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A note to the reader 

This book is not written to persuade everyone, nor to offer a neutral survey 
of competing views. It is written for readers willing to examine the 
foundations of unbelief itself, and to consider whether atheism can 
genuinely function as a coherent position rather than as a posture sustained 
by suppression, denial, or self-deception. 

The arguments presented here proceed from a simple but demanding 
claim: that the human relationship with God is not something externally 
imposed or culturally acquired, but something internal, unavoidable, and 
prior to reflection. If that is so, then unbelief cannot be explained merely as 
a lack of evidence or an absence of conviction. It must instead be 
understood as an active stance toward what is already present. 

For this reason, the discussion in this book does not remain at the level of 
abstract theory alone. It addresses the role of will, desire, and aversion in 
shaping what we are prepared to acknowledge as true. It also challenges the 
assumption that denial is epistemically neutral, or that forgetting God is a 
psychologically innocent condition. 

The claim examined here is not that atheists fail to encounter God, but that 
they refuse to acknowledge what they encounter. If that claim is correct, 
then atheism is not merely false, but unstable—an attempt to maintain a 
position that cannot finally be sustained. 

The following statement expresses this conclusion with clarity and without 
qualification: 

“The conclusion is that everyone sees God at every moment, but 
the atheist class, they do not accept that he is seeing God. He 
denies or telling lies that he is not seeing God. But a devotee of 
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God, he sees God at every moment within his heart.”​

— Śrīla Prabhupāda, June 26, 1971​

​
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Chapter 1 – Why the Atheist Narrative Is Not 
Authoritative 
Atheism presents itself in different ways. Sometimes it appears as an explicit 
denial of God. At other times, it presents itself more modestly as a simple 
absence of belief. These expressions are often treated as fundamentally 
different, and much effort is spent defending the latter as more cautious, 
more reasonable, or more neutral. 

For the purposes of this book, that distinction is secondary. 

Whether atheism takes the form of denial or of claimed absence, the result 
is the same: God is excluded from the framework within which reality is 
interpreted, knowledge is evaluated, and meaning is understood. Denial and 
absence are not opposites here. They are different expressions of the same 
stance toward reality. 

The more important question is not how atheism describes itself, but 
whether it can claim the authority to define itself in a way that exempts it 
from scrutiny. 

This chapter begins by rejecting that claim. 

Not because it is impolite.​
Not because it is rhetorically inconvenient.​
But because it is false. 

The appeal of “absence of belief” 

The description of atheism as an “absence of belief” is rhetorically powerful. 
It suggests restraint rather than rejection, humility rather than dogmatism. It 
presents atheism as a refusal to overstep the limits of what can responsibly 
be claimed, rather than as a position about reality. 

In contemporary discourse, this framing carries significant advantage. If 
atheism is merely the absence of belief, then it makes no claims. If it makes 
no claims, it carries no burden of proof. It may interrogate, critique, and 
demand justification without ever having to account for itself. 
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Many devotees instinctively accept this framing. It sounds fair. It sounds 
reasonable. And it appears compatible with the idea that belief should not be 
imposed where certainty is lacking. 

But this is precisely where the confusion begins. 

“Absence of belief” does not describe a neutral relation to reality. It describes 
a strategic posture within a debate. It tells us how one wishes to be treated 
in argument, not what one assumes about the world in order to reason, 
judge, and live. 

Those two things are not the same. 

The illusion of neutrality 

Atheism frequently presents itself as epistemically neutral. The atheist 
claims to stand nowhere in particular—simply waiting for evidence. God, we 
are told, must be introduced as a hypothesis and justified before a 
supposedly impartial tribunal of reason. 

But neutrality of this kind does not exist. 

There is no positionless evaluator of evidence. Every act of evaluation 
already presupposes standards: what counts as evidence, what kinds of 
explanations are admissible, what degree of certainty is required, and what 
sorts of entities are even allowed to exist within one’s account of reality. 

These standards are not discovered at the end of inquiry. They are brought 
to it from the beginning. 

Even the decision to “withhold belief” presupposes a view of what belief is, 
how knowledge functions, and what would count as sufficient justification. 
These are not neutral assumptions. They are philosophical commitments. 

To claim neutrality here is not intellectual humility. It is concealment. 

Atheism and worldviews 
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Atheism is not itself a worldview. It does not, by definition, specify a 
comprehensive account of reality. It does not tell us what ultimately exists, 
what grounds knowledge, or what gives meaning and value to human life. 

But atheism never exists in isolation. 

Every actual atheist reasons, judges, and lives from within a broader 
framework of assumptions that does this explanatory work. These 
frameworks may differ significantly from person to person. Some are 
explicitly naturalistic. Others are vaguely humanistic, pragmatic, or 
scientific. Some are carefully articulated. Others are inherited, unexamined, 
or internally inconsistent. 

What they have in common is not uniformity, but exclusion. 

All worldviews that exclude God—whether explicitly or implicitly—are 
atheistic in function. They may differ in content, sophistication, or 
coherence, but they share a defining feature: reality is interpreted without 
reference to God as its ground. 

In this sense, atheism is not a worldview, but it always results in atheistic 
worldviews. 

The problem, therefore, is not that atheists lack a worldview. The problem is 
that they refuse to own the worldview(s) they already rely upon. 

The illusion of no burden 

The atheist often argues as follows: “I do not claim that God does not exist. I 
simply lack belief. Therefore, I have no burden of proof.” 

At first glance, this seems reasonable. One cannot be asked to defend a claim 
one has not made. 

But this argument depends on a sleight of hand. 

While the atheist may avoid explicitly denying God’s existence, they 
nevertheless operate within a framework that excludes God from their 
explanations of reality. They reason, judge, and interpret the world as 
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though God is not necessary to account for reason, morality, order, or 
meaning. 

This exclusion is not neutral. It is substantive. 

If God is not included as the ground of these things, then something else 
must take His place—whether explicitly acknowledged or not. Nature, 
matter, chance, human autonomy, social convention, evolutionary 
processes: these are not absences. They are replacements. 

And replacements require justification. 

One cannot explain the world without God and then claim to have made no 
explanatory commitments. 

Epistemic modesty and metaphysical commitment 

At this point, defenders of atheism often protest that this critique confuses 
humility with denial. They insist that suspending belief in God is an 
expression of epistemic modesty, not a metaphysical stance. 

But this distinction does not accomplish what it is asked to do. 

Epistemic modesty concerns how confident one is in one’s conclusions. 
Metaphysical commitment concerns what one must assume about reality in 
order to function at all. One may be cautious in the former while being fully 
committed in the latter. 

A person may say, “I do not know whether God exists,” and yet still live, 
reason, and judge as though the world is intelligible without Him. That is not 
neutrality. It is a metaphysical posture—whether acknowledged or not. 

Suspending judgment about God does not suspend the need for a 
foundation. 

The retreat to agnosticism 

When pressed further, the atheist often retreats to agnosticism. They claim 
neither belief nor disbelief. They present themselves as maximally open and 
therefore maximally exempt from responsibility. 
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But this retreat also fails. 

One cannot live in permanent metaphysical suspense. One still trusts 
reason, relies on moral intuitions, expects consistency in nature, and 
assumes the intelligibility of experience. These assumptions do not float 
freely. They rest on an account—implicit or explicit—of why such things are 
possible. 

If God is not part of that account, then the worldview is functionally 
non-theistic, regardless of how carefully one avoids explicit denial. 

The burden does not disappear. It relocates. 

The atheist is not required to prove that God does not exist. But they are 
required to justify how knowledge, reason, morality, and meaning are 
intelligible without Him—because that is the framework within which they 
are already operating. 

Refusing to name this framework does not remove responsibility for it. 

Why the narrative persists 

The atheist narrative persists because it is strategically effective. By 
presenting atheism as a lack rather than a position, it shifts the entire burden 
of justification onto the theist while shielding its own assumptions from 
scrutiny. 

This is not accidental. 

If atheism is framed as mere non-belief, it may critique without accounting, 
demand evidence without offering foundations, and reject explanations 
without providing alternatives. It becomes a permanent interrogator who is 
never interrogated in return. 

Many devotees, eager to appear fair-minded, unwittingly accept this 
arrangement. They grant atheism an epistemic privilege it has not earned 
and then attempt to defend Kṛṣṇa on terms that quietly deny His primacy as 
the ground of knowing. 

The result is confusion—both in preaching and in one’s own thinking. 
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A Vaiṣṇava correction 

Vaiṣṇava theology does not grant epistemic privilege to exclusion. 

According to śāstra, Kṛṣṇa is not a hypothesis within a neutral universe. He is 
the source of intelligence, memory, and forgetfulness—the ground upon 
which knowing itself rests. Reason does not stand over Him in judgment; it 
stands upon Him in dependence. 

From this perspective, the atheist’s claim to neutrality becomes incoherent. 
One cannot use faculties sustained by Kṛṣṇa to deny responsibility for 
accounting for Him. 

The problem is not that atheists make no claims. The problem is that they 
refuse to acknowledge the claims they already rely upon. 

Orientation for what follows 

This chapter has not attempted to refute atheism. It has done something 
more basic: it has refused to accept atheism’s authority to define the terms 
of the discussion. 

In the chapters that follow, we will examine the various atheistic worldviews 
that arise once God is excluded, the claim that atheists do not truly exist in 
the way they claim, and the deeper mechanism that explains why this 
exclusion persists—self-deception rooted in the soul’s desire for 
independence. 

Everything that follows depends on this first refusal. 

We do not begin by asking the atheist’s permission to speak.​
We do not adopt their categories as authoritative.​
We begin where Vaiṣṇava epistemology begins—with Kṛṣṇa as the ground of 
all knowing. 

Only from there does anything else make sense. 
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Chapter 2 – Why Self-Descriptions Cannot Be 
Trusted 

Modern intellectual culture treats self-description as authoritative. How a 
person names their own position is assumed to be the most reliable account 
of what that position actually is. To question this description is often seen as 
unfair, intrusive, or even unethical. 

In everyday social life, this instinct has its place. Courtesy requires that we 
do not casually override how others understand themselves. But when the 
subject is philosophy or theology—when we are dealing with claims about 
reality, knowledge, and truth—this instinct becomes a liability. 

Positions are not defined by how they sound. They are defined by how they 
function. 

This chapter is an exercise in slowing down that recognition. 

The cultural privilege of self-identification 

We live in a culture that has elevated self-identification to a principle. To say 
“this is how I identify” is often treated as the end of discussion rather than its 
beginning. The statement carries an implicit demand: accept my description 
on my terms, and do not inquire further. 

This privilege is rarely questioned because it feels humane. It appears to 
protect individual autonomy and sincerity. But sincerity and accuracy are 
not the same thing. 

A person can be sincere and mistaken. They can be sincere and confused. 
They can be sincere and evasive. Self-description tells us how a person 
understands themselves, or how they wish to be understood. It does not 
necessarily tell us how their position operates. 

This gap becomes especially important in discussions about God. 

Why God intensifies the problem 
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When the subject is mundane—taste, preference, 
temperament—self-description is usually sufficient. But when the subject is 
ultimate reality, self-description becomes unreliable. 

Why? 

Because the question of God is not merely descriptive. It is disruptive. 

To affirm God is to accept dependence. To deny God is to assert autonomy. 
To present God as unknowable or irrelevant is to manage responsibility. In 
every case, the position touches identity, control, and accountability. 

Where stakes are this high, language becomes protective. 

People learn—often unconsciously—to describe their positions in ways that 
reduce exposure rather than increase clarity. The language softens, the 
commitments blur, and responsibility is deferred. 

Naming versus functioning 

A crucial distinction must be made between naming a position and 
observing how it functions. 

Naming answers the question: What do you call yourself?​
Functioning answers the question: What does this position allow, exclude, or 
require? 

These are not the same. 

A person may name themselves “open-minded” while functioning as closed 
to any conclusion that would require surrender. Another may name 
themselves “skeptical” while functioning as selectively credulous toward 
whatever supports autonomy. A third may name themselves “humble” while 
functioning as permanently uncommitted. 

The name reassures. The function reveals. 

Why atheism depends on self-description 
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Atheism relies heavily on self-description for its cultural credibility. This is 
not accidental. 

If atheism were presented simply as a denial of God, it would immediately 
inherit a burden of justification. It would be one metaphysical position 
among others, open to scrutiny and comparison. 

To avoid this, atheism is redescribed. It becomes “lack of belief,” 
“non-belief,” “withholding assent,” or “waiting for evidence.” Each 
description distances the position from accountability. 

What changes is not the underlying orientation toward reality, but how that 
orientation is framed. 

The strength of atheism in modern discourse lies less in its arguments than 
in its control of language. 

How self-descriptions are chosen 

Self-descriptions are rarely neutral. They are selected because they perform 
work. 

A description that sounds modest reduces challenge.​
A description that sounds cautious deflects criticism.​
A description that sounds virtuous earns moral credit. 

This does not require constant conscious manipulation. Over time, 
communities converge on language that protects them. Certain descriptions 
persist because they are effective. Others disappear because they invite 
pressure. 

Discourse evolves toward safety, not truth. 

The case of “absence of belief” 

Few phrases illustrate this more clearly than “absence of belief.” 

On the surface, it appears purely descriptive. It suggests emptiness rather 
than commitment. But its function is not to describe inner experience; it is 
to manage responsibility. 

17 

 



By presenting atheism as absence rather than exclusion, the speaker avoids 
the need to explain what takes God’s place in their understanding of reality. 
The focus remains permanently on what others must justify, never on what 
the atheist already presupposes in order to reason at all. 

The description does its job quietly. It relocates responsibility without 
admitting that it has done so. 

Sincerity, drift, and responsibility 

At this point, a natural objection arises: What if the atheist is sincere? What if 
they genuinely experience their position as a lack rather than a denial? 

Sincerity is not in question. 

A person may sincerely experience their position in one way while it 
functions in another. This is especially common when positions are adopted 
gradually rather than through explicit decision. Drift does not feel like 
choice. It feels like caution, balance, or maturity. 

But psychological drift does not eliminate responsibility. Habit does not 
erase origin. Forgetting does not cancel choice. 

According to Vaiṣṇava theology, forgetfulness of God is not merely an 
intellectual accident. It arises from a desire for independence. Once that 
desire is indulged, suppression becomes natural, and denial becomes 
sincere. The person is no longer constantly choosing against God—but the 
original choice continues to structure everything that follows. 

At this deeper level, self-deception involves a form of lying: first to oneself, 
and then, unavoidably, to others. 

The question, therefore, is not whether the atheist is consciously deceptive 
at every moment. The question is whether self-description is sufficient to 
reveal what their position is doing. 

In philosophy, it is not. 

Why devotees are especially vulnerable 
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Devotees are often particularly susceptible to accepting atheist 
self-descriptions. 

First, Vaiṣṇava ethics rightly emphasize humility and gentleness. This can 
make devotees hesitant to question how others describe themselves, for fear 
of appearing aggressive or unfair. 

Second, modern education trains people to treat skepticism as intelligence. 
Many devotees absorbed this training long before encountering bhakti, and 
atheist language therefore feels familiar and authoritative. 

Third, there is often an unconscious desire to appear reasonable. Granting 
atheism a privileged self-description can feel like a gesture of fairness—even 
when it quietly undermines one’s own epistemology. 

The result is a subtle imbalance. Devotees begin discussions by conceding 
ground that śāstra does not concede. 

Watching what positions do 

A more reliable approach is observational rather than deferential. 

Instead of asking, “What do you call yourself?” we ask: 

●​ What does this position permit you to question? 
●​ What does it forbid you from considering? 
●​ Where does it place the burden of explanation? 
●​ What assumptions does it rely on but refuse to name? 

When we ask these questions, self-descriptions lose their authority. Patterns 
emerge. Functions become visible. 

This is not uncharitable. It is honest. 

Orientation for what follows 

This chapter has not evaluated any position as true or false. It has done 
something more basic: it has refused to treat self-description as decisive. 
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In the next chapter, we will examine a distinction that governs everything 
discussed so far: the difference between belief and knowledge, and how 
uncertainty came to be mistaken for intellectual virtue. 

For now, the lesson is simple and demanding: 

Do not be impressed by labels.​
Do not be disarmed by sincerity.​
Watch what positions do. 

That discipline alone changes the entire conversation. 
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Chapter 3 – Belief, Knowledge, and the 
Moralization of Doubt 

Few distinctions shape modern discussions about God more decisively—and 
more quietly—than the distinction between belief and knowledge. It is 
invoked constantly, often unconsciously, and almost always with moral 
overtones. Belief is treated as permissible, personal, and optional. 
Knowledge, by contrast, is treated as suspect—too strong, too rigid, too 
confident. 

This was not always the case. 

Something has shifted. And unless that shift is made visible, nearly every 
discussion about God will remain subtly distorted. 

When certainty stopped sounding innocent 

In earlier intellectual climates, knowledge was treated as an achievement. To 
know something meant that one had grasped reality correctly. Error was 
possible, of course, but certainty itself was not morally tainted. It was 
evaluated on epistemic grounds, not ethical ones. 

Today, certainty sounds different. 

To say “I know” is often heard not as a claim about reality, but as a claim 
about character. It suggests arrogance, closed-mindedness, or insensitivity. 
The listener may not consciously think this, but the reaction is often there: 
Who are you to be so sure? 

By contrast, to say “I believe, but I’m not certain” sounds responsible. To say 
“I’m not sure” sounds humble. To say “we can’t really know” sounds wise. 

What has changed is not logic, but tone. Knowledge has been moralized. 

How belief was softened to survive 

As certainty became socially risky, belief learned to soften itself. 
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Belief began to present itself as personal rather than propositional. “This is 
meaningful to me” replaced “this is true.” Faith became an inner posture 
rather than a claim about reality. The emphasis shifted from what is to what 
helps. 

This shift allowed belief to survive in a skeptical culture, but at a cost. Once 
belief is detached from knowledge, it becomes fragile. It no longer claims to 
describe reality; it merely expresses preference or identity. 

This is why so many modern believers instinctively retreat from the 
language of knowledge. They sense—often correctly—that certainty will 
invite resistance. Belief without knowledge feels safer. It asks less of others, 
and less of oneself. 

But safety is not the same as coherence. 

Doubt as a badge of virtue 

Alongside the softening of belief came the elevation of doubt. Doubt began 
to signal intelligence, honesty, and moral seriousness. To doubt was no 
longer a problem to be solved; it became a posture to be maintained. 

This is especially visible in religious contexts. Expressions of uncertainty are 
often praised as “authentic,” while expressions of confidence are treated as 
immature or dangerous. Faith is framed as meaningful precisely because it 
exists without knowledge. 

But this framing hides a contradiction. 

Doubt, in itself, is not virtuous. It is a cognitive state. Its value depends 
entirely on what it is responding to. Doubting a weak argument is sensible. 
Doubting a strong one may be evasive. Doubting out of caution can be 
prudent. Doubting out of fear can be paralyzing. 

Modern discourse rarely makes these distinctions. Doubt is praised 
generically, without asking what it is doing. 

The asymmetry between belief and non-belief 
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At this point, an asymmetry emerges. 

Believers are encouraged to doubt themselves. Non-believers are rarely 
encouraged to doubt their non-belief. The former are urged toward 
humility; the latter are congratulated for it. 

A theist who says “I know God exists” is asked to soften the claim. An atheist 
who says “I don’t believe in God” is rarely asked to examine the assumptions 
that make such a position livable. 

The moral pressure flows in one direction. 

This is not the result of argument. It is the result of cultural training. 

Knowledge versus certainty: a quiet conflation 

Part of the confusion lies in the way knowledge and certainty are conflated. 

Knowledge is treated as if it implied infallibility. To claim knowledge is 
assumed to mean that one cannot be mistaken. But this is not how 
knowledge has traditionally been understood. One can know something 
without claiming absolute, context-free certainty. 

In everyday life, we operate this way constantly. We say we know who our 
parents are, that fire burns, that language has meaning. These claims are not 
infallible in principle, but they are rationally justified and practically 
unavoidable. 

When it comes to God, however, this ordinary understanding of knowledge 
is suspended. Knowledge is redefined as something impossibly strong—and 
then dismissed as unattainable. 

This redefinition serves a purpose. 

Why uncertainty feels safer 

Uncertainty carries a particular psychological comfort. It delays decision. It 
postpones responsibility. It allows one to remain uncommitted while 
appearing thoughtful. 
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In matters of taste or preference, this may be harmless. In matters of 
ultimate reality, it is not. 

To know something about God is to accept implications. It constrains action. 
It introduces obligation. It limits autonomy. Doubt, by contrast, preserves 
freedom. 

This is one reason why doubt is often defended so passionately. It is not 
merely an intellectual posture. It is a way of managing control. 

How atheism benefits from this shift 

Atheism thrives in an environment where knowledge is suspect and doubt is 
virtuous. 

If certainty is treated as a vice, then any position that avoids certainty 
automatically gains moral credibility. Agnostic atheism, in particular, 
benefits enormously from this climate. It presents itself as cautious, 
restrained, and open—precisely the traits that have been moralized. 

In such a context, atheism does not need to argue aggressively. It can simply 
wait. The burden of explanation falls on those who are willing to say more 
than “I’m not sure.” 

This is not because atheism explains reality better. It is because it demands 
less courage. 

The quiet pressure on devotees 

Devotees are not immune to this pressure. 

Many devotees instinctively downplay certainty, even when their theology 
supports it. They may speak of faith rather than knowledge, of belief rather 
than understanding, of personal meaning rather than truth. This is often 
done out of kindness or caution, not out of philosophical conviction. 

But over time, this accommodation has consequences. 
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When knowledge of God is treated as presumptuous, devotees begin to 
internalize the idea that their own convictions are somehow excessive. 
Confidence becomes something to apologize for. Clarity becomes 
something to soften. 

The result is not humility. It is erosion. 

Over time, this pressure reshapes not only language but method. When 
doubt is treated as maturity and certainty as danger, devotional expression 
begins to adapt. Teachings are reframed to feel less confrontational, 
practices are softened to appear less demanding, and philosophy is 
translated into lifestyle, psychology, or cultural aesthetics. The emphasis 
shifts from truth to accessibility, from grounding to resonance. These 
adjustments are rarely made out of disloyalty. They are made out of caution. 
But caution, once normalized, quietly becomes principle. 

A Vaiṣṇava perspective on knowing God 

Vaiṣṇava scripture does not present knowledge of God as a moral problem. 
Kṛṣṇa is described as the source of intelligence, memory, and 
understanding. To know Him is not to grasp Him independently, but to 
receive knowledge through proper alignment and grace. 

From this perspective, doubt is not inherently virtuous, and certainty is not 
inherently suspect. What matters is the source and direction of one’s 
knowing. 

To doubt revelation while trusting autonomous reason is not humility. It is 
inversion. 

Preparing for the next movement 

This chapter has not argued that belief must always become knowledge, or 
that doubt has no place in spiritual life. It has done something more basic. It 
has shown that modern attitudes toward belief and knowledge are not 
neutral. They are morally charged, culturally reinforced, and strategically 
advantageous for certain positions. 
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Once this is seen, the landscape of theism and atheism begins to look 
different. 

In the next chapter, we will examine why modern people rarely deny God 
outright, and why retreat has replaced refutation as the dominant posture. 

For now, the key observation is this: 

Doubt did not become virtuous by accident.​
 And certainty did not become suspect by argument. 

They were trained that way. 

Understanding that training is the first step toward undoing its effects. 
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Chapter 4 – Why Modern Atheism Rarely 
Refutes God 
One of the most striking features of contemporary atheism is how rarely it 
attempts to disprove God. 

This may sound counterintuitive. Atheism is often imagined as a position 
defined by argument—by refutations, critiques, and demonstrations of 
impossibility. Yet in practice, most modern atheism does not argue that God 
does not exist. It simply steps back. 

This is not weakness. It is adaptation. 

To understand atheism today, we must understand why retreat replaced 
refutation. 

The decline of classical refutation 

Historically, atheism did attempt refutation. Philosophers proposed 
arguments against God’s existence, challenged the coherence of divine 
attributes, or appealed to the problem of evil as decisive disproof. 

These arguments still exist, but they no longer occupy center stage. They are 
rarely pressed with urgency, and even more rarely defended as conclusive. 
Instead, they function as background noise—available if needed, but not 
relied upon. 

This shift did not happen because the arguments succeeded. It happened 
because they failed to deliver what was promised: certainty. 

Refutation requires exposure. To argue that God does not exist is to make a 
claim about reality—one that can be challenged, examined, and potentially 
overturned. Over time, this proved costly. Every refutation invited 
counter-refutation. Every assertion reopened metaphysical debate. 

Atheism learned a lesson: assertion creates vulnerability. 

Retreat as a strategic improvement 
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Modern atheism discovered that it could avoid this vulnerability by 
changing posture rather than position. 

Instead of saying “God does not exist,” it learned to say “I see no reason to 
believe God exists.” Instead of refuting, it suspended. Instead of denying, it 
withheld. 

This move accomplished several things at once: 

●​ It avoided metaphysical commitment.​
 

●​ It shifted the burden of explanation.​
 

●​ It aligned atheism with intellectual modesty.​
 

●​ It insulated the position from critique. 

Most importantly, it reframed atheism as inaction rather than belief. 

This is why contemporary atheism often presents itself as a default state. It 
claims to do nothing until compelled. It waits. 

But waiting is not neutral. 

Why withholding still functions as a position 

Suspension of judgment sounds passive, but it is not. To withhold belief 
about God is still to live as though God is not known, not authoritative, and 
not binding. 

Daily life does not pause while metaphysical questions remain unresolved. 
Choices are made. Values are affirmed. Moral judgments are issued. Meaning 
is negotiated. 

In all of this, the absence of God functions exactly like denial. 

The difference is rhetorical, not practical. 
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A person who truly regarded God as a live possibility—one with real 
authority and consequence—would not live comfortably in suspension. Risk 
alone would compel inquiry. Indifference signals something else. 

The psychology of retreat 

Retreat feels safer than refutation for a deeper reason. 

Refutation confronts. Retreat avoids. 

To refute God is to engage Him as a serious hypothesis—one that must be 
addressed, argued against, and displaced. To retreat is to treat the question as 
optional, abstract, or indefinitely postponed. 

This posture allows the individual to remain psychologically insulated. God 
is neither attacked nor accepted. He is kept at arm’s length. 

From a Vaiṣṇava perspective, this is not neutrality. It is suppression. 

Retreat preserves autonomy 

The real advantage of retreat is not intellectual—it is existential. 

Refutation risks being wrong. Retreat avoids that risk. 

More importantly, retreat preserves autonomy. As long as God remains 
unacknowledged, obligation remains negotiable. Authority remains distant. 
Accountability remains theoretical. 

This explains why retreat is often defended with emotional intensity. 
Challenges to it are perceived not merely as intellectual disagreements, but 
as threats to personal freedom. 

How retreat hides behind humility 

One of the most effective features of retreat is that it masquerades as 
humility. 

29 

 



“I’m just not convinced.”​
“I’m open, but cautious.”​
“I don’t claim certainty.” 

These statements sound modest. But modesty is not measured by how little 
one claims. It is measured by how honestly one examines what one already 
relies upon. 

Retreat avoids asking the most dangerous question: What must already be true 
for my reasoning, values, and judgments to make sense at all? 

That question cannot be postponed indefinitely without consequence. 

Why refutation became unnecessary 

Once retreat became socially acceptable, refutation became unnecessary. 

Atheism no longer needed to explain reality. It only needed to decline 
theistic explanations. It no longer needed to construct a worldview. It could 
function parasitically—drawing on inherited moral intuitions, rational 
norms, and meanings without grounding them. 

As long as the culture permitted this borrowing, atheism could remain 
comfortable. 

This is why modern atheism often feels confident without being articulate. 
Its confidence does not come from explanatory success, but from cultural 
permission. 

The cost of this shift 

The cost of retreat is subtle but severe. 

When positions stop making claims, discourse becomes shallow. Questions 
about truth are replaced with discussions of preference. Metaphysics 
dissolves into psychology. Theology becomes biography. 

This affects devotees as well. 
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When atheism retreats, devotees may feel compelled to chase—to supply 
arguments, soften claims, and reframe faith as personal experience rather 
than public truth. The center of gravity shifts away from śāstra and toward 
persuasion. 

The result is a conversation that never reaches foundations. 

Preparing the ground for exposure 

This chapter has not argued that atheism is false. It has argued that atheism 
has changed its posture in order to avoid falsification. 

Understanding this shift is crucial. 

Once retreat is recognized, the next step becomes unavoidable: asking 
whether this posture is coherent, sustainable, or honest. 

In the next chapter, we will examine the concept that made retreat possible 
in the first place—the idea of epistemic neutrality—and why it cannot 
survive careful scrutiny. 

For now, the key insight is this: 

Modern atheism does not win by argument.​
It wins by refusing to play the game it once insisted upon.  
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Chapter 5 — The Myth of Epistemic Neutrality 

Few ideas have shaped modern discussions about God more 
powerfully—and more quietly—than the idea of epistemic neutrality. It is 
rarely defended, rarely examined, and almost never questioned. Yet it 
governs the rules of engagement in nearly every debate between theism and 
atheism. 

The assumption is simple: before deciding whether God exists, we can first 
reason neutrally. We can suspend commitment, set aside revelation, and 
evaluate evidence from a position that belongs to neither side. 

This assumption feels obvious. 

It is also false. 

What neutrality is supposed to mean 

Epistemic neutrality claims that human reason can operate independently 
of worldview commitments. One can allegedly examine arguments for and 
against God without already standing somewhere. Reason is treated as a 
shared, neutral court of appeal—accessible to believer and unbeliever alike. 

Within this framework, revelation is optional. It may be introduced later as 
supporting evidence, but it is not allowed to shape the ground rules. The 
conversation must begin somewhere “common.” 

This is why neutrality feels fair. It promises equal footing. 

But equal footing is not the same as stable footing. 

Why neutrality feels necessary 

Neutrality became attractive for cultural reasons, not philosophical ones. 

In a pluralistic society, asserting ultimate authority sounds threatening. 
Claims grounded in revelation appear exclusionary. Neutral reason offers a 
way to talk without forcing anyone to submit. 
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It feels like a peace treaty: no one brings their deepest commitments to the 
table—at least not at first. 

But this treaty rests on a fiction: that reason itself has no commitments. 

The hidden commitments of “neutral” reason 

Reason is not a floating instrument. It does not exist in abstraction. Every act 
of reasoning presupposes things about reality, truth, logic, and the knowing 
subject. 

To reason at all, one must already assume: 

●​ that reality is intelligible​
 

●​ that logic is reliable​
 

●​ that memory and perception are trustworthy​
 

●​ that truth exists and is worth pursuing​
 

●​ that contradictions matter​
 

These are not conclusions reached by neutral inquiry. They are starting 
points. 

Neutrality pretends to stand nowhere. In reality, it stands somewhere very 
specific—it stands on unacknowledged assumptions. 

Neutrality as selective amnesia 

The neutrality ideal requires a peculiar kind of forgetting. 

It asks us to forget where our confidence in reason comes from. It asks us to 
treat rational norms as self-existing. It asks us to reason as though reason does 
not depend on anything deeper. 

This forgetting is not accidental. It is functional. 
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By erasing its own foundations, neutrality presents itself as universal. 
Everyone is invited to use reason—but no one is allowed to ask why reason 
should be trusted in the first place. 

That question is ruled out as inappropriate. 

Why God is excluded by design 

Once neutrality sets the rules, God is excluded before the discussion begins. 

Not by argument, but by definition. 

If reasoning must begin without reference to God, then God can only appear 
later—as a hypothesis, an inference, or a possibility. He is never allowed to 
function as the ground of reason itself. 

This ensures that God is always on trial, never on the bench. 

From a Vaiṣṇava perspective, this inversion is catastrophic. Kṛṣṇa is 
described as the source of intelligence, memory, and understanding. To 
reason as though He were optional is not neutrality—it is contradiction. 

Neutrality and the illusion of fairness 

Neutrality is often defended as fair. But fairness is not achieved by ignoring 
differences. It is achieved by acknowledging them honestly. 

Treating reason as neutral does not level the field. It privileges positions that 
already assume reason’s autonomy. Those assumptions align naturally with 
atheistic frameworks, which do not require reason to be grounded in a 
transcendent source. 

Theism, by contrast, is asked to argue with one hand tied behind its back. 

This asymmetry is rarely acknowledged, because neutrality disguises it. 

Why neutrality collapses under pressure 

The moment neutrality is examined, it begins to unravel. 
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Ask a simple question: Why should we trust reason? 

Neutrality has no answer. Any attempt to justify reason will either become 
circular (“reason works because it works”) or smuggle in assumptions about 
order, coherence, and reliability that neutrality officially forbids. 

At this point, neutrality must choose: either acknowledge its presuppositions 
or retreat into silence. 

Most choose silence. 

Why retreat feels easier than honesty 

Acknowledging presuppositions requires vulnerability. It exposes one’s 
worldview to scrutiny. It forces comparison rather than deferral. 

Neutrality avoids this exposure. It allows one to criticize without being 
criticized, to evaluate without being evaluated. 

This is why neutrality is emotionally appealing. It offers control. 

But control is not truth. 

The Vaiṣṇava alternative 

Vaiṣṇava epistemology does not pretend to be neutral. It begins openly, 
unapologetically, and coherently—with Kṛṣṇa. 

Not as a hypothesis, but as the source of everything that makes knowledge 
possible. 

This is not an evasion of reasoning. It is an account of reasoning. 

From this standpoint, neutrality is not a higher ground. It is a refusal to 
name one’s ground — and a refusal to remember where reason itself comes 
from. 

Preparing for the exposure 

35 

 



This chapter has done something precise. It has shown that epistemic 
neutrality is not a neutral starting point, but a concealed worldview 
commitment. 

Once this is seen, the rules of the conversation change. 

In the next chapter, we will examine how atheism depends on neutrality to 
avoid explaining itself—and what happens when that shelter is removed. 

For now, the conclusion is stark: 

There is no view from nowhere.​
There is no reasoning without commitments.​
Neutrality is not innocence—it is amnesia. 

Once memory returns, the conversation must begin again—this time 
honestly. 
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Chapter 6 – What Atheism Must Explain (But 
Never Does) 
Once epistemic neutrality collapses, a quiet but decisive shift occurs. The 
conversation can no longer orbit endlessly around whether God has been 
sufficiently proven. A deeper question takes center stage: 

What must already be true for your position to make sense at all? 

This question does not target atheism emotionally. It targets it structurally. 

And structurally, atheism is fragile. 

The comfort of critique without construction 

Modern atheism is highly practiced at critique. It can identify weaknesses in 
arguments, point out gaps in explanations, and raise skeptical challenges 
with confidence. This skill is often mistaken for depth. 

But critique is not construction. 

A worldview is not defined by what it rejects, but by what it relies on. Once 
neutrality is removed as a hiding place, atheism must do more than evaluate 
theism. It must account for the very tools it uses to evaluate anything. 

This is where silence begins. 

The unavoidable explanatory burden 

To exist as a worldview—whether acknowledged or not—atheism must 
account for at least five things: 

●​ reason 
●​ truth 
●​ meaning 
●​ morality 
●​ the knowing subject 
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These are not optional extras. They are the background conditions of every 
argument, including atheistic ones. 

Atheism routinely borrows them. It rarely explains them. 

Reason without a source 

Atheists reason constantly. They trust logic, inference, and consistency. They 
expect arguments to cohere and contradictions to matter. 

But why? 

On a godless view of reality, reason is the accidental byproduct of 
non-rational forces. It emerges from matter, shaped by survival pressures, 
not by truth. Its primary function is not to know reality, but to promote 
fitness. 

This creates a problem. 

If reason evolved for survival rather than truth, then its reliability is 
accidental at best. The very reasoning used to defend atheism rests on a 
foundation that atheism cannot secure. 

This is not a rhetorical jab. It is a structural tension. 

Truth without grounding 

Atheists speak confidently about what is true, false, justified, or irrational. 
They expect truth to be objective, not merely personal. 

But in a universe without God, truth has no anchor beyond description. It 
becomes a label applied to statements that happen to 
correspond—temporarily—to patterns in matter. 

Why should such correspondence matter? Why should truth bind belief? 
Why should anyone care? 

Atheism uses truth constantly while remaining curiously uninterested in its 
foundation. 
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Meaning without intention 

Few atheists deny that meaning exists. They speak of meaningful lives, 
meaningful projects, meaningful values. 

But meaning implies intention. It implies that something is about something. 
In a universe that is not intentional, meaning becomes a projection rather 
than a discovery. 

At that point, meaning is no longer found—it is assigned. 

This does not make it false, but it makes it fragile. Meaning becomes 
contingent on preference, psychology, or social agreement. It loses 
authority. 

Yet atheism continues to speak as though meaning has weight. 

Morality without obligation 

Perhaps nowhere is the borrowing more obvious than in ethics. 

Atheists regularly make moral judgments. They condemn injustice, cruelty, 
and oppression. They appeal to human rights, dignity, and fairness. 

But moral obligation is not the same as moral preference. 

To say “this is wrong” is not merely to say “I dislike this.” It is to say that 
others ought not do it, regardless of opinion. 

Where does that “ought” come from? 

Without God, morality must arise from convention, biology, or consensus. 
None of these produce obligation. They produce patterns. 

Atheism wants morality with teeth—but without a lawgiver, the teeth are 
decorative. 

The knowing subject without coherence 
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Atheism treats the human subject as a reliable knower—capable of 
reflection, self-correction, and rational assessment. 

But on atheistic assumptions, the self is a temporary configuration of matter, 
driven by chemistry and impulse. Consciousness is epiphenomenal. 
Intentionality is an illusion. 

How, then, does such a system produce genuine knowledge rather than 
useful illusion? 

The atheist trusts the self just enough to argue—but not enough to explain. 

Why these questions are avoided 

These questions are not unanswered because they are difficult. They are 
unanswered because answering them would require atheism to become 
something it resists: a positive worldview. 

As long as atheism can remain a posture of withholding, it can avoid the 
burden of explanation. Once it must explain reason, truth, meaning, and 
morality, it begins to resemble what it rejects: a metaphysical account of 
reality. 

This resemblance is uncomfortable. 

The illusion of sufficiency 

Atheism often responds by saying: “We don’t need ultimate explanations. 
Local explanations are enough.” 

But this response confuses function with foundation. 

Local explanations describe how things behave. They do not explain why 
explanation itself is possible, meaningful, or binding. 

Using reason to deny the need for grounding is like using language to argue 
that meaning does not exist. 

Why this matters for devotees 

40 

 



Devotees often feel pressure to defend God within atheist terms—to present 
Kṛṣṇa as a hypothesis, to argue piecemeal, to soften metaphysical claims. 

But once the explanatory burden is made visible, the dynamic reverses. 

The question is no longer “Can you prove God exists?”​
It becomes “Can you explain anything without Him?” 

This is not triumphalism. It is clarity. 

Preparing the reversal 

This chapter has exposed the asymmetry. Atheism critiques loudly while 
explaining quietly—if at all. It borrows extensively while denying 
dependency. 

In the next chapter, we will make this borrowing explicit and name it for 
what it is: living on borrowed capital. 

Once that phrase is understood, atheism cannot unsee itself. 

For now, the insight is this: 

Atheism survives not because it explains reality better,​
but because it is rarely asked to explain reality at all. 

That exemption ends here.  
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Chapter 7 – Living on Borrowed Capital 
Once the explanatory burden is made visible, atheism begins to look less 
like an alternative worldview and more like a dependent one. It continues to 
function, argue, and judge—but it does so by quietly relying on resources it 
cannot generate on its own. 

This condition has a name. 

It is living on borrowed capital. 

What “borrowed capital” means 

Borrowed capital is not theft. It is dependence without acknowledgment. 

It occurs when a position relies on principles, values, or structures that only 
make sense within a framework it officially rejects. The borrowing is usually 
not conscious. It is habitual, inherited, and culturally reinforced. 

Atheism borrows constantly. 

It borrows reason as if it were intrinsically reliable.​
It borrows truth as if it were objective and binding.​
It borrows morality as if obligations were real.​
It borrows meaning as if life were about something.​
It borrows the self as if agency were coherent. 

None of these are native to atheism. 

Why borrowing is initially invisible 

Borrowing works best when the capital is abundant. 

Modern atheism emerged within cultures already saturated with theistic 
assumptions. Concepts like dignity, moral responsibility, truthfulness, 
rational accountability, and personal agency were not invented by atheism; 
they were inherited. 
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As long as these concepts remained culturally intact, atheism could deny 
God while continuing to reason, judge, and argue as if the world were still 
grounded. The borrowing went unnoticed because the supply seemed 
endless. 

Why borrowing becomes a problem 

Borrowing only becomes visible when the supply is questioned. 

When asked to justify why reason should be trusted, atheism appeals to 
reason.​
When asked to justify morality, it appeals to moral intuition—the sense that 
some things simply feel wrong or right.​
When asked to justify meaning, it appeals to human concern—the fact that 
we care deeply about certain projects or relationships. 

In each case, the explanation stops at experience rather than grounding why 
such experiences should carry authority. 

Each appeal assumes what it must explain. 

This circularity is not accidental. It is structural. 

Atheism cannot stop borrowing without collapsing its own capacity to speak. 

Borrowed reason 

Atheism treats logic as universal, invariant, and authoritative. Contradictions 
matter. Fallacies are condemned. Consistency is prized. 

But logic is not a physical object. It does not emerge from particles. It is not 
subject to mutation or decay. It governs thought, not matter. 

On atheistic assumptions, logic has no ontological status beyond human 
convention or neural habit. And yet atheists treat it as binding on all rational 
agents, regardless of preference or culture. 

That authority is not explained. It is assumed. 

This is borrowed capital. 
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Borrowed morality 

Atheists regularly condemn cruelty, exploitation, and injustice with moral 
seriousness. They speak of rights, dignity, and moral obligation. 

But obligation is not the same as preference. 

To say “this is wrong” is not merely to say “I dislike this.” It is to say that 
others ought not do it, regardless of opinion. 

Where does that “ought” come from? 

If moral norms arise from biology, they describe tendencies, not duties.​
If they arise from consensus, they can be revised or revoked.​
If they arise from emotion, they bind no one beyond the individual. 

Atheism wants moral force without moral grounding. 

This is borrowed capital. 

Borrowed meaning 

Even atheists who deny objective meaning often live as though some things 
truly matter. They speak of meaningful work, meaningful relationships, 
meaningful causes. 

But meaning requires direction. It implies that something is about 
something. In a universe without intention, meaning becomes 
self-generated—assigned rather than discovered. 

This does not make meaning illusory, but it makes it fragile. It becomes 
contingent on psychology, preference, or social reinforcement. When those 
supports weaken, meaning loses authority. 

And yet atheism continues to speak as though meaning has weight. 

That weight comes from elsewhere. 

Borrowed personhood 
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Atheism treats the human person as a rational agent—capable of knowing, 
choosing, and bearing responsibility. 

But on atheistic assumptions, the self is reducible to processes: chemical, 
electrical, evolutionary. Consciousness becomes an epiphenomenon. 
Intentionality becomes a useful illusion. 

Responsibility presupposes authorship. Agency presupposes more than 
mechanism. 

Atheism affirms agency in practice—holding people accountable, praising 
virtue, condemning wrongdoing—while explaining the person as nothing 
more than a transient configuration of impersonal forces. 

It wants persons without a personal ground of being. 

This is borrowed capital. 

Why borrowing feels harmless 

Borrowing feels harmless because it works. 

Atheists reason effectively. They make moral judgments. They live 
meaningful lives. None of this is denied. 

The issue is not whether atheists can do these things. The issue is whether 
atheism can explain why these things are legitimate. 

Function does not equal foundation. 

A house can remain standing long after its foundation has eroded. That does 
not mean the foundation was unnecessary. 

The slow consequences of borrowing 

Over time, borrowed capital depletes. 

When reason is treated as evolutionary convenience, truth becomes 
negotiable.​
When morality is treated as preference, outrage becomes selective—intense 
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where one is emotionally invested, absent where one is not.​
When meaning is treated as self-generated, despair becomes 
rational—because nothing ultimately answers the question of why one 
should continue.​
When the self is treated as accidental, responsibility weakens—because 
authorship gives way to explanation. 

These are not abstract concerns. They appear culturally, ethically, and 
psychologically. 

Atheism does not create these outcomes intentionally. It inherits structures 
it cannot sustain—moral, rational, and personal frameworks formed within a 
God-affirming worldview, now severed from their source. 

Why this matters for the impossibility of atheism 

At this point, the book’s central claim sharpens. 

If atheism must borrow from theism to function—if it must rely on 
categories that only make sense in a God-grounded reality—then atheism is 
not a true alternative worldview. 

It is a dependent posture. 

In that sense, the atheist does not exist as advertised. What exists is a person 
living within a theistic framework of reason, value, and meaning, while 
verbally denying its source. 

This is not an insult. It is a diagnosis. 

The Vaiṣṇava interpretation 

Vaiṣṇava theology has always described this condition. 

The soul knows Kṛṣṇa. It depends on Him at every moment—for existence, 
intelligence, memory, and meaning. Yet it desires independence. To 
preserve that desire, it suppresses acknowledgment while continuing to rely. 

This is precisely what borrowed capital looks like from the inside. 
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Preparing for the final exposure 

The remaining chapters will draw the conclusion carefully and without 
theatrics. 

If atheism cannot stand on its own, then the debate is no longer between two 
equal options. It is between acknowledgment and suppression. Between 
coherence and denial. 

In the next chapter, we will examine the internal condition that makes 
borrowing possible without awareness: self-deception. 

Not as a psychological insult, but as a theological necessity. 

For now, the conclusion is unavoidable: 

Atheism does not live without God.​
It lives as if without God—while depending on Him at every step. 

That dependence is the crack through which truth returns. 
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Chapter 8 – Self-Deception: The Soul’s Desire to 
Forget God 
Up to this point, the analysis has been largely external. We have examined 
postures, assumptions, patterns of reasoning, and structural dependencies. 
Atheism has been shown to rely on resources it cannot ground, to retreat 
rather than refute, and to live on borrowed capital. 

But one question remains unanswered. 

If atheism is so dependent, so fragile, and so internally strained, why does it 
persist so confidently? 

The answer is not intellectual. 

It is volitional. 

Why explanation alone is not enough 

It is tempting to think that atheism survives because people have not seen 
the arguments clearly enough. If only the dependence were exposed, if only 
the borrowing were named, the position would collapse. 

But experience suggests otherwise. 

Many atheists are intelligent. Many are reflective. Some even recognize the 
tensions. And yet the position remains stable. 

This tells us something crucial: atheism is not sustained merely by 
misunderstanding. It is sustained by something deeper. 

The inadequacy of the “ignorance” model 

Modern discussions often treat unbelief as ignorance. The atheist is seen as 
someone who lacks information, evidence, or exposure. The solution, then, 
is education. 

Vaiṣṇava theology rejects this model entirely. 
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The problem is not that the soul does not know God.​
The problem is that the soul does not want to know Him. 

This distinction changes everything. 

The soul’s original knowledge 

According to śāstra, the living entity—the jīva, the conscious self—is not a 
blank slate. The soul is eternally conscious, eternally personal, and eternally 
related to Kṛṣṇa. Knowledge of God is not acquired from the outside; it is 
intrinsic to the soul’s nature. 

This is why remembrance, not discovery, is the language of bhakti. 

The soul does not encounter God as a hypothesis. It encounters Him as a 
suppressed truth. 

Forgetting as desire, not accident 

Forgetfulness, in this framework, is not passive. It is chosen. 

The soul desires independence. It wishes to be the center, the controller, the 
enjoyer. But this desire cannot coexist with clear awareness of Kṛṣṇa’s 
supremacy. Something must give. 

What gives is acknowledgment. 

The soul does not erase God. It pushes Him out of view. 

This is self-deception—not a lie in the ordinary sense, but a willed 
narrowing of attention. A decision about what must not be allowed to 
become fully conscious. 

Why self-deception is stable 

Self-deception works because it does not require constant effort. Once 
established, it is maintained by habit, environment, and reinforcement. 

Philosophies that support independence feel attractive. Postures that delay 
commitment feel safe. Narratives that minimize obligation feel humane. 
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Atheism fits seamlessly into this structure. It provides a conceptual shelter 
for the desire to forget. 

The divided condition of the jīva 

Vaiṣṇava scripture describes the conditioned soul as divided. 

At the deepest level, the soul remains Kṛṣṇa’s servant.​
At the surface level, false ego asserts autonomy. 

These levels are not symmetrical. The deeper knowledge does not 
disappear. It is overridden. 

This is why contradictions do not immediately collapse atheism. The 
borrowing continues because the foundation is still there—denied, but not 
destroyed. 

Why atheism feels intellectually sincere 

One of the most important clarifications is this: self-deception does not 
require conscious dishonesty. 

An atheist can be entirely sincere. They can genuinely experience their 
position as cautious, neutral, or uncommitted. They may not experience 
themselves as resisting God at all. 

Self-deception operates beneath felt sincerity. 

It shapes which questions feel legitimate, which answers feel acceptable, and 
which conclusions feel threatening. What is excluded does not feel 
forbidden; it feels irrelevant. 

The role of māyā 

Vaiṣṇava theology does not attribute self-deception to the soul alone. 
Māyā—the Lord’s deluding potency—plays a role. 

Māyā is not an external villain. She is a facilitator. 
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When the soul desires to forget, māyā provides the conditions. Philosophies, 
distractions, identities, and rationalizations appear—not imposed, but 
welcomed. 

Māyā does not force illusion. She cooperates with desire. 

Why arguments alone do not awaken 

This explains why atheism does not collapse under argument. 

Arguments address the intellect. Self-deception protects desire. 

Until the desire to remain independent weakens, clarity remains 
uncomfortable. The mind finds ways to reinterpret, defer, or 
compartmentalize. 

This is not irrationality. It is loyalty—to a chosen orientation of selfhood. 

This does not mean that reason has no role in preaching. Reason can expose 
contradictions, unsettle false confidence, and remove shelters behind which 
self-deception hides. But reason prepares the ground; it does not produce 
remembrance. That work belongs to revelation—heard, chanted, honored, 
and received—according to the Lord’s will, not the preacher’s control. 

The uncomfortable implication 

At this point, a difficult implication emerges. 

If atheism is sustained by self-deception, then the debate is not merely 
about evidence or logic. It is about willingness. 

This is not a moral ranking of persons. It is a description of a shared 
conditioned state—one that manifests differently depending on how far 
concealment has been allowed to harden. 

The difference between devotee and atheist is not that one possesses 
knowledge and the other lacks it, but that one allows this knowledge to 
become conscious and acknowledged, while the other continues to suppress 
it. 
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It is that one has begun to stop hiding—allowing what was always known to 
come into the open. 

Why this matters for preaching 

Understanding self-deception changes how devotees preach. 

The goal is no longer to overwhelm with argument, nor to flatter neutrality. 
It is to speak to the suppressed soul—to the part that already knows. 

Arguments still matter, but as exposure rather than proof. They reveal the 
cracks where suppressed knowledge leaks out: in logic, in values, in moral 
outrage, in the search for meaning. 

Revelation does not replace this work. It completes it. 

Preparing for the closing movement 

The remaining chapters will draw this insight outward again. 

If atheism is self-deception rather than ignorance, then preaching must be 
reoriented. If knowledge of God is suppressed rather than absent, then 
revelation is not an optional addition—it is the decisive interruption. 

In the next chapter, we will examine why revelation alone can break 
self-deception, and why autonomous reasoning, by itself, never will. 

For now, the central truth is this: 

Atheism persists not because God is hidden, but because the soul is hiding. 

And hiding, unlike ignorance, can only end by desire. 
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Chapter 9 – Why Revelation Is Not Optional 
If atheism were merely a lack of information, then more information would 
resolve it.​
If it were merely a matter of weak arguments, then stronger arguments 
would suffice.​
If it were merely confusion, then clarification would be enough. 

But this book has argued otherwise. 

Atheism persists not because God is unknown, but because He is suppressed.​
Not because evidence is lacking, but because authority is resisted.​
Not because reason has failed, but because the will has chosen 
independence. 

If that diagnosis is correct, then one conclusion follows inexorably: 

Reason alone cannot heal what reason is being used to protect. 

Something else is required.​
That something is revelation. 

The limits of autonomous reason 

Autonomous reason operates within boundaries set by desire. It can analyze, 
compare, critique, and refine—but it cannot override the commitments that 
govern its own use. Where acknowledgment threatens autonomy, reason 
adapts. It postpones. It reframes. It suspends judgment. 

This is not a defect in logic.​
It is the normal condition of the conditioned soul. 

Reason can expose inconsistency. It cannot compel surrender. As long as 
independence remains protected, reasoning remains selective. Conclusions 
are delayed without limit, not because they are unavailable, but because they 
are unwelcome. 
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This is why philosophical debates about God so often reach stalemate. 
Positions become more sophisticated, but not more resolved. The intellect 
stays active while the will remains untouched. 

Revelation addresses what reason cannot 

Revelation does not operate on the same level as autonomous reasoning. It 
does not arise from within the system the soul has constructed. It addresses 
the soul from outside that system. 

This is precisely why revelation feels intrusive. 

Revelation does not negotiate with the ego. It does not wait for neutrality. It 
does not ask permission to be considered. It names reality rather than 
proposing it, and in doing so it exposes the pretense of independence. 

From a Vaiṣṇava perspective, revelation is not information about God. It is 
God acting as the source of knowledge—reorienting intelligence rather than 
supplying data. It restores order rather than adding content. 

Revelation as remembrance, not discovery 

Vaiṣṇava theology does not describe revelation as the introduction of 
something foreign to the soul. It describes it as remembrance. 

The soul does not encounter God as an unfamiliar hypothesis. It recognizes 
Him. 

This recognition explains a great deal. It explains why resistance often 
precedes assent. It explains why revelation provokes discomfort before 
clarity. It explains why people react emotionally to what they claim to be 
merely intellectual claims. 

What is disturbed is not ignorance, but concealment. 

Why revelation is resisted more than arguments 

Atheism does not resist arguments about God as fiercely as it resists 
revelation. Arguments can be debated, postponed, compartmentalized. 
Revelation demands response. 
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To accept revelation is to accept authority—not human authority, but divine 
authority. And authority immediately constrains autonomy. It introduces 
obligation. It removes the option of indefinite deferral. 

This, far more than lack of evidence, is the real point of resistance. 

The illusion of neutral access to truth 

Modern thought assumes that truth is best approached indirectly—through 
neutral methods, shared standards, and autonomous inquiry. Revelation is 
treated as optional: a supplement at best, a liability at worst. 

But this assumption collapses once the knowing subject is seen clearly. 

If the subject is divided, invested, and protective of autonomy, then 
neutrality is not a starting point. It is a strategy. A way of keeping authority 
at bay while appearing responsible. 

Revelation does not abolish reason. It restores its proper place—under truth, 
not above it. 

Two legitimate forms of Vaiṣṇava engagement 

Once this is understood, the devotee’s task becomes clearer—and simpler. 

There are two legitimate ways Vaiṣṇavas engage those who deny God. 

The first is exposure. 

This involves calmly and relentlessly showing that atheistic positions 
depend on what they deny: reason, morality, meaning, personhood, 
obligation. It involves revealing that these realities do not float freely, but 
rest on God as their source. 

This kind of exposure does not force belief. It removes false shelter. It makes 
suppression harder to sustain by showing how deeply dependence already 
runs. 

The second is awakening. 
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This involves hearing, chanting, honoring prasādam, and encountering 
devotion in lived form. Not as strategy, but as reality. These practices do not 
argue. They bypass resistance by touching memory directly. 

They do not convince the intellect first. They soften the will. 

Both approaches are legitimate. Both address different layers of the same 
condition. And both depend on the same truth: awakening does not belong 
to the preacher. 

Detachment from outcome 

This leads to a necessary correction in preaching. 

The devotee does not cause revelation. Kṛṣṇa does. 

The devotee speaks, lives, exposes, chants, and offers—but does not control 
awakening. Revelation is not a product of rhetorical success or philosophical 
precision. It occurs when Kṛṣṇa chooses to lift concealment. 

This frees the devotee from anxiety and from manipulation. One speaks 
truthfully, firmly, and without compromise—yet without desperation. 
Results belong to Kṛṣṇa alone. 

Why postponing revelation reinforces self-deception 

Many approaches attempt to argue for God while indefinitely postponing 
revelation. They appeal to shared standards, shared reasoning, shared 
neutrality, hoping surrender will come later. 

But postponement is never neutral. 

By bracketing revelation, God is treated as a possibility rather than as 
authority. Autonomy remains intact. The will remains unchallenged. In this 
way, postponement quietly cooperates with the desire to forget. 

Authority delayed is authority denied. 
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Revelation and humility 

Revelation is often accused of arrogance—as though claiming divine 
authority were an act of domination. In reality, the opposite is true. 

Revelation humbles reason by situating it. It frees the intellect from the 
impossible task of grounding itself. It allows knowledge to function without 
pretending to be ultimate. 

This is not intellectual surrender.​
It is intellectual realism. 

The unavoidable conclusion 

If atheism is sustained by suppression rather than ignorance, then revelation 
is not optional. It is necessary. 

No amount of autonomous reasoning can overcome a will committed to 
concealment. Only truth that speaks with authority can interrupt 
self-deception. 

Revelation does not force belief. It removes the illusion that belief can be 
postponed forever. 

Preparing for the final movement 

What remains is to look inward. 

If atheism is not merely an external position, but an internal condition—if 
suppression is something the soul participates in—then the final question is 
not philosophical, but personal. 

In the next chapter, we will examine why revelation alone can break 
self-deception, and why autonomous reasoning—though capable of 
exposing suppression—can never overcome it by itself. 

For now, the conclusion is clear: 
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God is not discovered at the end of neutral reasoning.​
He is remembered when resistance loosens.​
And revelation is the moment that remembering begins. 
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Chapter 10 – Why Atheism Cannot Be a Stable 
Position 
By this point, several patterns have emerged that can no longer be treated as 
incidental. Atheism has been shown to rely on epistemic neutrality that does 
not exist, to borrow explanatory resources it cannot ground, and to sustain 
itself through a posture of retreat rather than refutation. It also depends on 
self-deception rather than mere ignorance. 

What remains to be examined is stability. 

A position may function temporarily without coherence. It may even 
dominate culturally for a time. But a worldview that cannot account for the 
conditions of its own intelligibility cannot remain stable indefinitely. 

This chapter examines atheism at that level. 

Stability versus survival 

A worldview survives when it is socially reinforced, institutionally protected, 
or rhetorically advantageous. A worldview is stable when it can account for 
itself without contradiction. 

These are not the same. 

Atheism currently survives very well. It benefits from cultural momentum, 
educational reinforcement, and the widespread moralization of doubt. None 
of this, however, addresses stability. Stability concerns whether a position 
can justify the practices it depends on in order to function at all. 

The problem of internal reliance 

Atheism relies on reason in order to argue, on truth in order to evaluate 
claims, on morality in order to condemn and praise, on meaning in order to 
distinguish significance from triviality, and on agency in order to treat 
arguments as authored and responsible. 
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None of these are optional. They are the background conditions of every 
critique atheism makes. 

Yet each of these presupposes more than atheism can supply. 

As long as these presuppositions are inherited from a theistic intellectual 
environment, the reliance remains hidden. Once that inheritance thins, the 
reliance becomes visible. At that point, atheism is forced to respond. 

What happens when borrowing is questioned 

When the borrowed capital is examined—when atheism is asked not merely 
to use reason, morality, truth, and meaning, but to justify them—it faces only 
a limited range of responses. These responses are not speculative. They are 
already present, in different forms, within contemporary atheistic discourse. 

One response is reduction. Here, the borrowed concept is not denied 
outright but quietly redefined so that it no longer carries its original weight. 
Reason becomes a tool for survival rather than a faculty ordered toward 
truth. Logic is treated as a useful habit rather than a normative standard. 
Morality is reduced to preference, instinct, or evolutionary conditioning, 
while moral language continues to be used as if obligation still existed. 
Meaning is reduced to projection—something we experience rather than 
something discovered. 

Reduction preserves the vocabulary, but empties it of authority. 

A second response is relativization. In this case, the concept is retained, but 
only within limited contexts. Truth becomes local—true for a culture, a 
community, or a conceptual scheme. Ethics becomes contextual. Rationality 
becomes contingent on background assumptions. Nothing is denied 
outright, but nothing is allowed to bind universally. 

Once truth is local, it no longer obligates those outside the locality. Once 
morality is contextual, it loses its claim to authority. Relativization dissolves 
force while preserving the appearance of seriousness. 

A third response is denial. Here, the borrowed concept is abandoned 
altogether. Reason is declared illusory, consciousness epiphenomenal, the 
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self a narrative fiction, and meaning accidental or temporary. This posture is 
often presented as intellectual honesty, but it comes at a cost: once reason is 
illusory, argument collapses; once the self is fictional, responsibility 
dissolves; once meaning is accidental, critique becomes performative rather 
than substantive. 

Denial does not merely weaken discourse. It undermines the very possibility 
of discourse. 

Why none of these options stabilize atheism 

Each of these strategies attempts to resolve atheism’s dependence problem. 
None succeed. 

Reduction hollows concepts out by draining them of authority while 
preserving their language. Relativization dissolves authority by confining 
truth and obligation to shifting contexts. Denial collapses discourse entirely 
by undermining the conditions that make argument meaningful. 

Yet atheism continues to reason, judge, condemn, and persuade—as though 
none of this had happened. 

This is instability. 

The drift toward incoherence 

As atheism attempts to resolve its explanatory gaps, it tends to drift toward 
pragmatic instrumentalism, where beliefs are evaluated solely by utility 
rather than truth, or toward existential minimalism, where meaning is 
acknowledged as subjective, temporary, and groundless. 

Neither direction supports the practices atheism continues to 
perform—argument, moral judgment, rational critique, or intellectual 
responsibility. The position continues to use what it has conceptually 
abandoned. 

This is not merely tension. It is incoherence. 

Why neutrality cannot rescue atheism 
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Epistemic neutrality initially appears to stabilize atheism by postponing 
commitments. But neutrality does not generate foundations. It merely 
delays the moment when foundations must be named. 

Once neutrality is exposed as a concealed commitment rather than an 
absence of one, it loses its stabilizing function. Atheism must then stand on 
what it affirms, not on what it declines to affirm. 

At that point, it has very little to stand on. 

The inevitability of replacement 

Unstable worldviews do not usually disappear through refutation. They are 
replaced. 

Sometimes they are replaced by more explicit metaphysical systems. 
Sometimes by fragmented hybrids. Sometimes by nihilism softened with 
sentiment. What they are not replaced by is better skepticism. 

Skepticism does not ground. It erodes. 

Why this matters philosophically, not rhetorically 

This analysis does not claim that every atheist consciously endorses 
incoherence. It does not claim that atheists cannot live meaningful or moral 
lives. 

It claims something narrower and more precise: atheism, as a worldview, 
cannot justify the conditions under which it continues to reason, judge, and 
speak. 

This is a philosophical claim, not a psychological one. 

The asymmetry revisited 

At this point, the asymmetry between theism and atheism becomes 
unavoidable. 

Vaiṣṇava theism does not merely assert God as an object within reality. It 
presents Kṛṣṇa as the source of intelligence, order, meaning, and truth itself. 
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Reason is dependent, not autonomous. Morality is grounded, not emergent. 
Meaning is discovered, not assigned. 

This does not remove all questions. It does remove the foundational ones. 

Atheism, by contrast, continues to operate while deferring foundation 
indefinitely. 

The unavoidable conclusion 

A position that cannot explain why explanation is possible is not stable. A 
position that cannot justify why truth matters cannot preserve truth. A 
position that relies on what it denies cannot endure without contradiction. 

Atheism may persist culturally. It may adapt rhetorically. It may fragment 
conceptually. 

But as a worldview, it cannot stabilize. 

This is not because it lacks arguments, but because it lacks ground. 
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Chapter 11 – Why Atheism Is Not a Position 
By this point, the argument has crossed a threshold. 

Earlier chapters examined atheism as though it were a worldview—testing 
its assumptions, tracing its dependencies, and exposing the structures it 
relies upon. That analysis revealed repeated failures: reliance on epistemic 
neutrality that does not exist, dependence on borrowed capital it cannot 
ground, and retreat in place of explanation. 

But this way of speaking now understates the problem. 

To treat atheism as a position that merely fails is still to grant it too much. 
What the preceding chapters have established is something stronger and 
more decisive: 

atheism is not a position at all. 

It is not a worldview that happens to be false.​
It is not a framework that collapses after careful scrutiny.​
It is an impossibility—a stance that cannot even be occupied without 
contradiction. 

This chapter makes that impossibility explicit. 

What it means to be a position 

A position is not defined by confidence, sincerity, or cultural influence. It is 
defined structurally. 

At a minimum, a position must be able to account for the conditions under 
which it is asserted. It must be able to explain—without contradiction—why 
reasoning is valid, why truth matters, why arguments bind, and why 
judgment is meaningful. 

A position may be mistaken and still be a position. It may reach false 
conclusions while remaining structurally coherent. What it cannot do is rely 
on conditions that it simultaneously excludes. When it does, it ceases to 
function as a position at all. 
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This distinction matters, because modern discourse routinely treats atheism 
and theism as rival explanatory frameworks—differing only in their 
conclusions. That assumption can no longer be sustained. 

The structural dependency of atheism 

Atheism presents itself as a stance that excludes God from its account of 
reality. Yet in order to function as a stance at all, it must already rely on 
norms that cannot be generated within a godless framework. 

To reason, argue, or critique, the atheist must already assume that: 

●​ reasoning aims at truth rather than mere survival utility 
●​ logical norms are binding rather than optional 
●​ beliefs can be evaluated as correct or incorrect 
●​ moral judgments carry genuine force 
●​ intellectual responsibility is meaningful 

These assumptions are not peripheral. They are the preconditions of 
discourse itself. Without them, atheism could not even be expressed, let 
alone defended. 

And yet atheism cannot explain these preconditions. It must rely on them 
while refusing to account for them. It must use them while excluding their 
ground. 

This is not a matter of missing details or unfinished theories. It is a matter of 
category failure. Atheism depends on what only makes sense in a reality 
ordered by intelligence, meaning, and normativity—while excluding the 
source of that order. 

Why this is impossibility, not mere inconsistency 

An inconsistency occurs when a position affirms incompatible propositions. 
An impossibility occurs when a position undermines the very act of 
affirming anything at all. 

Atheism does not merely exclude God. It does so while presupposing: 
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●​ objective truth 
●​ rational obligation 
●​ moral critique 
●​ meaningful discourse 

But these presuppositions cannot be grounded within atheism itself. They 
are treated as givens while the reality that renders them intelligible is 
excluded. 

This is why atheism cannot be rescued by modesty, hesitation, or retreat 
into agnosticism. The problem is not the strength of the exclusion. The 
problem is that exclusion itself already presupposes what is excluded. 

Atheism does not fail after it is stated.​
It fails in order to be stated. 

Why atheism is not a position 

A position can be evaluated from within. It can be tested, refined, or rejected 
on its own terms. A posture that depends on what it excludes cannot even be 
evaluated on its own terms, because it has no terms of its own. 

Atheism offers no alternative ground for reason, truth, or normativity. It 
simply continues to use them while withholding any account of why they 
should be trusted. This makes atheism parasitic rather than competitive. 

For this reason, atheism does not stand alongside theism as a rival 
worldview. It stands within the conditions theism explains, while refusing to 
acknowledge that explanation. 

It is not a counter-position.​
It is a negation that cannot stand on its own negation. 

Why atheists do not—and cannot—exist 

To say that atheists do not exist is not to deny that people reject God, avoid 
Him, or resist His authority. It is to deny that “atheist” names a coherent 
epistemic or existential standpoint. 
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There are people who suppress acknowledgment of God.​
There are people who attempt to live without reference to Him. 

But there are no people who actually live as atheists. 

Every person who reasons, judges, argues, condemns injustice, seeks truth, 
or pursues meaning is already operating within a reality that presupposes 
God. What exists, therefore, is not a godless knower, but a dependent 
knower refusing to name the source of that dependence. 

The atheist exists only as a theist in denial—one who lives on borrowed 
capital while rejecting its origin. 

This is not a rhetorical insult. It is a structural diagnosis. 

Why this conclusion follows from everything before 

Nothing in this chapter reverses the earlier argument. It completes it. 

Earlier chapters showed that atheism cannot explain what it must use. This 
chapter draws the unavoidable conclusion: a framework that cannot 
account for its own operation is not a framework at all. 

Atheism does not fail like a bad theory.​
It fails like a performance that denies the stage on which it stands. 

Once this is seen, the debate must be re-framed. The question is no longer 
whether atheism or theism explains reality better. The question is whether 
exclusion of God is even possible without already relying on Him. 

The answer is now clear. 

It is not. 

And that is why atheists—understood as occupants of a coherent, godless 
standpoint—do not exist. 

 

 

67 

 



Chapter 12 – Fidelity, Authority, and Intellectual 
Integrity 
If atheism is an impossibility rather than a position, then the central task is 
no longer refutation. One does not refute what cannot exist. The real task is 
exposure—especially exposure of how the assumptions of an impossible 
position continue to govern thinking, preaching, and method even after its 
impossibility has been shown. 

This matters most for those who already accept Kṛṣṇa consciousness. 

The preceding chapters have demonstrated that exclusion of God 
presupposes what only God can ground, that atheism cannot account for the 
conditions of intelligibility it relies upon, and that a genuinely godless 
standpoint is uninhabitable. These conclusions are not merely critical. They 
are diagnostic. They reveal not only the impossibility of atheism, but the 
extent to which its assumptions have been absorbed as method even by those 
who reject it as belief. 

The danger now is no longer atheism itself, but methodological 
accommodation to an impossibility. 

The temptation of methodological neutrality 

One of the most persistent temptations facing devotees is the desire to 
reason as though neutrality were possible. This temptation often presents 
itself as humility or fairness: the wish to “meet the atheist halfway,” to 
bracket revelation temporarily, or to argue as though reason stands 
independently and God is a hypothesis to be evaluated later. 

But neutrality has already been shown to be an illusion. More than that, it 
has been shown to be an impossibility. 

To reason “neutrally” is not to stand nowhere. It is to stand on assumptions 
about truth, logic, meaning, and normativity that cannot exist apart from 
God. To adopt neutrality as method is therefore to reason from borrowed 
ground while pretending not to know its source. 
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If Kṛṣṇa is the source of intelligence, memory, and forgetfulness; if He is the 
ground of order, meaning, and truth; then there is no neutral platform from 
which He can be judged. Reason does not stand outside Him as an 
independent court of appeal. It operates only within His sustaining presence 
at every moment. 

To proceed as though neutrality were possible is not strategic flexibility. It is 
methodological incoherence. 

Authority misunderstood 

Much resistance to this conclusion stems from a deep misunderstanding of 
authority. Authority is often imagined as something imposed from outside, 
in tension with reason and inquiry. From that perspective, revelation 
appears threatening and autonomy appears virtuous. 

Vaiṣṇava epistemology inverts this picture entirely. 

Authority does not compete with reason. It makes reason possible. Śāstra 
does not silence thought; it situates it. Revelation is not a replacement for 
intelligence, but its proper orientation. When revelation is treated as 
optional or secondary, reason does not become freer. It becomes 
ungrounded. 

The modern suspicion of authority rests on confidence in autonomous 
reason. But autonomy has already been exposed as an impossibility. Reason 
that denies its source does not become neutral. It becomes 
self-undermining. 

Fidelity as an intellectual virtue 

Fidelity, in this context, does not mean rhetorical aggression or dogmatic 
rigidity. It means refusing to reason from assumptions that contradict one’s 
own confession. 

If Kṛṣṇa is accepted as the Supreme Personality of Godhead—the source of 
all knowledge, meaning, and intelligibility—then method must align with 
that confession. To continue reasoning as though atheistic assumptions set 
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the terms of debate is to preserve incoherence at the level of method even 
after it has been rejected at the level of belief. 

This split between devotion and reasoning is subtle, but corrosive. It 
produces hesitation in preaching, anxiety in argument, and confusion in 
thought. More importantly, it grants atheism its greatest advantage: not 
opposition, but accommodation. 

Atheism survives not by defeating theism, but by being treated as a possible 
standpoint when it is not. 

What integrity requires 

Intellectual integrity does not require that every conversation begin with 
scripture. It does require that reasoning never be detached from its source. It 
requires recognizing that the very act of argument already presupposes a 
reality ordered by intelligence, purpose, and truth. 

Once this is acknowledged, atheism loses its status as a serious 
alternative—not because it has been shouted down, but because it has been 
seen for what it is: an impossibility that survives only by being granted what 
it cannot explain. 

The task of the devotee is therefore not to rescue reason from revelation, 
but to refuse to separate them in the first place. 

A final orientation 

This book has not argued that atheism is false in the ordinary sense. It has 
argued something more radical and more precise: atheism cannot exist as a 
coherent position at all. 

Exclusion depends on what it excludes. Reason relies on what it attempts to 
deny. Meaning presupposes the very reality atheism seeks to negate. The 
impossibility is not accidental; it is structural. 

This conclusion does not end conversation. It clarifies it. 
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Once the illusion of neutrality is abandoned, reasoning becomes steadier, 
preaching becomes clearer, and devotion becomes intellectually whole. 
Kṛṣṇa is no longer treated as a conclusion to be reached, but as the ground 
from which all reaching already occurs. 

At that point, argument ceases to be anxious. Defense gives way to clarity. 
And fidelity—philosophical as well as devotional—becomes possible without 
strain. 

At that point, atheism is no longer treated as an absence to be respected, but 
as a denial that cannot stand—because there is no life, no reason, and no 
meaning anywhere that is not already lived from God. 

The End of Doubt 

There is one final consequence of everything argued in this book that must 
be faced honestly — especially by devotees. 

If atheism is impossible, then doubt about Kṛṣṇa is not an intellectual 
achievement. It is not caution. It is not depth. It is a residue of the same 
confusion this book has exposed. 

To doubt Kṛṣṇa as the ground of reason, meaning, and truth is to use those 
very things against Him. It is to borrow from what one is questioning in 
order to keep questioning it. That posture has now been shown to be 
incoherent. 

Once this is seen, something irreversible happens. 

The devotee can no longer say, “Perhaps God is not the foundation,” without 
immediately recognizing the contradiction. The question itself collapses. 
There is no longer a neutral space from which to suspend judgment. One is 
already standing on what one was pretending to evaluate. 

This does not eliminate struggle, weakness, or conditioning. It does 
eliminate the idea that Kṛṣṇa remains an open question. 
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Faith, at this point, is no longer fragile belief waiting for confirmation. It 
becomes clarity. Not arrogance, but rest. Not fanaticism, but intellectual 
relief. 

This realization is not a loss. It is a gain. It is not something to endure, but 
something to welcome. For the devotee, the impossibility of atheism is 
good news — the removal of a burden that never needed to be carried. 

The soul stops asking whether Kṛṣṇa is real and begins confronting the only 
remaining question: Why do I still try to live as if I were independent? 

That is not a philosophical question. It is a devotional one. 

The impossibility of atheism is therefore not merely a critique of unbelief. It 
is the end of doubt as a rational option. It is the moment the soul realizes it 
has never stood outside Kṛṣṇa — not even while questioning Him. 

From here on, inquiry does not move away from Him, but deeper into 
dependence. 

And that is not the loss of freedom. 

It is the end of pretense. 
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“All animate beings of this world are Vaishnavas or servants of Vishnu, the 
all-pervasive Supreme Lord. All lifeless objects are also Vaishnavas. Those 
who possess the faculty of taking the initiative are Vaishnavas as also those 
who do not possess the power of initiative. The Highest of all persons Whom 
all these Vaishnavas serve, Who is the root and support of everything is 
Vishnu. The atheist is also a Vaishnava by constitution, but not by 
disposition. His aversion to Vishnu is due to the abuse of freedom of will 
which is the natural condition of cognition forming the stuff of the 
individual soul. The atheist is unwilling to serve Vishnu. He is, therefore, 
deluded to serve Vishnu and he can thus exist only through ignorance 
which overtakes the soul although he is by constitution perfectly 
self-conscious, which is the natural state. The atheist is a disobedient 
servant of Vishnu whose existence is maintained by the mercy of Vishnu in 
the form of His deluding Energy which persuades the atheist to accept 
willingly the ignorant service of Vishnu under the impression that the 
atheist is his own master in doing so.” 

—Śrīla Bhaktisiddhānta Sarasvatī Ṭhākura, Vaishnavism – Real & 
Apparent  
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Glossary of Key Terms 

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

Atheism 

In this book, atheism does not refer merely to a psychological state (such as 
lack of belief) or a single doctrine. It refers to any stance or posture that 
excludes God from the ground of explanation while continuing to rely on 
reason, truth, morality, and meaning. As shown throughout the book, such a 
stance cannot exist as a coherent position. 

Agnosticism 

The claim to suspend judgment about God’s existence. In this book, 
agnosticism is treated not as neutrality, but as a functional non-theistic 
posture that continues to rely on God-grounded faculties while deferring 
acknowledgment of their source. 

Authority 

The ultimate source by which knowledge is grounded, judgments are 
binding, and truth is intelligible. Authority is not opposed to reason; it is 
what makes reasoning possible. In Vaiṣṇava epistemology, Kṛṣṇa is the 
source of all authority. 

Autonomy 

The claim that human reason or judgment can function independently of 
divine grounding. In this book, autonomy is shown to be an illusion 
sustained by borrowing from the very reality it denies. 
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Belief 

A cognitive attitude toward what is taken to be true. Modern discourse often 
treats belief as personal or optional. This book distinguishes belief from 
knowledge without separating either from their metaphysical grounding. 

Borrowed Capital 

The use of concepts such as reason, truth, morality, meaning, or personhood 
without acknowledging or grounding their source. Atheism is shown to 
function by borrowing these resources from a theistic framework while 
denying that framework. 

Denial 

Not merely explicit rejection, but any posture that excludes God from 
explanatory authority while continuing to rely on God-grounded conditions 
of intelligibility. Denial may appear as absence, withholding, or suspension 
rather than outright negation. 

Dependence 

The condition of relying—consciously or unconsciously—on Kṛṣṇa for 
existence, intelligence, memory, meaning, and truth. Dependence is 
unavoidable; it may be acknowledged or suppressed, but not eliminated. 

Doubt 

A cognitive state often moralized in modern discourse as humility or 
intelligence. In this book, doubt about God is shown not to be epistemically 
neutral, but a posture made possible only by borrowing from what is 
doubted. 
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Evidentialism 

An approach to belief that treats evidence evaluated by autonomous reason 
as the final court of appeal. In this book, evidentialism is criticized for 
postponing divine authority and reinforcing the illusion of neutrality. 

Epistemic Neutrality 

The claim that reasoning can begin from a position free of worldview 
commitments. This book argues that epistemic neutrality does not exist and 
functions instead as concealed autonomy. 

Knowledge 

Justified awareness of reality that does not require infallibility but does 
require grounding. Knowledge is not opposed to humility; it becomes 
incoherent only when detached from its source. 

Kṛṣṇa 

The Supreme Personality of Godhead; the source of intelligence, memory, 
forgetfulness, order, meaning, and truth. In Vaiṣṇava epistemology, Kṛṣṇa is 
not a hypothesis within reality, but the ground upon which reality and 
knowing rest. 

Jīva 

The individual living entity. The jīva is eternally conscious, personal, and 
dependent on Kṛṣṇa. Forgetfulness of this dependence is the condition of 
material existence. 
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Māyā 

The divine potency that facilitates forgetfulness when the jīva desires 
independence. Māyā does not force illusion; she cooperates with the soul’s 
will to conceal its dependence. 

Meaning 

That which renders life, action, or experience significant rather than 
arbitrary. In this book, meaning is shown to require intention and cannot be 
sustained as a purely self-generated projection. 

Morality 

The domain of obligation, not mere preference. Moral judgments 
presuppose authority and normativity. Atheism is shown to rely on moral 
force it cannot ground. 

Naturalism 

The view that reality is exhausted by impersonal physical processes. In this 
book, naturalism is treated as one of the implicit frameworks that often 
replaces God while failing to ground reason, truth, or normativity. 

Position (Philosophical) 

A coherent standpoint capable of accounting for the conditions under which 
it is asserted. A position may be wrong and still be a position; it ceases to be 
one when it relies on what it denies. 
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Reason 

The capacity to apprehend truth, recognize logical obligation, and evaluate 
claims. Reason is not autonomous; it depends on an ordered reality 
grounded in intelligence. 

Revelation 

Knowledge that proceeds from God rather than autonomous human 
inquiry. In Vaiṣṇava theology, revelation is not the introduction of foreign 
information but the restoration of remembrance. 

Remembrance 

The reawakening of the soul’s intrinsic knowledge of Kṛṣṇa. Bhakti is 
described not as discovery, but as the removal of forgetfulness. 

Self-Deception 

A willed narrowing of awareness in which the soul suppresses what it knows 
in order to preserve the appearance of independence. Self-deception does 
not require conscious dishonesty. 

Śāstra 

Revealed scripture that communicates divine knowledge and situates reason 
within its proper orientation. Śāstra does not silence inquiry; it grounds it. 

Truth 

That which binds belief to reality. Truth is not merely descriptive or 
pragmatic; it is normative. The intelligibility of truth presupposes a reality 
ordered by intelligence. 
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Worldview 

An underlying framework of assumptions about reality, knowledge, and 
value. This book argues that atheism is not itself a worldview but always 
operates within one it refuses to name. 
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