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At the cross roads of modern nhilosophy stands the synthesis 

of Emmanuel Kant. Implicit in his reconciliation of the pre� 

viously di vergen.t streams of rationalism and empiricism are 

some tremendous and perha-)s very devastating consequences for 

the theistic thinker. Hence the subject of our inquiry is to 

explore the epistemology and metaphysics of Kant with relation 

to Natural Theology. 

Firstla brief summary of his argument in The Critique of 

Pure Reason is necessary to present his case directly. For ·--- ') 

Kant all knowledge begins with experience, but it does not 

necessarily follow that it arises from experience (44). There 

are certain necessary � priori determinations of the mind 

independent of experience (45). Of these there are two kinds: 

analytic (definitional) and synthetic (predicate adds to concept 

of subject) (48). Now analytic judgements merely clarify our 

concepts while all judgements of experience are synthetic (49). 

so it is upon the synthetic that all our a priori knowledge 

ultimately rests (51). Hence, the general problem of pure 

reason is; how are synthetic � priori judgements possible (55)? 

To answer this we must form a new science, the Critique of Pure 

Reason (58). In this we must distinguish and discuss the two 

elements of knowledge, viz., sensibility and understanding. 

Through the former objects are given to us; through the latter 
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they are thought (61). When we examine sensibility we find 

two necessary conditions, viz. , "space" and "time". It is 

evident that these concepts are not empirically derived for 

they are presupposed in all our thinking about outer appear­

ances (68). Nor can we ever represent to ourselves their 

absence. They are � priori representations which necessarily 

und� all appearances. Furthermore, space is that of which 

all things must be thought of as existing "in". 

the subjective condition of sensibility (71). 

,, ti 
Space then is 

It is not the 

form of an external reality but a predicate ascribed to appear­

ance only. The same can be said of "time'� Only on the � pr1ori 

presupposition of "timef can things be thought of as simultaneous 

or successive (74) . Hence) we conclude that ''space'' and "time'' are 

not objective realities nor exist in such but are subjective 

forms of perception under which alone all things are known by 

us (76) and which make synthetic �priori propositions possible. 

In general�then)we must observe that all our conceptions 

are of appearance and not of things-in-themselves. What this is 

remains entirely unknown to us (82). And it is indisputable 

that the form obscures the content so we have no way of knowing 

it directly (84,85). This is why in Natural Theology we are 

careful to remove the conditions of space and time from God. 

But this we could not do if they were the conditions of all 
t··ol)[ Jj h0v Etc 

things in themselves. If they were, then we llltt'8� make them 
fl 

I 
·--' 

conditions of God's existence also (90)1wh;d-,th-ey vbiouslyav·e'f\ot·. 

Thus synthetic a priori judgments are possible only by 

the forms and such judgments are valid only for objects of 
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possible experience (91) . 

Hence, all our knowledge comes from two fundamental sourcesl 
I of mind: · the fQrms of perception and the categories of under- 1 

standing. Through the first an object is given and through the 

second it is thought. Both are indispensible to knowled,ge. " 

E ;·.�"'' ''('A(l\J b �l I, <'If PLl.\(i<. ov €1'\'\(-!I� k(� I. ' � 
Neither has· preference over the o ther . fl 11'1'.houghts without content ' 

are empty and per;.; eptions without concepts are blind " ( 93). 

Though they are inseparable yet they are not to be confused. 

The former is the science of Esthetics and the latter of Logic 

( 95). 

The clue to the understanding of these categorie§ is the 

judgment (106). "We can reduce all acts of the understanding 

to judgments • • •  the function of the understanding can, the1°efore, 

be discovered if we can give an exhaustive statement of the 

function of unity in judgments " (106). When we abstract all 

content from them and consider only their form, we find that 

they can be reduced to four heads: Quan.ti ty, QlJa_lity, Re la ti_gn, 

and M�dality each of which has three subtitles (113) . Now since 

ths mind categorizes the spatio-temporal data it receives, there 

must be an �priori disposition of the mind which corresponds 

to each of these judgments (114) . Hence, knowledge is only I 
possible under the condition of the � priori forms and categoriJll! \ 
( 138). This is the only possible alternative for if our concepts 1 

were derived from objects, then they 11vouldn't be �priori but 

empirical ( 149). So the conclusion is: "We cannot think an 

object save thru cat..egories; we cannot know an obj ect so thought 

save thru p e rceptions corresponding to these concepts 11 ( 173). 

Under the application of these categories to the concrete 
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situation in the Analytic of �rinciples (180) we have the 

schemata or patterns produced by the structure of mind in general 

concepts (182) and the synthetic unity of a;_:>perception ( whole 

complex of forms and categories) (192) the final outcome of whichl 
is a radical distinction between the vhenomenal and the noumenal. 

"The understanding can never transcend those limits of sensibility 

within w1:iich alone those objects can be given to us. Its prin-

ciples are merely rules for the sxposi tion of appearances, and 

the proud name of an CO ntol ogy • • •  must, therefoi'e, give place to 

the modest title of a mere Analytic of �ure Understanding" (264). 

Hence, out:::ide the realm of -oossible experience we can have no 

synthetic �priori principles (265). And further, we cannot 

know things in themselves apart from the logical st ructure we 

superimpose on them in order to make them meaningful (266). In 

fact, if the cate.9.'.0ries were appl ied to things-in-themselves we 

would have to postulate a non-sensible judgment, but it is 

obvious that we hav� no such judgment (270). 

Now when we turn to an a.n 'ilica tion of the categories to 

the un_i ty of our perceptions, we find that �he concep ts of pure 

reason lead us to a pseudo-rationality in all three fo�-prn of the 

dialectical reasoning :process (315-328) known as the ?-aralogisms , 

(of sel f), A_ptinomies ( of external world), and ldeals of ', Ure 

R�ason (of God ) . Paralogisms are invalid conclusions drawn 

from the necessity of pure reason (329). We have first the � 
I paral()Q.1_§_®7 of substantiali ty: I, as a thinking being

, 
am absolute 

subject of all my judgments and cannot be a predicate. Hence, 

by definition I am a "substance". But we have proven that 
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sub s tanc e ha s nol obj e c tiv e meaning and cann o t  b e  predi ca ted 

o f  a thing in i ts e l f  (335). The nex t c oncerns S im pl i ci ty. I 

am a thinking subj ec t, and thou ght i s  indi vi sibl e. T he refor e ,  I 

am a s impl e sub s tanc e (337 , 338) . Bu t th e con ten t  o f  all knowledg e 

c ome s from expe rience and no where have we encount ered a s imple 

subs tanc e .  The thi rd i s  tha t o f  Pe rsonal i ty .  Se lf c ons ci ou sn e s s  
� 

o f  numer ical iden ti ty wi th onesel f i s  b y  de fin i tion , pe rsonal i ty. 

Now th i s  i s  exa c tl y  vvha t the soul ha s. Hence, i t  i s  a p e rson-

ali ty (341) . Bu t we onl y  know obj ec ts subj ec tiv ely no t tra n sc en-

d en ta l l y  in them s elv e s . I a rg ue in a ci rc le when I sub s ti tu te 

my s el f-imp o s ed uni ty ( fo rm s  and QB. tegor ies) on m ys el f  a s  

obj ec t  ( 344) • The fou rth i s  o f  Id eal ity. W e  mu s t  doub t the 
------

exis tence of eve rything me rely in fe rred a s  a c au se o f  pe rc ep tion . 

Now a l l  outer app ea rance s are of su ch na tu re. There fore, the 

exi s tenc e of  a l l  obje c t s  of appearan c e  is doubtfu l . But the re 

mu s t  b e  re al obj ec t s  provid ing content thru s en se s  f o r  ca te�: ori e s  

o f  und ers tand ing else our kn owledg e would b e  em p ty (i. e .  onl y  

wi th i n  t h e  phenor 1e.nal) ( 348) • 

11 Thu s a l l  controv e rsy in rega rd to the na tur e 
o f  the th ink ing being a nd i ts c onn ec ti ons wi th 
the c o rpore al wo rld i s  me rely a re su lt o f  fi ll­
ing the ga p whe re kn owledg e i s  wholly la cking 
to u s  wi th pa ralog i sm s  of rea s on , trea ting ou r 
thought a s  thi ngs and hyp o s ta s izing them "

(361). 

H en c e ,  pur e  rea s on i s  illusory (361). 

N ex t  we hav e  the fam ou s  rantinom ie s o f  pu re reas;t . The 

para l og i sm s  c onc erned the S elf and th ese , the External w orld 

a s  rea so n  a ppl i es  to i t .  The �ir st) regard s  the univ erse a s  in 

spa c e  a nd t im e. I t  mu s t  be limi ted in both s pa ce and tim e  s inc e 
--

if i t  were n o t, then an e terni ty would hav e elapsed up to ev ery 
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given moment. But this i s  impossible since an infinite series 

of succession s would have passed away and an infinity can never 

be completed (397). On the o ther hand the world cannot have a 

beginning since this neces sitates a time when it was not or an 

empty time. Now nothing can come to be when time is no t since 

there is no condition of existence from which it may spring (397). 

The ��cond concerns the composition and simplicity of �­

stance. Nothing exists but the simple or what is com-oosed of 

the simple. For if we remove the simple parts, then nothing 

remain s but the simple or that which is composed of the simple 

(402). On the other hand, a composite thing cannot be made up 

of simple parts for if it were, then each part must occupy a 

space and we would have as many spaces as parts. Space, however, 

is not made up of simple parts but of spaces. Hence, the 

absolutely first part woul� be. sill'l__@_e. _c:i._nd_ e_xisting in space. 

But everflng real which exists in space is composite which is 

self-contradictory (403) . 

The1 third ·antinomy deals with causality and freedom. It '<'"" - - • 

is neces sary to envoke both to explain the ap9earances in the 

world. If the world i s  explained only in terms of necessary 
� '""""- � � ,w,., � OL-'� -of��� 

causes; to guarantee the se effects. But in such a case there 

would be no absolutely fir st cause to give causality to the 

series. Hence, there must be a spontaneity and freedom which 

produces the whole serie s (410) . On the other hand, 11There is 

no freedom; everything in the world takes place solely in accord 

with the laws of nature" (409). For every cause must itself be 

caused, and this · for no freedom. 

concerns a necessary being. Since the 
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sensible world contains a series of alterations in which things 

are conditioned upon antecedents, there must be an unconditional 

upon which all else is conditioned or a necessary being to 

sustain the contingencies (414). On the other hand, an absolutely 

necessary being nowhere exists for if on�did, then there must 

be either a fi.r_�_t __ peginning of the series of alterations �r an 

infinit� regress. "�he former alternative, however, conflicts 

with the dynamical law of determination • • •  and the latter alter­

native contradicts itself • • • " (416). Also, we cannot argue from 

empirical contingency to actual necessity (418). Hence, the 

transcendental dialectic as a whole favors a sceutical method 

in the employment of reason but not a scepticism (449). 

Fin�lly, in the Ideal of Pure Reason Kant discusses the 

arguments of speculative reason in p_roof for the existence of 

_God _( 49_5). He allows reason only three ways to do this and no 

more: the cosmological, ontological, and teleological argu­

ments. He prefaces the section by stating his intent is "to 

show that reason is as little able to make progress on the one 

pa th (concerning God) • • •  as on the other ( concerning external 

world) • • •  and that it stret�hes its wings in vain in thus 

attempting to soar above the world of sense by the mere power 

of speculation" (500). 

-First, it is impossible to prove God's existence onto-

logically. For though thought is compelled to draw such a 

conclusion yet we can form no positive concept of a necessary 

being ( 501 ) . "There is no di ff icul ty in giving a verbal defi-

nition of the concept, viz. , that it is something the non-
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existence of which is impossible, but this yields no insight 

into the conditions which make it necessary" ( 501). If we have 

not a positive concept, we cannot be sure whether we are really 

thinking anything or not. Further, the alleged examples of such 

necessary concepts are all taken from judgments not from things. 

For example, three angles are necessary only under the assumption 

that we have a triangle. The delusion is the clever assumption 

of existence in a purely logical proposition ( 502). Hence� there 

is no contradiction in rejecting the concept of a necessary 

being if we also reject the existence of the being. If it is 

objected that God is the one great exception where existence 

must be included in the concept, then we reply: there is a con­

tradiction in assuming existence in a thing where we are thinking 

solely with reference to its possibility ( 503). Furthermore, 

when we distinguish between a logical ( analytical) and a real 

( synthetic) predica te.J we find that "being/is obviously not a 

real predicate; i. e. , it is not a concept of something that 

could be added to the cone ept of a thing " ( 505). So we do not 

add the least to our concept of God when we say He exists but 

rather assume that He exists in our very concept of Him ( 505). 

Furthermore, in order to ascribe existence to a concept we must 

go outside our experience which we cannot do ( 506). 

Likewise, we cannot prove God's existence cosmologically. 

Though professing to begin with ex�erience (�posteriori) this 

argwnent makes the same ontolo5ical ase.wnption in order tr' 

deVionsL-·0,te the attributes of God, viz. , that the concept 

ens realissimun is the only possible ona 1� defining the nature 

of this necessary being ( 509). But we are assuming that we can 
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I infer the concept of an absolute necessity of existence from the 

highest realiLy. In which case the absolute necessity is an 

existence determined from mere concepts which is the ontological 

assumption. Furthermore, the cosmological proof involves a 

whole nest of dialectical assumptions which are destroyed by the 

transcendental critique (511). rt involves the assumptions: 

1) That we can infer the existence of a noumenal cause from a 

phenomenal effect; 2) That it is impossible to have an irtfinite 

series; 3) That we have arrived at a self-clarify concept on 

the grounds that we can conceive of nothing further; 4) That 

the logical and the real predicates are to be identified ( 512). 

Why then does man infer a necessary being? It is a natural 

conclusion but not a ns:ce�_i:iary one. The reason is: "I can 

never complete the regress to the conditions of existence save 

by assuming a necessary being" ( 515). Hence, "absolute necessity 

is a necessity that is found in though�alone" ( 516). �nd this 

"concept of necessity is only to be found in our reason as a 

formal condition of thought; it does not allow of being hypos­

tasized as a material condition of existence" ( 518). 

Finally the IT"cleological� argument is impossible since 

it is a fo:rfgone conclusion that "all laws governing the transi­

tion from effects to causes • • •  refer to nothing but possible 

experience, and therefore solely to objects of the sensible 

world, and apart from them can have no meaning at all" ( 519). 

Hence, "the physico-theological argument can never by its elf 

establish the existence of a supreme being, but must always 

fall back upon the ontological argument to make good its 

deficiency" ( 521). The argument runs as follows: The universe 

1. Ke.nt calls this the physico-theological argument. 
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manife s ts unm i s takable s i gn s  of de s i gn, o rde r, a nd�u rp o se. But 

th i s  orde r be long s  to the un ive rse onl y  c on tinge ntly. The re fore, 

the re m u s t  exi s t  a ne ce s sa ry cau se of th i s  o rde r. Now the j a s sump t i on i s  tha t  de s ign c o uld not bel ong to the sub s tance of 

the unive rse i t se l f. To prove th is  we mus t re s or t  to the 

on tolog ica l  a rgumen t .  Othe rwi se a l l  we can prove i s  a n  Architect 

o f  the world ham pe red by the ma te�· ia l with wh ich he mus t  work 

and not a C rea t o r  (522). 
The sum o f  the wh ole ma tte r  i s  th i s: 

The phys ico- the ologica l  a rgume nt can indeed 
lead u s  to  the po in t  o f  adm iring the grea tne s s, 
wisdom, powe r, e tc . ,  of the Auth o r  o f  the world, 
but can take us no fur the r. A c cord ing l y, we 
the n  aba ndon the a rgume nt from ern pii. .... ica l  grounds 
of p ro o f, a nd fa l l  ba ck upon the c ontin gency 
wh ich, in the f i rs t  s teps  of the a rgumen t, we 
ha d in fe rred from the o rder and purp o s ivene s s  
of the world. W i th th i s  c o nt in gen c y  a s  our I sole prem i s s, we then advance, by means o f  
t ran scen den ta l c on ce pt s  a l one, to the e x i s­
tence of an ab solutel y  ne ce s sa:cy be ing, an d 
(a s a fina l s te p) from the c o ncept of the ab­
solute ne ce s s i ty of the fir s t  cause to the 
comple tely de te rm ina te o r  de te rm inable con ce pt 
of tha t ne ce s sa ry be ing, name l y, to the con­
ce pt o f  a n  a ll-emb ra c ing rea l i ty. Thu s  the 
physico� theo:J.:Q_g ica!_ p ro o f, :[�Jltng in i ts 
unde rtak ing, ha s in fa ce of th_ i s  difficul ty 
suddenly fallen ba ck li'Q9:g. the co smolog i cal 
p roof; a nd s ince e la tte 's o 1 a dis­
g��sed on tolog! cal proof, i t  ha s really 
a c hieved i t s  pu rpo se by pure rea son a l oni::::.--
a l  th ough a t  the s ta rt i t  d i s c la imed al l 
k inshi p with pure rea son a nd profe s sed to 
e s tabl i sh i t s  c onc lus ion s  on conv inc in g 
ev ide nce derived from experience. (523-524) 
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In conclusion, "I maintain that all attempts to employ 

reason in theology in any mere speculative manner are altogether 

fruitless • • •  " (528). The only conclusions at which reason can 

�rrive are logical and not existen�ial (535). 
But at the same time, while we cannot prove God's existence 

absolutely yet we can infer it relatively and in so doing it 

aids us in understanding things otherwise unknown ( 554) . In 

other words, we must view the universe as if it �the effect 

of a supreme intellegence in order to achieve unity in our 

experience (555). But such a principle of systematic unity 

should be used regulatively only and ought not to be assumed 

that we ap'.)roxima t::;, reality by means of it ( 563). Further in 

this connection, Kant distinguishes between "knowing11 and 

"believing". The former never applies to the existence of God 

but the latter is justified. "My conviction is not logical, 

but moral certainty; and since it rests on a subjective ground, 

I must not even say, 'It is certain that there is a God, etc. ', 

but 'I am morally certain, etc. ' " ( 650). 

Now this moral certainty arises in the following way: 

by an analysis of our moral experience we discover an � priori 

structure of the will in which we can distinguish the categori­

cal imperative of duty, viz. , "act in conformiLy with that 

maxim, and that maxim only, which you at the same time will to 

be a universal law" ( 241). Hence, man's will is responsible 

to the moral law and perfect harmony between the two would be 

holiness ( 294).2 Now such perfection is not 9ossible at any 

2. This series of quotes and references if from the Critique 
of Practical Reason. 
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time in this life and yet the moral law demands it (295). 

Therefore, "pure practical reason forces us to assume such a 

practical progress toward perfection as the real object of our 

will" (295). Now this infinite progress is only possible if we 

presuppose an infinite existence for a rational personality. 

Thus immortality is necessitated by the moral law. Now "the 

moral law leads us to postulate not only the immortality of the 

soul but the existence of God 11 ( 296) as its adequate cause. 

rt is evident that man does not cause the demand of duty which 

precipitates immortality, but God. So we must postulate the 

existence of a cause that shall be able to secure happiness in 

harmony with duty. "Or in other words, it is morally necessary 

to hold to the existence of Godn (297). 

A note of warning must be added: such a postulate as the 

existence of God is not theoretical dogma but a presupposition 

which is practically necessary. So we can see that practical 

reason is necessary to solve the paradoxes in which we find 

ourselves as a result of pure reason (299). Further, we can 

never understand why God must exist except /. �r�)he moral law 

( 300). 

What can be said in the face of these dogmatic declarations 

in defense of human reason and Natural Theology? Certainly Kant 

has left no room for a transcendental employment of reason re­

garding God's existence. First, we shall briefly consider three 

replies, then evaluate their relevance, and finally present our 

critique of Kant in defense of theistic argumentation. 
(R1Tig)uF·. 

Robert Flint conceeds that Kant disposes of Hume's 

agnosticism by proving that knowledge can't be reduced to 



impressions but requires a necessary condition as well as a 

contingent sensation3 (169), "but when he proceeds to argue that 

the constitutive principles involved in knowledge have to do only 

with phenomena • • •  , but a:ce wholly incapable of placing us face 

to face with things • • •  , then he virtually undid his own work • • •  " 

(169-170) . Flint enumerates a number of ooints in which he 

disagrees with Kant's p_hilosophy. 1) He prematurely adopts 

·a faculty psychology, i.e., he assumes that the sensuous faculty 

can be separated from the faculty of co�nition. This disjunction 

is not beyond dispute especially among experimentalists (173-

174). 2) He does not justify his division of the form and matter 

into within and without respectively. " No sufficient reason has 

been shown for conceiving of space as given in the mind before 

all actual perception . . 011 (174) . 3) From the nature of "space" 

Kant draws two unwarranted conclusions: a) "That space represents 

no thing-in-itself. Now that inference was manifestly premature 

unless he himself knew what a thing-in-itself \'las • • •  " (176). 

If we do not know substance, we cannot say what does or does not l 
belong to it. Here is clearly manifest Kant's agnostic bias 

that molds his epistemology. b) " That it (space) is only a 

subjective condition of sense" (177). lf space is not objective 

·and external, then we can have no intelligent and consistent 

concept of objectivity and externali ty. Furthermor·e, "the most 

rational view of the universe will be that it lies, as 

Schopenhauer maintained, within the brain, or that it is one 

vast illusory concept" (179). 4) Kant's doctrine of time is 

3. Flint, Agnosticism. 
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even more difficult. The human mind cannot bu t think of space 

as unbound and time as endless. This being so, it is irrational 

to regard them prior to proof as contradictory and inconsistent 

(181). 5) He attributes tlrn con tent of all knowL:edge to sensory 

experience which reduces to "9henonenalism" (192). For this he 

gives insufficient reason (193). 6) His deduction of the 

categories is perfunctory and objectionable (19.lJ). 7) IJis 

reason for excluding categories to phenomena of sense is in-

sufficient, viz., that otherwise meaning is impossible. This 

begging the question (195) . From this also followed his error 

of"referr·ing all universality and necessity in cognition to an 

�priori and subjective origin" (196-198) . 8) And finally Kant's 

view of reason is faulty in that: a) His concept of mind as a 

special faculty of illusion is unnecessary and improbable (201) , 

b) He does not establish the utility or good of pure reason 

(203), c) What he calls reason's illegitimate sphere is its 

only proper sphere (204) , d) "Pure reason" is quite an imaginary 

faculty while the human mind has no such facul ty (205) . 

With respect to the paralogisms, Flint as2erts that Kant 

bifurcates the merely lop:ical sub .i ec t and the real thinp- ( 207) . 

This assumption of two subjects begs the question. Man has but 

one ego, real, living, and self active (208). "This knowledge 

of self is inseparable from all other knowledge whatsoever; • • •  

the cornerstone of episte!nology, • • • is at once real and relative" 

( 210). 

Concerning the antinomies, Flint proposes that they follow 

necessarily from �is epistemology, viz. , that the "antinomies of 

reason • • •  necessarily arise from our inveterate habit of con-
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founding our own laws of thought with independent experiencen 

(212). But this distinction is nonsensical for "there can be 

an ignorance only of that of which there can be a knowledge " I )( 
(214). Hence, Kant does not solve the antinomies but dogmatically 

asserts them rather than critically inquiring into them (215). 
All of the antinomies are pervaded by the illogical. The first 

is mere "verbage" not a "demonstration" in its second proposition. 

The second contains a truism in its first proposition. As a 

whole it is confused and aimless. The second proposition is a 

paradox. The third antinomy involves no real contradiction. 

There is no proof given that the universe does not have room 

for both necessity and freedom (215). The fourth contains an 

absurd antithesis; its proof is irrelevant. "In short he has in 

no wise made out that reason in theorizing on the universe 

necessarily falls into self-contradictions, and has made it 

apparent that his belief in self-contradictton arose largely from '/­

the irrational separation of the phenomenal and the nownenal • • •  " 

( 216). 

Kant concludes that the Ideals of Pure Reason are no more 

than a dialectical illusion (217)• The existence of God is 

tracable to a disjunctive syllogism, i. e. , to know anything 

completely reason must postulate the idea of a necessary and 

perfect being. so Kant refutes only the kind of ontological 

argument that begins with an idea not all �priori arguments 

e.g. , some begin by asserting existence. "The affirmation that 

something (anything) is • . .  of itself implies that nothin� never 

was, and an eternal and necessary beL g has eveP been" ( 220). 

Furthermore, he erroneously treats the ontological argument 
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first and basic to all other arguments (221). Finally, he 

asswnes that thought and existence are essentially separate (222), \>< 
but if essence can't be derived from thought, then all affirmations 

of existence would be unwarranted (223). 

When criticizing the cosmological argument Kant is guilty 

of his own charge, viz., that the reasoning process is filled 

with a nest of dialectical assumptions. He assumes that causality J� 
cannot pass from experienc�to existence. If this were true, 

Hume was right and Kant was wrong (225). Furthermore, reference 

to an unthinkable infinite regress is unnecessary. We know 

nothing of intermediate causes. Hence, the first step beyond 

conting�nt experience is also the last, viz. , a necessary being 

(226). Finally, Kant confuses the cosmological with the � 

ontological argument while they are essentially different ( 226) . \">< 
Relative to the Teleological argument Kant claims that we 

can only argue for a phenominal designer from phenominal design. 

This is a confusion. The argument doesn't intend to prove the 

existence of God, but that there must be an intel�nce behind 

the display of order in the universe (228). This argument rests 

on the cosmological to prove God's existence; it merely proves 

God's wisdom (229). That it does not of itself prove God's 

infinity is true. However, 111 t certainly gives us no warrant 

for sup)osing it (the designer) limited" (230). 

Evaluationally, Kant is not to be criticized too severely 

for he also affirmed that we could not prove the non-existence 

of God either. So he leaves it possible to "believe" in God, 

and the door is open for practical reason to construct the 

moral proposition that God must exist (231). However, Kant 
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was not consistent in arriving at any kind of knowle�ge of God 

thru moral experience or otherwise (233). 

Nevertheless Kant has been very influential in molding 

the philosophical world while unwittingly he laid the foundations 

for modern agnosticism. However, he was more constructive than 

Hume since he laid down the principles which have gone a long 

way toward refuting scepticism (189-190). 

The next to address Kant is Stuart Hackel' His attempt is 

to show that if the Kantian principles of eryistemology are 

consistently applied that one must be a realist acceuting the 

transcendental validity of the forms and categories. H�_._!:ejects 

the disjunction between phenomenal and noumenal for two reasons4 

(52). 1) "The statement itself is either meaningless or self-

contradictory. If this assertion is not metaphysical it is 

meaningless. If it is metaphysical, it contradicts itself by 

asserting knowledge and claiming agnosticism about reality at 

the same time. 2) The position reduces to an empiricism which 

Kant himself wishes to avoid" ( 52). For either the theory of 

innate categories is innate or it is not. If '..i;�t-�'i'··t:
'�� whole ( 

• '  ' . . ' 

theory is baseless. If ,�Q, then my knowledge of categories is 

devoid of sensuous content. But if there is some knowledge 

without sensuous content, then all knowledge cannot have 

sensuous content. But this is exactly what Kant desires to 

refute. Hence, his whole theory of the categories is baseless 

and must apply to reality (53). 

Furthermore, there are two reasons why the categories 

z�. Hacket Stuart, The Resurrection of Theism. 
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must apply to reality (54). 1) "The position ( which denies 

this) is self-contradictory and reduces to scepticism" (54). 

In fact, the assertion is unintelligible since it assumes the 

very knowledge of reality which it denies. The remaining 

alternative is solipcism and deeper scepticism. 2) Renee the 

preformation system must be maintained and Kant's objections to 
(J.if e. it e-f inconsequential (55). Finally, it is evident that "in the 

last analysis being and knowledge coincide in the ultimate 

reality" (112). That is, the rational is the real c�nd the real 

� Brieff,-now we may note a Thomistic objection to Kant. 

In scholastic terminology, Kant is rejecting the ontological 

and transcendental validity 01 t.ne i"irst . rinciples of knowledr:e5 
� l<u \_ '(\I � 

-

(100-107 ). That iB(§ to say,:ha.t we de• 11c:1t have a siMPle 

apprehension or the intelligiblG i� the sensible lllO). 

Now since it is an immediately evident truth that the 

intellect apprehends being, it cannot be proved directly lll7). 

Yet 11it admits of a sort of indirect proof, by a logical process 

of redu� ad absurdum • • •  in so far as this principle is at 

least the necessary law of human thought" (118). 
First Kant's assertion led him into insolvable difficulties, 

viz. , 11how can the in:J:.�)-lec � blindl.;y: _t.o pb en QIDe.na_ an 

intellie;ibility that th� in no WJJJ possess?" (120). Or in 

other words how can he assert that synthetic � priori judgments 

have no foundation in reality? Furthermore, why are certain 

phenomena classified under substance and others under causation? 

5. Garrigrou-LaGrange, God: His Nature and Existence. 
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And how do we know the world of sensation will always be 

susceptible of becomin3 the object of thought? (121) 

secondly, to deny the ontol_?gical and transcendental 

validity of the first notions of cognition renders absurd the 

essential elements of COfnition (122) . It is to say that it is 

in reality a fact that this idea I have refers to nothing re�lJ 
which is an evident contradiction. Furthermore being is the formal 

object of the intellect. To deny this is to say that non-being 
f is the mindSobject or we know nothing which is absurd. 

These principles are also transcendentally applicable since 

by their ontological validity we can establish that God �sts 

as the cause of all existence, so we can clearly see that any 

perfection existing in creatures must exist in the creator either 

actually 

which He 

or virtually. This is sojsince God c�nnot give that 

ha�nOt got. If He could, this would be a contradiction. 

so there must be an analogy between what the creature is and 

knows and what God is and knows. And the infinite difference 

in perfection between God and man does not mean a total lack in 

similarity (223-233). Hence, the principles of human reason are 

valid both for a knowledge of finite and infinite being. 

No\v for a brief recapitulation of what has been said thus 
---- . 

far. First by Kant: 1) His epistemological distinction between 

the phenomenal and the noumenal based on an analysis of exuerience 

and a deduction of the forms and categories as necessary con-

ditions of knowledge lead him to assert that we know nothing about 

reality. 2) His metaphysical application of pure 

reason to the self, extsrnal world, and God leads him into 
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insolvable pa radoxes wh ich i nc lude th e imp o ss ib i l i ty o f  

th e exi s tence  of G od, etc. 

p rovi� I 
1) A s swn e s  a fa cul ty p sy chology 

in ep i s temology. 2) A ss erts  a n  unwa rra nt ed a nd inconsis ten t  

d i sjun c ti o n  b etween "a pp ea ran c e " a nd " rea l i ty ". 3) Involv e s  

h im s el f  i n  soph i s t i cal rea s oning and dia l ec t i ca l  a s sumptions. 

4) And c o nc ludes  tha t h e  ha s no righ t to a ss ert th e exi s t enc e 

of G od on a mo ral ground e ith er. ., � 
-\::.. � e . � o, L'.J i !\ (;('. � 

2) 

3) 

Ha c k eY'6ha rge s  Kan t  with ,.._. 1) A S el f- con t radicto ry d i s t inc t ion. 

A sys tem wh ich reduc e s  to an empi ri c i sm Kan t des ired to av o id. 
µ{\(\' ... ' 

And.def ends p r eforma t i o n  a ga inst Kan t' s  insuff ic ient c ritic i sm I; 

o f  it b ec au s e  i t  reduc es  to a s c ep t ic ism. 

Ga rr igrou-LaG rapg e defend s th e trans c enden ta l  va l id ity o f  

know l edge on th e g rounds tha t: 1) rt i s  a reduc t io a d  absurdum 

to deny it. 2) A nd i t  i nvolv e s  two in solvable di f ficul t i e s, 

v iz., a) A n  arb i t ra ry c la s s if ica tion of ph enom ena, and b) Th e 

dil emma of a n  intel ligible a s s e rt ion o f  th e intellect  tha t real i ty 

i s  unint elligible. 

I n  c on clusion ,  we will indica te th e relevanc e of  th e s e  

obj e c ti o ns a nd l ik ewis e v o i c e  our plea fo r th e va l idity of 

human r ea son i n  th e i s t ic a rgwnen ta t ion. 

F i rst and m o s t  ba s ica lly we mus t a ddres s th e Ka nt ian 

epi s t em olog y. How can we  know rea lity? A t  th is  p o int we ag re e 

ba s ica ll y  with th e obj e c t i on s  l ev eled a ga inst Ka nt' s disjunc t ion 

of a pp eara nc e a nd rea l i ty. 1) rt i s  ba s ed on a n  unp r ov en fa culty! 

p sy cholo gy. 2) r t  is ss l f-contradic to ry. 3) I t  i s  a rb itra rily 

imp o sed. In short, it i s  not 11 p rov en''· Henc e, s inc e Ka nt nev er 



reall y "p roved" hi s epi s t emo l ogy , then he n ev e r real l y  "di sproved" 

tha t we can a rgu e to the exi s ten c e  of G od and th e road i s  wid e 

open for a d em on s tra ti on a s  to  how we can do thi s. 

I t  s e em s tha t the clue to  the an swer of thi s  que s ti on ha s 

al ready b een sugge s t ed , viz . ,  tha t the n e c e ssa ry� pr iori 

determina ti on s of kn owl edge mu s t  al so appl y to rea li ty. Fir s t  

wha t a re the se  undeniabl e ca tego ri e s  of kn owl edge an d then wh y 
� 

mu s t  they b e  tran s c enden tal�· There a re onl y three wi th which we 

a re c on c ern ed and these  a re b eyond qu es ti on. They a re the n ec e s sa ry 

c on di tion s of al l human thought becau s e  thei r  a s s e rti on i s  alwa ys ·� 
involved in thei r d enia l. Tha t i s, al l ra ti ona l c ogni ti on s ha ve' 

suffi ci en t  rea son , a re n o t  c on t radi c t o ry, and a re nu rp o s eru1 . w e  I - --- I 

a re n o t  yet con tending for th ei r  t ran sc end en tal va lidi ty bu t 

tha t  the s e  a re n ec e s sar y ca t egori e s of human thou gh t . 6 In other  

word s we  have yet  to  e s tabli sh the pref orma ti on th e o ry or  c onvert 

Kan t in to a reali s t. Bu t thi s we n eed n o t  do f o r  if Kan t were 

c on si s ten t, he would have b een a r ea li s t  f or the foll owing rea s on s: 

1) H e  can n o t  a dmi t the exi s ten c e  of a n oumenal reali ty wi thou t 

all owing a whol e web of t ru th b e cau se exi s ten c e  implie s sub s tan c e  

and sub s tan c e  i s  a l s o  tha t abou t  whi ch we have ra ti ona l c on c ep ts 

etco Whi ch l eads u s  to ou r n ex t  rea s on ,  viz.? tha t the ra ti onal 

i s  the rea l  and the real i s  the ra ti onal. T hi s  mu s t  b e  so for  

s evera l  rea s on s . a) Even f o r Kan t the ca tegori cal stru c ture of 

the min d o r  ra tionali ty had som e  rea li ty. If , th en , rea son i s  

real, we kn ow some reali ty and thi s reali ty we kn ow i s  rea son. 

b) 

6. 

Furtherm or e ,  if we sa y tha t reality o r  b ein g i s  n o t ra ti onal, 

F o r  a mo re elaborate trea tm en t of thi s see An Enquiry 
C on c e rning Ruman ian Un der s tanding by same aU't.h o r. 
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I 

then we are saying that it is self-contradictory, i. e. , that 

being can both 11be " and "not be" at the same time in the same 

sense which is absurd. Now admittedly we are approaching reality 

analytically by this argument, but we can also view it from an 

empirical standpoint. In such case, we merely ask the question, 

is not this 11phenomen� we experience real? If it is, then we 

know reality by or in our experience. If it is not�then we have 

no real knowledge and hence must be total sceptics. 

the only alternative of absolute sce�ti�ism is the 
vJe. GJ.. ,\ c1.: � oo f<v-...o<.0 V�c.cd1t ei< p\(.( q.1' :�. l . .J.I\ )i • 

th.er..e.. i.a at 1-ea.st � J:?.e& -· ty · R�&P.iert.ea. 

To apply th�stargurnents� to the three 

laws of thought we would get something like this. ' 
being is purposeful, non-contradictory 

cause. For to deny that being is purposeful is to say that it 

is not being directed to an end by any cause .hich is a virtual 

denial that being has a sufficient cause. But if being has no � 
sufficient cause then that which is obviously cont:i.ngent 

0 '( -tho: ().I(\ I l '{ , . X \ 
'.i.s a.lso1 
J1J 1 u l:: I 

necessary or that which came to be always was-which is a 
-, - --/\ 

self- 'rt 
' 

contradiction. Hence, being is caused, non-contradictory and ' 
purposeful in like manner as thought is caused, non-contradictori 

and purposeful, Now this is more than a striking parallel that 

both in being (reality) and in reason we necessarily have the 

laws of causality, non-contradiction and finality. In fact, it 

is clear evidence of the inseparability of reality and reason 

and proof of the fact that the structure of one necessarily 

involves the presence of the other. From this epistemological 

foundation it is not difficult to see how we "prove" God's 



exi s tenc e. Fo r t h e  v ery s tru c ture o f  both finite and infinite 

reality is that which the mind i t s elf possesses and by the 

rational application of  reason to real i ty we conclude the exis tence 

and na tu re o f  God . 

If the foregoi ng i s  s o , th en i t  is incumben t upon us to show 

tha t ree. son doe s not involve i t s  elf in the all eged con t rad iction s 

of the antinornies e tc . 

Sin c e  we do no t propo s e  to argue f rom the " Sel f "  to God we 

will not consider the i>ara�� zi_'.'?�aj of pure reason exc ept to say 

that no contradic tion is i!w olved sin ce the ant i  th e s i s  in every 

case is whol ly de pendent on Kan t ' s  euis te� ol o�ic al dis j unct i on 

o f  real ity and appearance which has bee n shown to be fatil ty .  

p-ntin o� numb er one ·is not a l o gi c g,l inconsi s ten c y  bu t a 

scientific o r  me t"?. ph ;.r s i c ". l  u i s c o :1c e ·?t io n .  �pac e i s  10t a c o n ­
,,1 

ta :·LT1c: r- b u. t  e, re).§Lti onship . Fu rthermo :ce , he equ�<t'es on the term 

infini ty . I n  one ca s e  h e  r e f e r s  to a po tentia l infini ty and the 

o ther an a c tual infini ty . I f  both are potent ial , then there is 

n o  contradiction. Likewise , the · s e c o nd an tinomy involves faul ty 

c on c ept s of space and equ a tes  on the term " i nf in i te di vi s i  bili ty"J . 
l,V I  i (. � I <;  °'- \"V'ltl l 1•  c,"\. \ (.Q ' ( po p ·,<\. 1 q \ ) l \l\ S- 1 ·." \l  w.A \i\Sl Cl. \"v\ <i l <( !ik':JS" I CL). (  (ad::uC(\ '"\ 
I-t.- 4s s-ttb t;a-n 1-al l y  a e  sopb i s  ti--0-e.1 th , :H-ret .  r · ) 

The -thi"rd an tin om y is more serious and crucial. I t  s e ems 

tha t we a re necessita ted to po si te a first cau s e  and ye t ea ch 

() 'rl e . 

cau s e  mu s t  hav e an ant e c ed en t  cause . To this we reply tha t the 

Of course 1 �  ca tego ry o f  cau sa ti on onl y  appli es to fini t e  I' eali ty . 

the Un cau s ed has n o  cau s e . Thi s i s  why i t  i s  Infin i t e .  All the 

p rin cipl e  o f  cau sa tion c on tend s for is that " Every fiqitil being ha s 

a c au s e " . The re i s  n o  an tec eden t  c au s e  for an in finite b ein g .  

Th e f r e ed om i s  in th e infini t e  which n eed s n o  cause , has n o  
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c ause , and canno t b e  c aused . 

The +_�t _a��1nomy rela tes to  nec e s s ity and c ontingenc y .  The 

the sis  is an exc ell ent defense - o f th e i s tic  a rgum entation , and the 

antithe s i s i s  a sad so tLsm attemp ting :to con tradic t i t .  Onc e 

we have e s tabl i she d that thar_fL i s . a  b eginning in the c ausal s erie sJ 

a s  we have done under th e third antinomy , th en th i s  pa radox i s  

ab solved with it . 

��--��--��� ' The f!.deal s of  Pure Rea son1 pres ent no s erious d i ff icul t i e s  

onc e  the ant inomi e s  are solv ed .  we are incl ined t o  agree with 

Kant c o nc erning the invalid ity of the ontologi cal argument 

espec ially as s tated in i t s  clas s ic fo rm by st . An selm and 

Descarte s .  Howeve r ,  it i s  a very sl ippery argume nt and in the 

ex i s tential f o rm that Fl int p re s ents it s eem s to be val id .  But l 
when i t  i s  s tated thi s way , it s' em s to b e  the c o smological � ' 
argume nt and no t the onto logical . 

But that an ontologic al a s s umpt ion is  bas i c  in th e c osmo � 

logical argument and that i t  d e se rves all the weight Kant adorns 

I I  II W'Mc.h 
it with s eems to b e  an unnec e s s ary s traw man iJie;.t he ha s 

c rea ted to refut e . Furthermor e ,  Kan t vi rtuall y  adm i t s  that the 
-t.�o..+ ··:t ( '. ' 

c o smological a rgument prove s God ' s  �xi s tfil!g_e; but,_ makes  the ille-

gitimate ontol ogic al transition to  e s tabl i sh His e��e . Thi s  

s e em s  t o  b e  a destruct ive c onc e s s ion to his  whol e po int . What he 

is s aying is that the argument i s  val id in establ i shing the 

exi s tenc e of a cau s e  o f  the univer s e  but w e  are not permitted by 

this t o  define th i s  c ause  as an absolut ely nec e s s ary b eing . 

Now thi s  i s  admit ting tha t_JfE£ __ p�:v:_e p_rQ_y_ed __ :t.h.'2 _ _  exi s tence of Qod ,  

but no t H i s  na ture . The inc ons i s tenc y in this admis s io n  



i s  tha t onc e we gran t tha t the re exi s ts a n  Uncau s ed cau s e  of a l l  

exi s ten c e , i t  i s  not diffi cu lt to expli ca te f rom thi s s ome thing 

of the a tt ribu te s  and na tu re of thi s cau s e  a s  they a re manif e s t  

i n  hi s ef fects , only wi thou t their fi ni t e  limi ta ti ons. 

Hi s rea sonin g i s  n o t  deva s ta ting c on c e rning the Tel eologiea l  

a rgument ei the r. It  p rove s more than phenomena l  d e sign for  if 

a n  order exi s t s  in the u nivers e and G od i s  the cau s e  of a l l  

exi s tence ( c o smol o gi ca l  a rgum ent ) , th en God i s  the cau s e  o f  thi s  

o rd e r .  The a rgument i s  in t end ed a s  a suppl ement o f  the c o smo-

logi ca l  and indi ca tes  mo re wha t G od is than tha t He i s .  In thi s 

la tter re s pe c t, Kan t ' s  c ri ti ci sm wa s rel ev � nt. Bu t in i t s  b roader 

rela ti onshi p  wi th the c o smol ogica l  a rgumen t it  pro ves . more tha n  

Kant a llow s. 

so we con c lud e tha t bo th Kant ' s  epi s temologi ca l  f ou nda tion 

and me ta physi ca l  s pe cula ti ons were impo tent wi th rela ti onshi p  to 

i nva lida tin g thei s ti c  a rgum enta tio n. Hi s mo ra l  a rgument wa s a t  

b e s t  a poo r  suppltment , fu ti l e  e s ca pe , and an in con si s ten t 

a s s erti on whi l e  a t  b es t  i t  ma y b e  employed a s  an ef f ec tive 

c olla tera l  o f  the c o smol ogi ca l  an d t el eologica l  a rguments i n) . 
'fV\C .t I 

e s tabli shi ng the P.�e· eftd. nature of God .  

All of thi s  i s  n o t  to underestima te the ext en sive 

an d hi s t o ri cal signif i can c e  of Kant in Phi l o s o phy , but is j_µ: / ./ 
a word i n  d ef ense Of the phi l o so phical va lidi ty of Nat ral 

Theol o gy. 
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