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Abstract

Epistemology has traditionally recognized reason, perception, memory, intuition, and testimony as
principal sources of human knowledge while generally treating revelation as a matter belonging to
theology rather than philosophy. This methodological orientation has significantly shaped contemporary
theories of knowledge but has also raised an important philosophical question: should revelation be
excluded from epistemological inquiry simply because it is understood to originate from a transcendent
source? This article re-examines the epistemic status of revelation by investigating whether it may
legitimately be regarded as a source of knowledge within contemporary philosophy. The study adopts a
qualitative philosophical methodology grounded in conceptual analysis, historical inquiry, and critical
argumentation. It examines the treatment of revelation from classical philosophy through contemporary
epistemology, engaging the contributions of major philosophers including Plato, Aristotle, Augustine,
Thomas Aquinas, René Descartes, John Locke, David Hume, Immanuel Kant, Alvin Plantinga, Richard
Swinburne, and Nicholas Wolterstorff. It also evaluates the principal objections to revelation, including
concerns regarding subjectivity, verification, religious pluralism, and scientific criticism. The article
argues that these objections do not justify the categorical exclusion of revelation from epistemology.
Rather, revelation should be evaluated according to the same philosophical standards of logical
coherence, epistemic justification, explanatory adequacy, reliability, and critical scrutiny applied to other
proposed sources of knowledge. On this basis, the study develops the Maku Model of Epistemic
Pluralism (MMEP) as a constructive framework for integrating revelation with reason, perception,
memory, intuition, and testimony within a unified process of epistemic evaluation. The model rejects
both epistemic exclusivism and epistemic relativism, proposing instead a critical form of epistemic
pluralism that recognizes multiple legitimate sources of knowledge while preserving rigorous standards
of philosophical assessment. The study concludes that revelation may function as a legitimate
epistemic source when its claims withstand critical philosophical evaluation. By proposing the MMEP,
the article contributes to contemporary epistemology by expanding philosophical reflection on the
nature and sources of human knowledge without compromising the discipline's commitment to rational
inquiry, justification, and truth.

1. Introduction

The question of how human beings acquire knowledge has remained one of the central concerns of
philosophy from antiquity to the present. Epistemology, the branch of philosophy concerned with the
nature, sources, justification, and limits of knowledge, has produced diverse traditions seeking to explain
how human beings come to know reality (Audi, 2011; Pritchard, 2018). Among the most influential are
rationalism and empiricism, while contemporary epistemological discussions have expanded to
recognize perception, memory, testimony, intuition, introspection, and social cognition as legitimate
sources of knowledge. Despite these developments, revelation has generally occupied a marginal
position within mainstream epistemological discourse, particularly in contemporary analytic philosophy,
where it is more often treated as a theological concept than as a subject of philosophical investigation.
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This marginalization raises an important philosophical question. If epistemology seeks to identify and
evaluate the sources of knowledge, on what philosophical grounds should revelation be excluded simply
because it is understood to originate from a transcendent source? The history of philosophy suggests
that such exclusion is not self-evident. Socrates referred to his daimonion as a form of divine guidance;
Plato explored divine inspiration alongside rational inquiry; Augustine developed the doctrine of divine
illumination; and Thomas Aquinas distinguished between truths attainable through natural reason and
those known through divine revelation (Augustine, 1991; Aquinas, 1947; Plato, 1997). Early modern
philosophers—including René Descartes, John Locke, David Hume, and Immanuel Kant—approached the
relationship between reason, faith, and knowledge from different perspectives, yet each contributed to
enduring debates concerning the scope and limits of human cognition (Descartes, 1984; Hume, 2007;
Kant, 1998; Locke, 1975). More recently, Alvin Plantinga, Richard Swinburne, and Nicholas Wolterstorff
have argued that revelation and religious belief remain legitimate subjects of philosophical inquiry,
thereby sustaining dialogue between epistemology and the philosophy of religion (Plantinga, 2000;
Swinburne, 2007; Wolterstorff, 1995).

Although these contributions have enriched philosophical discussions of religion, they have focused
primarily on the rationality of faith, the justification of religious belief, or the epistemology of religious
experience. Comparatively less attention has been devoted to developing a systematic epistemological
framework for evaluating revelation itself alongside other recognized sources of knowledge. This
distinction is significant because revelation concerns the disclosure of truth, whereas faith concerns the
human response to that disclosure. Conflating the two obscures the independent philosophical question
of whether revelation may itself function as a genuine source of knowledge.

This article argues that revelation deserves philosophical consideration as a legitimate epistemic source
and that its exclusion from much of contemporary epistemology reflects methodological assumptions
rather than decisive philosophical refutation. Through conceptual analysis, historical investigation, and
critical argumentation, the study examines the epistemic foundations of revelation, evaluates the
principal objections to its legitimacy, and proposes the Maku Model of Epistemic Pluralism (MMEP) as a
systematic framework for assessing revelation alongside reason, perception, memory, intuition, and
testimony according to common standards of philosophical evaluation. The model neither grants
revelation unquestioned authority nor subjects it to exceptional skepticism. Instead, it maintains that
every proposed source of knowledge should be evaluated according to shared criteria of logical
coherence, epistemic justification, reliability, explanatory adequacy, and openness to critical scrutiny. In
this respect, the exclusion of revelation from philosophical inquiry may itself reflect a broader pattern of
epistemic exclusion, whereby potential sources of knowledge are dismissed before receiving equivalent
standards of rational assessment (Maku, 2025b).

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 clarifies the concepts of knowledge,
revelation, epistemic source, and faith. Section 3 traces the historical development of revelation in
philosophical thought from classical philosophy to contemporary discussions. Section 4 presents the
philosophical case for recognizing revelation as a legitimate epistemic source. Section 5 examines the
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principal objections to revelation and offers critical responses. Section 6 introduces and develops the
Maku Model of Epistemic Pluralism as the article's principal theoretical contribution. The final section
summarizes the study's findings, outlines its contributions, acknowledges its limitations, and suggests
directions for future research.

2. Conceptual Clarifications

A clear understanding of the principal concepts employed in this study is indispensable for avoiding
ambiguity and ensuring philosophical precision. The central concepts—knowledge, revelation, epistemic
source, and faith—have each received diverse interpretations within the history of philosophy. Since this
article argues for the epistemic legitimacy of revelation, these concepts must first be examined
individually before their interrelationship can be adequately assessed.

2.1 Knowledge

Knowledge occupies the central position in epistemology and has remained one of philosophy's most
debated concepts. Traditionally, epistemology has sought to determine what knowledge is, how it is
acquired, what justifies it, and how it differs from mere opinion or belief. Although philosophers have
proposed numerous definitions, there is broad agreement that knowledge involves a cognitive
relationship between a knowing subject and reality. Consequently, any discussion concerning revelation
as a source of knowledge must begin with a clear understanding of the nature of knowledge itself.

The classical conception of knowledge is commonly traced to Plato, who described knowledge as
justified true belief (Theaetetus 201c—210b). According to this account, a person knows a proposition
only if it is true, the person believes it, and the belief is adequately justified (Plato, 1997). For centuries,
this tripartite analysis dominated epistemological inquiry and profoundly influenced both ancient and
modern philosophy.

Despite its historical significance, the justified true belief account was challenged by Gettier (1963),
whose celebrated counterexamples demonstrated that a belief may satisfy the conditions of truth, belief,
and justification while nevertheless failing to constitute genuine knowledge. Gettier's critique
transformed contemporary epistemology by encouraging philosophers to reconsider the conditions
under which knowledge should be understood. Since then, alternative theories—including reliabilism,
virtue epistemology, contextualism, and knowledge-first epistemology—have sought to explain how
knowledge differs from accidentally true belief (Greco, 2010; Sosa, 2007; Williamson, 2000). More recent
discussions continue to demonstrate that the analysis of knowledge remains an evolving philosophical
enterprise, with ongoing debates concerning epistemic justification, cognitive reliability, and the social
dimensions of knowing (Carter & Bondy, 2024).

Although these contemporary developments have significantly enriched epistemology, they generally
share a common concern with the reliability and justification of human cognitive faculties. Whether
knowledge is explained through perception, memory, testimony, rational intuition, or intellectual virtue,
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philosophers continue to ask what makes a belief genuinely knowledge rather than opinion.
Consequently, the present study does not reject contemporary epistemological theories but rather
accepts their concern for justification while questioning whether revelation has been prematurely
excluded from the range of possible epistemic sources.

For the purpose of this study, knowledge may therefore be understood as a justified apprehension of
truth attained through reliable epistemic means. This definition intentionally avoids restricting
knowledge to purely empirical or rational processes while preserving the essential philosophical
requirements of truth, justification, and rational evaluation. Such an understanding creates the
conceptual foundation for examining whether revelation, like other recognized epistemic sources, may
legitimately contribute to human knowledge.

2.2 Revelation

Among the concepts discussed in this article, revelation is perhaps the most controversial because it
has traditionally been associated with theology rather than philosophy. Yet, understood philosophically,
revelation concerns the communication or disclosure of truth that would not ordinarily be accessible
through unaided human cognitive capacities. The philosophical question is therefore not whether
revelation occurs, but whether, if genuine, it can function as a legitimate source of knowledge.

The term revelation derives from the Latin revelatio, meaning "an unveiling" or "disclosure,’
corresponding to the Greek apokalypsis, which likewise denotes the uncovering of what was previously
hidden. Philosophically, revelation signifies the disclosure of truths that transcend ordinary human
discovery while becoming accessible through divine initiative. Such truths may concern metaphysical
reality, moral principles, or ultimate questions regarding God, humanity, and existence.

Augustine regarded divine illumination as necessary for the human mind to attain certain immutable
truths. While sensory perception provides knowledge of changing realities, eternal truths ultimately
depend upon divine illumination, which enables the intellect to apprehend realities beyond the limitations
of finite cognition (Augustine 1991). Thomas Aquinas further distinguished between truths discoverable
through natural reason and those known only through divine revelation. Although reason possesses
genuine cognitive authority, Aquinas maintained that certain truths—such as the mystery of the Trinity or
the Incarnation—exceed the capacities of unaided human reason and require revelation (Aquinas 1947).

In contemporary philosophy, Alvin Plantinga (2000) argues that belief in God may be properly basic and
rationally warranted without inferential proof under appropriate epistemic conditions. Richard Swinburne
(2007) similarly maintains that claims of revelation should be evaluated through ordinary standards of
historical evidence, coherence, and explanatory power rather than dismissed solely because they involve
divine agency. Nicholas Wolterstorff (1995) further argues that if God exists and is capable of
communication, then divine discourse is not philosophically incoherent but constitutes a legitimate topic
for rational investigation. More recently, Szakolczai (2024) argues that revelation should be understood
as a distinctive epistemic phenomenon that invites philosophical rather than merely theological analysis,
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thereby reinforcing contemporary efforts to reassess the place of revelation within epistemological
inquiry.

For the purposes of this study, revelation is defined as the disclosure of truth by a transcendent source
that is capable of yielding genuine knowledge when subjected to appropriate standards of philosophical
evaluation. This definition neither assumes that every alleged revelation is genuine nor exempts
revelatory claims from critical scrutiny. Rather, it treats revelation as a candidate epistemic source
whose epistemic legitimacy must be established through the same standards of coherence, justification,
explanatory adequacy, reliability, and rational assessment that govern all knowledge claims

2.3 Epistemic Source

The concept of an epistemic source occupies a foundational place in epistemology because it concerns
the means through which knowledge is acquired and justified. Different epistemological traditions have
proposed varying accounts of the sources of knowledge, but they generally agree that an epistemic
source is any reliable cognitive means through which a subject comes to know truth. Consequently,
debates concerning the legitimacy of revelation are fundamentally debates about whether revelation
satisfies the philosophical criteria required of an epistemic source. Recent scholarship likewise
continues to emphasize that epistemology remains centrally concerned with identifying the conditions
under which different cognitive practices generate justified belief and knowledge (Sylvan, 2025).

Classical and contemporary epistemologists commonly identify several principal epistemic sources,
including perception, reason, memory, introspection, intuition, and testimony (Audi, 2011; Pritchard,
2018). Although these sources differ in their modes of operation, each is regarded as providing access
to knowledge under conditions of sufficient reliability and appropriate justification. Perception supplies
knowledge through sensory experience; reason through logical inference and intellectual reflection;
memory preserves previously acquired knowledge; testimony communicates knowledge through the
reports of others; intuition provides immediate intellectual awareness; and introspection yields
knowledge of one's own mental states. Recent work in social epistemology has further highlighted that
these traditional epistemic sources function within broader social contexts, particularly through
testimony, epistemic dependence, and institutional practices of knowledge transmission (Lackey &
McGlynn, 2025).

The legitimacy of these epistemic sources does not rest upon their infallibility but upon their general
reliability when functioning under appropriate epistemic conditions. Perception may be affected by
illusion, memory by distortion, testimony by deception, reasoning by fallacious inference, and intuition by
misjudgment. Nevertheless, these limitations have not led philosophers to reject such sources
altogether. Instead, epistemological inquiry seeks criteria for distinguishing reliable from unreliable
instances. Consequently, fallibility does not negate epistemic legitimacy; rather, it underscores the
necessity of critical philosophical evaluation.
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This observation has important implications for the present study. If every recognized epistemic source
is susceptible to error yet remains philosophically acceptable when subjected to appropriate standards
of evaluation, revelation should not be excluded merely because false or mistaken claims of revelation
exist. The existence of deceptive testimony does not invalidate testimony as an epistemic source, nor do
perceptual illusions invalidate perception. By the same reasoning, fraudulent or conflicting claims of
revelation do not necessarily invalidate revelation itself. What is required is not categorical acceptance
or rejection but careful philosophical assessment according to consistent epistemic standards.

Accordingly, this study defines an epistemic source as any cognitive means capable of yielding
knowledge when its claims satisfy appropriate standards of truth, justification, reliability, coherence, and
critical philosophical evaluation. This definition intentionally avoids restricting epistemic legitimacy to
natural cognitive faculties alone. Rather, it maintains that the epistemic status of any proposed source
depends not primarily upon its origin but upon its ability to withstand rigorous philosophical scrutiny.
Such an understanding provides the conceptual foundation for examining whether revelation may
legitimately stand alongside reason, perception, memory, intuition, and testimony within an expanded
account of human knowledge.

2.4 Faith

Faith is frequently misunderstood as the opposite of reason or as an irrational commitment independent
of evidence. Within the philosophical tradition, however, faith has generally been understood as a rational
response to realities that cannot be established by empirical demonstration alone. Because this study
examines revelation as a source of knowledge, it is important to distinguish faith from revelation, since
the two perform different epistemological functions.

Augustine maintained that faith often precedes fuller understanding, expressing this relationship in the
principle credo ut intelligam ("l believe in order that | may understand") (Augustine, 1991). Likewise,
Aquinas argued that although faith concerns truths that surpass natural reason, it never contradicts
reason because both ultimately originate from God (Aquinas, 1947). In contemporary philosophy,
Plantinga (2000) argues that belief in God may be properly basic and rationally warranted without
inferential proof, while Swinburne (2007) maintains that religious belief may be justified through
cumulative evidence and explanatory coherence. Recent discussions likewise continue to defend faith as
an epistemically assessable attitude rather than a purely irrational commitment (Howard-Snyder &
McKaughan, 2023; Malcolm, 2025).

Despite their close relationship, faith and revelation are conceptually distinct. Revelation refers to the
disclosure of truth by a transcendent source, whereas faith is the individual's response of trust and
assent to that disclosure. Revelation concerns the origin of a knowledge claim; faith concerns the
epistemic response to that claim. A person may reject an authentic revelation through lack of faith or
sincerely believe a claim that is not genuine revelation. The rationality of faith, therefore, should not be
confused with the epistemic status of revelation.
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This distinction is central to the present study. While much of the philosophical literature has focused on
whether faith is rational, this article addresses the prior epistemological question of whether revelation
itself may legitimately function as a source of knowledge. By distinguishing revelation from faith, the
discussion shifts from the believer's subjective response to the philosophical evaluation of revelation
itself.

3. Historical Development of Revelation as an Epistemic Source

The philosophical understanding of revelation did not emerge in isolation but developed progressively
through centuries of reflection on the nature, origin, and limits of human knowledge. Although the term
revelation acquired its fullest expression within Jewish and Christian intellectual traditions, the
philosophical questions surrounding divine disclosure, human reason, and truth have occupied thinkers
since classical antiquity. Each major philosophical period contributed distinct insights into the
relationship between human cognition and realities that transcend ordinary experience. Consequently,
the historical development of revelation is not merely an account of theological doctrines but an evolving
philosophical inquiry into whether knowledge may originate beyond unaided human reason.

This section examines the contributions of selected philosophers whose ideas have significantly shaped
discussions concerning revelation and knowledge. Rather than presenting a purely chronological survey,
it critically evaluates how each thinker contributes to the central question of this study: Can revelation
legitimately function as a source of human knowledge?

3.1 Socrates: Divine Guidance and the Limits of Human
Reason

The earliest philosophical foundation for discussions concerning revelation may be found in the thought
of Socrates. Although Socrates did not formulate a formal doctrine of divine revelation, his philosophical
life demonstrates an awareness that human reason may sometimes be guided by realities beyond
ordinary intellectual reflection. According to Plato's Apology, Socrates frequently referred to his
daimonion—an inner divine sign that restrained him from certain actions without dictating specific
doctrines (Plato 1997).

Importantly, Socrates never regarded this divine guidance as a substitute for rational inquiry. His
dialectical method remained firmly grounded in questioning, logical examination, and intellectual
humility. The daimonion functioned instead as a moral and epistemic restraint, reminding him that
human wisdom possesses inherent limits. This balance between rational investigation and openness to
transcendent guidance established one of the earliest philosophical recognitions that knowledge may
not always originate solely from autonomous human reasoning.

From the perspective of the present study, Socrates contributes an important epistemological principle.
Human reason, while indispensable, is not necessarily self-sufficient. The possibility that knowledge may
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occasionally involve guidance beyond ordinary rational processes provides an early philosophical
foundation for considering revelation as a legitimate object of epistemological inquiry rather than
dismissing it outright.

Nevertheless, Socrates did not develop a systematic theory of revelation. His contribution lies primarily
in demonstrating that openness to transcendent guidance need not undermine philosophical reasoning.
Instead, it may coexist with rigorous intellectual inquiry, thereby anticipating later philosophical attempts
to reconcile revelation and reason.

3.2 Plato: Divine Inspiration and the Ascent to Truth

Plato advanced the epistemological discussion by arguing that genuine knowledge concerns eternal and
unchanging realities rather than the fluctuating world of sensory experience (Plato, 1997). Through his
doctrine of recollection (anamnesis), he maintained that learning is fundamentally the recovery of truths
already accessible to the rational soul, thereby suggesting that knowledge ultimately transcends
empirical observation.

In the lon and Phaedrus, Plato further introduced the notion of divine inspiration (mania), maintaining
that certain forms of knowledge, particularly prophetic, poetic, and philosophical insight, arise through
divine influence rather than ordinary rational deliberation. Although these discussions do not constitute a
doctrine of revelation in the later theological sense, they recognize that truth may be communicated
through sources that exceed unaided human reasoning.

Plato's conception of intellectual illumination, illustrated most vividly in the Allegory of the Cave, also
influenced subsequent philosophical and theological traditions, particularly Augustine's doctrine of
divine illumination. Consequently, while Plato did not develop a formal theory of divine revelation, his
understanding of transcendent truth, recollection, and divine inspiration established important
philosophical foundations for later discussions concerning revelation as a possible source of
knowledge.

3.3 Aristotle: Reason, First Principles, and the Boundaries
of Human Knowledge

Aristotle's epistemology differs significantly from Plato's by grounding knowledge in the systematic
investigation of reality through observation, logical analysis, and intellectual abstraction. In the Posterior
Analytics, he argues that scientific knowledge (epistémeé) consists of demonstrative understanding
derived from true first principles and their causal explanations (Aristotle, 1984). While sensory
experience provides the starting point of knowledge, the intellect abstracts universal concepts through
rational reflection, making reason the primary instrument of human understanding.

A distinctive feature of Aristotle's epistemology is his recognition that demonstrative reasoning
ultimately depends upon first principles that cannot themselves be demonstrated. These foundational
principles are apprehended through nous (intuitive intellect), which enables the mind to grasp self-
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evident truths underlying all scientific reasoning (Aristotle, 1984). Thus, even within a highly rational
epistemology, Aristotle acknowledges that not every form of knowledge is established through empirical
observation or deductive proof.

Aristotle’'s metaphysics also culminates in the concept of the Unmoved Mover, the ultimate cause and
final end of all reality. Although the Unmoved Mover is known through philosophical reasoning rather
than divine self-disclosure, its existence affirms that reality possesses a transcendent foundation
accessible, at least in part, to human reason.

Nevertheless, Aristotle does not develop a doctrine of divine revelation comparable to that of Augustine
or Aquinas. His confidence in natural reason limits his epistemology to truths attainable through rational
inquiry and philosophical contemplation. From the perspective of this study, however, Aristotle's
recognition of first principles and the limits of demonstrative knowledge provides an important
philosophical foundation for later thinkers who distinguished between truths discoverable by reason and
those accessible only through divine revelation.

3.4 Augustine: Divine lllumination and Revelation as the
Ground of Higher Knowledge

Among the philosophers considered in this study, Augustine provides the first systematic philosophical
account of the relationship between divine activity and human knowledge. Building upon Platonic
philosophy while integrating Christian theology, Augustine developed the doctrine of divine illumination,
arguing that certain forms of knowledge cannot be adequately explained through sensory experience or
autonomous human reason alone.

For Augustine, the human mind possesses remarkable intellectual capacities, yet these capacities
remain finite and dependent upon God. In De Magistro (The Teacher), he argues that external teachers
do not ultimately impart truth; rather, they direct the learner toward the inner Teacher, namely Christ, who
enables genuine understanding (Augustine, 1991). This argument does not deny the value of education
or rational inquiry but maintains that authentic knowledge requires an interior illumination that
transcends merely human instruction.

Augustine develops this position more fully in De Trinitate (On the Trinity), where he argues that eternal
truths—including logical, mathematical, and moral truths—possess an objectivity that cannot be
adequately explained by mutable human cognition alone (Augustine, 1991). Since the human mind is
finite and changeable, its apprehension of immutable truth presupposes illumination by the eternal and
unchanging God. Divine illumination therefore functions not as an alternative to reason but as the
condition that makes genuine intellectual knowledge possible.

This doctrine has profound epistemological implications. Augustine rejects skepticism by maintaining
that certainty is attainable because the human intellect participates in divine truth. At the same time, he
avoids reducing revelation to irrational mysticism. Revelation does not abolish reason but perfects it by
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enabling the intellect to apprehend realities that exceed its unaided capacities. Thus, revelation and
reason cooperate within a unified epistemic process rather than existing in opposition.

Augustine's philosophy represents a decisive turning point in the history of epistemology because it
provides one of the earliest systematic philosophical defenses of revelation as an authentic source of
knowledge. For the present study, his doctrine of divine illumination demonstrates that revelation may
possess genuine epistemic significance without undermining rational inquiry. Instead, reason itself finds
its highest fulfillment through participation in truths disclosed by God.

Nevertheless, Augustine's position has been criticized for grounding epistemic certainty in theological
assumptions that may not be universally accepted. Contemporary philosophers may question whether
divine illumination can satisfy the standards of public philosophical justification. While this objection
deserves serious consideration, it does not diminish Augustine's enduring contribution. Rather, it
highlights the continuing philosophical challenge of explaining how transcendent truth may become
accessible to finite human knowers.

3.5 Thomas Aquinas: The Harmony of Faith, Reason, and
Divine Revelation

Thomas Aquinas represents the most comprehensive medieval synthesis of Aristotelian philosophy and
Christian theology. Unlike Augustine, whose emphasis falls upon divine illumination, Aquinas develops a
more systematic account of the complementary relationship between reason and revelation. His
epistemology neither diminishes the authority of reason nor elevates revelation at its expense. Instead,
he argues that both arise from the same divine source and therefore cannot genuinely contradict one
another (Aquinas, 1947).

Aquinas distinguishes between two broad categories of truth. The first comprises truths accessible
through natural reason, such as the existence of causality, the principles of logic, and certain aspects of
natural theology. The second includes truths that exceed the unaided capacities of human reason, such
as the Trinity, the Incarnation, and divine grace. These truths are not irrational; rather, they are supra-
rational—they transcend reason without contradicting it (Aquinas, 1947).

This distinction is fundamental to Aquinas' defense of revelation. If reason possesses inherent limits,
then it is philosophically coherent to maintain that certain truths require divine disclosure. Revelation
therefore supplements reason by communicating realities that human investigation alone could neither
discover nor demonstrate with certainty. Such supplementation does not indicate a deficiency in reason
but reflects the finite nature of human cognition in relation to infinite reality.

In Summa Contra Gentiles, Aquinas further argues that revelation serves an important epistemic
function even regarding truths that reason can eventually discover. Certain philosophical truths may be
accessible through prolonged intellectual inquiry, yet revelation makes these truths available more
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universally, more rapidly, and with greater certainty (Aquinas, 1975). Consequently, revelation contributes
not merely additional information but also greater epistemic accessibility for humanity as a whole.

The significance of Aquinas for contemporary epistemology lies in his refusal to construct a false
opposition between faith and reason. Faith presupposes revelation, while reason evaluates, interprets,
and systematizes what revelation discloses. Neither faculty functions independently of the other within
the pursuit of truth. This balanced epistemological vision continues to influence modern discussions
concerning the rationality of religious belief and the philosophical legitimacy of revelation.

From the perspective of the present study, Aquinas offers one of the strongest historical foundations for
recognizing revelation as a legitimate epistemic source. His epistemology demonstrates that
acknowledging revelation does not require abandoning rational inquiry. Rather, revelation expands the
horizon of human knowledge by making accessible truths that reason alone cannot attain while
remaining fully compatible with rigorous philosophical investigation.

3.6 René Descartes: Rational Certainty and the Possibility
of Divine Knowledge

The transition from medieval to modern philosophy marked a significant transformation in epistemology.
René Descartes sought to establish knowledge on indubitable foundations by subjecting all beliefs to
systematic doubt. Rejecting unquestioned reliance on tradition and the senses, he argued that genuine
knowledge must withstand rigorous critical examination (Descartes, 1984).

In the Meditations on First Philosophy, Descartes arrives at the celebrated conclusion cogito, ergo sum
("l think, therefore | am"), identifying self-consciousness as the first certainty immune to skeptical doubt.
From this starting point, he reconstructs knowledge through clear and distinct ideas, maintaining that
their certainty ultimately depends upon the existence of a perfect and non-deceptive God. Because God
is truthful and does not deceive, human reason can be trusted when properly exercised (Descartes,
1984).

Although Descartes did not develop a formal epistemology of revelation, his philosophy assigns God a
foundational role in the possibility of certain knowledge. From the perspective of this study, this is
philosophically significant because it demonstrates that even modern rationalism rests upon
metaphysical commitments rather than reason alone. Nevertheless, Descartes regards reason as the
primary avenue to knowledge and gives little attention to revelation as an independent epistemic source.
His contribution therefore lies in showing that certainty itself is grounded in a theological conception of
God, thereby providing an important bridge between medieval and modern epistemology.

3.7 John Locke: Reason, Testimony, and the Rational
Evaluation of Revelation

John Locke is widely regarded as a leading defender of empiricism, maintaining that human knowledge
originates in experience rather than innate ideas (Locke, 1975). Yet, unlike many later empiricists, Locke
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did not dismiss revelation. Instead, he argued that God may communicate truths directly to humanity,
while insisting that such claims must be examined through rational inquiry.

For Locke, reason is the necessary criterion for evaluating alleged revelations. Although revelation may
disclose truths beyond the reach of natural reason, it cannot contradict what reason clearly establishes.
Human beings must therefore employ reason to determine whether an alleged revelation genuinely
originates from God (Locke, 1975).

Locke's position is particularly significant for the present study because it neither rejects revelation as
irrational nor grants it unquestioned authority. Rather, it proposes that revelation should be subjected to
rational evaluation before being accepted as knowledge. This balanced approach anticipates the central
argument of this article: revelation should be assessed according to consistent epistemic standards
rather than accepted or rejected solely on methodological assumptions. At the same time, Locke leaves
unresolved the question of whether revelation can function as an independent epistemic source once its
credibility depends upon rational assessment—a question that remains central to contemporary religious
epistemology.

3.8 David Hume: Empiricism and the Philosophical Critique
of Revelation

David Hume presents one of the most influential philosophical challenges to revelation through his
critique of miracles and his broader epistemological skepticism. In Of Miracles, Hume argues that no
testimony is sufficient to establish a miracle unless the falsehood of that testimony would be more
miraculous than the event it seeks to prove (Hume, 2007). Since uniform human experience supports the
regularity of natural laws, reports of miraculous events should ordinarily be regarded with skepticism.

Hume further questions the reliability of testimony in matters of religion, arguing that psychological bias,
cultural tradition, and religious enthusiasm often influence belief formation. Because many revelatory
claims depend upon testimonial transmission, they require particularly rigorous critical evaluation.

Although Hume's critique remains highly influential, it does not conclusively refute the possibility of
revelation. Rather, it establishes demanding standards for assessing extraordinary claims. Contemporary
philosophers, including Plantinga (2000) and Swinburne (2007), have argued that Hume's conclusions
depend upon contestable assumptions concerning probability, evidence, and the evaluation of religious
experience. From the perspective of this study, Hume's skepticism serves not as a reason to dismiss
revelation outright but as a reminder that claims of divine disclosure must be subjected to careful
philosophical scrutiny.

3.9 Immanuel Kant: The Limits of Reason and the Place of
Revelation

Immanuel Kant occupies a decisive position in the history of epistemology because he fundamentally
redefined the nature, scope, and limits of human knowledge. Dissatisfied with both the dogmatism of
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rationalism and the skepticism of empiricism, Kant sought to explain how objective knowledge is
possible while simultaneously establishing the boundaries beyond which human reason cannot
legitimately proceed (Kant, 1998). His critical philosophy profoundly influenced subsequent discussions
concerning revelation, faith, and religious knowledge.

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant argues that human knowledge arises through the cooperation of
sensory intuition and the understanding. While all knowledge begins with experience, not all knowledge
originates from experience, since the mind actively organizes sensory data through a priori categories
such as causality, substance, and unity (Kant, 1998). Consequently, human cognition is limited to
phenomena—the world as it appears to us—and cannot attain theoretical knowledge of noumena, or
things-in-themselves, including God, the soul, and ultimate metaphysical reality.

This limitation has significant implications for revelation. Since revelation concerns truths that transcend
ordinary empirical experience, Kant maintains that speculative reason cannot demonstrate or refute
such claims with certainty. Theoretical reason is therefore incapable of providing conclusive knowledge
concerning divine revelation. However, this conclusion should not be interpreted as a rejection of
revelation itself. Rather, Kant insists that revelation lies beyond the competence of speculative reason
and therefore cannot be evaluated solely according to the standards applied to empirical objects.

Kant develops this position further in Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason, where he
distinguishes between historical or revealed religion and rational religion (Kant, 1998/1996). While he
regards moral reason as the proper foundation of religion, he does not deny that revelation may possess
historical significance. Instead, he argues that any claim to revelation must be interpreted and assessed
in a manner consistent with the universal principles of practical reason. Revelation, therefore, cannot
contradict moral reason if it is to possess genuine philosophical credibility.

This critical approach represents both a challenge and an opportunity for contemporary epistemology.
On the one hand, Kant rejects attempts to establish revelation through speculative metaphysics or
theoretical proof. On the other hand, he leaves open the possibility that revelation may possess practical,
moral, or existential significance without violating the limits of reason. His philosophy therefore redirects
the discussion from the question of whether revelation can be empirically demonstrated to whether it
may be rationally affirmed within the proper limits of human cognition.

From the perspective of the present study, Kant's greatest contribution lies in his insistence that human
reason possesses genuine but finite authority. By recognizing the limits of theoretical reason, Kant
inadvertently creates conceptual space for considering forms of knowledge that transcend empirical
verification without necessarily contradicting rational inquiry. The present study extends this insight by
arguing that revelation should not be dismissed merely because it exceeds the scope of empirical
cognition. Instead, revelation should be evaluated according to broader epistemic criteria that include
coherence, rational consistency, explanatory power, and critical philosophical assessment.
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Although Kant does not regard revelation as an independent epistemic source in the sense defended by
this article, his critical philosophy provides an indispensable foundation for distinguishing between the
limits of reason and the impossibility of revelation. These are not identical claims. Recognizing this
distinction enables contemporary epistemology to reconsider whether revelation may legitimately
contribute to human knowledge without abandoning the principles of rational criticism that Kant sought
to preserve.

3.10 Contemporary Philosophy: Renewing the Epistemic
Status of Revelation

The twentieth and twenty-first centuries have witnessed a renewed philosophical interest in religion and
epistemology. While earlier modern philosophy often treated revelation with skepticism, contemporary
philosophers have increasingly questioned whether the exclusion of religious knowledge from
epistemological inquiry is itself philosophically justified. Rather than assuming that revelation is
irrational by definition, recent discussions have focused on the conditions under which revelatory claims
may be epistemically warranted.

One of the most influential contributions comes from Alvin Plantinga, whose Reformed Epistemology
challenges classical evidentialism. In Warranted Christian Belief, Plantinga (2000) argues that belief in
God may be properly basic, meaning that it can possess rational warrant without depending upon
inferential arguments. Properly basic beliefs are not irrational; instead, they arise from reliable cognitive
faculties functioning appropriately within suitable epistemic environments. Although Plantinga primarily
addresses belief in God rather than revelation itself, his theory significantly broadens the philosophical
space within which revelatory knowledge may be discussed.

Richard Swinburne approaches revelation from a different perspective by emphasizing cumulative
rational justification. In Revelation: From Metaphor to Analogy, he argues that claims of revelation should
be evaluated through historical evidence, internal coherence, explanatory adequacy, and probabilistic
reasoning rather than dismissed because of their religious character (Swinburne, 2007). For Swinburne,
revelation remains open to philosophical investigation because its credibility depends upon publicly
assessable considerations rather than blind acceptance.

Nicholas Wolterstorff further enriches the discussion by defending the philosophical coherence of divine
communication. In Divine Discourse, he argues that if God exists as a personal being capable of
intentional action, then divine speech is not conceptually impossible. Revelation, therefore, becomes a
legitimate philosophical topic requiring analysis rather than exclusion (Wolterstorff, 1995).

Recent developments in social epistemology and virtue epistemology have also expanded discussions
concerning the diversity of epistemic sources. Scholars such as Ernest Sosa (2007), John Greco (2010),
and Miranda Fricker (2007) have demonstrated that knowledge frequently depends upon intellectual
virtues, testimonial practices, and social relationships rather than isolated individual reasoning. Although
these philosophers do not explicitly defend revelation, their broader conception of epistemic practices
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challenges excessively narrow accounts of knowledge and encourages renewed reflection on previously
neglected sources of cognition.

From the standpoint of the present study, contemporary epistemology provides a favorable environment
for reconsidering revelation. Once knowledge is understood as arising through multiple reliable
epistemic practices rather than exclusively through empirical observation or deductive reasoning, the
categorical exclusion of revelation becomes increasingly difficult to justify. This does not imply that
every alleged revelation constitutes knowledge. Instead, it suggests that revelation deserves the same
critical philosophical evaluation accorded to other recognized epistemic sources.

The present study therefore builds upon contemporary developments while advancing beyond them.
Whereas much recent literature concentrates on the rationality of religious belief or the warrant of
theism, this article addresses the prior epistemological question of whether revelation itself may
legitimately function as a source of knowledge. This shift constitutes the central philosophical
contribution of the study and prepares the way for the constructive argument developed in the following
section.

Recent scholarship further demonstrates that the epistemology of revelation remains an active area of
philosophical inquiry rather than a settled question. For example, Arpad Szakolczai (2024) argues that
revelation should be approached as a distinct epistemic phenomenon capable of conveying forms of
knowledge that cannot be fully explained within ordinary empirical frameworks. Likewise, contemporary
discussions of religious epistemology continue to reassess the strengths and limitations of Reformed
Epistemology, indicating that the epistemic status of revelation and religious belief remains a vibrant
subject of philosophical debate rather than one that has been conclusively resolved (Aijaz, 2024).

4. Philosophical Arguments for Revelation as a Legitimate Epistemic
Source

Having examined the historical development of philosophical reflections on revelation, the discussion
now turns to the central question of this article: Can revelation legitimately function as an epistemic
source? This question cannot be answered merely by appealing to historical authorities or theological
commitments. Instead, it requires a careful philosophical evaluation of the nature of knowledge, the
criteria for epistemic legitimacy, and the standards by which all knowledge claims should be assessed.

Contemporary epistemology generally recognizes perception, reason, memory, testimony, intuition, and
introspection as legitimate sources of knowledge because they have demonstrated their epistemic
reliability under appropriate conditions (Audi, 2011; Pritchard, 2018). None of these sources is regarded
as infallible. Perception is vulnerable to illusion, memory to distortion, testimony to deception, and
reason to fallacious inference. Nevertheless, philosophers continue to regard them as legitimate
because their claims can be critically evaluated through standards of coherence, justification, reliability,
and explanatory adequacy.
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This observation raises an important philosophical question. If fallibility does not invalidate perception,
memory, or testimony as epistemic sources, why should the possibility of error automatically disqualify
revelation? The mere existence of false claims to revelation no more disproves revelation than false
testimony disproves testimony or perceptual illusion invalidates perception. The appropriate
philosophical response is therefore not categorical exclusion but critical evaluation.

Accordingly, this section argues that revelation satisfies the fundamental characteristics expected of a
potential epistemic source. Although revelation differs from ordinary cognitive faculties in its origin, its
epistemic legitimacy depends not upon its supernatural character but upon whether its claims can
withstand rational philosophical scrutiny. The following arguments defend this position.

4.1 Argument One: Epistemic Legitimacy Depends on
Reliability Rather Than Natural Origin

A persistent assumption within modern epistemology is that legitimate knowledge must arise
exclusively through natural cognitive faculties such as perception or reason. While these faculties
undoubtedly play indispensable roles in human cognition, this assumption itself requires philosophical
justification. Simply asserting that only natural faculties produce knowledge risks begging the very
question under dispute.

Epistemology ordinarily evaluates cognitive sources according to their reliability rather than their
metaphysical origin. Testimony, for example, derives knowledge from the communication of another
person rather than from direct observation. Yet testimony is universally recognized as an indispensable
source of knowledge because human beings depend extensively upon the reports of others concerning
history, science, geography, and countless other fields (Audi, 2011). The legitimacy of testimony
therefore rests upon its reliability under appropriate conditions rather than upon the fact that knowledge
is received indirectly.

The same principle applies to memory. Memory neither creates new knowledge nor independently
verifies every remembered proposition. Instead, it preserves knowledge previously acquired through
other cognitive means. Despite its susceptibility to error, memory remains an accepted epistemic source
because philosophers recognize methods for distinguishing reliable from unreliable recollection
(Pritchard, 2018).

These examples reveal an important epistemological principle. A cognitive source is not rejected merely
because it occasionally fails or because it differs structurally from other sources. Rather, it is evaluated
according to its capacity to produce justified and reliable knowledge under appropriate conditions.

Revelation should therefore be assessed according to the same principle. If revelation can communicate
truths that exhibit logical consistency, explanatory adequacy, moral coherence, and compatibility with
rational inquiry, then its transcendent origin alone provides no sufficient philosophical reason for
excluding it from epistemology. Indeed, rejecting revelation solely because it originates beyond ordinary
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human cognition would constitute a methodological prejudice rather than an epistemological
conclusion.

This argument does not imply that every alleged revelation constitutes genuine knowledge. On the
contrary, many claims presented as revelation may be mistaken, fraudulent, or psychologically
generated. However, this possibility simply reinforces the necessity of philosophical evaluation. Just as
unreliable testimony does not invalidate testimony itself, false claims of revelation do not logically
invalidate revelation as a potential epistemic source.

Consequently, epistemic legitimacy should be determined by rational criteria of evaluation rather than by
prior assumptions concerning the natural or supernatural origin of a knowledge claim.

4.2 Argument Two: Revelation Addresses Epistemic
Questions Beyond the Reach of Unaided Human Reason

Human reason has demonstrated remarkable success in explaining the natural world, developing
scientific knowledge, and constructing coherent philosophical systems. Nevertheless, reason also
encounters questions that remain resistant to complete empirical or deductive resolution. These include
the ultimate origin of existence, the foundation of objective moral values, the purpose of human life, the
nature of God, and humanity's final destiny. Such questions belong to what philosophers traditionally
describe as metaphysical inquiry.

The existence of these questions does not indicate the failure of reason. Rather, it reveals the finitude of
human cognition. As Kant (1998) argued, theoretical reason possesses genuine authority within its
proper domain but encounters limits when addressing realities that transcend possible experience.
Similarly, Aquinas (1947) maintained that certain truths exceed the natural capacities of reason without
contradicting rationality itself.

Revelation is philosophically significant precisely because it claims to disclose truths concerning
realities that reason alone cannot conclusively establish. If such disclosure genuinely occurs, revelation
performs an epistemic function that no other recognized source completely fulfills. It does not compete
with empirical investigation or logical reasoning; instead, it addresses questions lying beyond their
ordinary competence.

Critics sometimes argue that appealing to revelation merely introduces unverifiable assertions into
epistemology. This objection possesses considerable force if revelation is accepted without critical
examination. However, the present study does not advocate epistemic exceptionalism. Rather, it argues
that revelatory claims should undergo the same processes of logical analysis, conceptual clarification,
historical investigation, and critical scrutiny applied to every other philosophical claim.

When subjected to such evaluation, revelation should not be dismissed merely because it concerns
transcendent realities. Scientific inquiry investigates the physical world because its methods are
appropriate to that domain. Philosophical reflection investigates metaphysical questions because they
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require different forms of rational analysis. Likewise, revelation, if genuine, may contribute knowledge
concerning realities that neither empirical science nor autonomous reason can fully disclose.

From this perspective, revelation complements rather than competes with other epistemic sources.
Reason evaluates revelation, while revelation potentially expands the horizon within which reason seeks
understanding. The relationship is therefore one of critical cooperation rather than epistemic rivalry.

4.3 Revelation and the Epistemology of Testimony

One of the strongest philosophical grounds for recognizing revelation as a legitimate epistemic source
arises from the epistemology of testimony. Contemporary epistemology increasingly acknowledges that
a substantial portion of human knowledge is acquired not through direct observation or personal
reasoning but through the testimony of others. Individuals know historical events, scientific discoveries,
geographical facts, medical practices, and numerous other truths primarily because they trust reliable
witnesses and authoritative communicators rather than because they have personally verified every
claim (Audi, 2011; Lackey, 2008). Testimony is therefore not a secondary or inferior source of knowledge
but an indispensable component of human epistemic life.

The philosophical acceptance of testimony demonstrates that knowledge need not originate solely from
one's immediate cognitive faculties. Instead, knowledge may legitimately be received through
communication, provided that the source of the communication is credible and the content satisfies
appropriate standards of rational evaluation. As C. A. J. Coady (1992) argues, the dependence of human
knowledge upon testimony is so extensive that rejecting testimonial knowledge would undermine much
of what individuals ordinarily claim to know. Testimony, therefore, functions as an autonomous
epistemic source whose legitimacy rests upon the reliability and credibility of the informant rather than
upon direct empirical verification by every recipient.

This understanding has significant implications for the epistemic status of revelation. If revelation is
understood as the communication of truth from a transcendent source, then its epistemological
structure bears important similarities to testimonial knowledge. In both cases, knowledge is received
through communication rather than discovered independently by the recipient. The principal
philosophical difference lies in the identity of the communicator. Whereas ordinary testimony originates
from human persons, revelation claims to originate from a divine source. Consequently, the central
epistemological question is not whether communicated knowledge can constitute genuine knowledge,
since testimony already demonstrates that it can, but whether the alleged revelatory communication
possesses sufficient credibility to justify epistemic acceptance.

Critics often argue that revelation differs fundamentally from ordinary testimony because divine
communication cannot be subjected to direct empirical verification. While this objection deserves
serious consideration, it does not eliminate the epistemological analogy between revelation and
testimony. Human testimony itself is rarely accepted on the basis of absolute certainty. Instead,
testimonial claims are ordinarily evaluated through a combination of factors, including the credibility of
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the witness, the coherence of the testimony, corroborating evidence, consistency with established
knowledge, and the absence of reasons for deception (Lackey, 2008). Revelation may likewise be
subjected to rational examination through historical investigation, internal coherence, explanatory
adequacy, moral consistency, and philosophical analysis. The absence of direct empirical verification
does not necessarily render a knowledge claim irrational; rather, it requires the application of appropriate
epistemic criteria corresponding to the nature of the claim.

Moreover, recent developments in social epistemology have emphasized that knowledge is frequently
acquired within communities of inquiry where trust, communication, and shared intellectual practices
play indispensable epistemic roles (Fricker, 2007). This insight challenges excessively individualistic
conceptions of knowledge and highlights the importance of interpersonal communication in the
acquisition of justified belief. Although revelation differs from ordinary social testimony in claiming a
transcendent origin, it nevertheless participates in the broader epistemic phenomenon of communicated
knowledge. Its philosophical evaluation should therefore proceed by examining the credibility of the
communication rather than dismissing it merely because it does not originate from ordinary human
experience.

The present study does not argue that every alleged revelation constitutes genuine knowledge. History
records numerous false claims, competing revelations, and instances of religious deception. However,
these realities no more invalidate revelation as a potential epistemic source than false testimony
invalidates testimony itself. The existence of unreliable communicators does not logically negate the
possibility of reliable communication. Accordingly, the appropriate philosophical response is not
categorical rejection but careful epistemic evaluation.

From this perspective, the epistemology of testimony provides a significant philosophical foundation for
reconsidering revelation as a legitimate source of knowledge. If testimony is accepted because reliable
communication can convey truth, then revelation should likewise be evaluated according to whether its
claims satisfy the conditions of credibility, coherence, justification, and rational assessment. Revelation
should neither be granted automatic authority nor excluded a priori. Instead, like testimony, it should be
judged according to the quality of its epistemic credentials.

4.4 Revelation and Rational Justification

A common objection to revelation is that it is incompatible with rational inquiry because it depends upon
faith rather than evidence. This criticism has significantly influenced modern epistemology, particularly
since the Enlightenment, where reason increasingly became the principal criterion for evaluating
knowledge claims. Consequently, revelation has often been portrayed as belonging exclusively to the
sphere of subjective religious belief rather than objective philosophical investigation. Such a
characterization, however, oversimplifies both the nature of revelation and the relationship between faith
and reason.
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To determine whether revelation may function as a legitimate epistemic source, it is necessary to
distinguish rational justification from empirical verification. While empirical sciences ordinarily require
observational evidence, not all forms of knowledge depend upon direct empirical confirmation. Logical
truths, mathematical propositions, moral principles, historical claims, and testimonial knowledge
frequently employ methods of justification different from those used in the natural sciences (Audi, 2011,
Pritchard, 2018). Epistemic justification therefore varies according to the nature of the object under
investigation. Demanding that revelation satisfy exclusively empirical standards would amount to
applying an inappropriate criterion to a fundamentally different kind of knowledge claim.

Contemporary philosophy has increasingly challenged the assumption that religious belief is irrational
unless supported by demonstrative proof. Alvin Plantinga's theory of warrant represents one of the most
influential contributions in this regard. In Warranted Christian Belief, Plantinga (2000) argues that certain
beliefs may be properly basic, meaning that they are rationally warranted without being inferred from
other beliefs. Just as confidence in memory, perception, or the existence of other minds is ordinarily
accepted without deductive proof, belief grounded in genuine divine revelation may also possess
epistemic warrant when produced by properly functioning cognitive faculties operating in appropriate
epistemic circumstances. Plantinga's position does not exempt revelation from criticism; rather, it
challenges the assumption that inferential evidence is the only path to rational belief.

Richard Swinburne approaches the issue from a different perspective by emphasizing cumulative
justification. Rather than treating revelation as self-authenticating, he argues that its credibility should be
assessed through a convergence of considerations, including historical evidence, internal coherence,
explanatory scope, moral consistency, and compatibility with established knowledge (Swinburne, 2007).
According to this approach, no single argument independently establishes the truth of revelation.
Instead, multiple lines of evidence may collectively provide sufficient rational grounds for accepting
revelatory claims. This cumulative method resembles the manner in which historians, legal scholars, and
scientists frequently evaluate complex bodies of evidence.

Nicholas Wolterstorff likewise rejects the view that divine communication is philosophically incoherent.
In Divine Discourse, he argues that if God exists as a personal and rational being, then the possibility of
God communicating with human beings cannot be dismissed as conceptually impossible (Wolterstorff,
1995). Whether a particular claim to revelation is authentic remains a separate question, but the concept
of revelation itself is neither logically contradictory nor epistemologically meaningless. This distinction is
essential because the philosophical legitimacy of revelation should not be confused with the truth of
every individual claim made in its name.

These contemporary perspectives collectively demonstrate that revelation need not be regarded as the
antithesis of reason. Instead, they show that revelation may be subjected to rational investigation using
standards appropriate to its nature. Historical reliability, conceptual coherence, explanatory adequacy,

moral intelligibility, and consistency with established truths all provide legitimate criteria through which
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revelatory claims may be critically evaluated. Such an approach preserves the integrity of philosophical
inquiry while avoiding the reduction of all knowledge to empirical verification alone.

The present study therefore maintains that revelation is capable of rational justification without claiming
that every alleged revelation is rationally justified. Philosophical responsibility requires careful
discernment, critical analysis, and openness to correction. The legitimacy of revelation as an epistemic
source depends not upon blind acceptance but upon its capacity to withstand rigorous philosophical
examination. When evaluated according to appropriate epistemic standards, revelation emerges not as
an irrational alternative to reason but as a possible mode of knowing whose credibility must be
determined through disciplined inquiry rather than methodological exclusion.

Accordingly, the debate is not whether revelation should be accepted uncritically, but whether it deserves
the opportunity to be examined under the same standards of rational assessment applied to other
recognized sources of knowledge. The present study contends that intellectual consistency requires the
latter. To reject revelation solely because of its transcendent origin would be to prejudge the question
before philosophical inquiry has been allowed to proceed.

4.5 Interim Conclusion

The arguments presented in this section establish that revelation cannot be dismissed merely because it
differs from ordinary empirical or rational modes of cognition. Like testimony, revelation involves the
communication of knowledge, and like other recognized epistemic sources, its legitimacy depends upon
rational evaluation rather than assumptions concerning its origin. Contemporary epistemology has
already acknowledged that human knowledge is acquired through multiple forms of cognitive
engagement, each requiring standards of assessment appropriate to its subject matter. There is
therefore no compelling philosophical reason to exclude revelation from epistemological consideration
simply because it claims a transcendent source.

This conclusion does not imply that every claim to revelation constitutes genuine knowledge. On the
contrary, revelatory claims must satisfy demanding standards of logical coherence, epistemic
justification, historical credibility, explanatory adequacy, and critical scrutiny. The possibility of error,
deception, or misinterpretation requires careful philosophical evaluation rather than unquestioning
acceptance. Nevertheless, these challenges are not unique to revelation. They are encountered, in
different forms, within perception, testimony, memory, and other recognized epistemic sources.
Consequently, the existence of such challenges cannot by itself justify the categorical exclusion of
revelation.

The discussion thus far has defended the philosophical possibility that revelation may function as a
legitimate epistemic source. A responsible defense of this claim, however, requires engagement with the
strongest objections that have been advanced against revelation in contemporary philosophy. The
following section therefore critically examines these objections and evaluates whether they provide
sufficient grounds for denying revelation any epistemic legitimacy.
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5. Objections to Revelation as an Epistemic Source

Despite the historical and philosophical arguments advanced in favor of revelation as a legitimate
epistemic source, significant objections remain. These objections have shaped modern epistemology
and continue to influence contemporary philosophical discussions concerning religious knowledge.
Critics have questioned whether revelation satisfies the standards of objectivity, verifiability, universality,
and rational justification expected of genuine knowledge claims. Such concerns cannot be dismissed if
revelation is to be taken seriously within philosophical discourse.

The purpose of this section is not to defend revelation through theological appeal but to evaluate these
objections according to philosophical reasoning. Some criticisms expose genuine epistemological
challenges, while others arise from methodological assumptions that themselves require philosophical
justification. By examining the strongest objections and assessing their logical force, this study seeks to
determine whether they provide sufficient grounds for excluding revelation from the category of
legitimate epistemic sources.

The discussion proceeds by considering five major objections that have dominated philosophical
debates: the objection from subjectivity, the verification objection, the challenge of religious pluralism,
the objection from scientific naturalism, and the charge of circular reasoning. Each objection will be
examined before a critical philosophical response is offered.

5.1 The Objection from Subjectivity

Perhaps the most common criticism of revelation is that it is inherently subjective. Unlike perception or
scientific observation, revelation is often reported as a private experience accessible only to the
individual who claims to have received it. Since such experiences cannot ordinarily be observed or
reproduced by others, critics argue that they fail to satisfy the objectivity required for knowledge.
Consequently, revelation is frequently classified as personal belief rather than public knowledge.

This objection draws strength from an important epistemological principle. Knowledge ordinarily
requires some degree of public accountability. Scientific observations may be replicated, historical
claims examined through documentary evidence, and logical arguments evaluated by rational analysis.
Private experiences, however sincere, appear resistant to independent verification. As a result, many
philosophers regard revelation as incapable of meeting the standards of intersubjective justification that
characterize objective knowledge.

While this concern is significant, it does not justify the categorical rejection of revelation. Many
recognized forms of knowledge possess an irreducibly subjective dimension without thereby losing
epistemic legitimacy. Introspection, for example, provides knowledge of one's own thoughts, emotions,
and conscious experiences that is directly accessible only to the individual concerned. Yet contemporary
epistemology generally accepts introspection as a legitimate source of knowledge despite its private
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character (Audi, 2011). Similarly, first-person awareness of pain, intention, or memory cannot be directly
experienced by others but nevertheless constitutes genuine knowledge for the subject.

Moreover, the fact that an experience originates privately does not imply that its epistemic
consequences remain entirely private. Claims of revelation often generate publicly accessible evidence
through their historical context, internal coherence, moral implications, transformative effects, and
consistency with broader philosophical commitments. These external features may be critically
examined even when the original revelatory experience itself cannot be directly shared. Thus, the
epistemological assessment of revelation extends beyond the mere existence of a private experience to
include the credibility and rational implications of the claim.

Contemporary social epistemology further weakens the subjectivity objection by recognizing that much
human knowledge depends upon trust in the experiences and testimony of others (Fricker, 2007; Lackey,
2008). Individuals routinely accept knowledge concerning historical events, scientific discoveries, and
geographical facts without direct personal observation. Such acceptance is rational because it relies
upon established practices of critical evaluation rather than immediate individual verification. Revelation,
though different in content, may likewise be examined through rational assessment of its
communicative and historical credibility.

Accordingly, the subjective character of revelation does not by itself disqualify it as an epistemic source.
Subjectivity may present an epistemological challenge, but it is a challenge requiring careful evaluation
rather than automatic exclusion. The decisive question is not whether revelation begins with personal
experience but whether the resulting knowledge claims possess sufficient rational credibility to justify
philosophical acceptance.

5.2 The Verification Objection

A second and closely related criticism maintains that revelation cannot constitute knowledge because
its claims are incapable of empirical verification. Modern epistemology, particularly under the influence
of logical positivism and scientific empiricism, has often assumed that meaningful knowledge must be
verifiable through observation or experimental confirmation. Since revelation concerns transcendent
realities that lie beyond direct sensory investigation, critics conclude that its claims are either
unverifiable or cognitively meaningless.

This objection reached its strongest expression in the verification principle advanced by logical
positivists such as A. J. Ayer (1952), who argued that a proposition is meaningful only if it is either
analytically true or empirically verifiable. Religious assertions concerning God, revelation, or divine action
were therefore regarded as expressions of emotion or metaphysical speculation rather than genuine
knowledge.

Although historically influential, the verification principle has itself been widely criticized within
philosophy. One fundamental difficulty is that the principle cannot satisfy its own criterion of meaning.
The statement that "only empirically verifiable propositions are meaningful" is neither analytically true
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nor empirically verifiable. Consequently, the verification principle appears to undermine itself and has
largely been abandoned as a comprehensive theory of meaning (Audi, 2011).

Furthermore, many accepted forms of knowledge are not directly verifiable in the strict empirical sense.
Historical events, mathematical truths, moral principles, and the existence of other minds are justified
through forms of reasoning appropriate to their respective domains rather than through laboratory
experimentation. Contemporary epistemology therefore recognizes that standards of justification vary
according to the nature of the object under investigation (Pritchard, 2018).

Revelation should be evaluated within this broader epistemological framework. Since it concerns
transcendent realities, demanding empirical verification as the sole criterion of legitimacy imposes a
methodological requirement inappropriate to its subject matter. This does not exempt revelation from
rational scrutiny. Rather, it requires that revelatory claims be examined through historical evidence,
conceptual coherence, explanatory adequacy, logical consistency, and cumulative philosophical
argument.

The verification objection therefore succeeds in reminding philosophers that revelation requires critical
evaluation, but it fails to demonstrate that empirical verification is the only legitimate path to knowledge.
Once this assumption is abandoned, the possibility of revelation as a legitimate epistemic source
remains philosophically open.

5.3 The Objection from Religious Pluralism

One of the most persistent challenges to revelation arises from the existence of multiple religious
traditions, each claiming access to divine truth. Christianity, Islam, Judaism, Hinduism, Buddhism, and
other religious traditions present diverse and, in many instances, incompatible accounts of ultimate
reality, salvation, moral obligation, and divine communication. If revelation is accepted as a legitimate
source of knowledge, critics ask how conflicting revelations can simultaneously be true. The existence
of competing revelatory claims appears to undermine the epistemic credibility of revelation as a whole.

This objection derives considerable force from the principle of consistency. If two alleged revelations
make contradictory claims about the same reality, they cannot both be correct in the same sense at the
same time. Consequently, some philosophers conclude that the plurality of religious claims
demonstrates that revelation is fundamentally unreliable and therefore unsuitable as a source of
knowledge.

While this challenge is significant, it does not necessarily invalidate revelation itself. The existence of
conflicting claims does not logically imply that every claim is false. In many areas of knowledge,
disagreement is common without leading to the conclusion that knowledge is impossible. Scientific
theories compete before stronger evidence establishes one explanation over another. Historical
interpretations frequently differ despite relying upon the same documentary evidence. Moral and
political philosophies likewise present conflicting accounts of justice without suggesting that ethical
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reasoning should be abandoned. Disagreement therefore reflects the complexity of inquiry rather than
the impossibility of knowledge.

The same principle applies to revelation. The existence of multiple revelatory claims calls for careful
philosophical evaluation rather than indiscriminate rejection. Individual claims may be assessed
according to criteria such as historical credibility, internal coherence, logical consistency, explanatory
scope, moral intelligibility, and compatibility with established truths. These standards do not guarantee
universal agreement, but they provide rational means by which competing claims may be critically
examined.

Moreover, religious pluralism may reveal the limitations of human interpretation rather than deficiencies
in revelation itself. Even if revelation originates from a transcendent source, it is ordinarily received,
interpreted, transmitted, and applied by finite human beings whose cultural, historical, and linguistic
contexts inevitably influence their understanding. Philosophical disagreements may therefore arise from
differences in interpretation rather than from the impossibility of revelation as such.

Contemporary philosophers of religion have similarly argued that pluralism should encourage epistemic
humility rather than epistemic skepticism. Swinburne (2007), for example, maintains that competing
religious claims require comparative evaluation rather than immediate dismissal. Likewise, Plantinga
(2000) argues that disagreement alone does not invalidate warranted belief if one's cognitive faculties
remain properly functioning and responsive to available evidence. These perspectives suggest that
pluralism presents an important epistemological challenge without constituting a decisive refutation of
revelation.

Accordingly, the objection from religious pluralism demonstrates the necessity of rigorous philosophical
evaluation but fails to establish that revelation is inherently incapable of conveying genuine knowledge.
Diversity of claims requires critical discernment rather than wholesale rejection.

5.4 The Objection from Scientific Naturalism

A further objection maintains that advances in modern science have rendered revelation epistemically
unnecessary. According to scientific naturalism, reality can be adequately explained through natural
causes operating according to discoverable laws. Knowledge is therefore regarded as the product of
empirical observation, experimentation, and theoretical explanation, leaving little room for appeals to
supernatural disclosure. Within this framework, revelation is often viewed as an explanatory relic
belonging to earlier stages of intellectual development.

The remarkable achievements of modern science undoubtedly provide strong support for empirical
investigation as an indispensable method of acquiring knowledge. Scientific inquiry has transformed
human understanding of the physical universe, producing reliable explanations across disciplines such
as physics, biology, chemistry, medicine, and astronomy. These successes rightly command
philosophical respect and should not be minimized.
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Nevertheless, scientific success does not establish scientific exclusivism. Science is methodologically
designed to investigate natural phenomena through empirical observation and experimentation. Its
methods are exceptionally effective within that domain. However, the conclusion that only scientifically
verifiable claims constitute genuine knowledge is itself a philosophical proposition rather than a
scientific discovery. As such, scientific naturalism extends beyond the empirical findings of science into
the realm of metaphysical interpretation.

This distinction is crucial. Questions concerning the ultimate origin of existence, the foundations of
moral obligation, the existence of God, the purpose of human life, and the meaning of reality cannot be
settled solely through empirical experimentation because they transcend the methodological scope of
the natural sciences. They remain legitimate philosophical questions requiring forms of inquiry different
from those employed in laboratory investigation.

Revelation does not seek to replace scientific explanation. Rather, it addresses questions concerning
realities that science, by its own methodological commitments, is not equipped to investigate directly.
Consequently, science and revelation need not be understood as mutually exclusive competitors.
Science explains the mechanisms of the natural world, while revelation, if genuine, concerns the
disclosure of truths relating to transcendent reality and humanity's relationship with it.

This complementary understanding has been defended by numerous philosophers and scientists who
distinguish methodological naturalism from metaphysical naturalism. The former concerns the methods
appropriate to scientific investigation, whereas the latter advances a broader philosophical claim
concerning the nature of reality itself. Accepting methodological naturalism within science does not
logically require rejecting the possibility of revelation as an epistemic source.

Accordingly, the objection from scientific naturalism succeeds in emphasizing the importance of
empirical evidence within its proper domain but fails to demonstrate that empirical methods exhaust
every legitimate avenue of human knowledge. Revelation remains philosophically possible precisely
because the scope of epistemology is broader than the methodology of the natural sciences alone.

5.5 The Objection from Circular Reasoning and Overall
Assessment

A final objection contends that appeals to revelation inevitably involve circular reasoning. Religious
believers often justify revelation by appealing to sacred texts, while the authority of those texts is itself
defended by claiming that they are divinely revealed. Critics argue that such reasoning merely assumes
the very conclusion it seeks to establish and therefore fails to provide independent epistemic
justification.

This criticism identifies a genuine danger. Circular reasoning weakens philosophical argument whenever
the conclusion is presupposed in the premises. Consequently, revelation cannot be defended simply by
asserting that a text is true because it is revealed and revealed because the text says so. Such
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arguments fail to satisfy the standards of philosophical justification expected within contemporary
epistemology.

However, avoiding circularity does not require abandoning revelation altogether. Rather, it requires
evaluating revelatory claims through multiple independent considerations, including historical reliability,
textual coherence, philosophical consistency, explanatory power, moral credibility, and their relationship
to other recognized forms of knowledge. This cumulative approach avoids simplistic circularity by
situating revelation within a broader network of mutually supporting epistemic considerations.

Indeed, similar foundational challenges arise throughout epistemology. Confidence in perception,
memory, reason, or testimony ultimately rests upon assumptions that cannot be established without
some degree of epistemic circularity. Philosophers have long recognized that every comprehensive
theory of knowledge requires foundational commitments whose justification cannot proceed indefinitely
(Audi, 2011; Williamson, 2000). The philosophical question is therefore not whether foundational
assumptions exist but whether they provide the most coherent and explanatorily adequate account of
knowledge.

Viewed in this broader context, revelation should neither be accepted dogmatically nor rejected
dogmatically. It should instead be assessed according to the same standards of rational criticism
applied to every other proposed epistemic source. The objections examined in this chapter demonstrate
that revelation faces substantial philosophical challenges. Yet none of these objections, individually or
collectively, establishes that revelation is incapable of functioning as a legitimate source of knowledge.
Rather, they reinforce the need for a comprehensive epistemological framework capable of evaluating
revelation alongside other recognized epistemic sources according to common standards of rational
inquiry.

The analysis undertaken throughout this section therefore prepares the way for the constructive
proposal developed in the following chapter. Having shown that revelation cannot be dismissed solely on
the basis of subjectivity, verification, pluralism, scientific naturalism, or circularity, the study now turns to
its principal theoretical contribution: a systematic model through which revelation and other epistemic
sources may be critically evaluated within a unified epistemological framework.

6. Towards an Expanded Epistemology: The Maku Model of
Epistemic Pluralism (MMEP)

The preceding chapters have established three important conclusions. First, the history of philosophy
demonstrates that revelation has consistently occupied a place within philosophical reflection, even
though its epistemic status has remained contested. Second, contemporary epistemology provides no
decisive philosophical justification for excluding revelation solely because it claims a transcendent
origin. Third, the major objections advanced against revelation, while significant, fail to establish that
revelation is inherently incapable of functioning as a source of knowledge. These conclusions suggest

Page 28/37



that contemporary epistemology requires a broader conceptual framework capable of evaluating
revelation alongside other recognized epistemic sources.

Although modern epistemology has expanded considerably through developments in virtue
epistemology, social epistemology, and the epistemology of testimony, comparatively little attention has
been devoted to constructing a unified framework that evaluates multiple epistemic sources according
to common philosophical standards. Existing discussions frequently examine perception, memory,
testimony, intuition, and reason independently, while revelation is either omitted entirely or treated
exclusively within philosophy of religion. This separation has contributed to the continued
marginalization of revelation within mainstream epistemological discourse.

The present study proposes that the appropriate response is neither to privilege revelation above all
other epistemic sources nor to exclude it a priori. Rather, revelation should be incorporated into a
comprehensive framework in which all proposed sources of knowledge are evaluated according to
consistent epistemological principles. It is in response to this need that this article proposes the Maku
Model of Epistemic Pluralism (MMEP).

The MMEP is not intended to replace existing epistemological theories. Instead, it functions as an
integrative philosophical framework through which diverse epistemic sources may be critically assessed
according to shared standards of rational evaluation. The model therefore seeks to broaden the scope of
epistemology while preserving its commitment to intellectual rigor, logical consistency, and
philosophical accountability.

6.1 The Need for an Expanded Epistemological Framework

Traditional epistemology has generally focused on identifying the conditions under which beliefs
become knowledge. Considerable attention has therefore been devoted to justification, truth, warrant,
reliability, intellectual virtue, and cognitive processes. While these discussions have substantially
advanced philosophical understanding, they have often concentrated more upon the justification of
beliefs than upon the comprehensive evaluation of epistemic sources themselves.

Contemporary philosophy increasingly recognizes that human knowledge emerges through diverse
cognitive practices. Scientific investigation depends upon empirical observation; mathematics employs
deductive reasoning; historical inquiry relies extensively upon testimony and documentary evidence;
moral reasoning involves practical deliberation and reflective judgment. Each domain employs methods
appropriate to its subject matter while remaining accountable to standards of rational criticism.

Yet revelation continues to occupy an uncertain position. In many epistemological discussions, it is
excluded before philosophical evaluation begins, largely because of methodological assumptions
inherited from empiricism or naturalism. Such exclusion risks narrowing epistemology by restricting
legitimate inquiry to those forms of cognition already accepted within particular philosophical traditions.
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An expanded epistemology does not require abandoning critical standards. Rather, it requires
recognizing that different epistemic sources may legitimately operate under different conditions while
remaining subject to common principles of rational assessment. This broader perspective allows
revelation to be examined philosophically without granting it automatic epistemic privilege.

Accordingly, the present study argues that epistemology should shift from asking whether revelation
belongs within philosophy to asking how revelation should be evaluated alongside other recognized
epistemic sources. This shift provides the conceptual foundation for the MMEP.

6.2 The Structure of the Maku Model of Epistemic
Pluralism (MMEP)

The Maku Model of Epistemic Pluralism (MMEP) proposes that no single epistemic source adequately
explains the complexity of human knowledge. Instead, knowledge is best understood as emerging
through the interaction of multiple epistemic sources, each possessing distinct strengths, limitations,
and appropriate domains of application. These sources include perception, reason, memory, testimony,
intuition, introspection, and revelation.

The originality of the MMEP does not lie in proposing new epistemic sources. Most of these have long
been recognized within philosophy. Rather, its contribution lies in arguing that all proposed epistemic
sources—including revelation—should be subjected to the same overarching standards of philosophical
evaluation. No source enjoys unconditional authority, and none should be excluded merely because of its
origin. Instead, each must be examined according to objective epistemological criteria.

The model therefore identifies five interrelated principles governing epistemic evaluation:
Logical Coherence — The knowledge claim must be internally consistent and free from contradiction.

Epistemic Justification — Adequate reasons must support acceptance of the claim within its appropriate
epistemic context.

Reliability — The source should demonstrate a capacity to produce true beliefs under suitable conditions.

Explanatory Adequacy — The claim should illuminate the phenomenon it seeks to explain more
successfully than available alternatives.

Critical Revisability — Every knowledge claim remains open to philosophical criticism, clarification, and
refinement where appropriate.

These principles function as universal evaluative standards rather than as criteria unique to revelation.
Consequently, perception, testimony, memory, reason, intuition, introspection, and revelation are all
examined within the same philosophical framework. The MMEP therefore rejects both epistemic
exclusivism and epistemic relativism by combining openness to multiple sources of knowledge with
rigorous standards of critical evaluation.
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6.3 Applying the Maku Model of Epistemic Pluralism
(MMEP)

The value of any epistemological framework depends not merely upon its conceptual coherence but also
upon its practical applicability. The Maku Model of Epistemic Pluralism (MMEP) is therefore proposed
not as an abstract theoretical construct but as a methodological framework for evaluating knowledge
claims originating from diverse epistemic sources. Rather than assigning automatic authority or
automatic skepticism to any source, the model provides a structured process through which each claim
may be critically examined according to common epistemological standards.

The operation of the MMEP begins by identifying the epistemic source from which a particular
knowledge claim originates. Such a claim may arise through perception, reason, memory, testimony,
intuition, introspection, or revelation. The origin of the claim, however, does not determine its truth or
falsity. Instead, it merely establishes the context within which subsequent philosophical evaluation
should occur.

The second stage requires the application of the five evaluative principles proposed by the model. Every
knowledge claim, regardless of its source, is examined according to its logical coherence, epistemic
justification, reliability, explanatory adequacy, and openness to critical revision. These principles function
collectively rather than independently. A claim that satisfies only one criterion while failing substantially
in others cannot be regarded as epistemically robust. Conversely, a claim that demonstrates consistency
across these evaluative dimensions possesses stronger philosophical credibility.

The model therefore rejects the assumption that revelation should be accepted merely because it claims
divine origin. Likewise, it rejects the assumption that revelation should be dismissed solely because it
cannot be subjected to empirical experimentation. Instead, revelatory claims are evaluated in precisely
the same critical spirit that governs other epistemic practices. Questions concerning historical credibility,
conceptual coherence, moral consistency, explanatory scope, and compatibility with established
knowledge become central to philosophical assessment.

Importantly, the MMEP also recognizes that different epistemic sources possess different domains of
competence. Perception is particularly effective in acquiring knowledge of the physical environment,
while mathematical reasoning excels in the analysis of abstract relations. Testimony enables access to
knowledge beyond individual experience, and memory preserves previously acquired information.
Revelation, if genuine, concerns truths relating to transcendent reality, divine self-disclosure, and ultimate
meaning. Recognizing these differences does not fragment epistemology but enriches it by
acknowledging the complexity of human cognition. The appropriate question is therefore not whether
every source performs identical epistemic functions but whether each contributes reliably within its
proper domain.
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Another important feature of the model is its commitment to epistemic humility. No epistemic source is
regarded as absolutely immune from criticism, and no human interpretation is considered infallible.
Perceptual errors occur, memory fails, testimony may be deceptive, reasoning may become fallacious,
and claims of revelation may be misunderstood or falsely attributed. Consequently, the MMEP
emphasizes continuous philosophical evaluation rather than final epistemic certainty. Knowledge
remains an ongoing process of critical inquiry in which beliefs are refined through evidence, argument,
and rational reflection.

By applying identical evaluative standards across multiple epistemic sources, the MMEP seeks to
eliminate what may be described as epistemic double standards. It is philosophically inconsistent to
excuse the fallibility of perception, testimony, or memory while rejecting revelation solely because claims
associated with it may occasionally be false. Intellectual consistency requires that every proposed
source be judged according to equivalent standards of rational assessment. This commitment
represents one of the principal methodological contributions of the present study.

6.4 Philosophical Contributions and Implications of the
MMEP

The Maku Model of Epistemic Pluralism contributes to contemporary epistemology in several significant
respects.

First, the model challenges the assumption that legitimate epistemic sources must be limited to those
traditionally recognized within empiricist or rationalist frameworks. Rather than expanding epistemology
indiscriminately, it proposes a disciplined method for evaluating additional candidates according to
shared philosophical criteria. In doing so, the model broadens epistemological inquiry without
abandoning standards of intellectual rigor.

Second, the model contributes to ongoing discussions within social epistemology by emphasizing that
knowledge frequently emerges through diverse forms of communication, interpretation, and communal
evaluation rather than through isolated individual cognition alone (Fricker, 2007). Although revelation
differs from ordinary testimony in claiming a transcendent source, both involve communicated
knowledge requiring rational assessment. The MMEP therefore provides a conceptual bridge between
traditional religious epistemology and contemporary social epistemology.

Third, the model contributes to the philosophy of religion by shifting attention from debates concerning
the truth of particular religious traditions to the prior epistemological question of how revelatory claims
ought to be evaluated. This distinction is significant because it separates the legitimacy of revelation as
a possible epistemic source from the separate question of whether any individual revelatory claim is
true. Consequently, the model provides a common philosophical framework capable of evaluating
diverse claims without presupposing their validity.
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Fourth, the MMEP encourages dialogue between philosophy, theology, and the natural sciences by
recognizing that different disciplines investigate different dimensions of reality through methods
appropriate to their respective objects of inquiry. Rather than treating these disciplines as competitors,
the model views them as complementary participants in the broader human pursuit of truth. Scientific
investigation, philosophical reasoning, historical inquiry, and theological reflection each contribute
distinctive forms of understanding while remaining accountable to standards of rational criticism.

Finally, the model advances what may be regarded as an expanded conception of epistemological
responsibility. Philosophers are called not merely to defend preferred sources of knowledge but to
evaluate every proposed source according to principles of consistency, justification, coherence, and
intellectual honesty. Such an approach promotes constructive philosophical dialogue while resisting
both dogmatic certainty and indiscriminate skepticism.

The present study does not claim that the MMEP resolves every controversy concerning revelation or
human knowledge. Nor does it suggest that all epistemological traditions will accept its conclusions.
Rather, it offers the model as a constructive proposal intended to stimulate further philosophical
reflection concerning the scope of epistemology and the criteria by which diverse knowledge claims
should be assessed. Its success ultimately depends upon continued critical engagement, refinement,
and application within contemporary philosophical discourse. The present framework also reflects the
broader philosophical significance of intellectual freedom. Maku (2025a) argues that genuine civil liberty
is inseparable from the freedom to pursue truth through responsible rational inquiry. In this respect, the
MMEP promotes an epistemological culture that resists arbitrary exclusion while maintaining rigorous
standards of philosophical criticism and justification.

7. Conclusion

This study set out to examine whether revelation may legitimately be regarded as an epistemic source
within contemporary philosophical discourse. The investigation was motivated by the observation that,
although revelation has played a significant role throughout the history of philosophy, it has often
remained marginalized within mainstream epistemology, where empirical observation and rational
analysis have frequently been treated as the primary or exclusive avenues to knowledge. Rather than
accepting this exclusion as philosophically settled, the study critically examined whether revelation
deserves reconsideration within the broader framework of epistemological inquiry.

The conceptual analysis undertaken in this article demonstrated that revelation is distinct from faith,
religious experience, and theological doctrine. While faith concerns the human response to divine
disclosure, revelation refers to the communication or disclosure of truth itself. Recognizing this
distinction enabled the study to evaluate revelation as an epistemological concept rather than merely a
theological belief. The historical survey further revealed that the relationship between revelation and
knowledge has occupied an important place in philosophical reflection from Socrates and Plato through
Augustine, Aquinas, Descartes, Locke, Hume, Kant, and contemporary philosophers such as Plantinga,
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Swinburne, and Wolterstorff. Although these thinkers reached different conclusions, the historical record
demonstrates that revelation has consistently remained a legitimate object of philosophical inquiry
rather than an exclusively theological concern.

The central argument of the study has been that revelation should not be excluded from epistemology
solely because it claims a transcendent origin. Instead, its legitimacy should be determined according to
the same philosophical standards by which other epistemic sources are evaluated. The analyses
presented in Sections Four and Five argued that revelation may reasonably be examined through criteria
such as logical coherence, epistemic justification, reliability, explanatory adequacy, historical credibility,
and openness to critical scrutiny. The major objections concerning subjectivity, verification, religious
pluralism, scientific naturalism, and circular reasoning were shown to present important philosophical
challenges without providing decisive grounds for denying revelation any possible epistemic legitimacy.
Consequently, the study concludes that revelation remains a philosophically defensible candidate for
consideration within contemporary epistemology.

The principal theoretical contribution of this article is the Maku Model of Epistemic Pluralism (MMEP).
Rather than introducing revelation as a novel epistemic source, the model proposes a unified evaluative
framework through which revelation may be assessed alongside perception, reason, memory, testimony,
intuition, and introspection according to common standards of philosophical evaluation. In this respect,
the originality of the model lies in its methodological integration rather than in expanding the list of
epistemic sources. By rejecting both epistemic exclusivism and epistemic relativism, the MMEP seeks to
preserve rigorous critical inquiry while encouraging a broader understanding of the diversity of human
knowledge.

The study nevertheless recognizes certain limitations. First, the MMEP has been developed primarily as
a philosophical proposal and has not yet been systematically applied across diverse religious traditions
or interdisciplinary contexts. Second, the present discussion has concentrated upon the epistemological
status of revelation rather than the truth of particular revelatory claims. Questions concerning the
comparative evaluation of specific religious traditions, the hermeneutics of revelation, and the
relationship between revelation and scientific knowledge require further investigation. These limitations
do not diminish the significance of the model but instead identify important directions for continued
philosophical research.

Future studies may extend the present framework by examining how the MMEP can be applied to
comparative philosophy of religion, intercultural epistemology, artificial intelligence and machine
epistemology, virtue epistemology, and contemporary debates concerning testimonial injustice and
epistemic exclusion. Such investigations would test the broader applicability of the model and contribute
to ongoing discussions concerning the scope and nature of human knowledge.

Ultimately, the present study argues that epistemology is best served not by narrowing the range of

possible sources of knowledge but by refining the standards through which all knowledge claims are

critically evaluated. Revelation should neither be accepted dogmatically nor dismissed a priori. Like
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every proposed epistemic source, it deserves careful philosophical examination governed by
consistency, rationality, and intellectual humility. A genuinely comprehensive epistemology must remain
open to every serious candidate for knowledge while preserving the critical standards that distinguish
philosophy from uncritical belief. More broadly, this study affirms that the advancement of knowledge
depends upon both intellectual freedom and responsible critical inquiry. Consistent epistemology
requires that all proposed sources of knowledge be subjected to uniform standards of philosophical
evaluation rather than being accepted or rejected because of their origin. Similar commitments to
impartial rational assessment have also been defended in contemporary discussions concerning
artificial intelligence and human dignity (Maku et al., 2026).
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