims. 

Reason 

The faculty of inference and judgment. In Vaiṣṇava philosophy, reason is 
real, valuable, and dependent. Unguided evolutionism treats reason as an 
adaptive tool shaped for survival, which undermines its authority as a guide 
to truth. 

Science 

A method of investigating the natural world that presupposes reliable 
cognition, logic, causation, induction, and order. This book defends science 
by arguing that unguided evolutionism cannot justify the assumptions 
science requires to function. 

Survival 

The capacity of organisms to persist and reproduce. Unguided evolutionism 
treats survival as the primary explanatory principle. This book argues that 
survival does not entail truth and cannot ground rational belief. 

Truth 

Correspondence between belief and reality. Under unguided evolutionism, 
truth becomes incidental to utility. Vaiṣṇava epistemology treats truth as 
fundamental and intelligible because reality itself is grounded in 
consciousness. 
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Worldview 

An integrated framework of ultimate commitments about reality, 
knowledge, and meaning. This book evaluates worldviews by whether they 
can account for the very possibility of knowledge rather than merely 
describing behavior.  

85 



 

About the Author 

Ajita Kṛṣṇa Dāsa is a disciple of His Holiness Śrīla Mahāviṣṇu Gosvāmī 
Mahārāja in the Gauḍīya Vaiṣṇava disciplic succession. He writes on 
Vaiṣṇava theology and epistemology, with particular interest in questions of 
knowledge, authority, and the philosophical challenges posed by modern 
materialistic worldviews. His work emphasizes fidelity to śāstra and the 
authority of paramparā as the proper foundation for understanding reality. 

More of the author’s writings can be found at:​
www.ajitkrishnadasa.me 

 

86 

http://www.ajitkrishnadasa.me

	 
	Dedication 
	A note to the reader 
	On Śrīla Prabhupāda and evolution 

	Introduction – Why Unguided Evolution Intimidates Devotees (and Why It Shouldn’t) 
	What This Book Is (and Is Not) 
	Why Evolution Is a Worldview Problem 
	The Vaiṣṇava Advantage 
	Why Devotees Feel Unqualified—and Why They Aren’t 
	A Necessary Clarification 
	The Aim of This Book 

	Chapter 1 – What Unguided Evolutionism Actually Claims 
	The Meaning of “Unguided” 
	From Method to Worldview 
	Why the Distinction Matters 
	The Silent Expansion of Scope 
	Why This Is an Epistemological Issue 
	Evolution Explaining Evolution 
	The Vaiṣṇava Contrast 
	Why This Book Focuses Here 

	Chapter 2 – The Vaiṣṇava Epistemological Starting Point 
	Knowledge Does Not Arise in a Vacuum 
	Vaiṣṇava philosophy rejects this myth entirely. 
	Śabda as the Root Pramāṇa 
	Reason as Dependent, Not Autonomous 
	Why Neutrality Is Impossible 
	Knowledge as Participation, Not Construction 
	The Conflict with Unguided Evolutionism 
	Why This Matters Before Evidence 
	Setting the Stage 

	Chapter 3 — Survival Is Not Truth 
	Selection Targets Behavior, Not Belief 
	Truth as an Accidental Byproduct 
	Overlap is not grounding. 
	The Problem of Systematic Error 
	Evolution Explaining Reason 
	The Self-Referential Problem 
	Why This Is Not Mere Skepticism 
	The Vaiṣṇava Contrast Revisited 
	The Road Ahead 

	Chapter 4 — The Collapse of Cognitive Reliability 
	What It Means to Trust a Cognitive Faculty 
	Reliability Versus Mere Functionality 
	The Problem of Defeaters 
	Self-Reference and Collapse 
	The Illusion of Escape 
	Reason Without Normativity 
	The Vaiṣṇava Grounding of Trust 
	Where This Leaves Us 

	Chapter 5 — Can Unguided Evolution Ground Logic and Rational Normativity? 
	Up to this point, the argument has shown that unguided evolution undermines trust in cognition, truth, memory, and the past. But beneath all of these lies something even more basic—something so fundamental that it is often invisible precisely because it is always in use. 
	That something is logic. 
	Every argument presupposes it. Every objection relies on it. Every scientific inference depends on it. Logic is not merely a tool we happen to use; it is the standard by which reasoning is judged as correct or incorrect. And that standard is normative. It tells us not only how we do reason, but how we ought to reason. 
	This chapter asks a simple but decisive question: 
	Can unguided evolution account for the authority of logic itself? 
	If it cannot, then argument, science, and even the defense of evolutionism lose their footing. 
	Logic Is Not a Physical Process 
	The laws of logic are not physical objects. They do not weigh anything. They do not occupy space. They are not located in brains, neurons, or synapses. Yet they govern every act of reasoning, including reasoning about brains, neurons, and synapses. 
	The law of non-contradiction does not become false if everyone violates it. Logical validity does not depend on cultural consensus. An invalid argument remains invalid even if it is evolutionarily advantageous to believe it. 
	This already places logic outside the explanatory reach of unguided evolution. 
	Evolution can describe changes in physical systems over time. It can account for behaviors. It can shape habits. But it cannot generate abstract, universal, invariant norms that apply regardless of time, place, or biological configuration. 
	Logic does not behave like an evolved trait. It behaves like a standard that stands over traits and judges them. 

	Normativity Cannot Be Naturalized 
	The heart of the problem is normativity. 
	Logic is not descriptive. It is prescriptive. It does not merely tell us what happens when we think. It tells us when thinking is correct. It draws a distinction between right and wrong inference—between valid and invalid reasoning. 
	Unguided evolution has no place for this distinction. 
	Natural selection does not recognize correctness. It recognizes survival. It does not reward valid inferences as such. It rewards behaviors that lead to reproduction. A pattern of thought may be logically flawed and still be evolutionarily successful. From the standpoint of evolution, there is no error—only fitness. 
	But logic is not optional. We do not treat it as a useful convention. We treat it as binding. We do not say, “This inference works for me.” We say, “This inference is invalid.” That judgment carries authority. It demands submission. 
	Unguided evolution cannot generate obligation. It can generate habits. It can generate tendencies. It cannot generate ought. 

	The Fatal Asymmetry 
	Here the internal tension becomes unmistakable. 
	Evolutionism relies on argument. It appeals to evidence. It draws inferences. It critiques alternatives as incoherent. In doing so, it presupposes that logic is authoritative—that valid reasoning ought to be followed and invalid reasoning rejected. 
	But the moment evolutionism explains reasoning as the product of blind survival processes, it undercuts that authority. 
	If logic is merely an evolved habit, then it has no binding force. One may follow it when convenient and abandon it when not. There is no rational obligation to obey it. Argument becomes persuasion. Truth becomes preference. 
	At that point, evolutionism loses the right to argue at all. 
	It may continue to speak, but it can no longer claim to be right in any meaningful sense. 

	Why Pragmatism Cannot Save the Day 
	Some respond by saying that logic works—that it is useful, reliable, and indispensable. But usefulness is not normativity. A tool can be useful without being authoritative. A strategy can succeed without being correct. 
	To say “logic works” is to say it has survival value. But survival value does not explain why one ought to reason logically, especially when illogical reasoning might be more adaptive in certain contexts. 
	Once again, the argument collapses into the same pattern: utility replaces truth, habit replaces justification, success replaces correctness. 
	This is not a grounding of logic. It is an evasion. 

	Self-Reference Revisited 
	As before, the problem sharpens when evolutionism turns on itself. 
	If logic is an evolved habit, then the logical arguments used to support evolutionism are also evolved habits. Their validity is not a marker of truth, but a byproduct of survival pressures. Why, then, should anyone accept them as binding? 
	Evolutionism cannot answer this question without stepping outside its own framework. 
	It must borrow the authority of logic while denying its foundation. 
	This is not merely inconsistent. It is self-defeating. 

	The Vaiṣṇava Account of Rational Normativity 
	Vaiṣṇava philosophy does not struggle here. 
	Logic is authoritative because reality is intelligible. Reason is binding because it reflects the nature of a conscious, rational source. The laws of logic are not accidents of biology; they are expressions of order grounded in intelligence. 
	Because Kṛṣṇa is truthful and non-contradictory, contradiction is false. Because reality is meaningful, reasoning has direction. Because consciousness is fundamental, normativity is not an illusion. 
	In this framework, logic does not float in a metaphysical vacuum. It is anchored in being itself. 
	This does not reduce logic to theology. It explains why logic applies universally, why it binds all thinkers equally, and why it cannot be overridden by convenience or power. 

	Why This Chapter Matters 
	At this point, the collapse of unguided evolutionism is no longer partial. It is complete. 
	Without logic: 
	●​arguments lose force 
	●​science loses justification 
	●​truth loses meaning 
	●​criticism loses authority 
	A worldview that cannot ground logic cannot meaningfully defend itself or critique alternatives. It may describe processes, but it cannot make claims about what ought to be believed. 
	Unguided evolutionism thus faces a stark choice: 
	Either logic is authoritative—in which case it cannot be the product of blind processes—or logic is not authoritative—in which case evolutionism has no rational standing. 
	There is no third option. 

	Preparing the Way Forward 
	With the collapse of rational normativity now exposed, the remaining chapters will show how this failure extends into time, causation, and science itself. Memory and induction will be shown to rely on the same borrowed foundations. The pattern will repeat, not by accident, but by necessity. 
	The conclusion is already visible: 
	A worldview that begins with blindness cannot end with reason. 
	And no amount of evidence can change that. 
	 


	Chapter 6 — Can Unguided Evolution Justify Belief in the Past? 
	Memory as an Adaptive Tool 
	The Problem of Historical Reference 
	The Presentist Trap 
	Evolution’s Dependence on History 
	The Inescapability of the Problem 
	The Vaiṣṇava Understanding of Memory 
	Why This Matters 

	Chapter 7 — Can Unguided Evolution Ground Cause and Effect? 
	What Cause and Effect Really Mean 
	The Evolutionary Explanation of Expectation 
	Habit Is Not Knowledge 
	Science and the Quiet Assumption of Order 
	Evolution Explaining Evolution—Again 
	The Vaiṣṇava Grounding of Order 

	The Pattern Repeats 
	Where This Leaves Us 

	Chapter 8 — Science and the Illusion of Neutrality 
	The Myth of Scientific Neutrality 
	Evolutionism’s Silent Borrowing 
	Methodological Success vs Metaphysical Failure 
	The Inescapability of Metaphysics 
	Why This Is Not Anti-Science 
	The Asymmetry Exposed 
	The Cost of Ignoring the Problem 

	 
	Chapter 9 — Why This Book Addresses Unguided Evolutionism Only 
	What This Book Has Argued—and What It Has Not 
	Why Theistic Evolution Is Not Addressed Here 
	Why This Limitation Is a Strength, Not a Weakness 
	Why This Does Not Weaken the Central Case 
	Returning to the Main Thread 

	Chapter 10 — Why Devotees Don’t Need to Be Scientists 
	The Burden Has Been Misplaced 
	Why Presuppositional Critique Changes Everything 
	Common Sense Is Not Naivety 
	You Do Not Need to Win Every Argument 
	Śrīla Prabhupāda’s Example 
	Speaking Without Fear 
	The Shift That Matters 

	Chapter 11 — Evolutionism as a Borrowed Worldview 
	What It Means to Borrow Epistemic Capital 
	The Appearance of Stability 
	The Pattern Revisited 
	Why This Is Not a Minor Inconsistency 
	Why Borrowing Is Not Neutral 
	The Contrast with the Vaiṣṇava Framework 
	Why This Matters for the Reader 
	Drawing the Argument Together 

	Chapter 12 — Conclusion 
	What Has Been Shown 
	Why This Is Not Anti-Science 
	Why Neutrality Is an Illusion 
	That presentation is misleading. 
	What Is Ultimately at Stake 
	The Vaiṣṇava Alternative Revisited 
	A Word to Devotees 
	The Final Lesson 

	Glossary of Key Terms 
	Adaptation 
	Belief 
	Brute Fact 
	Cause and Effect (Causation) 
	Cognitive Reliability 
	Consciousness 
	Epistemic Autonomy 
	Epistemology 
	Evolution (Biological) 
	Evolutionism (Unguided Evolutionism) 
	Explanation (Functional and Epistemic) 
	Induction 
	Knowledge 
	Logic 
	Memory 
	Naturalism 
	Neutrality 
	Normativity 
	Presupposition 
	Reason 
	Science 
	Survival 
	Truth 
	Worldview 

	About the Author 

