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Introduction

The problem with reason is the problem of religion and philosophy: philosophy runs into religion in all directions and vice versa. Because reason is the common tool of these two ramifications of thought, this article, therefore, is a religio-philosophical consideration. A cursory glance at things outside this tandem will also be given. It has to be remarked that our reflection is not on religion and philosophy per se, but on them only to the extent that the interplay of reason goes. It is a paradox that philosophy engages in truth finding and so an intellectual activity, while religion, a faith activity, is what believers should be doing without a recourse to the proof of the existence of anything, yet the two frequently find themselves crossing each other’s path. By looking for proofs that God, for instance, exists, the latter unwittingly involves the former, so both are drawn into a whirlpool of argument. The big questions are the pivot on which the arguments turn. Such arguments, instead of achieving truth convergence, often lead to sophisticated disagreement among epistemic peers. The chief players, theologians and philosophers in most cases, imbued with their dialectical power, or sometimes, spurred by their dialectical prowess, do not consider if the condition for any argument to take place is even there. It does not matter to them that empirical truth is the goal of reason while its divine counterpart is the goal of religion. Basically, religion deals with faith, yet philosophy at times considers it foundationally, and so draws deductions from rational first principles. In most cases, it is philosophy that speaks for religion, thus believing its conclusions to be the right ones. Sometimes, one has the impression there is a bacchanalian thinking spree with things topsy-turvy. Some protagonists desire, for instance, to believe in order to understand while others choose to understand in order to believe. There are those like Kant who propose religion within the bounds of reason and others like Kierkegaard who turn to reason within the bounds of religion. Karl Barth holds that the ground of faith lies beyond reason, St Bonaventure, on the other hand, argues that truth is unattainable unless one philosophises in the light of faith. People like Descartes came to the Academy, not the one founded by Plato, with circular reasoning called ‘Cartesian circle’. Practically, the French philosophe of the Meditations wants two things which, probably, unbeknown to him, run parallel to each other. In other words, he wants clear and distinct ideas to confirm the existence of God and the existence of God to confirm his clear and distinct ideas. The irony of all this is that at the end of the day the big questions are left intact and so still begging for answers that will stand the test of time. It is therefore the time to finally change approach, shun argumentum ad nauseam or thinking acrobatics and the endless deep disagreements it generates, and so go for what is simple. By the way, the following below are some of the big questions:

· Is there a God?
· Has life any meaning?

· What is the relationship between mind and body?

· What happens to us after death?
· What do we know about the external world?

Let me state that the age-old debate revolving around the object of belief, the common ground of religion and philosophy, will not be continued here, especially in the form that has to do with whether this object exists or not, or generating further proofs for its existence. This – surely overwrought – argument is better left to theologians and philosophers who still have passion for it. My aim rather is to look at reason from the standpoint of its reliability, especially, in matters of beliefs, and decide whether to continue relying on its affirmations and negations, or to resort to something else. Whichever I choose would be shored up with agreeable ideas from philosophers, including myself. Given this, this article will follow this delineation: introduction, premise, understanding reason, lack of answers to the big questions, inevitable questions, arguments backed by reason, arguments contradicted by reason, the firm point of this article, reason and natural instinct, and finally, conclusion. Given the widespread disagreement among epistemic peers and the abounding difficult ideas – difficult, not due to deep thought but rather as a result of the ideas’ inherent confusion – is there any solution? Obviously, there is; there is a way out – without much philosophising.        
Premise
The antinomy of reason is the problem with reason, which does not stop at what Kant calls the realm of synthetic a priori knowledge, i.e., the realm where knowledge can be had without experience. As such knowledge, according to Kant, is not possible, reason there turns antinomian. Naturally, this is the sphere of metaphysics, the sphere where reason continually bumps into bifurcations, with none of the paths leading to the desired destination. “Why then,” Kant, evidently frustrated, asks, “has nature afflicted our reason with the restless striving for such a path, as if it were one of reason's most important occupations?” (Kant, 1998, p110) What holds sway here is conceptualisation of things, as there is no objective reality to bring about convergence of truths. Sisyphean labour is what rightly describes the passionate indulgence or orgies of thinkers in this regard. Kant rather chooses a different metaphor in his succinct description of the attitude of reason here: “In metaphysics we have to retrace our path countless times, because we find that it does not lead where we want to go and it is so far from reaching unanimity in the assertions of its adherents that it is rather a battlefield, and indeed one that appears to be especially determined for testing one’s powers in mock combat; on this battlefield no combatant has ever gained the least bit of ground, nor has any been able to base any lasting possession on his victory. Hence there is no doubt that up to now the procedure of metaphysics has been a mere groping, and what is the worst, a groping among mere concepts” (Kant 1998: 109–110).
The strange behaviour or antinomian character of reason is also manifest in our everyday life, only that we often choose to content ourselves with the truth that satisfies our immediate need instead of getting bogged down in endless quests. It is without doubt that reason has a strong tendency to generate contradictions, and so thrives on opposition. This is why it does not affirm one thing and stop there; it also affirms the opposite, thereby making life difficult for those whose decision would depend on its affirmations. Many a judge, for instance, after listening to the plaintiff and the defendant in court, the plausibility of their arguments, might have faced a dilemma due to this ambiguity. Things under the scrutiny of our gazing eyes and inquisitive mind often lose their rigidity and ramify into two opposing sides. This calls to mind Polkinghorne’s ‘binocular vision’, which permits looking through two different eyes: one sees the objective reality and the other the subjective counterpart. Reason rather acts differently; instead of engaging two eyes, with or without disparity of vision, it unveils with the aid of an inner logical force the duality in things. This explains why its conclusions are never firm, and so susceptible to breaking up into two sides: one opposing the other. This inclination of reason can be attributed to the nature of the human mind or reality itself. 
This reason’s proclivity must have led Blaise Pascal to say that reason can neither affirm nor disprove, for instance, the existence of God. Before Pascal, Sextus Empiricus, who belonged to Pyrrhonian skepticism, had said the same thing. Unlike the Academic skeptics, he had allowed room for knowledge based only on experience. Thus, he denied objective knowledge of external reality, i.e., knowledge derived by reason. Posing the problem of the criterion of truth to back his standpoint, he argues: “Those who claim for themselves to judge the truth are bound to possess a criterion of truth. This criterion, then, either is without a judge's approval or has been approved. But if it is without approval, whence does it come that it is trustworthy? For no matter of dispute is to be trusted without judging. And, if it has been approved, that which approves it, in turn, either has been approved or has not been approved, and so on ad infinitum” (Empiricus,1935 p. 179). Martin Luther also had his objections to reason’s mode of being and acting. He argued that it can tell us how to conduct ourselves: earn a living, deal prudently with people, run a household or a state, and make rules, but totally unhelpful as a guide to genuine goodness. Depending on it for the latter purpose is in his view like remaining chaste in a brothel.
Understanding reason

Reason, whose physical organ is the brain, enables us to acquire knowledge, go beyond what we can perceive, generalise our perceptual observations, identify cause and regularity not immediately evident to the mind, use language, and make objective determinations about the world. To reason is to conduct an inquiry without knowing what the end result would be, so it is to be open to a number of results. Reason refers to our capacity for cognition, understanding and judgement based on logic. Aristotle’s law of non-contradiction (a thing cannot be A and non-A) is the fundamental principle of all reason. Given this, reason is based on a coherent and objective set of rules. Gottfried Leibniz, who developed the principle of sufficient reason (no event without a reason and no effect without a cause), identifies three functions of reason, viz, to comprehend, to prove and to answer objections. Among philosophers, there are those that exalted reason; Plato is one of them. For the Greek philosopher, reason can give us pure and certain knowledge, even of the world of perfect unchanging forms. In fact, in the School of Athens, in the Vatican’s Apostolic Palace, painted by Raphael, Plato’s hand points towards the heavens, while Aristotle’s points towards the earth, so showing their reason’s inclination. Kant’s own, like Aristotle’s, does not get as far as Plato’s; his is within the bounds of human experience. In Kant’s view, we are torn between the urge to grasp transcendental truths and the awareness of our reason’s limit. The German philosopher argues that human reason “is burdened with questions which, as prescribed by the very nature of reason itself, it is not able to ignore, but which as transcending all its powers, it is also not able to answer” (Kant, 1998 p. 99). 
While Kant is grappling with reason’s strange character of posing problems above its power, Hegel has no doubts about the place of reason. He quotes Goethe’s Mephistopheles to show where he stands: “Do but despise intellect (reason) and knowledge, the highest of all man’s gifts, and thou hast surrendered thyself to the devil and to perdition art doomed” (Hegel, 1952 p. 6). Martin Luther is rather among those that disparage reason. The German theologian, for instance, in his disparagement calls reason ‘the Devil’s Whore’, ‘beast’, ‘Frau Hulda’, ‘Madame Jezebel’, etc. His outburst against reason continues: “Reason, thou art foolish; thou dost not savour those things which belong unto God: therefore, speak not against me but hold thy peace: judge not” (Luther, 1838 p. 171). Reason, outside of the above descriptions, has peculiar characteristics. One of them is toying with the intelligence of great men and women. For instance, it toyed with that of Charles Darwin, who, at first, believed through its conviction in God and the immortality of the soul, then later made him sceptical, and finally, turned him into a religious agnostic. Another characteristic is making people have different views on one issue, views that are sometimes diametrically opposed. Religion is a good example. It led Kant to say that God is a postulate of practical reason and in Feuerbach to the idea of God as a mental projection meant to compensate for people’s suffering, while it justified Marx’s vision of religion as a product of ‘perverted world consciousness’, given rise by cognitive malfunction. Finally, it led Freud to argue that God is a projective view of a protective father figure onto people’s lives. 
Lack of answers to the big questions
The question to be considered here is, Who or what is responsible for our lack of answers to the big questions, and so our inability to achieve truth convergence? Another way to put it is: Why is philosophy rife with deep disagreements? The hypotheses here are as many as are epistemic peers. According to some, the lack of answers to the big questions is attributable to our poorly evolved brains and lack of selection pressures or adaptive advantage which could have enhanced our ability to be good at philosophy. Given the existence of deep future, they argue that the time will come when our brains, then highly developed, will cognise things much better and thus have the right answers. This agrees with the view that our brains have not evolved well enough, and as such need more time. Lucy’s brain, a third the size of ours and also immature in comparison, is used as an example. In line with this Darwinistic approach, it is believed that with passage of time the human brain will grow bigger in size, develop more and be better prepared to do philosophy, answer the big questions and achieve truth convergence. The time being looked at for this to happen is millions of years. One of the implications of this viewpoint is that the answers we have had till now – fruit of our immature brains – will in the course of time be faulted because inadequate, and so supplanted by new ones – products of our highly evolved brains. As this will not stop but will rather continue, it calls to mind nihilism, the view that nothing is worth anything because the value attached to things dissipates over the passage of time. In other words, what we hold to be certain today will eventually lose that certainty. Now, can life or anything have any meaning in this state of affairs? Obviously, no. Another strong counterargument to Darwinism is expressed by the genius of ancient Greek thinkers, who are yet to be equalled by the moderns after thousands of years. So, on one side are the ancient Greeks and their unequalled intellectual imprint left on the annals of history, and on the other are the followers of Charles Darwin theorising that the human brain needs millions of years to come of age. It is obvious there is wrong interpretation or misunderstanding of things somewhere. 
The longevity of the Greek genius has proved that the problem is not with the human brain or reason. It can be conjectured that humans can be given any length of time to develop and answer the big questions and yet fail to achieve truth convergence. There is also the fact that epistemic peers can achieve truth convergence but still not be right. There have been cases of truth convergence in history which lasted but for only a given length of time – in some cases, for a great length of time. Was the view that the earth is at the centre of the universe not faulted and replaced by the one that puts the sun at the centre? Believing that a consensus of opinion among epistemic peers is a guarantee of an answer being right is like believing as Hegel did that what is rational is right and what is right is rational. This is not the case in many instances. It is easier for what is right to be rational than what is rational to be right. Returning to the evolution of the human brain: the evolutionists ought to grapple with the fact that humans have evolved to be good at abstract mathematics and not at abstract reasoning required by philosophy to answer the big questions. This selective character of evolution is faulty and problematic; time does not promise to change anything. This calls for a change in approach or rethinking of things. The viewpoints will continue to differ, as also here. Some people believe that deep disagreement in philosophy or the nonconvergence of truth is as a result of lack of conditions for argument. According to them, it is of no use making an argument for or against things that do not exist. If things that do not exist refer to things outside objective reality, such a view, therefore, is highly limited and so should be taken with a pinch of salt. There is also the view that agreement among epistemic peers is impossible if the arguers do not share common beliefs and preferences. I counter that it is absolutely not necessary for people arguing on any issue to come from the same background or share the same religion for the right conclusions to be reached. Language and use of words often crop up as part of the problems in philosophy. It is believed that philosophers give their own meaning to key terms and so achieve cohesion and consistency in that perspective. This is why, according to the holders of this view, there is little or no room for truth convergence, as each person is right within the context of language used and views expressed. If this is true, why then is that the case only in philosophy? The understanding here is that philosophers act differently and reach generally acceptable conclusions in allied fields, which is logically flawed. The issue of conceptual clarity led A. J. Ayer and Anthony Flew to argue that all religious and metaphysical language lacks logical coherence and is therefore devoid of meaning. According to them, religion and philosophy make no verifiable reference to the world and, as a result, their claims are unfalsifiable. On the other hand, it is not said that every truth must necessarily emerge through a falsifiable path for them to stand. The true problem rather is that reason is a double-edged sword, ready to do harm on both sides. Lack of empirical verification is another point often mentioned; it obstructs consensus of opinion. It is true that philosophy is not a hard science to avail itself of empirical experiments, but disciplines such as psychology that have achieved more agreement than philosophy have, at the same time, not answered any of the big questions. As a matter of fact, psychology, a cognitive science, has not resolved the mind-body question. Logic and physics have done much, but they are yet to answer some of the important philosophical questions. Even linguistics has not resolved the most important questions about meaning. Related to this, some still argue, is the fact of premise deniability. While in science and mathematics, for example, premises or inferences can be rejected at easy, what obtains in philosophy is completely different, the opposite. This is contradicted by the fact that there is a pervasive peer disagreement in philosophy. Disagreement over what? Over everything, including premises and inferences.                  
Inevitable Questions
Now, why is it that many thinkers in their later writing change the views held earlier on? Why are the conclusions of many thinkers attacked by those who came latterly, and those of the later ones attacked by others? Why is it that the present Windows, for example, which started its journey several decades ago as MS DOS, will still be replaced by another version, and the latter by another, and so on till the end of time? Why was the geocentric view of the world replaced by the heliocentric version? Why have there been shifts in the conception of the world since the Copernican Revolution?
Arguments backed by Reason

The essence of the above questions is to show that we either do not see the whole picture at once and may never do so, or that it is reality that presents itself to us piecemeal. Given this, how can we trust our convictions or conclusions justified by reason? How can we bring reason to bear on our beliefs? This takes us to the contraposition between faith and reason, with volumes of literature written on it. Its debate is renewed each time a scientist or philosopher, for example, converts to Christianity. The interest it generates is much greater if this person converted from atheism. This happens because faith is seen to have been justified rationally. Thomas Aquinas, the great medieval theologian, reeled out volumes of thought whose intent was to rationalise Christianity by Christianising Aristotelianism. Practically, he recast Aristotle’s thought in the light of Christianity. By demonstrating that Aristotle’s conclusions were valid in Christianity, he brought reason to bear on the Christian religion. He agreed with the Greek philosopher, who through his cosmological arguments harked back to an unchangeable cosmic entity denominated First Cause or Unmoved Mover. For the Dominican friar as for Aristotle, it is absurd in the order of efficient causes to have a thing that is its own efficient cause or accept the infinite sequence of efficient causes. Again, for both, it is illogical to accept that a thing can be both the mover and the moved, or go against the truism that what is moved must be moved by something. This is the reason Aquinas agreed with Aristotle that there must have been a Prime Mover to whom all movements could be traced, or a First Cause, which was not caused by something outside itself. This personage he called God. This looked good and was accepted as rational proof of the existence of God. In fact, since the thirteenth century it has been one of the favourite proofs of God’s existence. Its knowledge is one of the things that assures people, including theologians, that their religious belief is rationally founded, so better than one based only on faith. The design argument is another one. Here the universe, like anything complex such as the human body, or even evolution where complex life forms emerged from simple ones, is seen as being designed for a purpose by a designer. So, it is impossible not to imagine a designer conceived as God. 
Arguments contradicted by Reason

As we have seen, the above arguments are justified by reason. And as we shall now see, reason, once again, lends itself to the job of contradicting those arguments. Let us go back to the Unmoved Mover or Prime Cause. It is said that our universe of motion or change cannot come into being without an unmoved mover or uncaused cause. There is no logical problem yet, but it rather emerges from the proposition that follows suit – that anything in motion is put into motion by something else. The contradiction is evident. Either nothing is allowed to exist without being moved or caused, or everything in motion is put into motion by something else. It is contradictory to say there is a First Cause not caused by anything and at the same time assert there is a series of causes whereby each is caused by another. Apart from this, the First Cause suggests there was a point in time when there was nothing, i.e. no activity. What had existed or happened before then? What were things like that time? What is regarded as the First Cause may not have been the First Cause, because the world rather than God might have been the First Cause. It also may be that the First Cause was “an eternal non-temporal activity on which everything else depended” (Emmet, 1998 p. 71). This too raises problems, because if the First Cause is a process, the existence of other causes is questionable. Moreover, reason is yet to prove how the First Cause came into being. Galileo Galilei disagreed with Aristotle over the latter’s theory that anything in motion has a mover whose force is continually applied. The former argued that it is possible to have more than one force applying on the moving object at the same time. It can also be that God might have caused the movement, which could be the world itself, and then left it to continue on its own. Instead of First Mover that puts all things in motion, Don Scotus argues that there could have been a self-existent being that made everything possible. He disagrees that the argument from motion proves the existence of God because while lower beings may require a first mover, proving anything about higher orders or beings is not possible.  
The design argument is not immune from logical flaws. There is no doubt there is order in the universe. It is true that everything appears to be made for a purpose: the perfect functioning of the human body in spite of its complexity, physical laws working with the inexorability of the laws of nature, the continued survival of flora and fauna, the earth’s amazing suitability for habitation – especially when one thinks of the fact that life would not have been possible if the Earth were closer to or farther away from the sun, or if the elements had been different, etc. On the other hand, what is the rationale behind having a universe of infinite vastness, mostly desolate and uninhabitable, while only the Earth, a tiny dot in it, is fit for habitation? Can we truly talk of order in the face of physical evils in the world – epidemics, volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, famines, tornadoes, etc? While it is easy, looking at the flora and fauna, to affirm that everything is in its natural habitat, there is also the fact that some plants and animals are extinct. The case of dinosaurs, for example, is well known.  Even the design argument itself begs the question: Does that argument not presuppose the existence of God rather than prove it? As the earth is exactly ninety-three million miles from the sun, it would have been too hot a place to live if it were a bit closer to the sun and, again, too cold to be inhabited if it were a little farther from the sun. This is a good proof that the arrangement was by God so that human life can flourish here on Earth. On the other hand, the ozone layer, which protects the Earth from the harmful ultraviolet radiation of the sun, has been depleting, so making the Earth a risky place to live in. As in the other cases, reason this time has not shown to be a reliable tool. 
The firm points of this article

The firm point of this article is that reason as a means of understanding has not proved sufficiently capable of leading to a truth that persists in time, and so not easily contradicted. It seems to flourish by continually expressing the two opposing sides of a thing with amazing plausibility, thereby hindering the emergence of uncontradictable truth. This is why the truth researcher is sometimes stranded on the highroad of truth finding. Apart from this, the conclusion on certain things, for instance, God, leaves much to be desired. In fact, reason has proved a dismal failure when employed to explore the ultimate truth. Probably, there is a boundary marked by bones and skull, and so not to be exceeded. It nonetheless sometimes exceeds this boundary and so leaves conclusions that are easily contradicted. Some people, like Thomas Aquinas, prefer to conjecture that it is the knowledge of God that is unreachable. The Dominican friar, who had been writing incessantly for decades, stopped writing at some point. When Brother Reginald, a fellow Dominican friar, asked him the reason for the abrupt stop, he answered: “I can write no more. All that I have written seems to me like so much straw” (Serra-Lima, 2014). This can be taken to mean that man’s knowledge of God does not go beyond the rudimentary level. The Christian theologian might have been misled into believing that Athens could be merged with Jerusalem. To this end, he expended a great quantity of intellectual energy and produced volumes of work, only to discover in the end that he had not toiled enough; or probably, that he had laboured in vain. It is not known if St Augustine experienced Aquinas’ frustration as the following lines suggest he also grappled with a similar question, i.e., the question of understanding God: “So, what are we to say, brothers, about God? For if you have grasped what you want to say, it isn’t God. If you have been able to comprehend it, you have comprehended something else instead of God” (St Augustine, 52:16).   
The point is that Aquinas erred somewhere, probably, by bringing reason to bear on a revealed religion. Instead of making the gentiles, i.e., Greeks and non-Jews, believe that the Hellenic conception of Supreme Being and the Christian’s could be merged, he should have remained on the ground of Christianity. Apostle Paul’s episode on the hills of Mars (Areopagus) showed the impossibility of the merging, because when this apostle talked about the resurrected Christ, something absurd to his audience, the latter started to leave the scene. The message was too absurd for them to comprehend. Who knows whether Tertullian’s influence came from there, for he was attributed this saying: “Credo quia absurdum est” (I believe because it is absurd) (Horn, 2017). An insightful phrase which Aquinas would have benefitted from was also traced to him: “When we believe, we desire to believe nothing further” (Nix, 2010). Now, I add that when we argue we enter into contraposition, and thus argue more. What sense does it make to use reason in matters that put confusion in us and make us speak gobbledygook? Robert Fogelin, influenced by David Hume and cognitive psychologists, puts down these words so apt here, which I completely agree with: “Human beings seem to be endowed with innate capacities for messing things up as soon as argumentative structures rise above the simplest level of complexity” (Fogelin, 2005). Can our finite faculties lead to the comprehension of infinitude? God is spirit, man is material – so can there be true understanding of the former by the latter? We say things that are profane by our use of human words for God, and still believe we honour Him. If God as spirit is simple and so does not possess anything superadded to his essence, how come positive essential attributes are preached of Him? Plotinus, the first negative theologian, seems to be right when he says that God, being simple, is known more from what He is not than what He is. How can we talk of His features as if He was a composite being? How can our knowledge of Him be based on ideas from reflection? We create our complex idea of God by taking our ideas of existence, power, duration, knowledge, etc., and enlarge them with our idea of infinity. 
Using reason, we patch on God qualities such as omnipotence, omniscience and omnibenevolent, but fail to explain convincingly why this wonderful God allows evil to exist. The defence by St Augustine and St Thomas Aquinas that evil exists for a better good is risible. Many thoughtful men indicted this view. W. K. Clifford was one of them: “To condemn all mankind for the sin of Adam and Eve; to let the innocent suffer for the guilty; to keep anyone alive in torture for ever and ever; these actions are simply magnified copies of what bad men do. …if God holds all mankind guilty for the sin of Adam, if He has visited upon the innocent the punishment of the guilty, if He is to torture any single soul forever, then it is wrong to worship Him” (Clifford, 2018, p. 76). Clifford’s argument is logical but, in my view, faulty. Though it serves well the purpose for which it is cited, its shortcomings, nonetheless, are not to be overlooked. The argument exposes its author’s selective manner: happily choosing things in the Bible and ignoring their counterpoints. There are things about God we can never succeed in rationalising, and so ought to be silent. Could Clifford rationalise the fact that God loved Jacob and hated Esau, who, in no way, had wronged Him, or chose Abraham out of all the men in the world? I don’t think so. Neither do I think he could rationalise how God is three persons in one, or why and how the Word was made flesh. Luther was right when he said: “It is not possible to understand even the smallest article of faith by human reason…” (Kostlin, 1897). Returning to Clifford, I would advise this interlocutor, if he were around today, to visit the New Testament. There he would discover that the Original Sin had been atoned for through baptism and the sacrifice of Cavalry. If his problem was why in the first place God took the matter seriously, I would ask why He should not, given that He allowed Adam and Eve the freedom of choice. Why was Clifford not taking up issue with our primogenitors for forgoing direct communication with God, for forgoing a life of bliss, for…? On the other hand, it could be that everything was in the divine design for God to reveal Himself to us through His son. 
All the above portrays reason at work and the underlying problem with reason. William Ockham accuses reason of destroying the purity of Christianity. He argues that we cannot know God, for instance, as a deduction from necessary principles, because nothing in the world is necessary. Reason for him does not step outside the conceptual sphere or does anything more than show the implications of terms, definitions or premises. A. J. Ayer and Anthony Flew, already mentioned before, also weigh in on this, pointing out the fact that metaphysical language or truth is logically incoherent, unfalsifiable and without verifiable references to the world. In other words, their claims are not the objects for rational determination. Bertrand Russell, on the other hand, tries to show that there are things reason cannot demonstrate by means of its logical tool. In his argument, establishing the existence of something means showing that the instances of the idea being scrutinised really exists. That is impossible, according to him, because no level of scrutiny can prove the existence of such instances (Kolakowski, 2007). He might have been influenced by Kant who said that no statement about the existence of anything could be analytic, that is, true by the virtue of the meaning of their words. This is so because existence is not an inherent element of any idea; it is not a true predicate. Hick brings in God and argues that the problem with reason and of our knowing persists because of ‘epistemic distance’, by which he means that God intentionally made the knowledge of Himself not obvious to us, so that we would have the choice as well as the liberty to discover and relate with Him. Assuming this is really the case, what are our chances of success in this mission to discover God and shorten the ‘epistemic distance’? On the other hand, chances of success seem not to arise at all, because God has already fully revealed Himself to us through his son. In fact, we did not come to know him through reason but rather through revelation. According to Karl Barth, it is impossible to comprehend God by reasoning logically because of the fallibility of human reason. He argues that human nature is badly flawed and so unreliable. This, in a way, seems an echo from St Augustine’s theodicy, whereby the flaw is attributed to the ‘Fall’, first, of the angels, and second, of Adam and Eve. All the wrong things in the world are therefore traceable to the two Falls, because they corrupted human nature and the order of things. 
Reason and immediate awareness 
Reason is a conscious activity which permits things (thoughts) to roll out from the mental process. Immediate awareness, on the other hand, is neither an activity nor a process. It is like revelation or appearance, usually necessitated by nothing or something of whose source or existence we cannot rationalise, and so not mediated. This is possible because immediate awareness – immediate is superfluous, though – predates consciousness. Now, if reason and immediate awareness are juxtaposed and I am asked to choose the one that would guarantee me reliable existence of God, I would soon embrace the latter. Immediate awareness does not involve any protracted thoughtful process; it just dawns on us. It is like religious belief – when you believe, you don’t need anything else. On the other hand, using reason to know who God is is like using the medicine for malaria to cure an unknown illness: the expected result will never happen, no matter how much hope the sick person invests in it. The deus ex ratione – hoping this can go for the god that emerged from reason – is easily desecrated and even killed. I understand Nietzsche who cried, ‘God is dead’, but I fail to understand those thinkers who first laboriously constructed a rational persona of God and then relegated reason to the lower echelon of our mind, where it could hardly cognise things outside what the eyes see. Many philosophers, including Kant, demoted reason, thereby making it impossible for us to rely on it for a credible knowledge of God. The German philosopher, in his Critique of Pure Reason, deferred his account of the character and tasks of reason by hundreds of pages. It is exactly in the Transcendental Doctrine of Method. This says so much about reason’s place in his philosophy. This further reinforces the position that is being expressed in this article. Using reason to arrive at the existence of an object one does not assume to exist will not lead to any place, and so a waste of time. David Hume makes Cleanthes, a character in his Dialogue, say: “Whatever we conceive as existent, we can also conceive as non-existent… Consequently, there is no being, whose existence is demonstrable” (Hume, 1990 p. 99). So, relying on logic to answer a question that revolves around God means producing logical answers that leave the question intact. Such questions are flawed by the fact that using existence, for example, in regard to God is wrong: God has always existed and will always exist, so it is wrong to talk about Him as something that came into being at a point in time. 
Existence, in other words, cannot be preached of God because He is existence itself. What further justifies this point is God’s answer to Moses in the encounter of the burning bush. When Moses asks God who he is to say to the Israelites that sent him to deliver them from Pharaoh’s bondage, He answers, “I AM WHO I AM” (Exodus 3:14). This must have led Paul Tillich to argue that it is not right to use ‘exist’ for God. For him, God is the ‘Ground of being’. The use of anthropomorphic adjectives for God shows misconception. Such things are good neither for us nor for God; they are no honour for Him. They rather portray our ignorance. Instead of using words that make no meaning, we may just be silent or respond with silence such questions about God that we have no right answers for. This way such questions will no more be asked, because asking them and answering them amount to the same thing – nothing. The Greeks built a temple and dedicated it to the Unknown God, whilst we choose to line up human terms for God, convinced we know what we are doing. Our knowledge of Him, or rather presumed knowledge of Him, has made us use such terms as all-powerful and all-knowing. These terms are indeed sacrosanct as far as God is concerned; all the same, St Anselm found a way of contradicting them, i.e., their senses. He discovered things God cannot do: He cannot make the true false and the false true; He cannot lie and, above all, He is unable to undo the past. If the aim of qualifying God and talking about Him the way we do is to convince those who have not yet accepted Him, my reply is that such things have never made any authentic non-believer convert. If you insist and point to people who converted, my answer is that those people had never been convinced non-believers, though there is also the fact that no one is completely unbelieving.
Because people do not listen to the ‘I am-beating’ of their heart and do the right connections, we tag them non-believers. Though some may give one reason or the other for converting, the truth is that they were never totally convinced unbelievers. If ‘true’ atheists were to be taught how to read the words etched on their heart, or listen to words spoken by their heart, they would convert. This explanation by Wittgenstein is quite apposite: “Proof of God’s existence ought really to be something by means of which one could convince oneself that God exists. But I think that what believers who have furnished such proofs have wanted to do is give their ‘belief’ an intellectual analysis and foundation, although they themselves would never have to come to believe as a result of such proofs” (Fronda, 2010). The uniqueness of God, on the other hand, makes it impossible for us to apply our human terms and rules of deductive logic. Yet, we go on with our business of creating God in our own image. Calvin is right when he says that we lower Him to our level of understanding. This is not a problem; the problem is that we think and believe the outcome of such action is God. “And the mode of lowering is to represent Him not as He really is, but as we conceive of him” (Calvin, 1845 p. 265). 
Our representation is one thing while the real God is another, so the problem is with our representation of Him. There is no doubt we have an innate sense of God – ‘sensus divinitatis’ in the words of Calvin – which no one is ignorant of, but the problem is representing Him rightly. It is a problem of conformity between the object and its representation. That is the crux of the matter; that is one of the problems facing reason. Reason, lacking the means to affirm and assert things with all certainty, proves to be impotent at crucial points. This situation notwithstanding, I think we can manage to answer some questions through inference, instead of cudgelling our brains in search of answers and still not come out with the right ones. For instance, our innate sense of morality can be traced to the fact that we have an inborn sense of the divine, and also to the fact that we were created in the image of God. This is why our conscience makes us feel guilt when we err and satisfied when we do things rightly. I will not be surprised if someone should fault me for talking from a given religious point of view. My response is that none of us is without that view. But if the fellow is indeed without any such view, my reply therefore is: Why worry about God; leave Him for believers, though, if you can? If the fellow is a believer, I would refer him or her to the following words from Karl Rahner: “Christians have [fewer] answers (at their disposal) than other mortals to hand out with a ‘now everything is clear’ (Wilkinson, p. 142).
Conclusion

We have seen the problem of reason in the quest to know God. All its striving did not leave results that stood the test of time. We clung on to it as a reliable tool to achieve our end but no sooner a philosopher had finished proving God’s existence, for instance, than another came forward churning out arguments in contraposition, this time more plausible. This thing has been going on for millennia, but there comes a time when we should say stop and turn to a completely new direction, not for the sake of turning but because it is the right thing to do. It may look as if we are limited by our humanity; the truth is that we have been using the wrong tool apart from searching in the wrong place. It is paradoxical that the right place to conduct our search is conspicuously ignored. This is why we heap upon God our highly valued human attributes raised to the superlative level, most of the time to the ultra-superlative level, and pat ourselves on the back for a job well done, and even await rewards. We have no inkling that the personage we have rationally constructed is in no way different from the Nietzschean Übermensch, superman. This personage is the result of what Hare calls ‘cushion hermeneutics’. 
There are cases where God is rolled out from the exigencies of our circumstances. Kant’s case is a good example.  Heinrich Heine uses an anecdote to explain how eschatological thoughts roused by the senile state of Lampe, Kant’s old manservant, inspired the German philosopher to have compassion for the old man. So, “old Lampe must have a God,” says Kant, “otherwise the poor fellow can’t be happy” (Hare, 2000). Leaving Heinrich’s irony behind, I want to reinstate that the real God is nowhere else than in our heart. The use of reason compounds the search for Him. Kant, for instance – whether influenced by old Lampe’s pitiable state or not – arrives at God through moral laws in his heart, not through reason, which he proved to be one of the ablest philosophers in applying. Here are his words: “Two things awe me; the starry heavens above me and the moral laws within me” (Kant, 1964 p. 161). As there cannot be moral laws without a moral lawgiver, Kant then postulates moral lawgiver, who C. S. Lewis calls ‘Supernatural Lawgiver’. John Henry Newman argues that we are driven by objective moral truth – a claim supported by our conscience – to act morally, even when it is not in our interest. With God so easily discoverable in our hearts, why should anyone waste time using reasons upon reasons to back up the claim that He is – reasons which, moreover, are easily torn apart by any philosopher looking for an opportunity to show what their intellect is capable of. I agree with Russell that questions about God lead to a chain of cause and effect, so cyclical. By this he means that the question: Who made me – clue from John Stuart Mill – invites another question: Who made God. This way the first cause is shown to lack validity.
Given the failure of reason, the alternative is to respond by silence to such questions about God that no right answers exist anywhere. My question is this: What is the need for a sea of words that does not produce any answers when silence is more than enough as an answer, and which the halo of God demands too? And even awe and wisdom. Luther rightly said that, “Reason is stone blind and cannot understand a single word of divine wisdom” (Kostlin, 1897). All that reason does is to expose our incapacitation, our limitedness – in short, our ignorance. Is Socrates not the wisest by professing ignorance? Yet, we do not want to take a cue from him. We, some of us anyway, rather choose to take a flight on the wings of reason into the transcendental height, probably, the Dantean Primum Mobile, forgetting that reason will never get as far as would enable us have a glimpse of things in that realm. All these millennia we have been on this thing would have been more fruitful, if we had departed from the right base and faced the right direction in our investigation. This article, however, has reached the point philosophy, according to Hegel, paints its grey in grey – a sense repeated in these words: “The owl of Minerva spreads its wings only with the falling of the dusk” (Hegel, 1967 p. 13). Given this, I conclude by saying that if reason is left alone, silence, now more than at any other time golden, would hold sway and words often given birth by reason that jar our eardrums would have no place, nor continue to play tricks on us. It is then that our heart’s incessantly palpitating words, ‘I am’, easily connectible to God’s ‘I AM WHO I AM’, would clearly be heard.
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