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A note to the reader

Srila Prabhupada repeatedly explained that deep philosophical discussion is

not meant for everyone.

For the general mass of people, chanting the holy name, dancing in

sankirtana, and honoring prasadam is sufficient.

Philosophical inquiry is meant for those few who are prepared to

understand it and who require it. This book is written in that spirit.

Srila Prabhupada, January 8, 1977:

“Mass of people, let them chant and dance and take prasada. [...] Hardly you'll get
good, educated men. So there is no question of philosophy. Given them chance of
chanting and take prasada. It is useless to talk before them our philosophy. They'll
never understand. But they will understand prasadam. Prasadam is so nice. If there
are few grains of prasada, even the crows will come, the condemned bird (laughs). He
will also come. You do like this. So if this has been settled, do that.”
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Introduction

This book was not written to introduce Krsna consciousness. Nor was it
written to defend it in the conventional sense. It was written because many
devotees already accept Krsna consciousness, yet unknowingly think, argue,

and preach from assumptions that quietly contradict it.
This tension is rarely named, but it is widely felt.

Devotees affirm that Krsna is the Supreme Personality of Godhead, the
source of all existence, and the origin of all knowledge. At the same time,
they often approach atheism, science, and philosophy as though reason were
neutral, knowledge autonomous, and revelation optional until later. The

result is confusion — not only in preaching, but in one’s own thinking.

The purpose of this book is to address that confusion directly.
Why presuppositions matter

Every worldview rests on starting points. These starting points are not
chosen at the end of inquiry; they make inquiry possible in the first place.
Whether one acknowledges them or not, one always reasons from

assumptions about reality, knowledge, and the self.

Atheism frequently presents itself as a position of minimal commitment —
cautious, neutral, and guided solely by evidence. This book argues that such
neutrality is an illusion. Atheism rests on strong, often unexamined

commitments about reason, nature, meaning, and truth — commitments it

cannot justify on its own terms.
Vaisnavism, by contrast, openly acknowledges its starting point: Krsna.

This is not an intellectual weakness. It is an act of epistemic honesty.



Two approaches to knowledge, reason, and preaching

Throughout this book, two fundamentally different approaches to
knowledge, reasoning, and preaching will be contrasted. They are not
merely alternative techniques, but expressions of incompatible starting

points.

The first approach is commonly called evidentialism. In this framework,
human reason is treated as neutral and self-sufficient. Knowledge is assumed
to begin with autonomous observation, inference, and evaluation of
evidence. God, if He is introduced at all, appears later as a hypothesis to be

tested within a preexisting framework of human rationality.

In preaching, this often takes the form of attempting to “meet the atheist
halfway.” One temporarily brackets revelation, speaks as though reason
belongs equally to believer and unbeliever, and hopes that sufficient
arguments or evidence will lead the other person to God. Revelation

becomes persuasive support rather than epistemic ground.

This approach feels humble and fair-minded. It also feels natural in a
modern intellectual climate. Yet it carries an unspoken assumption: that

reason can stand on its own, independent of God.

The second approach begins at a deeper level. Rather than asking whether
God can be concluded from neutral reason, it asks what must already be true

for reason, evidence, science, and argumentation to be possible at all.

This approach recognizes that reasoning never occurs in a vacuum. Every
act of thought presupposes an account of reality, truth, meaning, and the

knowing subject.

When this approach is applied within Western theology, it is often called
presuppositional apologetics. The name is modern, but the insight is not:



reasoning always rests on prior commitments, whether acknowledged or

not.
When applied within Vaisnavism, the implications are even more radical.

Vaisnava scripture does not present Krsna merely as the highest object of
devotion. It presents Him as the source of intelligence, memory,
understanding, and forgetfulness; as the indwelling witness; as the ground of
order, meaning, and truth itself. Knowledge is not something the jiva
generates independently and then offers to God. It is something received,

sustained, and made possible by Him at every moment.

If these claims are taken seriously, then the idea of epistemic neutrality
collapses. Reason cannot stand outside of Krsna in order to evaluate Him,
because reason itself depends on Him. Revelation is not an optional
supplement to human knowledge; it is the condition that makes knowledge

intelligible at all.

This book refers to this perspective as a Vaisnava presuppositional
apologetic or preaching method — not to import a foreign system, but to

name clearly what Vaisnava epistemology already entails.

The central tension addressed in this book arises when devotees affirm these
truths devotionally, yet reason and preach as though they were false. The
result is a split between confession and method: Krsna is acknowledged as

supreme, while human reason is quietly treated as autonomous.

The purpose of this book is to expose that split, and to show that faithful
Vaisnava preaching cannot be methodologically neutral without becoming

philosophically incoherent.
Why this book is addressed to devotees

This book is written primarily for devotees, not skeptics.

10



Its aim is not to provide a set of debate tricks or apologetic formulas, but to
help devotees see the full implications of the worldview they already
profess. When Krsna is understood not merely as the highest object of
devotion, but as the ground of all knowing, reasoning itself takes on a

different character.

At that point, certain preaching methods begin to feel unnatural. Appeals to
neutrality feel strained. Evidentialism feels incomplete. The desire to “meet
the atheist halfway” begins to look less like humility and more like

confusion.

This book exists to clarify that moment.
Not borrowed, but recovered

Much of what is today called “presuppositional apologetics” developed in a
Western, Christian context. While some of its insights are valuable,
Vaisnavism does not need to import a foreign, and newer, epistemology to

justify itself.

The Vaisnava tradition already contains a deeper, more ontologically
grounded account of knowledge — articulated in Sastra, refined by the

Gosvamis, and exemplified in the preaching of Srila Prabhupada.

This book does not attempt to baptize Western philosophy. It seeks to
recover and articulate what is already present within the Vaisnava tradition
itself.

What this book does — and does not — do

This book does not attempt to refute every atheist argument individually.
Nor does it aim to provide a comprehensive survey of modern philosophy

or science. Its goal is more fundamental.
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It asks a prior question: What must already be true for any argument,

science, or worldview to make sense at all?

By addressing that question, many secondary disputes resolve themselves

naturally.
A final orientation

The argument that follows is firm, but it is not hostile. It challenges atheism
not to score points, but to remove obstacles. It challenges devotees not to

shame them, but to align method with conviction.

If the reader finishes this book thinking more clearly, preaching more
coherently, and depending more fully on Krsna as the source of all

knowledge, then its purpose has been served.
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Chapter 1 — Everyone Starts Somewhere

Every human being reasons from starting points.

This is not a philosophical theory. It is a simple fact of life. Whenever we
think, judge, or argue, we already rely on assumptions that are not
themselves being questioned at that moment. These assumptions function
quietly in the background, shaping what we regard as reasonable, believable,

or meaningful.

For example, when someone says, “Show me the evidence,” he already
assumes many things: that evidence exists, that it can be interpreted
correctly, that human reason can evaluate it, that truth is worth knowing,
and that arriving at correct conclusions actually matters. None of these
assumptions are proven by the evidence being requested. They are already

in place before the discussion begins.
This is not a problem. It is unavoidable.

No one begins by doubting everything. If we tried to question all
assumptions at once, thinking itself would become impossible. Even
skepticism requires starting points: trust in logic, trust in memory, trust in

language, trust that questioning is a meaningful activity.

We may not always notice these starting points, but we rely on them

constantly.

This is true in ordinary life, in science, in philosophy, and in religion. A
scientist does not first prove that the laws of logic are reliable before using
them. A historian does not first establish the existence of the past before
interpreting documents. A mathematician does not test whether numbers

are real before calculating.
They all begin somewhere.

The same is true of spiritual life. A devotee does not approach reality as a

blank slate. He begins with a basic understanding of who he is, what the
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world is, and who Krsna is. These are not conclusions reached after a neutral
investigation; they are the foundation upon which all further understanding

rests — including how evidence, reason, and authority are later understood.

The moment we recognize this, a subtle but important shift takes place. We
stop imagining that some people reason “objectively” while others reason
“from faith.” Everyone reasons from commitments. The real question is not
whether one has starting points, but which starting points are actually

capable of making sense of reality.

This book begins here, because without this clarity, all later discussions
about knowledge, authority, or preaching will be confused. Before we ask
how we should argue, persuade, or teach, we must first understand how

knowing itself actually works.

Everyone starts somewhere. The only honest task is to become conscious of

where we are starting from.
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Chapter 2 — The Vaisnava Starting Point

Once we recognize that everyone begins from starting points, the next

question becomes unavoidable: where do we begin?

For a Vaisnava, this question is not open-ended. Our starting point is not

chosen, negotiated, or constructed. It is received.

At the foundation of the Vaisnava worldview stands a simple but radical
claim: Krsna is the source of everything. Not only the source of matter and
life, but the source of intelligence, meaning, and knowledge itself. Memory,
understanding, forgetfulness, and insight do not arise independently within

the jiva. They originate in the Supreme Personality of Godhead.
Krsna states:

sarvasya caham hrdi sannivisto

mattah smrtir jianam apohanam ca

I am seated in everyone's heart, and from Me come remembrance,
knowledge and forgetfulness ”
(Bhagavad-gita 15.15)

This claim is not the conclusion of an investigation. It is the ground on

which all investigation rests.

Because Krsna is the source of all knowledge, knowledge about Krsna—and
about reality as a whole—must come from Him. This is why revelation
occupies a central and non-negotiable place in Vaisnava thought. Sastra is
not treated as a collection of ancient reflections awaiting validation by
modern reason. It is understood as authoritative knowledge descending
from the Absolute.

This immediately establishes a hierarchy of knowing. In Vaisnava
epistemology, not all sources of knowledge stand on the same level. Sense

perception and inference are accepted, but they are never sovereign. They
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are subordinate, conditional, and dependent. They operate within limits

imposed by the conditioned nature of the jiva.

Sastra, by contrast, does not derive its authority from human faculties. Its
authority rests on its source. Because it originates from the Supreme Lord, it

is not subject to the same defects that limit conditioned cognition.

This is why the Vaisnava tradition insists on parampara. Knowledge is not
merely transmitted as information; it is preserved through disciplic
succession to maintain fidelity to its divine origin. Guru is not an
independent thinker offering personal insights, but a transparent medium

through which revelation is received and applied.

The Vaisnava understanding goes further still. Not only is knowledge
dependent in principle; the very faculties by which the jiva thinks,
remembers, and discriminates are themselves created. Intelligence is not an
emergent accident of matter, nor a self-originating power. It is part of the
subtle body, fashioned by the Supreme Lord to allow the living entity to

perceive, interpret, and navigate the world in which he is placed.

This epistemic setup is innate. One is born with it. It is not constructed from
scratch by culture or education, nor does it arise independently through trial
and error. Reason, memory, and discernment function because they have
been intentionally supplied. That they function imperfectly does not negate

their design; it reflects the conditioned state in which they operate.
Krsna affirms this directly when He says:

dadami buddhi-yogam tam
yena mam upayanti te
“.. I give the understanding [intelligence] by which they can come

to Me.”
(Bhagavad-gita 10.10)

This statement is decisive. Intelligence is not merely used in spiritual life; it

is given by the Supreme Lord. Cognition is not epistemically neutral
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material awaiting autonomous direction. It is already situated within a

divine order.

For this reason, Vaisnava philosophy does not begin by asking, “What can I

know by my own power?” It begins by asking, “From whom should I hear?”

This does not mean that the jiva begins life without knowledge, or that all
trust in reason and experience must first be learned through explicit
instruction. The Vaisnava understanding is that the very faculties by which
one knows — and the basic assumptions that make experience intelligible —

are already given, prior to reflection, by the Supreme Lord Himself.

This posture is sometimes misunderstood as anti-intellectual or fideistic. In
reality, it is neither. It is an honest assessment of the human condition. The
Vaisnava does not reject reason; he places it in its proper role. Reason is a
servant, not a judge. It clarifies, connects, and applies what is received

through higher authority.

Most devotees already live from this starting point in practice. They chant,
hear, serve, and submit. Yet when it comes to explaining, defending, or
preaching, this same starting point is often set aside, as if it were

inappropriate outside private faith.

The tension created by this separation will be the focus of the chapters that
follow. But first, it must be seen clearly: the Vaisnava worldview does not
merely include revelation. It begins with revelation. Everything else follows

from that.
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Chapter 3 — Why There Is No Neutral Ground

Once the Vaisnava starting point is made explicit, a certain idea quietly

collapses: the idea of neutral ground.

Neutrality suggests a space where no prior commitments operate, where
reason stands alone, unshaped by deeper convictions, and where truth can
be evaluated without reference to authority. It is often presented as a posture

of fairness or humility. In practice, it is something else entirely.
Neutrality is not the absence of assumptions. It is the concealment of them.

Every act of reasoning already presupposes a framework. Logic must be
trusted. Memory must be reliable. Language must convey meaning. The
future must resemble the past closely enough for inference to work. Moral
obligation must be more than personal preference for argumentation to
matter at all. These are not conclusions reached at the end of inquiry; they

are conditions required for inquiry to begin.

When someone claims to reason “neutrally,” what they usually mean is that

their own starting points feel invisible to them.

From the Vaisnava perspective, this invisibility is not surprising. The

conditioned soul forgets his dependence.
Srimad-Bhagavatam 11.2.37:

bhayam dvitiyabhinivesatah syad
15ad apetasya viparyayo 'smrtih
tan-mayayato budha abhajet tam

bhaktyaikayesam guru-devatatma

“Fear arises when a living entity misidentifies himself as the
material body because of absorption in the external, illusory
energy of the Lord. When the living entity thus turns away from

the Supreme Lord, he also forgets his own constitutional position
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as a servant of the Lord. This bewildering condition is effected by

the potency for illusion, called maya.”

He experiences himself as autonomous, even though his intelligence,
memory, and capacity to reason are all supplied and sustained by the

Supreme Lord at every moment.

This forgetfulness does not eliminate dependence; it only hides it. This
forgetfulness is not merely accidental. It is sustained by desire — a
preference for autonomy that resists the implications of dependence, and is

permitted by the Supreme Lord in response to that desire.

For this reason, the Vaisnava tradition does not treat neutrality as a virtue. It

treats it as a misunderstanding of the human condition.

If Krsna is the source of all knowledge, then there can be no realm of
knowing that stands apart from Him. If §astra is pramana, then it cannot be
temporarily bracketed without consequence. If the jiva is conditioned, then
autonomy cannot be assumed without distortion. Neutral ground would
require a knower who is self-sufficient, self-authenticating, and epistemically
independent. Such a standpoint belongs only to God, not to any conditioned

knower.

This has a direct implication that is often overlooked: when a devotee
attempts to “set aside” his commitments for the sake of discussion, he is not

entering a neutral space. He is stepping into someone else’s framework.

The moment revelation is suspended, something else takes its place. Reason
becomes sovereign. Sense perception becomes foundational. Human
judgment becomes the final court of appeal. These shifts may go unnoticed,

but they are real. A vacuum never remains empty.

This is why neutrality is never a shared platform. It always belongs to one
worldview or another. When a devotee agrees to argue as if Krsna were not
the source of knowledge, he has already conceded the most important point

— not verbally, but methodologically.

19



This does not mean that common experiences cannot be discussed, or that
dialogue is impossible. It means that dialogue always takes place within a
framework, whether acknowledged or not. The question is not whether a

framework exists, but whether it is made explicit and treated honestly.

Atheism, materialism, and secular humanism all claim neutrality at the level
of method, even while advancing strong metaphysical commitments at the
level of content. They deny revelation while relying on unprovable
assumptions about reason, morality, and meaning. Their posture appears

modest, but their foundations are asserted without argument.

Once this is seen, a subtle but important realization follows: neutrality is not
the middle ground between belief and unbelief. It is itself a belief — one that

quietly places human reason at the center.

For the Vaisnava, this realization creates a tension that cannot be ignored. If
neutrality is an illusion, then any attempt to preach, teach, or defend the
tradition from a “neutral” position is already compromised. It may sound
conciliatory, but it rests on a denial of what the Vaisnava worldview actually

affirms.

This tension does not yet tell us how preaching should be done. But it tells us
something equally important: preaching cannot be done from nowhere. The

question that now presses itself forward is unavoidable:

From where, then, should we speak?
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Chapter 4 — The Four Defects and the Myth of
Epistemic Autonomy

The claim to epistemic autonomy is rarely stated outright. More often it
operates silently, as a background assumption. One reasons, evaluates, and
judges as if one were fundamentally competent to do so independently.
Revelation may be consulted, but only after reason has granted permission.

Authority may be respected, but only insofar as it passes rational inspection.

From a Vaisnava standpoint, this posture is not merely mistaken. It is

incoherent.

The tradition identifies four inherent defects of the conditioned soul: the
tendency to commit mistakes, the tendency to fall into illusion, imperfect
senses, and the propensity to cheat. These are not moral accusations. They
are diagnostic observations about the epistemic condition of the jiva under
maya.

Together, they rule out autonomy at the most basic level.

If one’s senses are imperfect, then perception cannot function as a
self-authenticating foundation. If one is prone to illusion, then internal
coherence is no guarantee of truth. If one commits mistakes, then
confidence proves nothing. And if one has a tendency to cheat — including

oneself — then even sincerity cannot be assumed as a safeguard.

These defects are not occasionally activated; they are structural. They do not
disappear when one adopts a serious tone, earns academic credentials, or
refines logical technique. They remain operative as long as the jiva is

conditioned.

Epistemic autonomy assumes precisely what these defects deny: that the

knower is capable of functioning as a final court of appeal.

This is why, within the Vaisnava framework, reason is never rejected but also

never enthroned. Reason has a role, but it is a subordinate role. It can
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analyze, clarify, organize, and expose contradictions. It cannot generate
foundational truth. It cannot certify its own reliability. And it certainly

cannot stand in judgment over revelation.

This point is often misunderstood, even among devotees. To deny

autonomy is not to deny intelligence. It is to deny independence.

A calculator is useful. It is also entirely dependent. Its reliability does not
arise from itself but from the system that designed and sustains it. Similarly,
the jiva’s intelligence functions meaningfully only within the order
established by the Supreme Lord. When detached from that order, it does

not become free; it becomes disoriented.

Modern epistemology typically begins by asking, “What can I know?”
Vaisnava epistemology begins elsewhere: “Who am I, and under what

conditions do I know anything at all?” That shift is decisive.

Once this is grasped, the myth of autonomy becomes visible for what it is: a
posture rooted in rebellion, masquerading as humility. It claims modesty —
“I only trust what I can verify” — while quietly assuming an authority no

conditioned being possesses.

This is also why attempts to ground Vaisnava preaching in autonomous
reason inevitably drift. One may affirm Krsna verbally while treating human
judgment as the arbiter of plausibility. One may quote Sastra while allowing
external standards to determine which parts are acceptable. Over time, the

center shifts.
The issue is not intention. It is structure.

If epistemic autonomy is false, then every method that presupposes it is
unstable by definition. This includes apologetic approaches that invite the
listener to judge revelation from a position of supposed neutrality or
self-sufficiency. Such approaches may persuade temporarily, but they do so

by reinforcing the very illusion the tradition exists to dismantle.

22



The Vaisnava does not argue from autonomy to God. He exposes autonomy

as impossible because God already is.

At this stage, the reader may feel a certain discomfort. If autonomy is an
illusion, and neutrality is unavailable, then a pressing question arises —

especially for those engaged in preaching:

If we cannot grant autonomy, and we cannot appeal to neutrality, how do we

speak to those who do not yet accept revelation?

That question cannot be avoided. It is not theoretical. It determines tone,
strategy, and integrity.

And it leads directly to the next chapter.

23



Chapter 5 — Atheism and the Explanatory Burden

The preceding chapters have established several foundational points. There
is no neutral standpoint. All reasoning begins from presuppositions. Human
cognition is dependent rather than autonomous, and epistemic

self-sufficiency is a myth. These conclusions apply universally, regardless of

one’s personal beliefs or intentions.
The relevance of atheism emerges precisely here.

Atheism is not itself a complete worldview. Every atheist necessarily
operates within a broader worldview that supplies what atheism alone does
not. It is a negative commitment: the absence of belief in a Supreme Lord,
whether expressed as explicit denial or as the withholding of belief. Yet this
absence functions as a decisive constraint. Any worldview that excludes God
must still account for the world as it is experienced. It must still explain
logic, knowledge, morality, meaning, and rational obligation—now without

reference to a transcendent personal source.

This chapter does not attempt to refute every atheistic theory. Its task is
more fundamental. It asks whether atheism, understood as an exclusion of
God from one’s explanatory framework, can even in principle supply the

preconditions that make reasoning and intelligibility possible.
1. Logic and Normativity

Logic is not merely a description of how humans tend to think. It is
prescriptive. Logical laws tell us how we ought to reason and what we must
accept if we wish to think coherently. They are universal, invariant, and

binding.

If reality is ultimately impersonal and contingent, however, the status of
logical laws becomes unclear. Impersonal processes can describe regularities,

but they cannot generate normativity. They can explain what happens, but
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not what must be. If logic arises from non-rational causes, then its authority

reduces to habit or convention rather than necessity.

The problem is not that atheists use logic—they must. The problem is that
within an atheistic framework, logic has no clear ontological anchor. It is
relied upon constantly, yet treated as a brute fact with no sufficient

explanation.
2. Reason and Trustworthiness

Reasoning presupposes more than the ability to form thoughts. It
presupposes that those thoughts are, in principle, aimed at truth rather than

mere survival or psychological comfort.

Many atheistic accounts explain human cognition in terms of adaptive
advantage. Cognitive faculties are said to have evolved because they
promoted survival, not because they tracked truth. But if this is the case,
then the reliability of reason becomes accidental. A belief’s usefulness does

not guarantee its truth.

Here a tension arises. Atheism depends on reason to critique religion,
evaluate evidence, and construct worldviews. Yet if reason itself is the
product of blind, non-teleological processes, there is no principled basis for
trusting it as truth-oriented. The worldview quietly undermines the very

faculty it must rely upon.
3. Morality and Obligation

Moral judgments are not merely expressions of preference. When we say
something is wrong, we ordinarily mean that it ought not be done, regardless

of opinion, convenience, or advantage.

Atheistic moral theories often attempt to ground morality in social
contracts, evolutionary pressures, emotional responses, or collective

well-being. These accounts may describe how moral behaviors arise or why
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they are socially useful. What they struggle to explain is why moral
obligations should be objectively binding.

If moral norms are ultimately the result of impersonal processes or human
consensus, then they carry no authority beyond preference or pressure.
Obligation dissolves into description. What remains is morality as strategy

rather than moral law.

Once again, the issue is not that atheists lack moral seriousness. It is that
atheism, as a framework, lacks the resources to explain why moral claims

should be universally and objectively true.
4. Meaning and Intelligibility

Human beings do not merely experience events; they interpret them. We
seek coherence, purpose, and significance. Meaning is not an optional

psychological add-on; it is woven into how we understand the world.

If reality is fundamentally indifferent, however, meaning becomes difficult
to ground. Events may occur, but they do not signify. Narratives may be
constructed, but they do not correspond to any objective purpose. Meaning

becomes something imposed rather than discovered.

Yet atheistic worldviews regularly appeal to meaning—to progress, to values,
to rational discourse. Once again, something is used that the framework

itself cannot adequately explain.
5. The Pattern

Across these domains—logic, reason, morality, and meaning—the same
pattern appears. Atheism does not eliminate these features of human
experience. It relies on them constantly. What it cannot do is ground them

without borrowing assumptions it officially denies.

This is not a critique of individual atheists. It is a critique of explanatory

sufficiency. The question is not whether atheists can think, reason, or live
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meaningful lives. The question is whether atheism itself can account for

these realities without quietly presupposing what it excludes.

Once God is removed as the ultimate source of intelligibility, the world
remains describable but no longer justifiable. It continues to function in
practice while losing coherence in principle.

The chapters that follow will examine specific atheistic strategies in more
detail. But the foundational issue should now be clear. Atheism inherits an
explanatory burden that it cannot discharge—not because of insufficient

data or cleverness, but because of the starting point it has chosen.
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Chapter 6 — Atheistic Strategies and Their Failure

Strategy 1

Brute Facts and the Collapse of Explanation

One of the most common ways atheistic worldviews attempt to avoid the
grounding problem is by appealing to brute facts. When explanation reaches

a difficult point, it simply stops.

e Logic exists.
e The laws of nature exist.
e Consciousness exists.

e Moral intuitions exist.

These features of reality are taken as fundamental givens. They require no

deeper explanation. They are “just the way things are.”

This strategy is often presented as intellectual humility. Rather than
inventing metaphysical entities or divine intentions, it claims to accept
reality as it is, without embellishment. Where explanation can go no further,

1t terminates.

At first glance, this may appear reasonable. Every worldview must eventually
reach explanatory bedrock. The question is not whether explanations end,

but what kind of reality is permitted to sit at the bottom.

The problem

Brute facts can describe regularities. They cannot ground normativity.
This distinction is crucial.

A brute fact can tell us that something happens. It cannot tell us that
something must be the case, or that something ought to be accepted. Yet logic,
rational obligation, and moral claims are not merely descriptive. They are

normative. They bind thought and action.
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Logical laws do not merely describe how humans tend to reason. They
prescribe how one ought to reason if one wishes to think coherently. Moral
claims do not merely report social habits. They assert obligations that

transcend preference, COHVCDiCHCC, Oor comnsensus.

When such features are treated as brute facts, their binding force becomes
mysterious. Why should impersonal, unexplained regularities obligate
rational agents? Why should they govern belief and behavior rather than
merely describe patterns?

The internal tension
Here the strategy begins to fracture.

Atheistic worldviews routinely rely on logic as universally valid and
non-negotiable. They appeal to rational consistency, valid inference, and
contradiction as decisive standards. Yet when asked why these standards

hold, the answer is often silence or deferral. Logic is simply assumed.

The same pattern appears with moral claims. Moral judgments are made
forcefully and with confidence, yet their authority is left unexplained.

Obligation is asserted, but no source of obligation is identified.

The result is a quiet asymmetry. Normative tools are used constantly, but
their normative status is never justified. They are treated as authoritative in

practice while being ontologically weightless in theory.

This is not explanation. It is reliance without grounding.

Connection to earlier chapters

This strategy directly inherits the problems exposed in Chapters 1-4.

Chapter 1 showed that all reasoning begins from starting points.
Chapter 2 established that, in the Vaisnava framework, knowledge is
grounded in a personal source.

Chapter 3 dismantled the myth of neutral standpoints.

Chapter 4 exposed the limitations of autonomous reason.
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The appeal to brute facts attempts to sidestep these conclusions by refusing
to explain what is nonetheless presupposed. It does not escape dependence;

it merely obscures it.
Why the strategy fails
Explanatory termination is unavoidable. But not all terminations are equal.

A worldview may legitimately terminate in a reality that is capable of
grounding normativity—one that can account for obligation, intelligibility,
and authority. What it cannot do is terminate in impersonal facts and then

quietly treat them as if they carried personal authority.
Brute facts can end descriptions. They cannot end justification.

When logic, morality, and meaning are reduced to unexplained givens, they
lose their status as binding realities and become unaccountable assumptions.
The worldview continues to function only by borrowing the very

normativity it refuses to ground.

This does not refute atheism emotionally or rhetorically. It exposes a
structural deficiency. The appeal to brute facts halts explanation precisely

where explanation is most needed.

In the previous chapter we saw that atheism is not a mere absence of belief,
but a decisive constraint within broader worldviews that carry definite
commitments. Such atheistic frameworks typically assume a fundamentally
impersonal reality, treat consciousness as a byproduct of blind processes,
and deny any transcendent source of normativity. Yet they continue to

reason, argue, judge, and protest as if normativity were real.

This chapter explains why that tension is not superficial, but structurally
fatal.

The problem with atheism is not that it fails to answer a few difficult

questions. The problem is that it cannot account for the very tools it uses to
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argue against God. When examined carefully, atheism undermines the

rational, semantic, and moral foundations it presupposes at every step.

Strategy 2

Evolutionary Accounts of Reason and Their Self-Defeat

A second major strategy used by atheistic worldviews to address the
problem of reason is evolutionary explanation. Rather than appealing to
brute facts, this approach attempts to explain cognitive faculties by tracing

their development through natural selection.

According to this view, human reasoning capacities arose because they
conferred survival advantages. Creatures that formed useful beliefs, avoided
danger, and navigated their environment effectively were more likely to
survive and reproduce. Over time, increasingly sophisticated cognitive

abilities emerged, culminating in what we now call rational thought.

At first glance, this strategy appears to offer a powerful naturalistic account
of reason. It seems to explain how cognition could arise without design,
intention, or a guiding intelligence. Yet precisely here, a deep internal

tension emerges.
Survival and Truth
Natural selection does not select for truth. It selects for survival.

This point is not controversial. A belief need not be true to be adaptive; it
only needs to produce behavior that enhances reproductive success. False
beliefs can be advantageous if they lead organisms to act in ways that
promote survival. Conversely, true beliefs can be maladaptive if they lead to

hesitation, risk, or disadvantage.

If cognitive faculties are shaped solely by evolutionary pressures, then their
reliability with respect to truth becomes accidental — not because truth is

unlikely, but because it is not what those faculties are aimed at. Reason is no
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longer oriented toward what is, but toward what works. The connection

between belief and truth is loosened, if not severed entirely.

Yet atheism relies on reason precisely as a truth-tracking faculty. It depends
on rational inference to evaluate evidence, reject religious claims, construct
scientific theories, and critique alternative worldviews. This reliance

presupposes that human cognition is generally reliable, not merely useful.

Here the problem becomes apparent. The evolutionary account undercuts

the very trust in reason that atheism requires.
The Global Skeptical Threat

If our cognitive faculties are the product of blind, non-teleological processes
aimed at survival rather than truth, then skepticism does not remain local. It

becomes global.

One cannot selectively doubt religious beliefs while trusting all other beliefs
without justification. If the source of belief formation is indifferent to truth,
then every belief produced by that source is placed under

suspicion—including beliefs about evolution, naturalism, and atheism itself.

Attempts to escape this conclusion often appeal to probability or
convergence. It is argued that evolution would favor generally reliable
cognition because accurate representations of reality tend to promote
survival. But this move quietly reintroduces what the theory itself cannot

supply: a necessary connection between truth and fitness.

At best, such arguments yield pragmatic reliability within limited domains.
They do not justify confidence in abstract reasoning, logical inference, or
metaphysical judgment—precisely the tools atheism depends on most
heavily.

Self-Referential Collapse

The difficulty is not merely that evolutionary epistemology fails to ground

reason. It actively undermines it.
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If all beliefs are the outcome of non-teleological, non-truth-aimed
processes, then no belief can be affirmed as rationally warranted in a robust
sense. The theory applies equally to itself. The belief in evolutionary
naturalism is itself a product of evolutionary forces, selected for survival, not
truth.

This creates a self-referential problem. The worldview uses reason to argue
that reason is not fundamentally trustworthy. In doing so, it dissolves the

very basis on which its arguments stand.

This is not an external critique imposed from outside. It is an internal

consequence of the theory’s own commitments.
Connection to the Larger Argument

This strategy attempts to answer the explanatory burden identified in
Chapter 5 by supplying a naturalistic account of cognition in the absence of
a transcendent source. But causal explanation is not epistemic justification.
Explaining how beliefs arise is not the same as explaining why they should be

trusted.

Chapters 1-4 established that knowledge is dependent, normativity is real,
and autonomous reason is a myth. Evolutionary epistemology attempts to
preserve the appearance of rational authority while denying any source

capable of grounding it.

The result is a worldview that explains cognition at the cost of confidence in
cognition.

Why the Strategy Fails

Evolutionary explanations may account for the development of certain
behavioral tendencies. What they cannot do is justify the authority of reason

as a guide to truth. They describe processes, but they do not secure

normativity. They explain mechanisms, but not warrant.
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Once reason is reduced to an adaptive tool, its claim to universality and
necessity evaporates. What remains is a cognitive instrument that functions

pragmatically while lacking any principled basis for trust.

This is not a rejection of biological explanation as such. It is a recognition of
its limits. When evolutionary theory is asked to bear epistemic weight it was

never designed to carry, it collapses under that weight.

Strategy 3

Moral Realism without God and the Problem of Obligation

A third strategy adopted by many atheistic worldviews attempts to preserve
moral objectivity while rejecting belief in a Supreme Lord. According to this
approach, moral truths are real, universal, and binding—but they do not
depend on God. Moral facts are said to exist independently, as features of

reality in their own right.

This position is often presented as a sophisticated alternative to both theism
and relativism. It rejects divine command theories on the one hand and
moral subjectivism on the other. Morality, on this view, is neither arbitrary

nor socially constructed. It simply is.

At first glance, this may appear to solve the problem identified in earlier
chapters. If moral truths exist objectively, then moral discourse retains its
seriousness and authority. Condemnations of injustice, cruelty, and

wrongdoing seem fully justified.

Yet once again, a deeper tension emerges.

Moral Facts and Moral Authority

The central difficulty is not the existence of moral facts, but their authority.

Even if one grants that moral truths exist independently of human opinion,
a further question remains: why should they bind moral agents at all? Why
should a rational being feel obligated to obey them, especially when doing

so conflicts with self-interest, desire, or survival?
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Moral obligation is not merely descriptive. It is normative. It places
demands on agents. It tells us not only what is good, but what we ought to

do—even when we would prefer otherwise.

Within a theistic framework, this authority is intelligible. Moral obligations
are grounded in the will and nature of a moral lawgiver. They bind because
they originate in a personal source with legitimate authority over moral

agents.

In atheistic moral realism, however, moral facts are impersonal. They exist,
but they do not command. They describe values, but they do not issue
demands. The crucial link between moral truth and moral obligation is left

unexplained.
The Gap between “Is” and “Ought”

This gap cannot be bridged by simply asserting that moral facts are binding.

Bindingness itself requires grounding.

An impersonal fact cannot obligate. A property cannot issue a command. A
state of affairs cannot hold agents accountable. Obligation presupposes

authority, and authority presupposes agency.

Attempts to bypass this difficulty often appeal to rational consistency or
moral intuition. It is suggested that rational agents must recognize moral
truths, or that moral obligations are self-evident. But these moves merely
relocate the problem. They assume the very normativity they are meant to

explain.

The question is not whether people experience moral obligation. They
clearly do. The question is whether an atheistic framework can explain why
such obligation is anything more than a psychological or social

phenomenon.
Moral Disagreement and Enforcement

The problem deepens when moral disagreement is considered.

35



If moral truths exist independently but lack a personal source, then
disagreement becomes difficult to adjudicate. On what basis can one agent
claim moral authority over another? Why should one set of moral intuitions

prevail over another?

In practice, atheistic moral discourse often oscillates between strong moral
condemnation and implicit relativism. Moral claims are asserted with
confidence, yet their enforcement relies on social pressure, legal systems, or

emotional appeal rather than intrinsic authority.

This does not eliminate morality. It transforms it into a tool—effective,

persuasive, and often sincere—but ultimately ungrounded.
Connection to the Larger Argument

This strategy attempts to preserve moral objectivity while avoiding the
theological commitments that traditionally underwrite it. In doing so, it

inherits the same structural problem encountered in earlier strategies.

As shown in Chapters 1-4, normativity cannot arise from impersonal
sources. Chapter 5 demonstrated that atheism inherits an explanatory
burden it cannot discharge. Here, that burden appears in a specific form: the

inability to account for moral obligation.

Moral realism without God attempts to retain the fruit of moral authority

while severing it from its root.
Why the Strategy Fails
The failure is not empirical. It is conceptual.

Atheistic moral realism may affirm moral facts, but it cannot explain why
those facts should bind agents in a way that overrides preference, power, or
advantage. Obligation becomes a brute assertion rather than a grounded

demand.
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Once moral authority is detached from a personal source, it loses the very
feature that makes it moral authority. What remains is morality as

description, aspiration, or convention—but not law.

This does not mean that atheists cannot act morally or reason ethically. It
means that atheism, as a framework, cannot explain why morality should

possess the authority it claims.
Strategy 4

Pragmatism, Functionalism, and the Retreat from Truth

A fourth strategy commonly employed within atheistic frameworks
abandons the attempt to ground normativity altogether. Rather than asking

whether beliefs, values, or meanings are ¢rue, it asks whether they work.

According to this approach, truth is defined in terms of practical success.
Moral systems are evaluated by their social utility. Meaning is understood as
something constructed by individuals or communities to cope with
existence. What matters is not whether these things correspond to any

objective reality, but whether they function effectively.

This move is often presented as mature realism. Instead of searching for
ultimate foundations, it urges acceptance of human limitations and focuses
on outcomes. Questions of metaphysical grounding are treated as

unnecessary or even misguided.

Yet this shift comes at a cost.

From Normativity to Utility

Pragmatism replaces normativity with usefulness.

Beliefs are no longer assessed by whether they are true, but by whether they
produce desired results. Moral norms are no longer binding because they
are right, but because they promote stability, cooperation, or well-being.

Meaning is no longer discovered, but assigned.
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This transformation quietly changes the subject. The original
questions— What is true? What s right? What is meaningful?—are not answered.

They are set aside.

Once this happens, the authority of these concepts evaporates. If truth is
what works, then competing beliefs cannot be adjudicated beyond
preference or success. If morality is what stabilizes societies, then injustice
may be justified whenever it proves efficient. If meaning is constructed, then

no meaning is more valid than another.

The framework continues to use the language of truth, value, and purpose,

but these terms no longer refer to anything binding or objective.
The Hidden Presuppositions
Even here, however, the retreat is incomplete.

Pragmatic and functionalist accounts still rely on unexamined norms. They
assume that stability is better than chaos, that cooperation is preferable to
conflict, that well-being is desirable, and that coherence matters. These

assumptions are not derived from pragmatism itself. They are imported.

In other words, the strategy quietly smuggles normativity back in at the level
of preference. What is presented as a rejection of foundations turns out to

be a reallocation of them.

The result is a worldview that denies objective grounding while continuing
to depend on objective-sounding standards. The contradiction is not

resolved; it is disguised.
Meaning without Reference
The same pattern appears in atheistic accounts of meaning.

When meaning is treated as constructed rather than discovered, it loses its
claim to authority. Personal projects, narratives, and commitments may
provide psychological satisfaction, but they cannot answer the deeper

question of why any of this should matter beyond individual desire.
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The assertion that “meaning is what we make it” does not ground meaning.

It merely reports human activity. It transforms significance into sentiment.

Yet even those who adopt this view continue to speak and act as though
some meanings are more justified than others. They appeal to progress,
justice, human dignity, and rational discourse. Once again, something is

used that the framework itself cannot explain.
Connection to the Larger Argument

This strategy represents not a solution to the explanatory burden identified
in Chapter 5, but a withdrawal from it. Where earlier strategies attempted to
ground normativity through brute facts, evolution, or impersonal moral
realism, pragmatism abandons grounding altogether and settles for

functionality.
But functionality cannot replace justification.

Chapters 1-4 established that normativity is real and unavoidable. Chapter 5
showed that atheism inherits the burden of explaining it. Strategies 1-3
demonstrated that attempts to ground normativity without God fail.

Strategy 4 shows what happens next: the question is quietly abandoned.
Why the Strategy Fails

A worldview that retreats from truth and obligation in favor of usefulness

does not escape the problem of grounding. It merely stops addressing it.

Pragmatism can guide action. It cannot justify belief. Functionalism can
describe behavior. It cannot ground normativity. Constructed meaning may

comfort. It cannot command.

Once truth, morality, and meaning are reduced to instruments, their
authority dissolves. What remains is a framework that continues to rely on

normative concepts while denying any objective basis for them.

This is not intellectual humility. It is capitulation.
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Chapter 7 — Science, Naturalism, and the Myth of
Objectivity

At this stage, atheism usually retreats.

When pressed on reason, meaning, and morality, many atheists shift ground
and say something like: “We’re not making metaphysical claims. We’re just
following science.” God is dismissed not because of philosophical argument,
but because He is judged unnecessary — science is taken to provide

sufficient explanations, and parsimony is invoked to exclude Him.

This move is extremely persuasive — especially to devotees who have
absorbed modern cultural assumptions without noticing it. Science appears
neutral, objective, and authoritative. To question it can feel irrational or

anti-intellectual.

But this confidence rests on a confusion that must be exposed carefully.
Science itself is not the problem. The problem is naturalism disguised as

science.
What science actually is

Science, properly understood, is a method. It involves observation,
measurement, experimentation, and the formulation of models that explain
and predict patterns in the physical world. As a method, science is powerful

and useful within its proper domain.

Crucially, science does not tell us what exists. It tells us how certain aspects

of the physical world behave under specific conditions.
This distinction matters.

Science presupposes many things it does not and cannot prove: the
reliability of perception, the validity of logic, the uniformity of nature, the
meaningfulness of mathematical description, and the existence of truth
itself. None of these are scientific discoveries. They are preconditions for

doing science at all.
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Science begins only after these things are already in place.
When method becomes worldview

The problem arises when science is quietly transformed from a method into
a metaphysical position. This happens when people assume that only what

science can study is real, or that science is the ultimate arbiter of truth.
This assumption is not scientific. It is philosophical.

To say “only the physical exists” is not a scientific conclusion. It is a
metaphysical claim. No experiment can establish that nothing exists beyond
what experiments can measure. That statement goes beyond science by

definition.

Yet modern atheism routinely smuggles this claim into discussion under the

label of “objectivity.”

This is the myth of objectivity: the idea that science operates without
presuppositions, free from worldview commitments, and therefore

represents a neutral standpoint from which all other claims must be judged.

In reality, science always operates within a framework of assumptions about
reality, knowledge, and explanation. These assumptions are rarely examined

because they are treated as obvious.
Naturalism as an unexamined commitment

The dominant framework underlying modern science is naturalism: the
assumption that all phenomena can, in principle, be explained by

impersonal physical causes.
Naturalism is not discovered by science. It is assumed before science begins.

This becomes clear when we consider what naturalism excludes. It rules out
intelligence, purpose, and agency as ultimate explanations — not because
they have been disproved, but because they are defined as inadmissible.

Only certain kinds of explanations are allowed in advance.
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This restriction is methodological at first. Scientists agree, for practical
reasons, to look for physical causes when studying physical systems. But
atheism turns this methodological choice into a metaphysical verdict: since

science explains phenomena without reference to God, God does not exist.
That conclusion does not follow.

Explaining how something works within a limited framework does not
explain why reality exists at all, why it is intelligible, or why laws exist in the

first place. It merely describes regularities within an already-given order.
Objectivity without grounding

Atheists often appeal to science as if it delivers pure objectivity — knowledge
uncontaminated by belief, value, or interpretation. But science is never

value-free.

Choices must be made about what to study, which models to prefer, how to
interpret data, and what counts as a good explanation. These choices depend
on prior commitments about simplicity, coherence, explanatory power, and

relevance.
None of these standards are measurable quantities. They are judgments.

Moreover, scientific theories are not raw data. They are conceptual
frameworks imposed on data to make sense of it. The same data can often
be explained by multiple models. Deciding between them requires criteria

that science itself does not generate.

Once again, science relies on reason, meaning, and normativity — the very

things atheism cannot ground.
Why “science explains everything” explains nothing

When atheists claim that science explains the universe, they usually mean
that science explains processes within the universe. But this leaves

untouched the most fundamental questions:
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e Why does anything exist at all?

e Why is the universe governed by laws?

e Why are those laws intelligible?

e Why does mathematics describe physical reality so precisely?

These are not scientific questions because they are not questions about
particular physical mechanisms. They are questions about the conditions

that make mechanisms possible.

Science can tell us how gravity behaves. It cannot tell us why there are laws

rather than chaos, or why laws are consistent across time and space.

Atheism often treats such questions as outside the scope of serious inquiry.

But setting a question aside is not the same as answering it.
The preaching consequence

For devotees, the implication is direct and unavoidable.

If science is treated as a neutral authority that decides what is real, then
revelation is automatically demoted. Sastra becomes symbolic, optional, or

psychological. God becomes a hypothesis rather than the ground of being.
This is not a scientific conclusion. It is a methodological surrender.

Preaching that accepts scientific naturalism as the default framework has
already lost the argument before it begins. It may speak about God, but it
speaks from within a worldview that has ruled God out at the foundational

level.
Once this is seen, the need for a different approach becomes obvious.

The problem is not that science has disproved God. The problem is that
atheism has disguised itself as science and claimed authority it does not

POSSESS.

And this leads directly to the final exposure.

43



If science cannot be neutral, and atheism cannot ground reason, meaning, or
morality, then preaching methods that appeal to “evidence alone” are

already compromised.

That is the next step.
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Chapter 8 — Why Evidentialist Preaching Quietly
Concedes to Atheism

Many devotees sense that something is wrong in modern preaching, but
they struggle to name it. Arguments are presented, objections are answered,
evidence is offered, yet the results are often shallow. People may accept that
“there might be a God,” or that “Krsna is a reasonable option,” but their
worldview remains fundamentally unchanged. Faith becomes an add-on

rather than a foundation.

This chapter argues that the problem is not lack of intelligence, lack of
evidence, or lack of sincerity. The problem is methodological. Much
contemporary preaching unconsciously adopts an evidentialist framework,
and by doing so, it quietly concedes the very ground that Vaisnavism must

never surrender.
What evidentialist preaching assumes
Evidentialist preaching typically proceeds like this:
e First, assume a shared neutral ground with the listener.

e Second, present evidence for God, the soul, design, morality, or

scripture.
e Third, invite the listener to draw the correct conclusion.

On the surface, this seems reasonable, charitable, and even humble. After all,

are we not simply “giving people reasons” and letting them decide?
But this method rests on several hidden assumptions:
1. That human reason is epistemically autonomous.

2. That evidence can be interpreted neutrally, apart from worldview

commitments.

3. That God is a hypothesis within a shared rational framework.
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4. That revelation is something to be justified after reason has done its

work.

None of these assumptions are Vaisnava assumptions. All of them are
borrowed from modern Western epistemology, shaped by Enlightenment

rationalism and naturalism.
The silent concession

The decisive problem with evidentialist preaching is not that it fails to
mention Krsna early enough, or that it uses science badly, or that it lacks

scriptural quotations. The problem is deeper.
By granting epistemic neutrality, evidentialism grants authority.

It allows the listener to stand as an independent judge over God, scripture,
and reality itself. God is placed in the dock, evidence is presented, and the

human intellect delivers the verdict.
This reverses the Vaisnava order entirely.

In Vaisnava epistemology, the jiva is not an autonomous knower standing
above reality. The jiva is a dependent knower situated within reality, whose
very capacity to reason is granted and sustained by the Supreme Lord. To

reason about God as if one were prior to Him is already a category mistake.

Thus, evidentialist preaching does not merely use a different tactic. It
temporarily adopts a different worldview— one in which human reason is

already assumed to be sufficient.
“But 1t works, doesn’t it?”

At this point, many devotees object: “But evidentialist preaching works.

People become convinced. Some even become devotees.”

This objection must be handled carefully.
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Yes, people can be brought closer to Krsna through many imperfect means.
Krsna is merciful, and He can use even compromised methods to awaken

initial faith. This is not in dispute.
But effectiveness is not the same as faithfulness.

A method can appear successful while quietly planting long-term confusion.
If a person comes to Krsna believing that reason stands above revelation, or
that God is justified by evidence rather than being the precondition for
evidence, then their foundation is unstable. When stronger
counter-arguments appear, or when emotional pressure arises, that faith

often collapses.

This is why so many people later say: “I used to believe, but then I

encountered better arguments.”

What they really mean is: “I was taught to believe on borrowed epistemic

terms.”
Why atheism benefits from evidentialism

Atheism thrives in evidentialist exchanges because evidentialism already
accepts the atheist’s deepest presupposition: that reality can be understood

without reference to God.

The atheist may temporarily argue about design, morality, or consciousness,
but beneath these surface disputes lies a settled conviction: that human

reason operating within nature is sufficient.

Evidentialist preaching never directly challenges this conviction. It merely

asks the atheist to add one more item to his inventory of beliefs.

But atheism is not defeated by adding beliefs. It is defeated by exposing
impossibilities.

The question is not “Is God the best explanation among many?”

The question is “What makes explanation itself possible?”
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Evidentialism never reaches that question. Vaisnava presuppositional

preaching does.
Scripture as evidence vs. scripture as authority

Another common symptom of evidentialist preaching is the misuse of

sastra.

Sastra is often treated as:
e supporting material,
e illustrative confirmation,
e or post-hoc validation.

Verses are quoted after arguments are made, as if scripture simply agrees

with conclusions already reached by independent reasoning.
This subtly demotes sastra from pramana to appendix.

In Vaisnava epistemology, sastra is not something we verify; it is something
by which verification becomes possible. The problem is not that atheists
reject sastra. The problem is that without §astra, no coherent account of

knowledge survives.

When preaching treats Sastra as evidence rather than authority, it reinforces

the very mindset that rejects sastra in the first place.

The psychological comfort of evidentialism

There is also a human reason why evidentialism is attractive: it feels safer.
e It allows the preacher to appear modest.
e It avoids confrontation at the level of foundations.
e It postpones ultimate claims.

But humility does not mean pretending neutrality exists when it does not.
True humility is acknowledging dependence — epistemic dependence

included.
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Vaisnava presuppositional preaching is not arrogant. It simply refuses to

pretend that the conditioned soul can sit above God and judge Him fairly.
The cost of methodological compromise

When preaching adopts evidentialism, several long-term consequences

follow:
e God becomes optional rather than necessary.
e Revelation becomes persuasive rather than authoritative.
e Faith becomes provisional rather than foundational.

e Preaching becomes apologetic defense rather than epistemic

proclamation.

Devotees may win arguments yet lose the worldview war.
The unavoidable conclusion

If Krsna is truly the source of all knowledge, then no apologetic method may
grant epistemic autonomy to the jiva, even temporarily. There is no neutral

ground to retreat to, and no methodological truce to be made.
Preaching must begin where reality begins.

Not with evidence.

Not with shared assumptions.

But with Krsna.

The next chapter will show why revelation is not merely a source of
knowledge, but the necessary precondition for reason, meaning, and truth

itself — and why this is not fideism, but intellectual honesty.
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Chapter 9 — Revelation as the Necessary Starting
Point (Not Fideism, but Coherence)

At this stage in the discussion, a reader might suspect that the alternative to
evidentialism is fideism — a blind leap of faith that abandons reason,
argument, and coherence. That suspicion must be addressed directly,

because it rests on a false dilemma inherited from modern thought.
Vaisnava epistemology does not reject reason. It rejects autonomous reason.

The issue is not whether we reason, but from where we reason.
The modern mistake about revelation

In modern philosophy, revelation is typically treated as one source of belief
among others. It is placed alongside perception, inference, testimony, and
experience, all evaluated by an allegedly neutral rational faculty. Revelation

is something reason may accept, reject, or bracket.
This framework already assumes too much.

It assumes that reason exists independently of revelation, that its norms are
self-grounding, and that it can evaluate all claims without borrowing from

what it evaluates. None of this is argued for. It is simply assumed.
Vaisnava epistemology begins by questioning this assumption.
Why starting points are unavoidable
Every worldview has a starting point. This is not a defect; it is a necessity.
e Rationalism starts with reason.
e Empiricism starts with the senses.
e Naturalism starts with nature.

e Vaisnavism starts with the Supreme Person.
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The question is not whether we presuppose, but whether what we

presuppose can actually support what we claim to know.

The modern thinker often says: “We should not assume God. We should

start with what is common to everyone.”

But nothing is common in the way this claim requires. Even the most basic
facts — causation, identity, truth, meaning — are interpreted through prior
commitments. There is no raw data, only data already understood within a

framework.

Revelation is not unique in this regard. What is unique is that revelation

acknowledges its starting point rather than concealing it.
Descending knowledge and intellectual honesty

Vaisnava epistemology is a descending epistemology. Knowledge does not
originate in the finite knower and struggle upward toward truth. It descends

from the infinite source of truth to the finite recipient.

This is not an evasion of rational scrutiny, but a relocation of it. It is a

recognition of epistemic position.

A dependent being cannot ground ultimate knowledge independently. Any
attempt to do so results in circularity, arbitrariness, or skepticism. The
Vaisnava does not escape circularity by pretending it does not exist; rather, it

asks which circle is virtuous rather than vicious.

All ultimate accounts of knowledge are, in this sense, circular. Reason
appeals to reason. Empiricism trusts the senses to validate the senses.
Naturalism relies on cognitive faculties produced by nature to justify belief
in nature. Circularity is not the problem; arbitrariness is. A vicious circle
assumes what it cannot account for and therefore collapses under scrutiny. A
virtuous circle, by contrast, provides the preconditions that make reasoning,

meaning, and justification possible in the first place.
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Does the circle explain reality, or does it collapse under its own

assumptions?
Why revelation is not optional

The atheist often claims that revelation is unnecessary because reason and

science are sufficient. But this claim has already been shown to fail.
Reason requires:

e logical laws

e uniformity of nature

e meaningful language

e trustin cognitive faculties
None of these can be justified within naturalism without circularity. Science
presupposes order, intelligibility, and normativity — all of which transcend
the material processes science studies. Revelation, therefore, is not an extra

belief added to an already complete system. It is what makes the system

possible at all.

“The other proofs are dependent on Sabda just as servants are dependent
on a king, whereas sabda is independent just as the king is independent of
the servants.”

— Srila Jiva Gosvami, Tattva-sandarbha, Pramana-prakarana, Anuccheda 9

To reject revelation is not to be cautious; it is to quietly assume what one

cannot explain.

Revelation does not compete with reason

A common misunderstanding is that revelation and reason are competing

authorities. This is false.
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In Vaisnava thought, reason is a tool, not a judge. It functions within the
framework established by revelation. Reason clarifies, applies, and

articulates revealed truth; it does not stand above it.

This is why Sastra repeatedly affirms both authority and deliberation. The

tradition is not anti-intellectual; it is anti-autonomous.

Reason divorced from revelation does not become neutral. It becomes

captive to unexamined assumptions.
“But how do we know revelation is true?”

This question seems natural, but it smuggles in the very autonomy under

discussion.

The demand to justify revelation by a higher standard presupposes that such
a standard exists independently. But if all standards require grounding, then

asking revelation to submit to an external tribunal is incoherent.

Revelation is recognized as true in the same way that logic is recognized as
valid, or that the external world is known to exist: as a necessary

precondition for intelligibility.

One does not prove logic without using logic. One does not validate
consciousness without being conscious. Similarly, one does not verify
revelation without already standing within a framework that makes

verification meaningful.
The Vaisnava alternative to skepticism

Without revelation, modern philosophy oscillates between dogmatism and
skepticism. Either reason is asserted without foundation, or all claims

dissolve into uncertainty.

Vaisnavism avoids both extremes by locating certainty not in the knower,

but in the known — specifically, in the Supreme Knower.
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Krsna is not merely an object of knowledge. He is the ground of knowledge
itself. Knowledge is possible because reality is personal, ordered, and

purposeful, not because the human mind happens to be clever.

This is why revelation is not arbitrary. It is anchored in the nature of reality
itself.

Authority properly understood

Modern thinkers often equate authority with oppression or irrationality. But
all knowledge rests on authority somewhere. The question is not whether

authority exists, but whether it is trustworthy.

The Vaisnava tradition openly acknowledges authority and traces it through
parampara. Knowledge is transmitted, not invented. This is not intellectual

laziness; it is epistemic realism.

A child does not independently discover language. A student does not
independently reconstruct mathematics. A disciple does not independently

determine ultimate truth.

Authority is unavoidable. Revelation simply makes that fact explicit.
Why this matters for preaching

If revelation is the necessary starting point, then preaching cannot aim

merely to persuade. It must aim to reorient.

The goal is not to add Krsna to someone’s worldview, but to expose the

inadequacy of all worldviews that exclude Him.

This requires courage, clarity, and consistency. It also requires abandoning
the false modesty of pretending that God must wait for permission to be

believed.

The next chapter will show how sastra functions as pramana within this

framework, and why Vaisnava theology already contains a fully developed
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epistemology — long before modern philosophy tried, and failed, to invent

one.
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Chapter 10 — Paramatma as the Ground of All
Knowing

Up to this point, the argument has shown that autonomous reason cannot
justify itself, that neutrality is an illusion, and that revelation is epistemically
necessary. But the Vaisnava tradition goes further than this. It does not
merely say that revelation is needed because human reason is weak. It says

that human knowing itself is ontologically dependent.

In other words, the problem is not only that the jiva reasons poorly. The
problem is that the jiva never owns knowledge independently in the first

place.

This is where Vaisnava presuppositionalism reaches a depth unmatched by

modern philosophy.
Knowledge does not originate in the jiva

Modern thought almost universally assumes that knowledge originates in
the individual subject. Whether through sense perception, rational
reflection, or scientific investigation, the knowing subject is treated as the

primary source of cognition.
The Vaisnava tradition rejects this assumption outright.

Knowledge does not arise autonomously in the jiva. It arises from
Paramatma, is mediated through the jiva, and is withdrawn by Paramatma.

The jiva does not generate knowledge; he participates in it.
Bhagavad-gita 15.15 states:

I am seated in everyone's heart, and from Me come remembrance,
knowledge and forgetfulness. By all the Vedas am I to be known; indeed I
am the compiler of Vedanta, and I am the knower of the Vedas.

This makes explicit that cognition itself — both clarity and confusion — is

sanctioned by the Supreme Lord and not owned independently by the jiva.
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This is not a poetic claim. It is a metaphysical one.

Bhagavad-gita 13.3 identifies the true knower in all bodies as the Supreme
Lord, and defines knowledge as understanding both the field and its knower.
The implication is radical. Whatever knowledge the jiva has — whether
mundane or transcendental — is not ultimately his own. It belongs to the

Supreme Knower and is shared, in limited form, with the individual soul.
Bhagavad-gita 13.3 states:

O scion of Bharata, you should understand that I am also the knower in
all bodies, and to understand this body and its owner is called knowledge.
That is My opinion.

This alone destroys the idea of epistemic independence.
The sun, the eye, and the cloud

In the Paramatma-sandarbha, Sri Jiva Gosvamli illustrates this dependence

with a striking analogy.

The eye can see only by the power of the sun. Yet the sun itself produces
clouds, which then obstruct vision. The eye cannot remove the cloud by its
own power. The cloud, though produced by the sun, is destroyed only by

the sun.

Similarly, the jiva’s capacity to know exists only by the power of Paramatma.
The material false ego (ahankara), which obscures true knowledge, also
arises from the Lord’s energy. And that false ego is not destroyed by the
jiva’s independent effort, but by inquiry into Paramatma, by His sanction

and mercy.
This analogy has devastating implications for autonomous epistemology.

Ignorance is not merely a lack of information. Knowledge is not merely an
accumulation of data. Both ignorance and knowledge operate under higher
governance. The jiva cannot lift himself into epistemic clarity by sheer

intellectual effort, just as the eye cannot dispel the cloud by staring harder.
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Why autonomy is impossible in principle

Modern epistemology assumes that the mind can stand outside reality and
evaluate it. But if all knowing arises from Paramatma, then there is no such

vantage point.

The jiva is always already within the epistemic field governed by the
Supreme. Even denial of God occurs within God’s jurisdiction. Even atheism

borrows its capacity to reason from the very source it rejects.
This is not merely a moral failure. It is an ontological one.

According to Sri Jiva Gosvami’s analysis in the Paramatma-sandarbha, the
Srimad-Bhagavatam presents both illumination and obscuration as
functioning under the governance of Paramatma. Without His sanction,
nothing is revealed. This means that epistemic success and epistemic failure
are not symmetric. One may misuse knowledge, but one cannot possess it

independently.

The atheist does not simply reason incorrectly. He reasons derivatively

while denying the source of derivation.
Borrowed knowledge, not neutral reason

In modern presuppositional language, this is sometimes called “borrowed

capital.” But the Vaisnava explanation is deeper and more precise.

The jiva’s knowledge is a shadow or reflection of Paramatma’s knowledge. It
exists because the Supreme Knower has entered each knower of the field
with a portion of His knowing potency. The effect cannot be separated from
the cause. Therefore, the Lord remains the controller of the effect —

including cognition itself.

This means that appeals to “neutral reason” are not merely mistaken. They

are incoherent.
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There is no neutral cognition, because cognition is always already situated
within the Lord’s governance. The only question is whether this dependence

is acknowledged or suppressed.
Why inquiry alone is insufficient

A crucial implication of the Paramatma-sandarbha is that inquiry by itself
does not dissolve false identity. Adhyasa, mistaken self-identification, is not

removed simply by acquiring information.

False ego is not destroyed by the jiva’s knowledge, but by inquiry into
Paramatma, accompanied by divine sanction. This directly refutes both
modern rationalism and Advaitic claims that liberation occurs by knowledge

alone.
Knowledge without surrender does not free. It merely rearranges illusion.

This explains a common but often misunderstood phenomenon: highly
intelligent people who remain deeply confused about ultimate reality.

Intelligence is not the issue. Ontological dependence is.
Paramatma and the limits of debate

This framework also explains why debates so often fail to convince.

If knowledge arises by sanction, then persuasion is not merely a matter of
better arguments. Arguments matter, but they function within a deeper
reality. Clarity arises when Paramatma allows clarity. Resistance persists

when false ego remains intact.
This does not negate responsibility. It explains it.

From the Vaisnava perspective, ignorance persists not merely because of
lack of information, but because of desire to remain independent — a
condition dissolved not by argument alone, but by surrender and divine

sanction.
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The role of preaching, therefore, is not to assume epistemic neutrality, but

to expose false autonomy and redirect inquiry toward its true source.
The Vaisnava presupposition made explicit

At this point, the Vaisnava presupposition can be stated clearly:
e All knowing presupposes the Supreme Knower.
e All reasoning presupposes divine sanction.
e All denial of God presupposes God.

This is not an argument added on top of bhakti theology. It is already
embedded within it. Paramatma is not only the witness of action, but the
ground of cognition. Krsna is not merely the object of knowledge; He is its

source, sustainer, and limiter.

Once this is seen, the idea of autonomous reason collapses entirely.
Preparing the ground for preaching

For devotees, this realization is transformative.

It means that preaching is not about meeting the atheist on “common

ground.” There is no common ground independent of Krsna. This does not
deny shared experiences or shared use of reason or language; it denies that
these can function as an epistemically neutral foundation. The task is not to

hide our starting point, but to expose the other party’s hidden one.
Preaching becomes an act of clarification, not compromise.

The next chapter will bring this insight fully into the realm of practice and
show why evidentialist preaching methods quietly undermine the very

worldview devotees claim to defend.
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Chapter 11 - Why Preaching Cannot Be Neutral

Many devotees are sincere, learned, and deeply committed to Krsna
consciousness, yet still experience a quiet frustration when preaching.
Arguments seem sound, examples seem persuasive, but the listener remains
unmoved, or worse, momentarily convinced and later unchanged. This
often leads to the assumption that the problem lies in insufficient evidence,

poor communication, or lack of intelligence on the other side.
The problem is deeper.

The problem is that much modern preaching unconsciously assumes

neutrality.
The myth of common ground

A widespread assumption in contemporary preaching is that devotees and
atheists share a neutral platform of reason, evidence, and logic. From this
supposed common ground, one then attempts to “add” Krsna as a

conclusion.

This method feels humble and non-confrontational. It also feels reasonable.
It is neither.

There is no neutral ground. There never was.

The atheist does not approach reality as a blank slate, and neither does the
devotee. Each approaches with prior commitments about what exists, what
counts as knowledge, and what explanations are allowed. Pretending

otherwise does not create common ground; it obscures real disagreement.
What neutrality actually does

When a devotee pretends to reason from neutrality, several things quietly

happen.

First, Krsna is reduced from the source of all knowledge to a hypothesis

under consideration. Second, reason is elevated from a dependent faculty to
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an independent judge. Third, sastra is repositioned from authority to

supporting evidence.
None of this is stated explicitly. That is what makes it dangerous.
The method contradicts the message.

One cannot consistently proclaim that Krsna is the source of all knowledge
while arguing as though knowledge stands independent of Him. This is not a

tactical compromise. It is a worldview contradiction.
Evidentialism and its hidden cost

Evidentialist preaching methods focus on presenting data: fine-tuning
arguments, historical claims, moral intuitions, experiential testimony. While

none of these are false, they are insufficient when framed autonomously.

Evidence never interprets itself. Evidence is always read through a

worldview.

When evidence is presented without challenging the listener’s epistemic
framework, it is absorbed, reinterpreted, or dismissed according to that
framework. This is why the same evidence convinces one person and leaves

another untouched.

Evidence does not fail because it is weak. It fails because it is placed in the

wrong order.
The Vaisnava alternative

Vaisnava preaching does not begin by asking, “What evidence can we
present?” It begins by asking, “What does this person already assume in

order to reason at all?”

The task is not to pile arguments onto an atheist foundation, but to expose

the foundation itself.

This does not mean abandoning argumentation. It means reordering it.
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Arguments function properly only when the listener’s claimed autonomy is
gently but firmly challenged. The question shifts from “Is Krsna real?” to

“How do you account for knowledge, reason, and meaning without Krsna?”

This is not aggressive. It is honest.
Why atheism must be dismantled, not merely answered

Many devotees attempt to defend Krsna consciousness without ever
attacking atheism itself. They treat atheism as a harmless absence rather
than a position that imposes far-reaching commitments on any worldview
that adopts it.

Atheism is not neutral. It makes claims — about reality, causation, morality,

and knowledge — even when it denies doing so.

If these claims are not exposed, atheism retains the appearance of
intellectual humility while exercising epistemic authority unchecked. The
devotee ends up arguing defensively while granting the atheist the role of

judge.
This inversion must be corrected.

Atheism must be shown to be internally unstable, epistemically dependent,
and metaphysically insufficient. Only then does Krsna consciousness appear

not as an optional belief, but as the necessary foundation it actually is.
Mercy and clarity are not opposites

Some devotees worry that presuppositional preaching is harsh or

confrontational. This is a misunderstanding.

The harshness lies not in exposing false autonomy, but in allowing people to
persist in it unchallenged. True mercy does not flatter illusion. It gently

dismantles it.

Clarity is compassion.
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The Vaisnava tradition has never hesitated to identify false views clearly.
The goal is not to win debates, but to remove obstacles to surrender. False

epistemic independence is one of the deepest obstacles there is.
What preaching actually aims at

Preaching is not primarily about transferring information. It is about

reorienting dependence.

The devotee is not trying to convince someone to accept new data, but to
recognize an already-existing dependence on the Supreme Lord. This
recognition is the beginning of humility, and humility is the soil in which

bhakti grows.

This is why presuppositional preaching aligns so naturally with bhakti
theology. Both aim at the same thing: the collapse of false ego and the

re-centering of Krsna.
A unified worldview demands a unified method

A worldview that claims Krsna as the source of everything cannot afford a
preaching method that treats Him as optional. Method and message must

match.

When they do, preaching becomes simpler, not more complicated. The
devotee no longer carries the burden of proving Krsna from scratch. He

exposes the impossibility of excluding Him.

The next chapter will bring all of this together by offering a concise,

Vaisnava presuppositional framework that devotees can actually use — not

as a script, but as a way of seeing.
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Chapter 12 — A Vaisnava Presuppositional
Framework

By now, the central insight of this book should be unmistakable: Krsna
consciousness is not merely a set of beliefs added to an otherwise neutral
worldview. It is an entire framework for understanding reality, knowledge,
and the self. To accept Krsna as the Supreme Personality of Godhead is to

accept Him as the ground of all intelligibility.

This chapter gathers the threads and presents them as a unified Vaisnava

presuppositional framework — not as a technique, but as a way of seeing.
What the Vaisnava presupposes

Every worldview begins somewhere. The Vaisnava does not pretend

otherwise.
The Vaisnava presupposes that:
e Krsna is the source of all existence.

e Krsna is the source of all knowledge.

The jiva is eternally dependent.

Reason, perception, and inference function only by divine sanction.

These are not conclusions reached after neutral analysis. They are the

conditions under which analysis becomes possible at all.
What the Vaisnava does not presuppose

Equally important is what the Vaisnava does not presuppose.

e He does not presuppose that human reason is autonomous.
e He does not presuppose that evidence interprets itself.
e He does not presuppose that neutrality is possible.

e He does not presuppose that God must submit to human judgment.

Sastra is authoritative because it descends from the Supreme Knower.
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By refusing these assumptions, the Vaisnava avoids the contradictions that

plague modern thought.
The internal critique of atheism

From within this framework, atheism is not refuted primarily by

counter-evidence, but by internal critique.
The atheist assumes:
e reliable reason
e meaningful language
e moral norms
e causal regularity
e intelligible reality
Yet he denies the only ground that can account for these things.
This is not a psychological inconsistency. It is a metaphysical one.

Atheism borrows its ability to reason from the very reality it denies. It is not

a neutral absence of belief, but a dependent negation.
Why Krsna cannot be “added later”

A common mistake in preaching is to treat Krsna as an explanatory
supplement — something that can be introduced after a worldview is

already in place.

But if Krsna is the source of all knowledge, then excluding Him at the outset
guarantees confusion later. One cannot build a house without a foundation

and then decide to add one.

Krsna is not the conclusion of reasoning. He is the reason reasoning works.
Reason restored to its proper place

This framework does not discard reason. It restores it.
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Reason is not sovereign. It is servant. It clarifies what revelation discloses. It
exposes contradictions within false worldviews. It helps articulate truth, but

it does not originate it.

When reason is placed in its proper role, it becomes sharper, not weaker.
Knowledge, mercy, and humility

One of the most distinctive features of Vaisnava epistemology is its

insistence that knowledge is ultimately a matter of mercy.

This does not mean knowledge is arbitrary. It means that knowing is
relational. It arises within a relationship between the knower and the

Supreme Knower.
False ego obstructs this relationship. Humility restores it.

This is why intellectual brilliance alone never guarantees spiritual clarity,

and why simple devotees often see more clearly than learned skeptics.
Preaching as reorientation, not persuasion

From this perspective, preaching is not primarily about winning arguments.

It is about reorienting dependence.

The devotee does not stand alongside the atheist as a fellow neutral
investigator. He stands as someone who has recognized his dependence and

invites the other to examine his own.

The question is no longer, “Can Krsna be proven?”

It becomes, “Can anything be known without Krsna?”
Living within the presupposition
This framework is not only for debate. It is for life.

To live as a Vaisnava is to live consistently with one’s epistemology — to
recognize dependence in thought, speech, and action. It is to let sastra shape
understanding, to let Paramatma guide inquiry, and to let bhakti remain

central.
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A divided epistemology produces a divided life. A unified worldview

produces steadiness.
The quiet strength of coherence

The strength of Vaisnava presuppositionalism is not in rhetorical force, but
in coherence. It explains more with fewer assumptions. It accounts for
knowledge without contradiction. It aligns theology, philosophy, and
practice.

Most importantly, it leaves Krsna where He belongs — not at the edge of

thought, but at its center.
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Chapter 13 — Fidelity, Authority, and the Future
of Vaisnava Preaching

This book has not argued for Krsna consciousness as one worldview among
many. It has argued that Krsna consciousness is the only worldview that can
coherently account for knowledge, reason, meaning, and truth. This is not

triumphalism. It is clarity.

At this point, the remaining question is not intellectual but practical: what

does fidelity to this insight require of devotees?
Fidelity is methodological, not merely doctrinal

Many devotees rightly insist on doctrinal fidelity. They defend the personal
form of Krsna, the reality of the soul, the authority of sastra, and the
necessity of bhakti. But fidelity is not only about what we affirm. It is also

about how we reason, preach, and explain.

A method that grants autonomy where none exists quietly undermines the

doctrine it claims to serve.

If Krsna is the source of all knowledge, then preaching methods that

temporarily bracket this truth are not neutral. They are inconsistent.
Fidelity requires alignment between worldview and method.
Srila Prabhupada’s implicit presuppositionalism

Srila Prabhupada did not use modern philosophical vocabulary. He did not
speak of “epistemic autonomy” or “presuppositions.” Yet his preaching

consistently reflected a presuppositional posture.

While Srila Prabhupada freely employed observation, analogy, and critique
of material claims, he never allowed these to function as an independent

court of appeal over revelation.

e He did not argue as if God were optional.
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e He did not flatter material intelligence.
e He did not concede neutrality.

Again and again, he exposed the limits of science, the arrogance of
speculation, and the dependence of all knowledge on Krsna. He did not
begin by asking permission to speak authoritatively. He spoke from

authority — s§astra, parampara, and realized conviction.

This was not dogmatism. It was coherence.
The danger of dilution

As devotional culture engages more deeply with modern academia, science,
and interfaith dialogue, the temptation to dilute epistemic clarity grows.
One begins to speak as though reason were neutral, as though revelation

were optional, as though Krsna must be defended on terms set by others.
This is not broad-mindedness. It is confusion.

A Vaisnava need not reject learning, dialogue, or intellectual rigor. But he
must never forget that all such activities take place within Krsna’s domain,
not outside it.

Presuppositional preaching is not a tactic

This bears repeating: Vaisnava presuppositionalism is not a debate strategy.
It is not a script to be memorized or a trick to be deployed. It is the natural

expression of a worldview taken seriously.

When a devotee truly understands that knowledge itself depends on

Paramatma, neutrality no longer appears virtuous. It appears fictitious.

Preaching becomes simpler, not more aggressive. The devotee speaks

honestly from where he stands, without pretending to stand elsewhere.
Humility revisited

Some fear that this approach lacks humility. In reality, it demands more

humility than evidentialism ever could.
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Evidentialism flatters the intellect by pretending it is autonomous. Vaisnava
epistemology humbles the intellect by placing it where it belongs —
dependent, finite, and sustained by grace.

To acknowledge dependence is not arrogance. It is truthfulness.
The real invitation

The invitation offered by Vaisnava presuppositional preaching is not merely,

“Believe in Krsna.” It is deeper and more unsettling:

e “Examine the foundations of your knowing.”
e “Consider what you already rely on to reason at all.”

e “Ask whether autonomy has ever truly been yours.”

For those prepared to ask these questions sincerely, Krsna consciousness no

longer appears as an exotic belief. It appears as home.
A final word

This book has argued that atheism is not merely wrong, but parasitic; that
neutrality is illusory; that revelation is not fideism; and that Paramatma

stands beneath every act of knowing.
But none of this bears fruit unless it leads to deeper surrender.
Knowledge that does not end in bhakti remains incomplete.

May this inquiry sharpen the intelligence, humble the heart, and strengthen
fidelity to Srila Prabhupada’s uncompromising yet merciful presentation of

Krsna consciousness.
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“If you want to know Krsna, then Krsna will give you
intelligence how to know Him. If you want to forget Krsna,
then He will give you, mislead you in such a way that you will
forever forget Krsna.”

— Srila Prabhupada, July 20, 1975
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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 lack of belief
in God. From a Vaisnava perspective, the living being originally possesses
explicit, propositional knowledge of the Supreme Lord. Through misuse of
free will, the jiva turns away from that relationship, and this volitional
rejection is sanctioned by Paramatma through the covering potency of
maya. Although propositional knowledge becomes obscured, dependence
on the Lord for intelligence, memory, and intelligibility itself remains
operative. As a result, atheistic reasoning continues to rely—often
unconsciously—on capacities that presuppose God. Atheism is therefore

understood as suppression rather than genuine ignorance.
Autonomy (Epistemic Autonomy)

The assumption that the human knower can function as a final and
independent authority over truth, reason, and meaning. In Vaisnava
epistemology, this assumption is rejected as incoherent, since the jiva’s
intelligence and capacity to know are themselves dependent on divine

sanction.
Brute Fact

A feature of reality claimed to require no further explanation. In atheistic
frameworks, brute facts are often invoked to halt inquiry. This book argues
that brute facts may terminate description, but cannot ground normativity,

obligation, or intelligibility.
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Circularity

The condition in which a system relies on its own principles to justify itself.
This book argues that all ultimate epistemic systems are circular at some
level. The decisive question is not whether a system is circular, but whether
it is virtuous (capable of grounding the conditions it presupposes) or vicious
(arbitrary and self-undermining).

Coherence

The internal consistency and explanatory sufficiency of a worldview. In this
book, coherence is treated as a higher standard than plausibility, popularity,
or usefulness. A worldview is coherent if it can account for the very tools it

employs to reason and justify itself.
Evidentialism

An approach to belief and preaching that treats human reason as neutral and
autonomous, and views God or revelation as conclusions to be justified by
evidence. Examples of this approach include the use of classical theistic
arguments, such as design or cosmological arguments, when they are
presented within a shared rational framework and submitted to the
judgment of the unbeliever. This book argues that evidentialism quietly
concedes epistemic authority to the unbeliever and undermines the

Vaisnava claim that God is the precondition of intelligibility.
Explanation (Proximate and Ultimate)

Proximate explanations describe how phenomena function within an
already-given system. Ultimate explanations account for why such a system
exists and is intelligible at all. Science excels at proximate explanation;

atheism fails to provide ultimate explanation.

Free Will (Misuse of)
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The jiva’s capacity to choose orientation toward or away from the Supreme
Lord. In Vaisnava theology, ignorance is not original but arises from misuse
of free will. Maya does not impose forgetfulness arbitrarily; it covers

knowledge in response to the soul’s desire for independence, as sanctioned

by Paramatma.
Knowledge

In Vaisnava epistemology, knowledge does not originate autonomously in
the jiva. It is sanctioned, sustained, and withdrawn by the Supreme Lord
through Paramatma. Human knowing is participatory and dependent, not

self-grounding.
Meaning

That which renders events, actions, and truths intelligible and significant.
This book argues that meaning cannot be grounded in an ultimately
impersonal or indifferent reality without collapsing into subjectivity or

pragmatism.
Maya

The Lord’s covering potency that obscures the jiva’s original knowledge in
response to the soul’s desire for independence. Maya does not destroy
knowledge, but redirects cognition away from its true source while leaving

functional dependence intact.
Naturalism

The philosophical assumption that all phenomena can, in principle, be
explained by impersonal physical causes. Naturalism is not a scientific
discovery, but a metaphysical commitment often concealed under appeals

to scientific objectivity.
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Neutrality

The claim that one can reason, evaluate evidence, or arbitrate truth without
prior commitments. This book argues that neutrality is an illusion: all
reasoning occurs within a framework, and claims of neutrality merely

conceal unacknowledged presuppositions.
Normativity

The binding “oughtness” of logic, moral obligation, and rational inference.
Normativity cannot arise from impersonal facts alone. This book argues that
normativity presupposes a personal ground capable of issuing obligation

and authority.
Paramatma

The Supreme Lord as the indwelling witness and knower within all beings.
In Vaisnava epistemology, Paramatma is not merely a moral observer, but
the ontological ground of cognition itself, from whom remembrance,

knowledge, and forgetfulness proceed.
Presupposition

A foundational commitment that makes reasoning possible but is not itself
the product of prior reasoning. This book treats presuppositions as
unavoidable and evaluates worldviews by whether their presuppositions can

support what they claim to know.
Reason

A God-given faculty that functions within limits. Reason is indispensable but
not sovereign. In this book, reason is understood as a servant of truth, not an

independent judge over reality or revelation.
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Revelation (Sastra)

Authoritative, descending knowledge originating from the Supreme Lord.
Revelation is not treated as one source of belief among others, but as the
necessary precondition for intelligibility, coherence, and trustworthy

knowledge.
Worldview

An integrated framework of ultimate commitments about reality,
knowledge, and value. This book evaluates worldviews not by emotional
appeal or practical success, but by their ability to ground the conditions of
thought itself.
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