APPENDIX 4

Construction of The Final Order

Given the many evidentiary problems dealt with in responding to TFO's 'Supporting Instructions' section, we will now offer our comments on the inherent structural problems existing within The Final Order.

In the case of any academic paper or serious written presentation, the construction of the document is in itself an important element.  The underlying structure of the data should have some correlation to how evidence and arguments are being presented, and this is typically done in a progressive, sensible manner.  To the degree that the structure of such a document is sub-standard, illogical or otherwise broken, the arguments and evidence presented within it will likely suffer.

In the case of TFO, we find a structure that is altogether confusing, being improperly labeled with headers and sub-headers, not following standard conventions for indexed material, and generally being unclear and counter-productive to the message the author is attempting to convey.  Such tactics are sometimes employed by authors who are presenting a case that will not stand on its own merit, thus the data is presented in a confusing structure, to obfuscate that reality.  That degree of intentionality may or may not apply here, but it is known to happen, and there are certainly indications that such an intention is present in the structuring of TFO.

Not wishing to be tedious, we felt it important to offer an overview of the problems found in the construction of TFO, primarily because it calls into question how certain data contained within it are meant to be considered, thus calling both the assertions and conclusions into some question.

First, in what is essentially a table of contents at the start of the paper, the authors denote two main sections:  Contents and Appendices.  

In the Contents section, eight sub-sections are listed:

• Foreword by Dr. Kim Knott

• Introduction

• The Evidence

• Objections Relating Directly to the Form and Circumstances of the Order

• The 'Appointment Tape'

• Other Related Objections

• Conclusion

• What is a ritvik?

In the body of the paper, the header 'Objections Relating Directly to the Form and Circumstances of the Order' is presented with a textual sub-header rather than a 'bluebox' header, when in fact it is a main section of the paper, and all the other main sections are denoted by blue-boxed headers. 

The sub-section, 'The 'Appointment Tape'' is a bold and centered heading, whereas all the other sub-section headers above it are flush left.  This would seem to indicate that the data presented in 'The 'Appointment Tape'' section is of particular importance, although no clarification is given in that regard, and it is not otherwise set apart from 'The Evidence' or the 'Objections Relating Directly…' sections.

Under the sub-section, 'The 'Appointment Tape'', the first sub-header is 'In Conclusion', after which are included 17 items that appear to be the 'Other Related Objections'.  In the body of the paper, the 'Other Related Objections' section is presented as a sub-section of 'The 'Appointment Tape'' section, although in the table of contents the two are both listed as main sub-sections of equal level.  

Interspersed amongst the 17 'Other Related Objections' are numerous sub-headers, the last of which is 'In Conclusion'.

This is followed by a new section header, again centered and in large type like 'The 'Appointment Tape'', also called 'CONCLUSION'.  This one correlates to the main section called 'Conclusion' noted in the table of contents.  

These many confusing structural elements make the paper overall cumbersome to read.  If this paper were being submitted to a college professor, we would expect it to be sent back to the student, with a red note saying "Fix the broken structure!"  

In our case, annoyance aside, what is most important is that we are left to make sense of the TFO author's intentions regarding the weighting of presented evidence.  Although there is a main section called 'Evidence', there is also a later main section, even more prominently titled, called 'The 'Appointment Tape''.  Are we to understand that the latter is a different category of evidence than the former, or that it is meant to be weighted differently by the reader than the rest of the evidence?  

Under the main 'Evidence' section, we have three sub-headers:  'The Order Itself', 'Supporting Instructions', and 'Subsequent Instructions'.  Are the authors suggesting that the material included in the main section, 'The 'Appointment Tape'', is somehow different from the type of evidence contained in these other three sub-sections?  

Does the fact that the heading, 'The 'Appointment Tape'', is bold and centered indicate that this evidence is even more important than that contained in the 'Evidence' section, which has a smaller heading that's flush left?

And how are all the different 'Conclusion' sections meant to be understood in relation to one another?  Only one 'Conclusion' is listed in the Table of Contents as a main section, but altogether there are three additional sections called 'Conclusion', and another called 'Summary'.  

Why, at the end of the 'Contents' section, is the sub-section 'What is a ritvik?' listed after the 'Conclusion' sub-section?  Is this meant to be supplementary data, unrelated to the arguments being summarized under the 'Conclusion' section?

Next we come to the second and last main section of TFO, the Appendices.  Under 'Appendices' in the Table of Contents, nine items are listed:

• July 9th, 1977 Letter "To All GBC, and Temple Presidents"

• Other Evidences

• Srila Prabhupada's Declaration of Will (4th June, 1977)

• & Codicil (5th November, 1977)

• Relevant Quotes from Srila Prabhupada's Teachings:

• Does the Guru need to be physically present?

• Follow the Instruction not the body

• The Books are enough

• Srila Prabhupada is our Eternal Guru

This section is also presented in a very confusing fashion.  The first appended item is the July 9th Letter.  It is followed by another sub-section header, 'Other Evidences', which in the body of the paper is centered and the same size as the 'Appendices' header, indicating that the two sections are of like division.  But in the Table of Contents, 'Other Evidences' is listed as simply an appendix item(s).  

Included in this 'Other Evidences' sub-section are eleven items of quoted material, comprising letters written by individual devotees, transcripts of conversations with Srila Prabhupada, and a portion of the Pyramid Confessions transcript.  These items are not in date order, and appear to be in no particular order at all.  The jumbled order of what are dated items simply adds to the overall confusion factor when reading the paper, particularly when the author tries to make a case about a progressive series of events that culminated in a particular conclusion.  

Next in the body of the Appendices section are Srila Prabhupada's Will and Codicil, each with a sub-header of the same weight as the above correspondences and conversation transcripts, although in the table of contents they are listed as separate appendix items.  Aside from the nomenclature being confusing, this also raises a question as to the author's intent to suggest a difference in weighting between the Will and Codicil, and the numerous letters and conversations under the 'Other Evidences' sub-section.  In the table of contents they are listed independently, but in the body of the paper they appear to all be of equal importance.

Next we have a series of five items:  four listed as a grouping under the first:  'Relevant Quotes from Srila Prabhupada's Teachings'.  

• Relevant Quotes from Srila Prabhupada's Teachings:

• Does the Guru need to be physically present?

• Follow the Instruction not the body

• The Books are enough

• Srila Prabhupada is our Eternal Guru

Again, in the body of Appendices, the latter two sub-sections have headers in large font and centered, which would appear to distinguish them from the other two groups of quotes.  But again, there is no note from the author to clarify how they are to be read in comparison to one another.

All in all, this is perhaps the most poorly constructed 'academic paper' we have ever seen.  The structural problems indicate that either the author is not academically inclined, or trained, or did not bother to take care to present a properly constructed document.  That, or perhaps the chaotic presentation was intentional, to make it difficult for the reader to observe the many flaws one finds when carefully studying the progressive presentation of evidence and assertions in TFO.  

Whatever the reason, the reader should duly note that the problems exist, and take them into consideration when weighting the overall credibility and factual strength of the paper.

