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INTRODUCTION

In the intellectual scene or arena, generally speakit is commonly believed that all
intellectuals, scientists, and other practitionefsseveral fields of study are concerned with

knowledge but only philosophers are concerned Wwithwledge as such.

In this contention | am not, obviously speakingyisg that the practitioners in question are
people who do not care about, and hence, are lessemed with the production and
transmission of knowledge. But my point rather matteven though they claim to know
something about the world that surrounds us, aneh dveyond that, it can be certainly
enunciated that it is primarily the business oflgdophers to question and attempt to offer an
answer to such fundamental epistemological problasnghe meaning of knowledge, its source

or how we acquire knowledge of certain things, etc.

Subsequently, this is a moment in which one funddaidield of philosophical study, namely
epistemology, has to be invited to our attentionifdias mainly made its business such issues
related to knowledge. All the issues | raised abewmehow are meant to elucidate why | have
become interested in the study of epistemologEsiies and also serve as a background of my
further studies. The discussions made, moreoagrthle foundation for my thesis designated as
‘An Expository Discussion on Wiredu's Epistemol@md His Critical Suggestions on Some

“Epistemological” Matters.’

Therefore, particularly speaking, in the coursengfentire exposition and critical reflection, one
will hopefully note that | am primarily concernedtlvthe epistemological aspects of Wiredu’'s
philosophy, and hence it is in the light of hiswief knowledge that | would like to treat the
epistemological concerns of other philosophers aglst. Anselm, St. Thomas Aquinas, and
Rene Descartes regarding God’s existence, and €8&8mkeley’s doctrine of ‘esse est percipi.’

This study has three main parts or chapters, andleding remarks. Chapter one of the study
chiefly devotes itself to one central preoccupatinamely the concept of truth in Wiredu.
However, before | directly get down to see Wiredu&sw of truth, 1 wish to begin my exposition

with problematising the concept of truth (i.e., mature or determining its meaning or what its



definition is all about) and the general and suresuofficient criterion of truth ( i.e., the

determination of its criterion).

In connection to this, | would like to consider iars scholars or schools of thought that have
developed their own positions in relation to defgithe notion of truth and determining its
criterion. Here | will discuss some of the cen@ajuments of, among others, the three most
accredited philosophical theories of truth, namtbly correspondence, the coherence, and the
pragmatic theories. In a course of the discussidrikese theories, | will try to depict Wiredu’s
critical reviews on some ideas of them, particyldhat of the correspondence theory of truth.
My kernel point here is that an exposition of théseories will serve as a background for my
further studies of Wiredu’s view of truth.

Now, let us come back to Wiredu's view of truth,ighhis the central preoccupation of chapter
one of my research. A Ghanaian philosopher, Kwasei (1931- ), clearly states that truth is
nothing over and beyond opinion. This thesis ingisait seems to me, that there is nothing
called truth as distinct from opinion. Because a@onventional understanding of the two
concepts (i.e., truth and opinion) in philosophythat they are essentially different, at least in
terms of their degrees of certainty, and thus, esiMiredu’s notion of truth seems to stand
opposed to our usual, conventional conception @fctimcepts in question, it sounds very unique
to our knowledge. In this regard, Wiredu himselfvexy much aware of such difficulty and
subsequently states it is a highly controversialwias he knows from experience. Therefore,
having realized that this view will appear so diffit and controversial to many, Wiredu devotes,
Part Il of his workPhilosophy and an African Cultui€ambridge: Cambridge University press,
1980), to the clarification of his view of trutho@sequently, chapter one of my study chiefly
aims at the exposition, discussion, and defend@soaddvanced thesis that ‘truth is nothing but

opinion.’

Furthermore, Wiredu is not oblivious to the conimettbetween language and truth, and
subsequently, he calls for the need to considegmfisant connection between questions of
truth and meaning in the philosophical analysist Rion, truth presupposes meaningfulness.
Likewise, Jurgen Habermas focuses upon the existehan inextricably intertwined connection

between language and truth. Thus, ‘a pragmaticrthed meaning’ is one of the chief



philosophical achievements of Habermas, in whichries to demonstrate the availability of a
connection between the concepts of truth and mgarinan thus claim that both Wiredu and
Habermas emphasize an inescapably intimate coondotitween the two notions. Therefore, in
this paper | wish to expose and compare the twtogbphers’ conceptions of meaning with

particular reference to truth.

In chapter two, my discussions will be mainly diegt towards the questions pertinent to
knowledge of God’s existence. Thus, this secticallstontain issues that can be possibly posed
in the philosophy of religion. The questions, amotiger things, of knowing whether God exists
have become very central in the philosophy of r@figin this connection, there have been a
good number of philosophers who put forward th@&in@arguments for the conception of God’s
existence. These include St. Augustine, St. Ansé@im,Thomas Aquinas, Descartes, Pascal,

Berkeley, and many other philosophers.

However, though there have been so many philosephdro have developed their own
arguments to prove the existence of God, | haveldddo select only some of them, namely St.
Anselm, St. Thomas Aquinas, and Rene Descartes Witamsider to be useful for the purpose
of my discussion. Here, what | primarily intenddo will be to expose the arguments advanced
by these philosophers, and finally | would like ¢dtically react to their conceptions of
knowledge of God’s existence by using the implmasi of Wiredu’s conception of knowledge of

existence in general.

In this regard, Wiredu himself pointed out that Atselm, and later, Descartes had argued that
the existence of God is logically bound up with tdoerect conception of God. Furthermore, St.
Thomas Aquinas, who attempted to provide five pgaonfways for God’s existence, would seem
to consider or view the issue of understanding eékistence of God in reference to God’s
sensible effects, things we can observe. Here wencte that Aquinas is different from both
Anselm and Descartes in his conception of provimg'’'& existence in that the former believes
that the existence of God is not self-evident t¢tisugh it is self-evident to God Himself), since

we cannot know the essence of God.

Meanwhile, according to Wiredu, to claim to knovattlisod exists has logically nothing to do

with the correct conception of God or, in my viewmith reference to God’s sensible, physical
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effects. And thus, in this respect, | would likeemploy the implications of Wiredu’s idea of
existence to critically evaluate the arguments tdated by Anselm, Thomas Aquinas, and
Descartes because for Wiredu, unlike these philusgp to assert the existence of God is to
assert that the term God has a reference or refexscertain object. This position will therefore

be developed in my study.

In chapter three, | will devote my study primartly an expository discussion on Wiredu’'s
epistemology. This section thus shall partly cotee central objective of the research.
Accordingly, in this respect, the main purpose loé thesis will be to explicate Wiredu’'s
conception of knowledge of the existence, partitylaof a material object or thing. In

connection to this conception, | would like to icadly evaluate George Berkeley’'s famous
doctrine of ‘esse est percipi’ or ‘to be is to leFqeived’ in the light of Wiredu’'s epistemological

thesis that ‘to be is to be known.’

In his major epistemological thesis ‘to be is tokbewn’, Wiredu attempts to show the relation
between knowledge and existence. Consequenthhifoy existence is not logically bound up
with the correct conception or knowledge of theilattes of an object or a thing. So, for him, to
assert that an object exists is to assert thavengerm refers to an object. This notion of the
relation between the concepts of knowledge andenags will therefore be expanded and briefly

discussed in this section.

As | have already pointed out, after | have briefigplained Wiredu’s conception of existence,
the task that immediately follows will be to tr&srkeley’'s philosophical doctrine of ‘to be is to
be perceived’ in the light of Wiredu’'s epistemoloai position. Here, the main task of this study
will therefore be an attempt to demonstrate or skiévedu’s effort to make critical suggestions
on Berkeley’'s doctrine because, according to Wireduthe questions of the existence of
sensible objects, Berkeley would seem to conflagegpistemological thesis and the ontological
one when he states that ‘to be is to be perceivddrice for Wiredu these theses need to be
separated. Finally, | would like to recapitulate stydy by providing some major concluding

remarks.



CHAPTER ONE
TRUTH IN WIREDU

1.1 The Theories of Truth

As a part of epistemic issues, raising and disogsshat the concept of truth is or can be is both
fundamental and indispensable. This question has pesed by many philosophers and other
intellectuals. Thus, there are several schoolshotight that have developed the criterion of
establishing and conceiving truth. This activitpwever, is not an easy task. Wiredu expresses
this difficulty by stating: The question of the nature of truth is, in facpaaticularly tricky but
fundamental topic in epistemology (or the theorkmdwledge), the branch of philosophy which
considers such notions as perception, truth, bebeinion, observation, memory, knowledge,
illusion, verification.”

We can thus observe that the topic of truth, thodidfircult, is an integral part of the theory of
knowledge (or epistemology). | also believe thatewhwe claim to have knowledge of
something, our claim is tantamount to knowing wieg truth of that thing is, i.e., what is the
case about that thing in Wiredu’s terms. But ghi difficulty lies in determining what the

concern about truth and its criterion are all about

In this regard, F. L.Will in his worlPragmatism and Realisif1997), attempts to present the
concerns of Ernest Nagel and Richard B. Brandt.aedsthe workMeaning and Knowledge
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1963, p. 1a%)well as that of G. Pitcher (ed.), in the
work Truth (Englewood Cliffs, N.J: Prentice-Hall, 1964, Pabhout truth. Consequently, he
describes that in theionthology in the theory of knowledge, Nagel and Brandt oplea
discussion of the topic of truth with the observati“Although the pursuit of knowledge is often
used to be a “search for truth,” those engagedtiare rarely concerned with the nature of the
alleged object of their search. Certainly few irigetors ... have devoted much thought to
defining what truth is® Similarly, Pitcher begins the introduction of h@ollection of

Contemporary Articles on Trutwith the observation that “. although the concept of truth, the

! See Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980),P.153.
% See F.L.Will, Pragmatism and Realism edited by Kenneth R.Westphal with a Foreword by Alasdair MacIntyre
(Lanham,Boulder,New York and London: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 1997), p.40.
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meaning of the term “truth” is a concern of philggeers, “the great philosophers of history
(i.e., the great historical figures) said surprigiy little about this concept: they were far more
interested in truths than in trutk”

Here, it is evident that the topic of truth is magll addressed by the investigators. This seems to
happen due to the fact of the problematic natureeiermining the nature of truth. In the
immediately above-quoted statements we can sedhibajreat philosophers in history were far
more interested in truths than in truth. This egpi@n illuminates the divergent views developed
by the investigators pertaining to the notion othr This helps us to explain the frustration one
often experiences in pursuing many discussionsheftopic, the feeling somehow being that
though much energy or effort has been expendedntie issues of truth remain disagreeable
among many scholars. Furthermore, as | have ateshiptpoint out a general criterion of truth
itself is another problematic issue.

In this respect, Wiredu tries to make explicit héiant long ago expressed himself on the
question ‘what is truth?’, and the difficulty perint to determining a general criterion of truth as
indicated below:

The nominal (or verbal) definition of truth, tha, ithe agreement of knowledge
with its object, is assumed as granted; the questisked is as to what is the
general and sure criterion of the truth of any anery knowledge ... [Kant's own
answer as to ‘what the criterion is’ is that]..., argeral criterion of truth must be
such as would be valid in each and every instaridenowledge, however their
objects may vary. It is obvious, however, that sactriterion (being general)
cannot take account of the varying content of kedgé (relation to its specific
object). But since truth concerns just this veryteat, it is quite impossible,
indeed, absurd, to ask for a general test of timhtiof such content. A sufficient
and at the same general criterion of truth cannogsibly be given?”

Wiredu herein tries to elucidate the problem inhere a discussion of the philosophical theory
of truth, and that of a sufficient and at the sam® general criterion of truth by using Kant’s
expression given in the above passage. Whethepdsition was retained by Kant throughout
his philosophical career or not, | am not sure. Bwesv, Wiredu strongly emphasizes the passage

put forward, in the above quotation, by Kant toes¢remely useful in showing clearly what a

3 .

Ibid.
* See Critique of Pure Reason, Trans. N. Kemp Smith, PP. 97-98 quoted in Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African
Culture, 1980, PP. 153-154.



philosophical theory of truth is not and cannot Oa. this point, Wiredu expresses in his own
terms: “..In offering a theory of truth a philosopher is remeking to teach fresh language
learners how to use the word ‘true’ in the Engllahguage (or the corresponding word in any
given language). Nor could he possibly be proposirigufficient and at the same time general
criterion of truth.” On the absurdity of such a gramme Kant has most likely said the last

word”.>

Be that as it may, generally speaking, the actigitgetermining what the notion of truth is all
about, including its criterion, is very problematitence, though several scholars or philosophers
as well as schools of thought have pointed out thwn views as to what these issues can be,
there has been no unanimity among the views antdadstheld by them. Therefore, the great

philosophers of history have had very diverse ditehalivergent views about truth.

In consequence, ldoniboye in the Jourfyalth and Reality in African Thoughuestions
the correct view of accredited Western theoriegroth. The point thus is:.!Is the
correct view of truth that which regards it as atsof correspondence of something with
reality, or that which sees it as cohering in thieoke body of knowledge and belief, or

that which defines it as pragmatié.”

Thus, the correspondence, the coherence, andralgenptic theories are the most widely held
theories of truth by many philosophers. My taskeheiill be to expose, and in some cases,
criticize these more generally known Western theom some detail. | would like to begin with

the correspondence theory of truth. In this conoectone had better recall that many
philosophers have contributed to the inception dedelopment of the theory. However, from

my readings | am able to see, principally, that phease ‘correspondence theory of truth’ has
become popular through the writings of Bertrandgels Wiredu also tells us that it is Bertrand
Russell who propounded at an early stage inRtigosophical odysseythe purport of the

correspondence theory that provides a picturedbustration of its version.

> Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African culture, 1980, P. 154. See 1.2 of this chapter in order to somehow
understand or construe how | tried to discuss Wiredu'’s view of truth.

®See D.E.ldoniboye, “Truth and Reality in African Thought” in Proceedings of the Seminar on African Philosophy by
C. Sumner (ed.) (Addis Ababa: Chamber Printing Press, 1-3 Dec. 1976), P.94.
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Having said this, let us proceed to see the cemiwine of this theory. As pointed out by
Idoniboye’s expositions, this theory fundamentalhsists on “(the) correspondence of

something with reality’

In the course of my discussions, | have realized ahquestion arises when it comes to the issue
of what is that something which corresponds toitygalConsequently, a number of philosophers
have attempted to provide their own reactions aghat corresponds to reality or fact. For some
philosophers such as Russell that something whiclegsponds to reality is said to be belief.
Others also have different views in that it is atsace or statement which corresponds to reality.
Some others still hold that what does the corredipgnis a proposition, a judgment, an

assertion, and the like as mentioned in the disocus®of Idoniboye.

Hence, ldoniboye describes the way Russell and sother philosophers maintain the

correspondence theory of truth as indicated below:

...(For Russell) truth consists in some form of cgpmdence between belief and
fact... against the theory of the absolute ideakgt® hold that truth consists in
coherence, that is, that the more our beliefs haggther in a system, the truer
they are...Other philosophers (such as Wilson)pulifferently: A sentence or
statement is true if and only if what it says cepends to the facts, or reality ...
(Still for) G.E. Moore the bearers of truth anddy, i.e., the things that are true
or false, are propositions or beliefs, both of whiare entities existing in the
world. To say that a belief is true is to say alw#lyat the fact to which it refers is
or has being, while to say of a belief that itatsé is to say always that the fact to
which it refers is not or has no being...The relatofireference between a belief
and a fact is called corresponderite.

As | have already pointed out, all these philosopl@ave somehow attempted to give their own
answers to the question of what is that which spoeds to reality. However, we need not
forget that though there may be several answerthito question, the central thesis of the
correspondence theory of truth is the corresporelehsomething with reality. Remember here

that the aim of my discussions is not to determimat exactly corresponds to the facts but

7 .

Ibid., p. 95.
® Ibid., In his footnotes p. 95, Idoniboye suggests to see (1) Bertrand Russel. “Truth and Falsehood”, in Problems of
philosophy, London: O.U.P., 1967, P. 70, (2) Susan Wilson, Truth, Bletchley, Buks: The open University Press, 1973,
P. 10, (3) G.E. Moore ‘Beliefs and Propositions’ in Some Main Problems of Philosophy, London: George Allen and Un
win, 1953, p.8.



simply to expose various views held by some phpbgos about the theory. But later on | will

attempt to examine particularly the claim of thisdry on the basis of Wiredu'’s analysis.

In this connection, let us see another versionhef notion of correspondence. In his work
Pragmatismand Realism(Lanham, Boulder, New York, and London: Rowman &ittefield
Publishers, Inc., 1997, Kenneth R. Westphal (edwriter by the name Will quotes Hegel in the
very first page of his discussions of truth andegpondence. He thus depicts:

For the truth...(consists in)this: not that external tygncorrespond with my
representations ( Vorstellungen )— these are oolyect representations held by
me the individual person-but that tbjectivity ( i.e., the essence, apprehended
in thought, of the existing thing ) correspondshwtite concept ( Begriff ) (the
developed conception of it as fully rational, adfuaal ) ... Truth in the deeper
sense consists in the identity between the obigcéind the concept -Heg2l

We can see that Hegel as expressed by Will triedet@lop a different version of a theory of
truth. In our previous discussions, what corresgomdth reality may be either belief, or
statement, or proposition, or judgment, and soBut.in the case of Will's expression of Hegel
there is no such thing as those mentioned aboveralher conceives truth in terms of the
correspondence or identity between the objectigitg the concept. Thus it seems to me that
Hegel's notion of truth is, as far as this casedscerned, very different from that of Russell,
Moore, and other philosophers.

Now, we happen to see how Wiredu construes, argldttempts to present a general notion of

the correspondence theory of truth. According toédli’s view:

...In fact, the correspondence theory of truth séelset up a realm of facts as an
ontological order distinct from the realm of statsms and entities such as trees
and houses. According to this theory, there arésfaehich mirror the import of
those statements that are true. A statement mapbet a tree, but the fact which
makes it true would not itself be a tree. Let ttedesnent be: “The tree is tall.”
Then the fact which makes it true, if it is truethe state of affairs that the tree is
tall. The state of affairs in this case is not thk tree but an apparently complex
entity which contains elements corresponding tottée, the tallness and the ‘is’
which subsists between the two. The statementues ifrit agrees with this
complex entity point for poirt.

*E.LWIll , Pragmatism and Realism, 1997, P. 21.
1% Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture, 1980, P. 154.



Wiredu seems to enunciate that the theory tendsato a certain ontological distinction between
a fact and a statement. He states that to give thamgeontological status is to bestow on it a
nature and type of existence. And some proponehtthis theory interpret facts in this
ontological manner. This means that the natureaofsf may be said to be interpreted in an
ontological order. So, facts are given an ontolaiggtatus in the correspondence view of truth.
For instance, in the quotation just stated abdwvs,dtated that ‘the tree is tall.” According tost
theory, Wiredu argues, what makes this statemertifr the state of affairs that the tree is tall.
Wiredu wants us to imagine that as the referesuch a statement there is a realm or ‘states of
affairs’ distinct from the tree and statements alibhis notion is thus metaphysical according
to Wiredu.

In this connection, Wiredu repeatedly points owttth... when certain philosophers reject the
correspondence theory it is not the idea of facattbhey oppose but its metaphysical
transcendencé™ Let us now consider certain difficulties identifieby Wiredu in the
correspondence theory. He asks: Fitst of all, there is the problem of how a statement as a
whole can besaidto referat all.”*? The idea here is, according to the theory, thiatatstatement
as a whole that refers. We have already seen that nakes the statement ‘The tree is tall’ true
is the state of affairs which involves a complexitgn This complex entity includes elements
corresponding to the tree, the tallness and theTerefore, we can see that the statement ‘The
tree is tall’ is said to be true if it agrees withis complex entity point for point as Wiredu
suggests. Thus, it can be said that a statememindmle refers. Wiredu identifies this as one of
the difficulties pertinent to the correspondenasotly. And he rejects this claim that a statement

as a whole can be said to refer.

" bid., p.156.
2 Ibid.
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Against this aspect of the correspondence theomedd states:

A statement always contains a finite verb whiclegiw its assertive character ...
Let us [see] our example: ‘The tree is tall.’ Itagreed on all hands that if this
statement is true, a certain particular use of team ‘the tall tree’ will have a
reference. But here it is not the statement as alevthat refers but what we
might call its ideational content, namely the idédne tall tree.” Further, the
referent is not a fact but a tall tree. Indeed, thieole message of the assertion,
‘the tree is tall’ is that the ideational contenadha reference. Obviously making
the referential claim is the function of the asserelement'

Here we can observe that Wiredu stresses what le tbe ideational content of a given
statement against the claim that it is a stateragné whole that refers. In consequence, the
ideational content of the statement ‘the tree lisitathe idea: ‘tall tree.” And the assertion tha
‘the tree is tall' provides us with the informatidhat the ideational content has a reference.
Besides, Wiredu tries to state that the referenpur case, is a tall tree rather than what one

might call a fact.
In relation to the question of referent, Wireduesa

... If one should now comment: ‘But when the tre@isact, tall, is not there a

fact that the tree is tall?” The answer is: ‘Exacto. The fact in question is that
the tree is tall, i.e., that the ideational contdrats a reference.’ If the one who
asserts that the claim that the tree is tall isaatfis talking responsibly, then the
presumption is that he has made the necessaryatispeAll that we have here,

then, is the coincidence of the propositional ressaf two confrontations with the
environment. On this showing, a fact is nothing butonfirmed claim. Any

feeling that in rejecting the transcendent conaapif facts one is cutting off the
anchorage in reality can thus be dispelled at ortbe: claim which is said to be
confirmed in the given case is confirmed only bybservation of a tree- a part
of the furniture of the real worltf.

This makes clear one of the difficulties supposeidlyerent in the correspondence theory.
Additionally, Wiredu suggests that there is a farttifficulty in the correspondence theory. This
one has to do with the notion of the referencgaoticularly, of a belief.

Hence he states the problem just like this:

... [In] the correspondence theory..., in raising thesstion of truth one starts
with a belief antecedently formed and then wondédrsther this belief ‘refers’ or

3 |bid., PP 156-157.
“bid., P. 157.
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‘corresponds’ to a fact. But this is quite cleapytting the cart before the horse,
methodologically speaking. A rational man does first form a belief and then

ask for the evidence in support of it. On the camytrin facing a problem one
starts with an idea, a tentative proposal, as is firactice in all scientifically

accredited inquiry... Truth-claims enter into thetpre only at the close of an
inquiry; they indicate the attainment of warrant@adgment. It is therefore

absurd, given an identical point of view, to askhén is a belief true?’ and to
answer ‘when it corresponds to fact’ is to give avsurd answer to an absurd
question. The proper question is: ‘when is an “itléaue?’ and the answer

implicit in these reflections is ‘when it becomé® tideational content of a
warranted judgment’

We have previously noted that the central themethi$ theory insists on something’'s
corresponding with reality or fact. And the questarises as to what this something is or can be.
For some thinkers, such as Russel it is a belegf ¢brresponds to reality. Here the point that is
in question is whether we antecedently form a belied then proceed to search for any
supporting reasons or evidence for the alreadybksiti@d belief. This procedure is nonsense
according to Wiredu’s argument. Wiredu, in my opmi maintains that one should not have a
belief antecedently formed and then continue towals&ther this belief corresponds to reality,
only to judge that if this belief corresponds tality it is true, and if it fails to correspond or
refer to reality it is false. Wiredu especiallyestses the absurdity of the question given an

identicalpoint of view'®

Therefore, in facing a given problem, Wiredu adsisis to start with a certain idea and then
question whether it can become the ideational cwrdgkéa warranted judgment (or a warranted
assertibility). Therefore, here | can easily realthat for Wiredu there is a fundamental
distinction between an idea (which is conceivedWiyedu to be a tentative proposal) and a
belief.

** Ibid., PP. 157-158.
*The concept of point of view is crucial for Wiredu in his analysis of truth. We shall see it in the next part.
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Lastly, Wiredu yet tries to identify another diffity in the correspondence theory of truth. He

presents:

...Suppose that, against all good sense, a man wasmbrace a proposition and
only afterwards try to see whether it ‘correspontisfact. How is he to set about
it? Should he try to find reasons to justify ordarice to support the proposition?
But in this way he can only arrive at a warrantessartion if he is successful. And
yet what we are looking for is a fact over and abawvarranted judgment which
is to confer truth on the assertion. Clearly...thesenothing further to do after
reaching a fully grounded belief. To compare a \aated assertion with a fact is
thus a totally mysterious activity.

Thus, Wiredu is able to identify and reflect ontagr difficulties that may be experienced in the
correspondence theory of truth. Among others, lgestthat there is the problem of how a
statement as a whole is said to refer at all. For tvhat matters is not the statement as a whole

that refers but the ideational content of a statemich gives it its assertive character.

He also remarks that a person with rational pofntiew cannot be expected to antecedently
form certain belief and then try to find reasons justify whether this belief ‘refers’ or
‘corresponds’ to a fact. As to him, this activigynot advisable; and even he regards such activity
as it sounds like putting the cart before the hofées is methodologically incorrect. | think that,
according to him, one should not search for anyl loh further fact once he formed certain
belief. That is why he argues that as far as metlogital inquiry is concerned, there is nothing
further to do after reaching a belief. What we eather expected to do, in facing a certain
problem, is to start with forming an idea, or atéiwe proposal, and then try to arrive at some

sort of belief.

Having pointed out this much in regards to theespondence theory, let us now come to see the
coherence theory of truth. Wiredu, in this regastites that the coherence and pragmatist
theories of truth are usually given as the altéveatto the correspondence theory. Some thinkers
try to argue that the coherence theory of truth lmarraced back to the great rationalist system-
building metaphysicians. Among others, Leibniz,ega, Hegel and Bradley are well-known
rationalist system-building metaphysicians, anid ibelieved that this theory is endemic in their

thoughts. The theory is also said to have infludrtbe thinking of some of the logical positivists

YIbid.,p.158.
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like Otto Neurath and Carl G. Hempel. As it is coomly held by many proponents of this
theory, truth is regarded as coherence.

Wiredu presents this theory as follows pithy formulation of this theory is given in tmaxim:
Truth is coherence. Truth, according to this vides not in any relation between a statement
and an independent realm of being but in its hanmas fit with the received system of

knowledge.*®

Here we can observe that the conception of tratoraing to the coherence theory, is to consist
in its harmonious coherence with our already a®mestystem of knowledge. Mind you! the
correspondence theory consists in setting up anre&facts as an ontological order distinct from
the realm of statements and particular entitiesmiyn opinion, comparatively speaking, the
coherence theory does not consist in establishingabm of facts with an ontological status
distinct from the realm of statements. As we canisdViredu’s exposition, for this theory, truth
lies in its harmonious fit with the received systefiknowledge. Therefore, | think that there is a
certain difference between the two theories ohtrut

Idoniboye, moreover, states the view of the cohmeheory in this sense:

...To say that a statement, oftener than not callgddgment, is true or false
means no more than to say that it coheres or failsohere with a system of other
statements; that it is a member of a system whieseeats are related to each
other by ties of logical implication as the elengenh a system of pure
mathematics are relateld.

As we can see, the notion of coherence is situatede central part of the arguments. Wiredu
makes the point that this fit or coherence is noeasy task to define. It may be supposed that
one relates coherence to mere logical consisteininedu, however, does not seem to confine
the notion of coherence to purely logical consisyealone though consistency, of course, is
presupposed. He, in this regard, argues that,f‘.(coherencavere to be identified with mere
logical consistency), the theory would be unthinkasurd, for any whimsical proposition will

be consistent with some potentially infinite sepdpositions. Consistency is presupposed, of

*® Ibid., P.159
Y D.E. Idoniboye, “Truth and Reality in African Thought,” in Proceedings of the Seminar on African Philosophy
edited by Sumner, 1-3 Dec. 1976, P.97.
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course, but something more is involvéd.So, it is evident that Wiredu seems to dispengk wi

an attempt to define coherence solely in termseaenogical consistency.

Thus, Wiredu calls for the involvement of somethalge more than mere logical consistency
and he thus relates coherence to reasonablenstet below:

...Coherence is nothing but reasonableness...; a stiggas reasonable to the
degree to which it can be supported by rationakestigation. Thus to say of a
claim that it coheres with our system of knowlegg® say that it is warrantably
assertible. What the new proposition has in commoth our antecedent
‘knowledge’ is substantiation by the method ofamadl investigation. Indeed, it is
this method which gives system to the bits of médion and deductions which
we call our knowledge. Moreover, it is only in ugtof this consideration that we
can explain how a new development may lead to {acgée revision of

previously accepted conceptions. Various bits ¢atpee knowledge may fall, but
the method itself stands. For this reason, the pafee theory is strictly to be
understood as saying, not that truth is what cobeséth our knowledge-which
would be circular in any case, since knowledge Ive® truth-but rather that

which coheres with our system of belfgfs.

So, for him, coherence, in addition to logical dsetecy, lies in the method of rational
investigation. The application or employment otmethod enables us to avoid any whimsical
proposition that would otherwise tend to coherehwour received system of knowledge, or

particularly with our system of beliefs.

In the light of the expositions and discussionddainiboye and Wiredu one could notice that
both of them emphasize the notion of system. Wirddu instance, enunciates that it is the
method of rational investigation which providesteys to the bits of information and deductions
which we call our knowledge. We can see the sant®mdeing emphasized in Idoniboye’s

discussions. Therefore, | think that the idea aftem is the most fundamental concept in the

coherence theory of truth.

So far | have mentioned some of the proponentslwoaates of this theory of whom ldoniboye
tries to present the views, notably of Bradley blegiel who consider each member of the system

to imply every other member. According to Idoniboye

%% kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture,1980, P. 159.
*! Ibid., PP. 160 — 161.
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...Bradley, for instance, says that truth is the whebrld in one aspect, an aspect
supreme in philosophy ... whereas, for Hegel, eagstém) contains the system as a
whole in a different form, and ... for each while teamng the whole system, is itself
merely a part of that system. Or, as (Hegel) cardlly insists, “the Truth is the
Whole; all forms of experience contribute to th@ression of the truth, but truth
cannot be exhaustively expressed by any one of; thely the full blaze of all
experience can reveal the completeness of its gldmyth is simply all
experience...Experience is constituted by the irgltion of subject and object.
Whenever we have this there we have an attitudaraf, and there consequently we
have a form of truth, for ‘truth is agreement ofnchiwith its object.’ It is the one
mind which stands related to diverse objects. Hatdttion is essential to it and each
contains its own truth. Hence only the manifoldatieins to its objects exhaust its
life, and reveal its truth. The truth is the whbolecause only the whole exhausts the
forms of activity of the one mind which has expexe"?

In the passage above, Bradley’'s and Hegel's viemsuth are discussed in general terms. In
their claims, it seems to me, they emphasize tlatioa of truth to the whole system, and to be
able to say whether a statement is true is tattést coherence with this whole system. One thus
may observe that there is only one way in whichommmrehensive system of truth can be
constructed as far as this conception of trutlorscerned.

Some of the cohorts of the coherence theory, pdatiy logical positivists attempt to relate the
system just discussed with science. For exampley Neurath, one of the principal modern

proponents of the coherence theory and the logisitivist says:

It is always science as a system of statementshwhiat issue. Statements are
compared with statements ... Each new statementripar@d with the totality of

existing statements previously coordinated. To thay a statement is correct,

therefore, means that it can be incorporated irs ttotality. What cannot be

incorporated is rejected as incorrect. The altemat rejection of the new

statement is, in general, one accepted only witkagreluctance: the whole

previous system of statements can be modified dpetpoint where it becomes
possible to incorporate the new stateméht.

Here it is very well articulated that science irnxed a system of statements especially in the case
of logical positivist adherents’ of the theory, aiiis system, according to Idoniboye’s view, is

obtained by determining the facts by a principled @ither rejecting what does not agree (or

? See F.H. Bradley, Appearance and Reality, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966, P. 485 and Hegel, The Origin and
significance of Hegel’s logic, J.B. Baillie, London: Macmillan & co., 1901. PP. 214 and 264 quoted in D.E Idoniboye,
‘Truth and Reality in African Thought’ in Proceedings of the Seminar on African Philosophy by C. Sumner (ed.),
Addis Ababa: Chamber Printing Press, 1-3 Dec. 1976, PP.97-98.

2 ‘Sociology and physicalism,” included in A.J. Ayer (ed.), logical positivism, The Free press, Glencoe 1959, p. 291
quoted in Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture, 1980, p. 161.
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cohere) with it (the system), or modifying the pipie in such a way as to comprehend the facts.
As | have just stated previously in Wiredu’s expiosis of the coherence theory, the method of

rational investigation gives system to our knowkedg

Furthermore, in line with the immediately abovetatia quotation, it is better to see what

Idoniboye tries to conceive in the coherence theory

According to the theory as expounded by logicaltpists the system with which
all true statements must cohere is that acceptedthi®y scientist of the
contemporary culture. But the metaphysical propéset coherence maintain
that a statement cannot properly be called trueesslit fits into the one
comprehensive account of the universe or realityickv itself forms a coherent
system. In either case, i.e. whether according dsitivists’ or metaphysicians’
point of view, no statement can be known to be anié it is known to cohere
with every other statement of the systém.

Having pointed out this much with respect to thberence theory of truth, let me proceed to
discuss some of the kernel points of the pragnthgory. Wiredu states the way this theory is
commonly held when he says thath§ pragmatic theory of truth) is frequently debed as the
theory which defines truth as useful b@liéf Here | would like to show the historical
emergence of the movement called pragmatism bdfaget down to the discussion of the

pragmatic theory in general.

In the history of philosophy, pragmatism emergedhat end of the & as the most original
contribution of American thought to the enterpridghilosophy. This movement is said to have
received its initial theoretical formulation by Cles Sanders Peirce (1839-1914). Besides, it
received wide and popular circulation through thidlignt and lucid essays of William James
(1842 - 1910). It is then said that this movemeas wnethodically implemented into the daily
affairs of American institutions by John Dewey (28852).

** see, for instance, C. G. Hempel, ‘on the logical positivists’ Theory of Truth,” In Analysis, Vol. Il, no. 4 1935, pp. 49-
59 and Idoniboye, “ Truth and Reality in African Thought”, in Proceedings of the Seminar on African Philosophy by
C. Summer (ed.), 1-3 Dec. 1976, PP. 98-99.

% Wiredu indicates that there is a certain justification for this characterization in pragmatism (Meridian Books,
New York, 1955, originally published in 1907), the work in which William James first popularized the pragmatic
theory of truth.
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Wiredu would seem to be unhappy with James’ commeif truth. According to Wiredu, James
was apt to define truth indifferently 4&he idea or belief that has satisfactory consequesi®

As far as James’s definition of truth is concerndtitedu’s fear is that this way of speaking laid
James open to the charge or objection that pragmast a license for believing whatever one
finds pleasing. Furthermore, for Wiredu, there Sgnificant distinction between idea and belief
as already described in my previous discussionghefcorrespondence theory of truth. So,
according to him, James also committed a most &er@vror in his definition of truth for he
failed to distinguish between belief and idea.

Wiredu rather gives credence to Dewey in that he alde to make this important distinction
between idea and belief, and give a more philosalgi rigorous formulation of the pragmatic
theory in his numerous works. In this regard, Wireskposes, Dewey pointed out in his review
of James’pragmatism(included in essays iBxperimentalogic, Dover, originally published by
University of Chicago Press, 1916) tHat. what is relevant and crucial to the problem of
defining truth is the role of ‘ideas’ in the consttion of warranted judgments. An idea, that is, a

hypothetical proposal, is true if it leads to theisfactory solution of a problent”

Therefore, we can see that Wiredu prefers Dewaegigihts of the theory to that of James’s for at
least Dewey made the distinction between idea aslefbthat James would seem to use
interchangeably in his definition of truth. Nowséek to proceed to expose the central ideas of
the theory.

Accordingly, the three distinguished philosophé&sirce, James, and Dewey have contributed a
lot in the inception and widespread developmerthefmovement of pragmatism in the history
of philosophy. In most general terms, their viewsaference to pragmatism are meant td‘be:

the central message of these philosophers is tieetis littlevalue in philosophical theories
that do not somehow make a differencedaily life. Pragmatism was more of a method of

solving problems than ivas a metaphysicabystemof the world.”?® Here, my study is mainly

*® See Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African culture, 1980, P. 159.

2 Ibid., having said that an idea is true if it leads to the satisfactory solution of a problem, of course, the next
problem is the question as to what the nature of satisfactory problem solving is. To this question, Wiredu indicates,
Dewey devoted one of his most substantial works, Logic: The theory of Inquiry, (Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1938).
%% See Samuel Enoch Stumpf and James Fieser (eds.), Philosophy: History and Problems (McGraw-Hill: McGraw-Hill
Companies), 2003, 6" ed., P. 393.
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concerned with Peirce’s view of the theory. Somiogbphers such as Idoniboye also advise us
to best approach the pragmatic theory of truth Rearce. It is said that Peirce was highly
influenced by the language of science, and it iiqudarly this scientific language that satisfies
his pragmatic test for meaning. Therefore, theie mew explanation of how words acquire their

meanings at the heart of Peirce’s pragmatism.

In the workCharles S. Peirce Selected Writings: Values in aéhse of Changeedited, with an
Introduction and Notes by Philip P. Wiener, Wieaggues:

...He (Peirce) framed the theory that a conceptibaf ts, the rational purport of

a word or other expression, lies exclusively inatsceivable bearing upon the
conduct of life; so that, since obviously nothirgatt might not result from

experiment can have any direct bearing upon condifctone can define

accurately all the conceivable experimental phenmm&hich the affirmation or

denial of a concept could imply, one will have #iera complete definition of the
concept, and there is absolutely nothing more.ifrdr this doctrine he (Peirce)

invented the name pragmatist.

As we can read from this passage, Peirce claims aheonception of word or any other
expression need not be construed in separation iteooonceivable bearing upon the conduct of
life. He adds that a person must accurately deflhéhe conceivable experimental phenomena
that could be implied by the affirmation or dendéla concept, and consequently, a person will
obtain a complete comprehension of the concepts,Tiwe can see that Peirce’s conception of
meaning is influenced by the scientific experimamd practices.

In connection to this, it is better if we get faiail with the etymological meaning of the term
pragmatism Accordingly, the wordoragmatismis said to be coined by Peirce from the Greek
word pragma[which means'act” or “need” ] just in order to emphasize the fact that words
derive their meanings from actions of some sorthls respect, Peirce would seem to stress the
clearness and distinctness of our ideas. In myiopjtis notion of these conceptions of ideas is
distinct from that of Descartes.

» see Philip P. Wiener (ed.), Charles S. Peirce Selected Writings: Values In a Universe of Chance( New York: Dover
Publicaction, Inc., 1958), P. 183.
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Let us consider how Descartes tried to formuléephilosophical inquiry:

When Descartes set about the reconstruction obpbghy, his first step was to
(theoretically) permit skepticism and to discare thractice of the schoolmen of
looking to authority as the ultimate source of kruThat done, he sought a more
natural fountain of true principles, and profesdedfind it in the human mind;
thus passing, in the directest way, from the metbbdauthority to that of
apriority...Self-consciousness was to furnish us withfundamental truths, and
to decide what was agreeable to reason. But siagglently, not all ideas are
true, he was led to note, as the first conditionndallibility, that they must be
clear... But then, | suppose, seeing men, who seeméd quite clear and
positive, holding opposite opinions upon fundamieptenciples, he (Descartes)
was further led to say that clearness of ideasissufficient, but that they [ideas]
need also to be distinct, i.e., to have nothingearcabout theni’

Here, Peirce tries to expose the way Descartesulates his philosophy, and then proceeds to
develop some objections towards Descartes’s peactit philosophy. Consequently, he
particularly objected to Descartes’s conceptiomle&r and distinct ideas. It is clearly discussed
that, according to Peirce, the distinction betwaemndeaseeming:clear and really being so, never
occurred to Descartes. Furthermore, Peirce seemditale, for example, Descartes’s question
of testimony even of knowledge of external thingsespect to the contents of our own minds.
Peirce, | thought, seems to recommend that Descahteuld not have appealed to the contents

of our minds in order to be clear about, for examghowledge of objects.

Peirce, in his discussion of Descartes’s distidetas, goes on to illuminate that he probably
meant by this that they must sustain (or survive) test of dialectical examination. In other
words, they must not only seem clear at the ouksdtrather any critical reflection must never
be able to bring to light points of obscurity coatesl with them. This is how Peirce attempts to
make lucid Descartes’s distinct ideas for Descattdsot explain himself with precision as far

as Peirce is concerned.

Obviously speaking, Peirce was disgusted with tstipn held by Descartes in relation to many

aspects of his philosophy. For example, Peirce taaied:

...Descartes...took an idea to be clear if it seemear ¢b him, never considering
the possibility that an idea may be clear withoeélly being clear. [Idoniboye
adds that] it is not surprising, therefore, thatifee, in considering the meaning

30 Philip P. Wiener (ed.), Charles S. Peirce Selected Writings: Values In A Universe Of Chance, 1958, p.115.
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of truth, emphasized its public character and gegied the Cartesian viewpoint
by which the individual judgment is the test oftirtt

We can evidently observe that Peirce was againstt Rlescartes meant by clear and
distinct ideas as well as traditional Cartesianesitvism, because Peirce’s view of truth

is public, and not an individualistic matter in cheter.

In connection to this, Stumpf and Fieser present:
...Descartes...believed that intellectual certaintysisted in “clear and distinct”
ideas, which we grasped by intuition. As such, murds are purely theoretical
instruments that could operate successfully inasoh from environmental
circumstance. Against all of these assumptionsycBeargued that thinking
always occurs in a context, not in isolation fromWe do not derive meanings
through intuition, but by experience or experimefhus, meanings are not
individual or private but social and public. Agaiifi,there is no way of testing
ideas by their effects or public consequences, &lezs are meaningless.

Hence, these aspects of Cartesian philosophy dred similar viewpoints are not accepted by

Peirce, and he has developed his own theory of mgamd idea of truth. Against the Cartesian

viewpoints of clear and distinct ideas, Peircerespnted to have argued like this:

Our ideas are clear and distinct only when we abdeato translate them into

some type of operation. For example, the adjectinaed and heavy have meaning
only because we are able to conceive of some &peffiécts that are associated
with these terms. Thus hard means that which cab@sicratched by many other
substances and heavy means that which will falleflet go of it. Underscoring

the decisive role of effects in the meanings ofd&oPeirce argued that there
would be absolutely no difference between a hamjthnd a soft thing as long

as they did not test differently. From such simgtamples, Peirce generalized
about the nature of meaning and knowledge in génktia basic point was that

“our idea of anything is our idea of its sensibleets...” when specific objects
are present, we can expect specific effects toviollThus a given word has no
meaning if it refers to an object about which noagircal effects can be

conceived?

As we may vividly see this passage shows how Peittempts to develop his theory of the
meaning of words in relation to their really exigti practically sensible effects. So, for him, a
conception or any expression of a word cannotdatisd from its conceivably practical bearings

or consequences upon the conduct of life.

*! See the work of Idoniboye | have repeatedly indicated in this paper, P. 99. Idoniboye also recommends to see his
paper Descartes and his clear and distinct ideas; Cahiers philosophique Africans, Vol. 5. No.1 Jan. 1975.
S E. Stumpf and J.Fieser(eds.), Philosophy: History and Prob/ems,6th ed.,2003, P. 395.
33 .
Ibid.
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In reviewing pragmatism, the meaning of words, afidPeirce’s objections towards certain
views of Descartes’s philosophy, my major aim isdi@aw the attention of my readers to

understand Peirce’s view of the pragmatic theomneéning in these contexts.

According to Idoniboye presentation of Peirce’swief truth: “Peircethinks that philosophical
disputes about truth are absurd when trutlcasiceived as distinct from its practical bearings o
the actual doubts anbeliefs which infect human inquiry. He sees metsiph visions of truth
and falsity which look at these concepts like sbingtexisting aparfrom the inquiry itself

as...(objectablg.”3*

We can thus note that Peirce in his conceptiorirth emphasizes its
relation to practical human problems. We also racegthat his analysis of truth is centered on

the method of scientific inquiry.

Furthermore, Peirce also emphasizes the role oéfhal the conditions of human life. In this
regard, Stumpf and Fieser depictedelrce argued that belief occupies a middle positio
between thought and actions. Beliefs guide @esires and shape our actions. But beliefs are
“unfixed” by doubts. It iswhen the “irritation of doubt” causes a struggle &dtain belief that
the enterprise of thought begins. Through thought, myetd fix our beliefs sahat we havea
guide for action”*® Thus, the place of belief is crucial in men’s s@afor truth. Moreover,
Peirce appreciates the authenticity of doubt timgels scientific inquiry. However, he discards

Cartesian doubt to be pretended or feigned.

According to Idoniboye, it is noticeable that hunisings evidently seek belief, and the search
for truth in practice is the search for belief.tihe particular reference to the pragmatic meaning
of truth, Idoniboye presents, Peirce maintaihsThe opinion which is fated to be ultimately
agreed to by all who investigate,what we mean by the truth; he (Peirce) goes orayo and

the objectrepresented in this opinion is the real. That i thiay | would explaimeality.” *°
Thus, we can evidently note that Peirce agrees thi¢éhpractice of scientific method where

various kinds of investigations are carried ouaisdo establish the point (i.e., truth) upon which

** D.E. Idoniboye, P. 99.

®SE. Stumpf and J. Fieser(eds.), Philosophy: History and Problems, 6" .ed., 2003,s P. 395.

** D.E. Idoniboye, “Truth and Reality in African Thought” in Proceedings of the Seminar on African philosophy
edited by C. Sumner, 1-3 Dec. 1976.
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all investigators will ultimately agree. Moreovédre believes that the experimental method

attains those beliefs that will ultimately be adeelby the scientific community.

Finally, Peirce tries to point out what he calle #lements of method in order to dispense with
some of the whimsically established personal bediefl prejudice. In this regard, in resolving
conflicts between alternative beliefs, he recommeenthe scientific method, which he felt

combats personal prejudice.
The point is this:

For one thing, the method of science requires tmatstate not only what truth we
believe but also how we arrived at it. The procesuollowed should be available to
anyone who cares to retrace the same steps towtesther the same results will
occur. Peirce continually emphasizes this publiccommunity character of the
method of science. Second, the method of scieaghily self-critical. It subjects its
conclusions to severe tests, and wherever shovencahclusions of a theory are
adjusted to fit the new evidence and new insigftis, Peirce says, ought also to be
our attitude toward all of our beliefs. Third, Peg felt that science requires a high
degree of cooperation among all members of thensfie community. Such
cooperation prevents any individual or group frommaging truth to fit its own
interests. Conclusions of science, then, must Inelgsions that all scientists can
draw. Similarly, in questions of belief and truthshould be possible for anyone to
come to the same conclusions. This method of erapinquiry means that there
must be some practical consequence of any legiiidag®’

Thus, Peirce tries to get rid of some problemsimpent to emerging personal prejudices and
contending beliefs. We can note that those essexiiments of science, as Peirce calls them,
such as the availability of procedures used or eygal in drawing conclusions to any other
investigators, its public character instead of gév matter, and self-criticism are meant to

eradicate the above-stated problems.

To sum up, it can be recalled that most of thevaies are devoted or addressed to the tasks of
exposing, and, in some cases, examining widely Ne#stern theories of truth, namely, the
correspondence, the coherence, and the pragmatiogh. These theories, | think, will serve as a

background for my discussion of Wiredu’s view aftkr.

7SE. Stumpf and J. Fieser (eds.), Philosophy: History and Problems, 6" ed., 2003, P. 396.
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1.2 Wiredu's View of Truth

In our considerations of Wiredu’s view of truthisti and foremost, we need to be clear about
how he uses the word ‘truth.” Unless this is cle¢he, sense in which | am going to discuss the
concept of truth in Wiredu would otherwise be ambigs. An ambiguity of this term will be
evident, or will arise when approached especiathynfthe viewpoint of its usage in the English
language. Here, Wiredu points out that the conoégtuth can be used, at least, in the two
senses, moral and cognitive, and thus, in the Emdginguage, we cannot find separate terms or
expressions for the two senses of the word ‘truifherefore, the absence of separate or
independent terms for the two different sensesroti’ may provide a conducive ground for the

ambiguous conceptions of what | am speaking ohtiuimy forthcoming discussions.
In this regard, Wiredu himself states the confusittrat arise when one talks of truth:

... Quite frequently, the word ‘truth’ is used to g3 not the cognitive concept
of veridicality but the moral idea of veracity. Whpolitical orators and public
guardians of morality praise truth, we may be stinat what inspires their
passionate eloguence under the heading of truthoisso dry a topic as the
cognitive concept of truth but rather the more subl subject of honesty or
truthfulness’®

What is remarkable here is that Wiredu is conceatsmlit making a distinction between the two

senses in which the word ‘truth’ can be expressed.

Consequently, a thinker by the name N.K. Dzobo [@&?4 presents an Akan wordnukwaré

which expresses the moral sense of truth. He says:

... Anukare is an Akan word for truth, where it i€ltgd nokware. This is made
up of ‘ano’-meaning ‘mouth’, and ‘koro’- meaning ne’, hence [literally,]
anokware (anukware) means ‘one mouth.” Truth akesawe means a statement
that is made with ‘one mouth’, i.e., made with d¢stescy and without
contradiction in the description of the same raalitnternal consistency and
harmony are therefore held as the marks of a ttaeement?®

% Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), P. 116.
%% See N.K.Dzobo, “Knowledge and Truth: Ewe and Akan Conceptions,” in Kwasi Wiredu and Kwame Gyekye(eds.)
(Person and Community: Ghanaian Philosophical Studies, 1., 1992), PP. 81-82.
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One may question where these consistency and hgrimccur, and the occasions in
which a person is said to fail to fulfill theseteria of truth as held by Dzobo. Dzobo thus
argues:

... [This is]...consistency among truth-claims madéhleysame person about one
and the same reality. This... [kind] of consistenaghinbe called ‘internal’
consistency and is generally required by peoplesstablishing the validity of
statements. For this reason as soon as an individaatradicts himself (which
means speaking with two mouths) he is said to leaképg a lie....It can be
concluded then that the anukware conception ohtisithe ‘internal’ consistency
and harmony that exists among statements madeebgatime person about one
and the same realit}/.

In these investigations what we have to be cleautis that Dzobo attempts to present an Akan

word for ‘truth’ as a distinct term to signify tmeoral sense of the word ‘truth.’

In this connection, it is stated that the Ewe ofafdn also have several indigenous conceptions
that can be used to express their rejection oélfeed. Among others, for example, consider the

following:

... One way of saying that, “... * you are telling @’ lis ‘you have two heads.” As
a proverb puts it: “one person does not grow twads (‘Ame deka metoa ta
eve 0'). This is a way of saying ‘stop contradigtyourself.” Other expressions
are: “There are two tongues in the mouth of a liafit is the liar who grows the
tongue of an alligator (i.e., a species of lizartligh is said to have naturally
grown a forked (double) tongue.) ‘His mouth is t(timo-pronged)’ (Nano ye nta
- Akan), i.e., “he is a Liar.”*

Therefore, as we can see, the supposition is lleaEtve and Akan of Ghana hate a person who
tells a lie since they believe that anybody whosde® is contradicting himself or herself. And in
some indirect way the expressions said for falsdhaahe above-mentioned quotations stress
consistency and harmony among the statements nyadeeband the same person as the criteria
of truth conceived aanukware Moreover, Wiredu attempts to avoid the ambigtiitgt would

otherwise arise by observing:

... The Akans have separate expressions for the éenges of the word ‘truth.’
‘Nokware’ is the word which they use to express i@ral sense of ‘truth.’
Literally, ‘Nokware’ means ‘one voice,” the idea ifge apparently that
truthfulness consists in saying to others only wdra would say to one self. For

% Ibid., P.82.
“ Ibid.
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the cognitive concept of truth the Akans use netwaord but a phrase which may
be translated as ‘what is the case’ or ‘what is %o.

As we can view from Wiredu’s speech, in the casehefpurely cognitive sense of the Akan
rendition of truth, there is no one single wordAikan for truth. Hence rather they use a phrase,

and this matter can be presented as follows:

... To say that something is true, the Akan say ginm@at it is so, and truth is
rendered as what is so... although the Akan do ne¢ lsasingle word for truth,
they do have the concept of truth. This concept éxpress by the phrase nea ete
saa (a proposition which is so). The word nea méetat which’, ete, which is a
form of ‘to’, which the verb ‘to be’ in Akan, meais, and saa means ‘so’...
(Thus nea ete saa may be translated as that whisb){*

This discussion is all about showing how Wiredypiignarily interested in arresting or curbing
the ambiguity that will arise when we speak of\iew of truth by presenting a distinctive terms
and/or phrase for, at least, the two senses afdheept of ‘truth.” Here Wiredu, in my opinion,
is very well aware that clarity of linguistic meagican contribute to philosophic clarity. In this
respect, he would seem to me to talk of the sigaifce of making this distinction when he warns
that, “... [unless it ismade clear,] nothing is easier than to confuse tthe concepts of truth
which | have just distinguished, which often makeessible for theareless or disingenuous to

import overtones of righteousness into dmecussion of purely cognitive matters.

Accordingly, | think, it has now become apparerdttimy discussion of Wiredu'’s view of truth
has nothing to do with the moral sense of truth kit the strictly cognitive concept of truth.
Having distinguished the two senses of the conogpiuth, and identified the sense in which |
am going to use truth, the question has now bedorsee Wiredu’s view of truth in the manner
explained above.

In consequence, in his work éfilosophyand an African Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge
university press, 1980), Wiredu clearly argues: It is an essential fact about opinion that an
opinion is necessarily a thought advanced from sspaeific point of view. Hence, in the case of

truth..., we must recognize the cognitive elememiooft of view as intrinsic to the concept of

*2 Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and An African culture, 1980, P. 116.

3 see Kwasi Wiredu, “The concept of Truth in the Akan language”, 239-243’ in P.H. Coetzee and A. P. Roux (eds.),
The African Philosophy Reader: A Text with Readings ( London: Routledge, 1998), P. 240.

* Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African culture, 1980, P. 116.
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truth. Truth, then, is necessarily joined to pahtiiew, or better truth is a view from some point;

and there are as many truths as there are pointganf.”*

Wiredu apparently explains his usage of “opiniog’falows:

...The word ‘opinion’ is often used in such a wayt@suggest uncertainty. One
contrasts established fact with mere opinion. Indd, of course, mean ‘opinion’

in this sense. An established fact is simply aniopifelt to be secure from some
individual [or specific] point of view or set of jms of view. What | mean by
opinion is a firm rather than an uncertain thoughtmean what is called a

considered opinion. The word ‘opinion’ is also oftesed to refer to attitudes to
situagié)ns as opposed to factual accounts of thermhere | treat of opinion as to

facts:

So, it is vividly stated that one need not confdeedu’s usage of the word ‘opinion’ with the

usual way of using or conceiving it. It is cleaatthis way of using this word is against both
uncertainty as opposed to an established fact drad we might call attitudes to some kind of
circumstances or situations as opposed to factiuats of the situations in question. Hence,

for him, opinion is rather a firm thought and rekato facts of situations.

Wiredu then attempts to disclose how a natural phemology of opinion needs to be construed
in the briefest possible compass or sense. Wirneda,quite basic sense, associates the holding
of opinions with a human necessity rather thanndigg it as an option. Or to put it simply, the
holding of opinions is not an option but rathersita human necessity. And peoples’ belief to
take something to be so or not so with certaintg isold an opinion on the matter in question as
far as Wiredu's view goes. In this regard, he usgsnion’ interchangeably with ‘belief’,
‘contention’, ‘position,” ‘view,” ‘judgment,’ ‘asseion’, etc. Lastly, Wiredu warns that
construing an opinion this way is to understania ithe strong sense of ‘opinion, not a weaker

one. He is against a weaker sense of this wordping:

...A matter of opinion — ‘opinion’ here being usedhre weaker sense- is a matter
with regard to which criteria are unclear or evemgsibly non-existent or the
evidence is scanty and there is, consequently, tdamd uncertainty. For
instance, is this year’'s Beauty Queen the most tfiehwomen in the country?
Well, this, as we say, is a matter of opinion.his sense, the proposition that two
plus two equals four is not a matter of opinionwéwer, in the stronger sense of

“Ibid.,p.115.
*® Ibid., pp. 115-116.
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‘opinion,’ it is still an opinion; it is a taking amething to be so. It is still an
outcome of a mental effort, the result of the nsrattivity of systematization and
validation. It is undoubtedly among the most rokafsstatements...If an opinion
can ever be conceived of as a thought advanced fulittassurance from some
point of view, then there is nothing amiss phildsoglly in classing scientific

and mathematical propositions alongside othersgisions.*’

So, Wiredu attempts to show the sense in whichses the word ‘opinion’ as distinct from its
weaker sense or our commonly held view of it. Wirddimself adds that it is a fact worthy of
the greatest emphasis that we cannot choose toohaidt to hold an opinion at will. But rather

he states how an opinion starts as indicated below:

... The formation of opinion is governed by ruledeswf evidence and of formal
logic. A person can choose what problems or figilgnquiry he may turn his
mind to, but once faced with a specific problem,chenot decide just anyhow
what conclusion to adopt. This fact is of paramoumportance for my view of
truth. Truth, according to that view, is nothing tboapinion; but opinion is
normally the outcome of rational inquiry. It was @émphasize this aspect of the
matter that Dewey defined truth as warranted agsiity.*®

We can also observe that an opinion is not a matteill for Wiredu. But rather its formulation
has a rational base. In this respect, Wiredu’s wétuth is nothing over and above opinion. He
also maintains that rational persons will not oerexcannot form their opinions anyhow. He

further confirms this view as follows:

... Confronted with a problem about any phenomene@ngdev not shut our eyes
and “assert” anything that comes into our headsclssimplicity of approach is
... hot dreamt of even in the most whimsical philbgopVe undertake an inquiry,
investigation or research... Inquiry, in the standaehse, is a process involving
the use of the combined resources of observatigic knd imagination. We are
not born into the world ready-made masters of tti@ainquiry, of the art, that is
to say, of arriving at opinions. Hence the necgsiir education-education in
logic, formal and informal (academically or througtaily experience) and in
such subject matter as our circumstances may reqair permit... It is the
insistence on the need for belief to be in accoceanith the canons of rational
investigation which distinguishes my view from tiglam?*°

As we can note from Wiredu’s discussion, his notadnforming an opinion with regard to
certain problem or any other issues seeks fundahgattonal inquiry. Wiredu, in my opinion,

* Ibid.,pp.174-175.
*® |bid.,p.176.
* Ibid.
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seems to argue that one cannot blindly form aniopimegarding the confronted or faced
problem, but rather he or she needs to undertateianal investigation in order to solve the

problem in question and thereby forms an opinicouali.

Thus, we are by now clear with Wiredu’s usage arception of opinion. In connection to this,
we have to understand that Wiredu’s view of trighall about his identification of truth with
opinion [hint: an opinion in the sense just disedsabove]. However, Wiredu’s thesis that truth
is nothing over and above or beyond opinion has lmeech criticized, and we can also expect
that so many objections may be possibly directadtds his view of truth. Therefore, right now
| am going to describe some points of the objesti@nd then attempt to present how Wiredu

tries to react to the objections.
1.2.1 Wiredu’s View of Truth Defended

Under this heading, | would like to emphasize tratattempt to defend Wiredu’s view of truth
will be one of the most fundamental preoccupatmnsy study. In Wiredu’s definition of truth,
we have already happened to see that truth is nptbver and above opinion. This simply
means that truth is a view from some point, andetlz@e as many truths as there are points of

view. To this view of truth held by Wiredu we mattigipate various objections.

Hence, among others, look at the following obgattiwhich sets out to show that Wiredu’s

view of truth involves a contradiction:

... Suppose two people maintain two mutually conttady propositions. Then, if
there are as many truths as there are points oivyvi@oth propositions must be
true. But of two mutually contradictory proposit®only one can be true. (For
example, it cannot be both true that 2+2 = 4 andttB+2 does not equal 4).
Therefore, the view that truth is opinion impliesantradiction>°

Wiredu disagrees with this objection. He therefm@nly resorts to the role of point of view in
the analysis of his concept of truth. And he ttiegoint out a condition in which the alleged
contradiction or the contradiction in question @sisAgainst the objection just stated, Wiredu

enunciates:

*% |bid.,p.116.
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This objection fails, however, because it doeshodd fast enough to the element
of point of view in the concept of truth. A conictidn arises only when two

mutually inconsistent propositions are assertednfrone and the same point of
view. If ‘2+2 = 4’ is held true from one point ofew and ‘2+2 does not equal 4’

is held true from another point of view, there sneason except lack of logical
sophistication why a third point of view shoulddhbbth propositions trug

Wiredu here seems to say that our hypothetical ctdmjeshould take into consideration the
rational basis of point of view in our concerns hwihis concept of truth. And in my
understanding of Wiredu, what we have to note iat ttwo mutually contradictory or
inconsistent propositions [such as the ones julitated above] cannot be asserted or held true
from one and the same point of view. It is, for himhen two mutually incompatible
propositions are asserted from one and the sanm pbiiew that a contradiction occurs. It
seems to me, therefore, that once a propositidizika = 4’ is held true from one point of view
and that ‘two plus two does not equal 4’ is helgetfrom another point of view, then Wiredu
seems not to accept a third point of view whichdeothat both mutually contradictory
propositions should be true (i.e., a propositidmst t2+2=4" and that ‘two plus two does not
equal 4’ must be true provided that there are asyntaiths as there are points of view). In
connection to this, an objector seems to hold bo&bf two mutually contradictory propositions
only one can be true. So, | have already state@dilis reaction to this matter in reference to

the point of view.

In my opinion, Wiredu regards a claim that both mally contradictory propositions must be
true as a third point of view, and consequentlpcpeds to say that there is no reason except
lack of logical sophistication for such a point \aéw to argue so. Wiredu also anticipates
another related objection just like thi$:can still imagine some objector insisting: ‘swyé+2=

4; and that is the truth of the matter. If anybdmblieves anything to the contrary, he is wrong.
He is simply misled by false opinion; and thathatt Nothing can change the obvious fact that
there is such a thing as false opinion and thagrefore, truth cannot be identical with
opinion.”>?

This quotation clearly discusses an objection a@ojwp or envisaged by Wiredu to be further

directed towards his view of truth. In what follow® shall see his reactions. In his reactions,

*! |bid.,pp.116-117.
*? |bid.,p.118.
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Wiredu never admits what an objector designatéfakse opinion’, and never acknowledges the
fact that surely 2+2= 4; and anybody who believes d¢ontrary is wrong or mistaken to be a

guarantee to reject all other contrary or oppds#iéefs to one’s own point of view.
The matter is just this:

This [above-mentioned] objection shows that thesdes about the logical

importance of the concept of point of view as ameint in the concept of truth
value (i.e., truth or falsity) is still not learntt is no, of course, disputed that a
proposition held to be true from one point of vieay be held to be false from
another. The phrase ‘false opinion’ only refers...the complex occurrence of
assertion and counter-assertion. My contentiorh& it can mean nothing more.
| too am reasonably confident in the belief tha22+4 and that anybody who
holds the contrary is mistaken. But | cannot h&pagnizing that this is simply to
affirm my belief and express my disagreement wih @ntrary belief. Neither

the fact that | hold a given opinion nor that mamputable people share my
opinion can transform it into something of a difiet category from opiniott

In connection to this immediately above-expressedtention or reaction, Wiredu regards
reference to the phenomena of assertion and ceassertion as a rather important aspect of our

subject (or the discussion of truth). Accordindig, continues to argue:

... A counter — assertion is an assertion which @afitts another assertion to

which it is a response. Let us take the libertysihg the term ‘co-assertion’ to

mean an assertion which agrees with another aggett which it is a response.

Counter-assertion and co-assertion clearly invob@mparison of assertions.

Suppose we bring the two topics under the one celmepisive heading of

‘comparative assertion.” Then, | contend that tlbaaept of truth is relevant only

to comparative contexts. Truth and falsity are @pis whose whole essence
consists simply in indicating the agreement or giseament of one point of view
with another, antecedent or anticipat&d

What we, I think, need to note is that Wiredu engites the place of the concept of comparative
contexts in our investigation of truth. Consequgniie maintains that the concept of truth is
relevant to comparative inquiry. Wiredu, in thispect, develops the notions of a primary

inquiry and a comparative inquiry. He argues thHtwe call an inquiry which terminatesin a

primary judgment a primary inquiry and one whichininates in acomparative judgment a

> Ibid.
** Ibid.,pp.118-119.
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comparative inquiry, then the position at whiale have arrived is that the concept of truth

belongs not to the domain pfimary but rather to that of comparative inquiry”

However, for the sake of some sort of clarificatiiviredu continues to remark that we should
not overlook the existence of an intimate relatetween the two types of investigation, namely
primary and comparative investigations. In thisarely Wiredu holds that the substantive
problem of a comparative investigation is exactlgntical with that of corresponding primary

investigation, and vice versa. Nevertheless, he résiinds us not to ignore the fact that the two
enterprises or investigations are not identicaheir antecedents or in the logical structure of

their results.
This matter is briefly presented as indicated below

...The comparative inquiry is a response to the ehgke of a pre-existing
judgment, and its appropriate outcome is a judgneené judgment. The primary
investigation is, by contrast, a response to thallehge of a problematic
situation and leads to a direct judgment on thate Trelation between them,
however, is obviously such that, whenever a primaiggment is made, a
corresponding comparative judgment is automaticyegi an appropriate
context...On the analysis given, it should, | fartmy,clear by now that truth
belongs only to a comparative context wherein tdrbe is to coincide with a
corroborative point of view?

Here, we have noted that Wiredu’'s concept of thalongs to domain of comparative inquiry
wherein truth is identified with a corroborative ipoof view as already illustrated above.
Consequently, we can observe that when Wiredusstht truth is a view from some point, it
does not seem to me to argue that truth is reladiy@oint of view, but rather it is relevant only

to comparative contexts.

Let me clarify this point as follows: “.truth is notrelativeto point of view. It is, in one sense, a

point of view; but it is a point of vietsorn out of rational inquiry, and the canons oficaial

55Ibid.,pp.120—121.Here Wiredu remarks that he is thinking of the concept of truth as it is used in the ordinary

discourse ,not in the Truth Functional Logic where the truth value belongs to the domain of primary, rather than to

comparative inquiry. In that logic ,truth is that which ,being added to a function ...,converts it into a declarative

sentence.Furthermore,Wiredu suggests to see the primary and comparative concepts of truth in his ‘Truth as

Is_GogicaI Constant with an Application to the principle of Excluded Middle,” Philosophical Quarterly, October 1975.
Ibid., pp. 121.
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inquiry have auniversal humanapplication”>’

With regard to the matter of point of view,
Wiredu additionally stresses:.” Points of view are not windowless monads, inckpalh

interaction. They do interact through the mediumratfonal discussion. Points of view can
frequently be, and are, regulated by the canongatibnal thinking...In the light of last

reflection... points of view are, to adapt a phras@eirce, subject to rational self-control®

In this all moment of discussion, one can becomdident that Wiredu’s frequent appeal to the
canons of rational discussion in his discussionghefconcept of points of view can make him
easily escape the charge of relativism that at §ight seems to be inherent or evident to his
view of truth. | wish to discuss the matter of tielism in this section after a moment. Besides, |
have already stressed that in the analysis of Wisedew of truth, the notion of point of view

ought to be given due weight.

Hence for him, there is an essential relation ofhtrto point of view. To show this relation,

Wiredu tries to give us this example:

Consider the logical relation between the conceythiusband and wife. Given
existing semantic conventions a wife is necessé#ngywife of a husband. In a
monogamous society each wife will have one huslaawdeach husband, one
wife. Suppose a man, himself a husband, were tarkein such a society: ‘There
are as many wives as there are husbands’, nobodydwpresumably, be tempted
to protest that he was thereby claiming all theesitor himself. Now, the relation
between truth and point of view in my account gidally analogous. Every truth
is necessarily a truth from point of view.

Having been concerned this much with Wiredu’s aspédis view of truth (i.e., there are as
many truths as there are points of view), let m& pooceed to raise, discuss and defend another
objection which seems to be inevitably directedamg his conception of truth. Wiredu’s view
of truth sounds exactly like relativism in the senisat if there are as many truths as there are
points of view, then it follows that truth is relat to a point of view. This claim of relativism

seems to be an integral part and parcel of hiseqgman of truth. But, in fact, that is not the case

> Ibid., p. 176-177.
*% |bid., p.218.
> Ibid., 186.
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It is clearly mentioned by Wiredu that althoughtltris, in one sense, a point of view or a view
from some point, it does not follow that truth edative to point of view. In this regard, | have
already pointed out that Wiredu’s truth is relevanty to comparative contexts. By now, we

happen to see Wiredu's general philosophical treatrof relativism.

First of all, Wiredu strongly argues against thpgosophical doctrines: namely relativism, the
practice of basing morality on religion, and thectime of faith as a stumbling block for the
undertaking of philosophical inquiry. In my opinioWiredu here seems to maintain that
philosophic enterprise can frequently be charaxtdrby rational discussion and is thus based on
dialogue. | also believe that philosophic inquiritheut such elements as rational discussion,
dialogue, persuasion, and so forth is not viallberefore, as | note in Wiredu’s argument, we
can really observe that the doctrines mentionedabwll give little or no room for philosophy.

In other words, for Wiredu, since these doctrinesaamong the stiffest impediments to dialogue

and thus to philosophy, it follows that they need¢ cast away.

| hope now that we have somehow got what Wiredttisude towards relativism might be.

Wiredu seems to be worried about the real spetificaof relativism. Because he is concerned
about the possibility of dialogical processes, \Wirseems to be afraid that one may identify his
position with relativism. He maintains that realaterism closes or seems to close a door to
dialogue. In a public presentation made at anmatgynal conference, Wiredu treated the notion

of relativism as follows:

... Relativism in this sense is the position thatvsieannot be evaluated across
cultures, because every evaluation is, and can belyon the basis of criteria or
canons operative in one’s culture. To evaluatewiesvs of somebody belonging
to a different culture is, therefore, to extend fhasdiction of the canons of
thought of one’s own culture arbitrarily over otserA crucial, standardly
unstated and unsupported, premiss of this reasosirtgat there are irreducible
differences in the canons of thought of the diffecelltures of the worl&’

Obviously speaking, Wiredu seems to designatepibsstion as real relativism, and thus thought
of it as one of the major impediments to the caliimn of intercultural or cross-cultural dialogue.
Moreover, he tries to specify the usual way of @wiag relativism as presented below, with

which he seems to disagree. It is this: It is usual for relativism to be defined as ‘thiew that

%% see Kwasi Wiredu, ‘The Role of Philosophy In Intercultural Dialogue: An African Perspective’, World Congress of
Philosophy, Istanbul, 2003, pp. 6-7.
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truth lacks objectivity and absoluteness- thattmith is a matter of personal opiniofi™As it is
vividly explained in the texts above, Wiredu attesnfo specify the way in which relativism is
often times defined, and then considers this dafimito be unacceptable in his philosophical
accounts of truth.

However, Wiredu thought, a given critic may putwWard certain objection insisting that the very
definition given above sounds exactly like Wireduiew of truth. Furthermore, it is clearly put
that Wiredu has spoken against the notion of albsdtuth, and has also actually said things like
there are as many truths as there are points ofplies truth is personal® for him. Hence, the
critic may maintain that this immediately offerecaspage subjects Wiredu’'s position to

subjectivism, relativism and anti-objectivity.

Wiredu, nonetheless, does not accept a part otritieism that his view of truth is all about
subjectivism, relativism and anti-objectivity. Hesponds that... at least the part about truth
lacking objectivity ruins (my) similarity. On myew truth is both personal and objectivV& As |
have already repeatedly stated Wiredu offers severas against relativism. In addition to all
what he pointed out in the course of his discussitie stresses, for example, tHat. it is the
insistence on the need for belief to be in accocdawith the canons of rational investigation

which distinguishes my view from relativisrfi*”

So, Wiredu’s view of truth is both personal andeative. Let us first consider the personal
aspect of his view of truth. A critic may hold th&truth is personal, then what is personal is
subjective, and consequently, Wiredu’s identifieatiof truth with personal opinion may be

tantamount to reducing it to something subjectivewen private.

Consequently, Wiredu remarksthe trouble is that [the critic in question] seents be
employing an objective/subjective distinction whishdefective. It is wrong to think that
anything which involves essential reference to sq@eis subjective... something is subjective

only if it is connected in an unlawlike manner gEense] with the peculiarities of a persohi.”

®1 kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture, 1980, p 216.
62 .
Ibid., p. 55.
* Ibid., p. 216.
* Ibid., p. 176.
® Ibid., p. 216.
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So, here we may observe, in Wiredu’s contentioat there exists an essential difference
between subjectivity and what is personal. For lsuahjectivity, for example, may not have any
rational ground or it cannot be as such subjecational criticism or public comment. Therefore,
it seems to be plausible that it may be spokenubjestivity when there is the dependence of
judgment on the singular characteristics or pedtiga of the individual or group which are
inaccessible to the activity of public criticismdaeise it seems to me that there is what Wiredu

calls an unlawlike account in such subjectivity.

Wiredu, in my opinion, seems to say that what csiesn essential reference to a person is not
necessarily subjective. He, in this sense, want® ukink of a person’s metaphysical opinions.
Here, we can see that though a person’s metaphygisaons are something personal, they are
not something subjective in the above sense. Witledsi holds that.... In this case there surely
would be no implication that a man’s metaphysicain@mns are irrational and capricious or

immune from public criticism®

Thus, subjectivity, in Wiredu’s view, is no longepen to public comment and criticism.
Furthermore, it lacks rationality and cannot therefbe objective in Wiredu’s account. Wiredu
maintains that;... (Truth) can be both personal and rational; anthat is rational is ipso facto
objective.” The point is therefore that rationality is abselytcrucial in a man’s opinions, and
any claim to knowledge, in Wiredu’s accounts, cdroreimmune from criticism. Hence, Wiredu
seems to have defended that his view of truth isanelativist and subjectivist one. But rather it
is personal, rational and thus objective. FurtheemdViredu emphasizes the place of rational

inquiry in human thoughts as follows:

...I maintain that...a basic sensitivity to the densaofdrational inquiry is part of
the mental make-up of any creature that can beedadl human being. This, as |
have pointed out already, is why there are interspeal criteria of rational
belief. The existence of inter-personal criterighe test of objectivity. Through
this what is personal can also be inter-persondiope you can now see that my
view that truth is opinion does not imply that trig a subjective mattet®

In Wiredu’s contentions, we are able to recognim he has given due weight to the role of

inter-personal criteria or canons of rational dellehuman communication. Besides, he would

* Ibid., p. 217.
* Ibid.
* Ibid.
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seem to think that his view of truth contributeshe refutation of relativism in identifying the

principle of the objectivity of truth with the pgiple of rational belief.

Additionally, Wiredu maintains that....It seems to me that in the way of opinion, that i
objective which is in conformity with the principl®f rational inquiry...objectivity does not
require that an abstract principle should be erecteto an abstract object. Objectivity, in other
words, ought not to be confused with objectivi§fiThus, Wiredu associates what he believes to
be objective with what he believes to be in confoyror in accordance with the principles of
rational inquiry. And in this connection, as | haskeady pointed out, the question of the
objectivity of truth is not a question about thenfial definition of truth, but rather it is a questi
about the nature of belief as far as Wiredu is eomed. So, for Wiredu, it seems to me that what
is determined to be either objective or subjects/@ur belief or judgment of truth or falsity

rather than the concept of truth itself.

However, as we may happen to realize in Wiredurgentions, the notion of objectivism has to
do with the determination of the formal definitiah truth. It would seem stated above that
objectivism, as Wiredu termed it, requires thaahatract principle should be in conformity with
an abstract object. In this regard, Wiredu seemsny opinion, to maintain that objectivism
consists in absolute independence of the objesual of human minds, and consequently, to
acquire the truth of an abstract object, we shasthblish or formulate an abstract principle
which should be erected into an abstract objecteNkeless, Wiredu does not agree with such
sort of conception of truth. In relation to thisnception, he raises the issue of an objectivist
theory of truth, which draws an absolute distinctlzetween truth and opinion. He then states
that according to the objectivist theory, truths&d to be independent of opinion, and it makes
sense to say that a man’s opinions may change mutrieaningless or nonsense to say that the
truth itself may change. In other words, once gpsition is true, it is true in itself and forever.
Truth thus is said to be timeless and eternal. ynopinion, in doing so, the disclosure of the
formal definition of truth is made possible. Nore#ss, in my understanding of Wiredu’s
pronouncements, what is required to be in confgrmith the principles or criteria or canons of
rational inquiry is our judgment or belief, and benin my opinion, that is what Wiredu seems

to me to mean by objectivity.

* bid., p. 121-122.
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Hence, for Wiredu it seems that the question ofdbgctivity of truth is, strictly, a question
about the nature of belief (i.e., whether or nbehef is in conformity with the canons of rational
investigation) rather than a question of the dsate of the concept of truth itself or what
Wiredu calls the formal definition of truth. Thilustration, | hope, may make explicit what

Wiredu'’s view of objectivity is and that of the ebfivity of truth are all about.

In sum, as long as my discussion is concernedyé astempted to present how Wiredu tries to
defend his view of truth from various objectiongtthvould be held against his view. Among
others, | have described and discussed that Wisedigw of truth has nothing to do with

relativism, contradiction, objectivism, absolutisdggmatism, and the like. But rather his view

of truth is personal, rational, and thus objective.
1.3 Language and Truth

1.3.1 Habermas’s Pragmatic Theory of Meaning and Wedu'’s Idea of the

Concept of Meaning: A Comparison Involving Truth in Focus
1.3.1.1 Habermas’s Pragmatic Theory of Meaning

A pragmatic theory of meaning in Habermas, as wg knmaw, is important in its own right as an
account of meaning. In this respect, this theemplves around the assertion that to understand
an utterance is to understand the claim it raiggésyond this task of formulating an account of
meaning, Maeve Cooke would seem to state the maitibn of this theory as it must be seen or

construed within the broader context of Habermpegect as a whole.

Consequently, Cooke tries to make explicit what theory performs within this broader context

of Habermas'’s holistic project as indicated below:

...The theory represents an attempt to demonstrateintarnal connection
between everyday language use and argumentatiois, ith the point of
Habermas’s thesis that understanding is internatlynnected with reaching
understanding...[Cooke] would suggest that we shoug&fpret this as the thesis
that the very comprehension of a linguistic utteeans connected with the
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evaluation of reasons in argumentation (which ig,definition, oriented toward
reaching agreement ..., according to Habernfds).

Let's come back and see what guides the intentfodalbermas’s pragmatic theory of
meaning. In this regaydHabermas tells us that we understand an uttemmhen we

know what makes it acceptable. He elaborates: istadt analogy to the basic
assumption of truth conditional semantics, | nowntvéo explain an utterance as

knowledge of the conditions under which a hearey awxept it”*

It seems, however, that Habermas is not fully 8atishy the basic assumption of truth-
conditional or assertibility-conditional semantit®ugh he, in some sense, compares it
with an intention that guides his pragmatic theofymeaning. According to Cooke,
Habermas'’s intersubjectivist or formal pragmatipraach to meaning theory is better
understood as'...[A]n attempt to combine the insights of truthachtional (and
assertibility-conditional) semantics and use-oreghtheories of meaning in a productive

and non problematic way.”

Here therefore we have two approaches, semanticzseriented, to the question of meaning.
And we can see that Habermas seeks to take sonmtanpinsights from both theories that
deemed necessary in his task of developing pragrapproach to meaning theory. Thus, it is of
vital importance to note that Habermas’s theorybased on the combined insights of both
semantic and use-oriented theories of meaning rdtiea on the separate insights of either

theory, in my view.

As Cooke points out, Habermas tries to say thdt tegories are inadequate in their own right as
accounts of meaning, and consequently, attemptiescribe what is missing or problematic in

both of them. Here the issue is presented as fellow

Habermas argues that neither semantic nor use-teterapproaches to the
problem of meaning are adequate as they stand...ldengl that semantic
approaches are guilty of various “abstractions,” ikhuse-oriented theories lose

% see Maeve Cooke, Language and Reason: A Study of Habermas’s Pragmatics (Cambridge: Massachusetts
Institute of Technology Press, 1994), pp. 95-96.

" Ibid., p.96.

" Ibid.
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sight of the connection between meaning and a seinsaidity that goes beyond
the conventional validity of a given form of lffe.

Therefore, we can see that Habermas endorses digengtic theory of meaning or prefers a
pragmatic approach to meaning with an intentioretain the connection between meaning and

truth. Cooke describes:

... Although Habermas comes down clearly in favor gfagmatic approach to
meaning, he wishes to hold on to the connectiowdest meaning and “truth” (in
the sense of a context-transcendent concept dfitydlithat he discerns at the
heart of semantic theories. It is this connectioait Habermas has in mind when
he speaks of the inherent rationality of the lirsgigi medium, and it is this
connection that | believe explains why he formdaltés pragmatic or inter
subjectivist theory of meaning “in distant analogg’the idea that we understand
a sentence when we know its truth conditiéns.

From this discussion, it is understandable thatddalas wants to accept the basic assumption of
truth conditional semantics that we understandraesee when we know its truth conditions,
i.e., when we are able to assert that a senteringei®r false. Of course, Habermas modifies this
assumption, in his theory @@ommunicative Actionas we understand an utterance when we
know what makes it acceptable. Thus, in any caseamesee that Habermas wants to integrate
(or combine) truth-conditional semantics with hiagmatic account of meaning. Finally, | can
argue that Habermas becomes partly interestedeirs¢éimantic approach of meaning for this

reason though he does not accept the abstracttadggbe theory.

Later on, Habermas turns his face to the criticen@nation of the traditional semantic
approaches to meaning by arguing that these agpeao meaning have been guilty of three
“abstractions,” namely a “semanticist,” “cognitilylsand an “objectivist” abstractions. Here |
would like to present first and foremost what ea€tlthem refers to and then why Habermas
criticizes them.

In the first placé,.. The cognitive abstraction is the belief that mleaning can be led back to

the propositional content of utterances, thus iadily reducing meaning to the meaning of

73 Ibid.
* Ibid.
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assertoric sentencés According to Cooke, Habermas seems to regardehd to overcome the

“cognitive abstraction”, understood as:

[T]he prioritizing of the assertoric function, astuitively evident. [Habermas]
points out that as participants in communicatior, kmow that we use language
to fulfill various kinds of very different functi®rfor purposes), and that it is not
intuitively clear why one should accord priority ttte assertoric aspect. As far as
the cognitivist abstraction goes, the burden ofgbris on the “cognitivist,” who
has to convince us that our intuitions are mistaken

In my understanding of Habermas'’s critical reflecton the cognitivist abstraction, it seems to
me that Habermas is very well aware of the muhietional uses of language ,and hence, he
does not consider any priority solely given to th&sertoric function to be indispensable.
Habermas thus regards any priority accorded ta$isertoric aspect of sentences or utterances

to be reductionist, which overlooks the multidimensl uses of language.

Secondly, the semanticist abstraction is the belief that &malysis of linguistic meaning can

confine itself to the analysis of sentences, abstrg from the pragmatic rules that affect the use
of sentences...The objectivist abstraction has tavilo the semanticist conception that truth
conditions are what make a sentence true, abstrgdtiom the knowledge of truth conditions

that can be ascribed to a hearer or to a speaker”

Having defined the abstractions inherent in thelitiahal semantic approaches to meaning,
Cooke also proceeds to make explicit the necessityvercoming the objectivist abstraction
according to Habermas. Cooke presents this idédabermas like this'...He argues that the

need to replace a conception of meaning in terntsuth conditions with one [i.e., a conception
of meaning] in terms of knowing the conditions undhich a speaker is entitled to assert it as
true is obvious if we aspire to and if we recogniat in a large class of cases the truth

conditions are not available’®

Here we can observe that Habermas particularlyctiepine cases in which the need arises to

replace a conception of meaning in terms of tridhditions with a conception of meaning in

" Ibid., p. 98.
"®Ibid., pp. 98-99.
7 |bid., p. 98.
Ibid., p.99.
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terms of the knowledge of truth conditions that banascribed to a hearer or to a speaker, or in
terms of knowing the conditions under which a speak entitled to assert it as true. These
cases are explanations of the meaning of a widgerahsentences and a large class of cases in
which the truth conditions are not available, aaimy described in the above-mentioned
quotation.

Cooke then keeps on depicting:

...The traditional belief of theories of meaning thaith conditions can be
specified semantically rests on the unrealisticuagstion that for every sentence,
or at least for every assertoric sentence, proceduare available for effectively
deciding when the truth conditions are satisfiedHaljermas] instead suggests
replacing the idea that the meaning of a sentermoebe specified in terms of its
truth conditions with an orientation toward the gtien of what it is for a speaker
or a hearer to know the conditions under which theéh conditions would be
satisfied. Habermas refers to this as the “epistetarn” in truth-conditional
semanticg?

Therefore, as Cooke tries to hold, these thregadigins taken together considerably restrict the
scope of semantic theories. Thus, Habermas catlghi® need to overcome the limitation

inherent to the traditional semantic approachesdaning.

One may then question what kind of meaning thesrggpropriate in Habermas'’s idea. Here
Cooke provides us with a response as followghdt is needed, in Habermas’s opinion, is a
theory of meaning that overcomes all three limitas while holding on to the idea of an internal

connection between meaning and validity in contiextscendent sengé&’

In a similar fashion, Habermas wants to overconee litmitations of use-oriented theories of
meaning. Earlier | have already pointed out thatigh Habermas shares certain insights of use-
oriented theories, he does not accept all insightaspects of these theories because he, for
example, claims that use-oriented theories loskt sifthe connection between meaning and a
sense of validity that goes beyond the conventiwahdlity of a given form of life. The idea is

clearly presented by Cooke as follows: [The use-oriented theories of meaning] havestesil,

7 Ibid.
% bib., p. 98.
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correctly, that meaning is always relative to thetitutions and conventions of a social practice,

(that means) to the “agreement in definitions amdgments” of a prevailing ‘form of life.®*

Here, in my opinion, Habermas does not completety/tatally reject the institutional origin and
consensual or conventional aspect of meaning, bat Wwe seems to undermine is the wholesale
attribution of meaning to the conventional validdf/a given form of life. Cooke presents the
problem emerges once the notion of meaning thuerstmbd. He states thdtlowever, in
doing so, [the use-oriented theories of meaningyehéended to dispense with the idea of an
internal connection between meaning and a sensalafity that cannot be reduced to that of

any given context ... this is the connection thatetaias sets out to retaffi?

Subsequently, in this regard, in order to overcdh®eelimitations of use- oriented theories of

meaning, Habermas shows thainderstanding is connected with reaching undersiag

through the evaluation of validity claims in argumtetion”®*

According to Cooke’s depiction of Habermas:

... The assertion of a link between understanding thedevaluation of validity
claims in argumentation within the context of a gmaatic account of meaning
makes good what Habermas believes to be the makngss besetting existing
pragmatic theories: their reduction of validity tbe conventional validity of a
given form of lifé*

Furthermore, Habermas also talks about the inettlicbond between understanding and the
intersubjective processes of evaluation, and ewaigtithe advantage of this link in his
discussion of pragmatic account of meaning. Tdesiiis depicted as follows:

...The assertion that understanding is connected widrsubjective processes of
evaluation not only adds a new dimension to pragratcounts of meaning; it
also reveals the inherently pragmatic dimensionsraferstanding [At some point
he even asserts that “understanding is the inhetelas of human speech.”] ...
Habermas argues that the “validation conditions” isth a speaker has to be able
to reconstruct in order to understand an utteraace tied to pragmatic contexts
of interpretation and discussion. Habermas’s asserthat understanding is
inextricably bound with (understanding) may thukal him to retain what he

! Ibid.

* bid.

® |bid., pp. 96-97.
* Ibid., p. 97.
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sees as the valid insight of truth-conditional satits while radically

undermining the very notion of a semantic theorsneining®
In general, Habermas develops a pragmatic apprtoacteaning theory. However, he does not
make use of all the insights of existing pragmdlieories because he realizes the problems
pertinent to these theories such as the reducfivality to the conventional validity of a given
form of life. In order to overcome these problergbermas calls for the utilization of the
combined insights from both semantic and use-attribheories of meaning. However, here
also, Habermas criticizes and tries to overcomeptbblems common to these theories. Firstly,
in the case of traditional semantic approaches ¢éanimg, as | have already presented, he
critically evaluates “semanticist,” “cognitivistha “objectivist” abstractions. Regarding the use-
oriented theories of meaning Habermas needs téedgal the wholesale attribution of meaning
solely to a conventional validity of a given forrhlibe. In this regard, in order to transcend this
limitation, he tries to show that understandingasnected with reaching understanding through
the evaluation of validity claims in argumentatwithin the context of a pragmatic account of

meaning.
1.3.1.2 Wiredu’s Idea of the Concept of Meaning

Wiredu in his work ofPhilosophy and an African Cultuteies to emphasize the need to explain
the concept of meaning. He does not also overlbekcbnnection between the conceptions of

meaning and truth. He therefore argues:

Indeed the concept of meaning itself is one ofntiest basic for philosophical

analysis, and ... questions of truth and meaningiatienately connected... that
truth presupposes meaningfullness is perhaps taoaob... an expression must
make sense, impart some meaning, in order to rdisequestion of truth and

falsity. What is senseless cannot intelligibly, dethce intelligently, be spoken of
as either true or fals&

By an expression, Wiredu seems to mean a word.hee tlefines what he means by
words as follows:

Now, words considered externally are artificial rssgwhich in themselves are
simply brute existences. The Word ‘coal’ is eitaesound, if uttered, or a series
of marks, if written. In themselves, words areeshghysical existences exactly

85 .
Ibid.
8 Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), p. 101.
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like chairs, tables and trees. They acquire tharabter of being able to impart a
meaning only by being made in virtue of a processchvis in principle
conventional to stand for something beyond theraselfHe states that] words
do stand for concepts or ideas [or states of a$fdif

In the same token, by quoting Wiredu, Masolo spmiis

... There is no meaning of language other than imseof what it signifies and
refers to... [Words] are simple conventional signsdm@to a system to impart
information. Their significance, then, derives frdme ideas which are connected
to that which they signify or to which they refer.pifilosopher, Wiredu believes,
must of necessity direct his search for the meamhgvords only to their
relationship with [a sort of things] or situatiorisey stand fof®

From this discussion and exposition, we can seeahaxpression is to be understood only in
terms of a meaning or information it conveys or amgp in a sensible manner. In connection to
this, it is evident in Wiredu, that words signifdeas and stand for (or refer to) entities,

situations, relations, state of affairs, etc.

Furthermore, Wiredu stresses a number of consoiglaémarks and suggestions regarding an

expression, words and truth as follows:

... Itis quite reasonable to say that an expressaibith refers to no possible state
of affairs is a meaningless expression in the sdahsg it can communicate

nothing. As remarked earlier on, words acquire niegronly by being associated
with something beyond themselves. Therefore,wioel or a series of words

signifies no possible thing or state of affairserthit cannot be said to have
meaning; and if it has no meaning, then it canr®ubed to say anything true or
even false. | may remark... that what | am sayingasthat an expression is
meaningless if it refers to no object; that woukl false, for the word ‘unicorn’

has a meaning although there are no unicorns. Whatn saying is that an

expression is meaningless if it refers to no pdssbject or situation, etc.; and

unicorns, of course, are possible objetts.

Having discussed Habermas’s idea of pragmatic hebmeaning and Wiredu’'s idea of the
concept of meaning, let me proceed to compare ithess with particular reference to truth. One
of the most typically praised and shared featunebath Wiredu and Habermas is that they

emphasize that there should be an inextricablynaiie connection between the conceptions of

87 .

Ibid.
% See D.A. Masolo, African Philosophy In search of Identity (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994), p. 128.
% Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture, 1980, p.103
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meaning and truth. In the case of Wiredu, as weadly saw in his quotations, questions of truth
and meaning are intimately connected since truélsypposes meaningfulness. So, for him, we
cannot speak of truth without sensible and infoimeafispects of a meaningful expression. And
Wiredu declares that any meaningful expressiorossiple if and only if a word or a series of
words signifies possible things or state of affai@nsequently, it is when a word or an
expression represents possible sorts of thingst&ins, etc that it has meaning and then can be
spoken of either as true or false.

In the case of Habermas, as | have already stidteid; is an inescapably intertwined connection
between the conceptions of meaning and truth.idrattempt to develop a pragmatic account of
meaning, | can argue, Habermas becomes interest&taring the insights of truth- conditional
semantics which considers understanding an utterascknowledge of the conditions under
which a hearer may accept it. Here the major e Habermas, | think, is that he wishes to
hold on to the connection between meaning and.tiéhuses truth in the sense of a context-
transcendent concept of validity.

In my account, although both philosophers agreettieae is an essential relationship between
the notions of meaning and truth, it does not seeme that their views of both meaning and
truth are the same. | can add that Wiredu seenmsstact his notion of meaning to a word or a
series of words whereas Habermas seems to go bekendnd incorporates an utterance in

general into his discussion.
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CHAPTER TWO

AN EXPOSITION ON SOME SELECTED PHILOSOPHERS’
CONCEPTIONS OF God AND A CRITICAL RESPONSE

2.1 Arguments for the Existence of God

In our concerns with philosophical enterprise, \&a obviously see that philosophy raises many
fundamental questions that matter in the coursthefife of mankind and the universe around
him. The questions posed by this enterprise arallysiihe most general ones and hence attempts
made to address them are likewise general onesthier words, philosophical questions are
really the big questions which in their very natademand great reflections in order to be

addressed.
Consequently, in this connection, it is stated:

There are certain big questions about life and tingverse that human beings
ever have struggled with and to which they feel thmust have some kind of
satisfactory answer. Human beings have not onlyoth@ous physiological and
psychological needs but also philosophical needspl$ put, these involve the
desire to have some understanding of what it isafbut, as Alfred North
Whitehead said in defining philosophy. People warknow why they are here,
why they suffer, where they are going, and whethere is any meaning and
purpose in their lives and in this universe. Sommed&dmental questions human
beings have raised and sought to answer in relatiothese philosophical needs
concern the existence of God, the freedom of mane. nature of truth, ( and so
forth). Ideas men have held about God, freedom tarnt have mattered so much
to them *°

Hence as we can easily make note of from the ajgorea passage, human beings do have some
fundamental needs such as basic physical necesgtgchological demands and philosophical
needs. Apropos of philosophical questions, amongynmdhers, human beings have posed and
fancied to reply to the questions as to whether @widts. Simply put, the questions of the
existence of God and an attempt to formulate séwsguments that would prove there exists

God have been made several times. Many philosopghets as St. Augustine, St. Anselm, St.

%% see Thomas Ellis Katen, Doing philosophy (New York: Prentice- Hall, Inco., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1973)
,P.308.
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Thomas Aquinas, Descartes, Berkeley, and so fodhe hundertaken this duty in their

philosophical works from their respective perspagi

Among arguments formulated for the existence of ,Gbrke classical and basic philosophical
answers for the existence of God are known as thelagical argument, the cosmological
argument, and the teleological argument. Now letcoramence mgxposition with the famous

argument known in the history of philosophy asdh#logical argument.
2.1.1 St. Anselm’s Ontological Argument

Here, we may recall that it was in eleventh centangland that St. Anselm (1033-1109 C.E.)
gave explicit formulation to the ontological argumhdor the existence of God in his work
Proslogium We may also remember that Anselm was a priestladrchbishop of Canterbury.
Now, before formulating the argument, let us trysee the etymological meaning of the term
‘ontology.” “[The word ‘ontology’ comes from the Greek word] Baing (or which means) the
study of ultimate being or ultimate reality*.And in theGlossaryof the same book, it is briefly
defined that ontological argument for the existent&€sod: “The thesis that if one knows the
word God he cannot deny His existence without ealittion. God is that Being than which
none greater can be conceived. The greatest Bewsgt fve a perfect Being, and perfection
includes existence. Hence it is a contradictiorsay God is the greatest perfect Being but does

not exist.” %2

So, as presented here, the term ontological hds &xplicitly withbeing, or what there isn the
most general sense. And as depicted in the abaste,qgtiis obvious that the very understanding
of the existence of God proceeds from the very kadge of the definition of the term God. It
thus seems that if a person knows how the wordheridea of God is defined, he thereby
understands that God exists, and thus such a pessorot deny the existence of God without
contradiction. This simply means, in my opiniorattbnce a person understands that {Sdatat
Beingthan which none greater can be conceivben it is necessary that he knows God exists
by virtue of the comprehension of that definition.

*! |bid.,P.359
*2 |bid.
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In this regard, it is again presented in tB&ssaryof The Great Conversatiothat “[the]
ontological argument [involves] an argument for Goexistence that proceeds solely from an
idea of what God is, from hissence.”®® Thus as clearly set forth by Melchert, the orgédal
argument begins with a rather abstractly statedessipon of the idea of God, a definition, if you
like, of what we have in mind when we use the iGatl.” God, says Anselm, is that, than

which no greater can be conceived.

This expression demonstrates that God is somethizng which we cannot conceive anything
greater. As | saw it, even, according to Melch#rg ontological formulation that ‘God is that,

than which no greater can be conceived’ is notwedent to the expression that ‘God is the
greatest being we can conceive’ for the reason Melchert thinks, Anselm does not want the
idea of God to be limited by what we may be abledoceive and a conception of God that may

be entirely comprehensible to us.

Besides, as it has been pointed out already, th&ahction that is said to be implied, as to

Anselm, when one rejects the existence of Goddsented as indicated here:

You cannot even conceive that God does not exst.c#&n, of course, say the
words, “There is no God;” but, Anselm says, you matnclearly think what they
(the words) mean without falling into contradictioiWhat is contradictory cannot
possibly be true. [So]...It follows not only that Gdoes exist but also that it is
impossible that (He) does not. Here is an analoggu can say that one plus one
equals three, but you cannot conceive that itus tif you understand what one is
and what three is, and if you understand the cotscep addition and equality,
then you cannot possibly believe or even understhat one plus one equals
three. To try to do so would be like trying to beé that three both is three and
also is not three (but twd.

We hence realize from this passage that it isy@apossible to conceive of the nonexistence of
God without falling into contradiction as far as&tm is concerned. In the case of the analogy
given, it is necessarily false that three both ml as not three. This analogy likewise

demonstrates that it is necessarily false that, than which no greater can be conceived does

not exist.Melchert’s exposition of Anselm’s view of God’sistence then shows that to try to

% See Norman Melchert, The Great Conversation: A Historical Introduction to Philosophy, 2" ed. (Mountain view
(?): Mayfield Publishing Company, 1995), P. 646

** Ibid.,P.253

% Ibid., p. 255.
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believe it is true is like trying to believe thagat, than which not greater can be conceibeth
does exist (since it is that, than which no greaser be conceived) and does not exist. But as we
can see, logically speaking, you cannot believéa.bddence, you must believe that He does exist.
Besides, in this connection, we happen to view ybatcannot even conceive that God does not
exist. This simply implies, in Melchert's view ofn&elm’s ontological argument, that God

should not exist is as impossible as that one @hasshould equal three.

Thus, the point clearly set forth by Melchert iatthnselm formulates the ontological argument
for the existence of God which conclusively demmatss that not only God exists, but that He
exists so truly that we cannot even conceive tleatiées not. Furthermore, we can see in the line
of the thought of this argument until we reach ¢baceptiorthat, than which no greater can be
conceivedwe have not yet thought of the right conceptiowbfit God is. Hence for Anselm,
when we use the word “God”, we should be clearlse sihat we reach that conception just

expressed, in my opinion.

As we already observed, Anselm’s ontological argumelies on the analysis of the meaning of

the word ‘God’. In this sense, it is depicted:

... The term God refers to that being than which rgreater can be conceived. If
one accepts that definition, then one cannot rejeetexistence of God, for if God
is that being who is greater than any of whichoaa conceive, it follows that as
a very minimum He must be. For how could He betgetdBeing there is if He

was not? That which exists in objective reality §otuality) is surely greater than

that which exists merely as an idea in the mindsdfl is the greatest being, He
must be (must exist); otherwise any thing thattexeven a cockroach, would be
greater. The greatest being is perfect, but it widad quite an imperfection if He
did not even exist. Thus the very conception ofgtieatest conceivable being
implies His existenc®.

Here it is stated by Katen that Anselm lashed awraseverely criticized anyone who would
admit he could conceive of God but would fail tee dhat such a conception implied His
existence. Nonetheless, the soundness of Anselmtdogical argument has been intensively
objected to or criticized by some thinkers suclGasinilo (Anselm’s contemporaneous monk at
the Monastery of Marmoutier), Kant (a German Plufdger), Aquinas (the medieval Christian

Philosopher 1225-74), and others from their re$pegerspectives.

% Thomas Ellis Katen, Doing Philosophy (New York: Prentice- Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1973 ),P.309.
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But here insofar as the major purpose of my studlynet be to discuss the objections put
forward by Gaunilo, Aquinas, and Kant to Anselmistalogical argument, | do not need to
saddle my self with this issue. But rather whaiml going to do in this respect is to observe the
usefulness of the implications of Wiredu’s notidnkaowledge of existence so as to know the
existence of God’ As | have already pointed out, Aquinas was alse @ithe famous thinkers
who recognized the weakness of Anselm’s ontologicgliment and he had thus felt the need to

discover new logical proofs for the existence otiGo
2.1.2 St. Thomas Aquinas’s Argument

Thomas Aquinas was born near Naples in 1225 CrHidly) and died at the relatively young
age of forty-nine in 1274. We know that he is ofiehe great Christian philosophers and also
primarily a theologian. So far we have attemptedde how St. Anselm tried to account for the
existence of God. As | have already pointed owugiih Thomas is also familiar with Anselm’s
argument for God’s existence, he is among thosedwahioot think it a good argument. Basically
he thinks that there are other arguments that godde God’s existence. But Thomas seems to

hold that Anselm’s way to this issue is the wroog sf argument.

Regarding the problematic nature of knowing Godisstence on the basis of Anselm’s

ontological argument, as conceived by Aquinas, NeltStates:

...Anselm’s argument begins with the assumptionwleahave a grasp of what
God is — of the “essence” of God, as Thomas woultl ip But that is not
something we can assume. What God is must be ifillby... revelation just as
much as that God is. For we do not have an intnitd intelligible realities; we
cannot just grasp concepts out of the air. Sinceaveerational animals, all our
knowledge must start from-though it may lead usobedy the senses. And the
senses do not inform us directly about the natfi@ax*®

As we can easily make note of Aquinas’s contentiba,assumption that we, human beings, are
capable of conceiving of the “essence” of God sfulllest sense cannot be accessible by means

of human reason, and what matters could be whaindguerms as “divine revelation” based on

%7 This task will be discharged in this chapter under the heading of 2.2 Wiredu’s philosophical treatment of
knowing God'’s existence...

*® Norman Melchert, The Great Conversation: A Historical Introduction to Philosophy, 2" ed. (Mountain View (?):
Mayfield Publishing Company, 1995), P. 257.
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the light of faith. But what we evidently underatian his view is that all our knowledge needs to
start from the sense organs though Aquinas actlegtshiuman beings convert sense experience
into concepts by a process of abstraction, whica capacity of rational minds different from
other non-human animals. Melchert also attemptaake known that in answer to the question
“Whether God Can Be Known in This Life by Naturad®on?” Aquinas says:

Our natural knowledge begins from sense. Hencenatural knowledge can go
as far as it can be led by sensible things. Butintgllect cannot be led by sense
so far as to see the essence of God; because easatures are effects of God
which do not equal the power of God, their causend¢¢ from the knowledge of
sensible things the whole power of God cannot lmevkn nor therefore can His
existence be seen. But because they are His effiedtdepend on their cause, we
can be led from them so far as to know of God vendte exists, and to know of
Him what must necessarily belong to Him, as thset fecauseof all things,
exceeding all things caused by Hitf.

So we by now happen to see that Aquinas is no longerested in Anselm’s ontological
argument whose central point in effect says thatetkistence of God is self-evident to us. That
is, if you understand the definition that, ‘thdtah which no greater can be conceived,” then you
will see it is true that God exists. However, Aqasns very strongly against this claim. For him,
the existence of God is thus not self-evident tonkirad. But rather it may be self-evident in

itself or to God Himself, since we cannot know éssence of God.

In this regard, Melchert tries to set forth Thomdagiinas’s claim by sayind:... Something is
self-evident if all you need to do in order to ¢eat it is true, is to understand it...[However,
God’s existence is not self-evident to us in tmsasgust expressed]... And the reason is that we
get our concepts and our knowledge by abstractiomfour experience, and experience does
not contain any direct intuition of the existené&md. So we must go by another patf*Here
obviously speaking, Thomas Aquinas discards thienatd Anselm’s ontological argument. And
he, instead of being led by this argument, predether path so as to know God’s existence. In
this sense, Thomas Aquinas’s preferable meansthripaepicted just like thisknowledge of

God is possible, for although we cannot know treeese of God as He is in Himself, we can

% See Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica |, question 12, article 12, in Basic Writings of Saint Thomas
Aquinas, vol. 1, ed. Anton C. Pegis (New York: Random House, 1945), 109 directly quoted in the source | have
already mentioned under the quotation #97, pp. 257-258.

100 gae again Norman Melchert, The Great Conversation: A Historical Introduction to Philosophy, 2" ed., 1995,P.
257.
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“make use of His effects, either of nature or cfag,” in the place of a definition** The
dimension of my discussion will therefore be inunty Aquinas’s aspect of making use of God’s

sensible effects of nature.

Consequently, Aquinas draws our attention towanddrivestigation of natural phenomena so as
to best approach the comprehension of God’s existeAnd that is why he holds that our
arguments for God’s existence appeal to reasonugihr@od’'s sensible effects, things we can
observe. Therefore, we are expected to begin fwbat we know best, that is, the world that our
senses tell us about and proceed by reasoningwmfiind the cause. Additionally, as Melchert
presents, for Thomas Aquinas, we can (rationalhgvk about God exactly as much as we can

know about this cause of all things.

Therefore, let us now proceed to explain Aquindafeous and much-discussed arguments for
the existence of God. As we can recall, for hiner¢hare five ways or proofs to the existence of
God. These are: the argument from motion, the aegairfrom efficient cause, the argument
from possibility and necessity, the argument froradgs of value in things, and the argument
from the governance of the world. These ways oliAgs are often given the names

cosmological and teleological arguments.

Now, let us discuss each of them one by one. Ashaxe already seen the first and more

manifest way ishe argument from motioft thus states:

It is certain, and evident to our senses, thatia world some things are in motion.
Now whatever is moved is moved by another, foringtban be moved except it is in
potentiality to that towards which it is moved; wes a thing moves inasmuch as it
is in act. For motion is nothing else than the retilon of something from potentiality
to actuality. But nothing can be reduced from pobgdity to actuality, except by
something in a state of actuality. Thus that whighactually hot, as fire, makes
wood, which is potentially hot, to be actually hemd thereby moves and changes it.
Now it is not possible that the same thing shoutdab once in actuality and
potentiality in the same respect, but only in défe respects. For what is actually
hot cannot simultaneously be potentially hot; buisi simultaneously potentially
cold. It is therefore impossible that in the saraspect and in the same way a thing
should be both mover and moved, i.e., that it shmubve itself. Therefore, whatever
is moved must be moved by another. If that by whisimoved be itself moved, then

191 see James A. Diefenbeck, Wayward Reflections on The History of Philosophy, ed. (New York: University Press of

America, Inc., 1996) ,P. 122.
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this also must needs be moved by another, andthahother again. But this cannot
go on to infinity, because then there would befmst mover, and consequently, no
other mover, seeing that subsequent movers moyginasmuch as they are moved
by the first mover; as the staff moves only bec#usenoved by the hand. Therefore
it is necessary to arrive at a first mover, movedro other; and this everyone
understands to be Gdt?

This lengthy quotation, which describes the firstywto knowledge of God's existence, is taken
intentionally or purposefully by me because | neeftlll-fledged exposition of the idea of this
argument without any attempt of summarizing ana ghesenting it. Though this quotation may
be in some sense self-explanatory, let me tryltistilate some of the major ideas involved in it.
Hence, the first thing to note is the notion of it Melchert states that the interpretation
Aquinas gives to “motion” does not mean just chaofjplace, though that is included. It thus

seems that “motion” includes change of all kindsamry forms of change.

For example, in the above-given quotation, the gtarof fire heating wood shows not just a
change of place but rather it is a change fromadigtioeing cold, though potentially hot, to
actually being hot. This is what Thomas seems jolbsa“motion,” though it also includes a
motion involving change of place as only one oftskind. Melchert, in this regard, presents
what Aquinas understands by change asahge is understood to be an alteration in somegthi
by which it becomes actually what it was until therly potentially’ > So, one can say that
Aquinas’s notion of motion need not be totally reeld to a motion involving only change of
place as opposed to, in my thought, Newton’s sedawdof motion in physics which roughly
states that when a force F is exerted on an obgaghg a mass M, and then causes it to move in
some direction, it is thus said that the motioe.(iwhich involves a change of place, in my
opinion) takes place. This case expresses onlyaspect of Thomas’s notion of motion as far as

| am concerned.

Hence, as we can understand from Thomas AquimatEgoretation, the world is full of such
changes or motions, and each of these change®ugtirabout by something that is, in the
appropriate way, as Melchert depicts it, actualwiescan see the wood which is potentially hot

does not actualize that potentiality on its owm.therefore takes fire, a thing which is actually

192 5ee Anton C. Pegis (ed., with an Introduction), Introduction to Saint Thomas Aquinas (New York: Random House

,1948), p. 25.
103 see Norman Melchert’s The Great Conversation: A Historical Introduction to Philosophy, 2" ed.,1995, p. 258.
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hot, to make the wood hot too or simply which heaeswood. In this regard, Melchert tries to
make explicit that since the wood cannot be simeltausly actually hot and only potentially hot
(actually cold), it cannot make itself hot. Thisyia meant, | think, to lead us to a first mover,

which is a source of all changes.
Consequently, Melchert presents how we can beoledrive at a first mover as indicated below:

We must think, not of a temporal series, but ofetesets of necessary conditions.
A necessary condition for the wood’s becoming &dhé presence of something
actually hot. A necessary condition of that is sthing else in appropriate ways

actual and so on. That set of conditions cannotniieite. There must be some
condition that is itself sufficient to account tbe rest, without requiring another

condition beyond itself. This would be a “first” m&r. And that, Aquinas says, is
what “every one understands to be Gdg*"

| think that this passage summarizes what Aquineanms by the first way (the argument
from motion) to God.

The second and also very central way of St. Thama&3od is that o€ausation or the nature of
efficient causeThis argument from efficient causality is thusedily presented by Melchert as

follows:

In the world of sensible things we find there isaader of efficient causes. There is
no cause known (neither is it, indeed, possibleylich a thing is found to be the
efficient cause of itself; for so it would be prioritself, which is impossible. Now in
efficient causes it is not possible to go on tanityf, because in all efficient causes
following in order, the first is the cause of thetermediate cause, and the
intermediate is the cause of the ultimate causesthdr the intermediate cause be
several, or one only. Now to take away the causéoisake away the effect.

Therefore, if there be no first cause among efiiiceauses, there will be no ultimate,
nor any intermediate, cause. But if in efficienusas it is possible to go on to
infinity, there will be no first efficient causegither will there be an ultimate effect,
not any intermediate efficient causes; all of whislplainly false. Therefore it is

necel%gary to admit a first efficient cause, to Whaveryone gives the name of
God

As we can observe from this passage, in my opiniioimgs must be produced or caused by
something because they do not cause themselvesalienderstand that in order for anything to

produce or cause itself, it would have to exisbbefitself or to preexist itself so that it would

% bid.,p.259.
1% |bid., pp. 259-260.

55



bring itself into being or it could be its own cauBut that is absurd or impossible, or that makes

no sense because a thing cannot exist beforesitsexi

Hence, all events have some cause. And somethinghvdauses or produces an event must
itself have another cause, and so on. However etfitise series of cause and effect must not go
on infinitely because Aquinas would seem to me &ntain that if series of dependencies were
infinite, there would be no cause that is firstisTindicates simply that there must be some point
where this entire series of dependencies stopstrargla first cause or an uncaused cause an

absolute which explains everything, can be arriaed

In this sense, Melchert depicts that, A “first” cause would be that on which the exsice of
the whole causal order depends, while it dependaathing beyond itself. Take away this first
cause,...(then) there would be no intermediate causeany ultimate effects. But, as we see,
there are causes and effects. So these must bt aduse (i.e., God' *° This is, in fact, how
Aquinas understands the way we reach the point fafsh cause. Katen also adds that,
[According to Thomas], nothing could be happenimgur universe now had not our universe at
some point come into being... Thus there must bébsole, an ultimate force, which causes
all else but is of such a nature that no cause @gquired to explain it. This St. Thomas

understands as God™’

Having said this much apropos of the second wayidesee the next way. The third way is taken
from possibility and necessity, and runs thus. t8, argument from possibility and necessity

states:

We find in nature things that are possible to bd ant to be, since they are found to be
generated, and to be corrupted, and consequertiy,gossible for them to be and not
to be. But it is impossible for these always testexor that which can not-be at some
time is not. Therefore if everything can not-besnttat one time there was nothing in
existence. Now if this were true, even now thengldvbe nothing in existence, because
that which does not exist begins to exist only ugto something already existing.
Therefore, if at one time nothing was in existericgjould have been impossible for
anything to have begun to exist, and thus even moting would be in existence-
which is absurd. Therefore, not all beings are remossible, but there must exist

1% bid., P. 250.

See Thomas Ellis Katen, Doing Philosophy( New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1973),
P.311.
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something the existence of which is necessaryeWry necessary thing either has its
necessity caused by another, or not. Now it is Bajlmle to go on to infinity in
necessary things which have their necessity cabgednother, as has been already
proved in regard to efficient causes. Thereforeoaanot but admit the existence of
some being having of itself its own necessity, aotdreceiving it from another, but
rather causing in others their necessity. Thisnadin speak of as Gdtf

As we can see from this immediately above-explaigadtation, Thomas says that we can
observe or experience the existence of both m@adgible things and that of necessary beings
in nature. In the course of his attempt to show thare must be necessary being, he begins his
claim with the fact that all of the objects or tnwe see around us exist only as a matter of
possibility. In this regard, Melchert tries to defj in his presentation of Thomas’s view, a
merely possible being as: “.a being that is found to be generated, and to beupted.” **°
Here we can have various sorts or examples of thesegs which are fundamentally
characteristic of the terrestrial spheres such lastg animals including human beings,
mountains, rivers including its inhabitants or aguéfe, and the like as far as | understand in
Melchert's discussion. These merely possible beiagd the like are highly susceptible to
change since there was a time when they did net,ed they begin to exist or to be generated
at some time, and then they eventually disappea@&ease again to exist or they will finally be
corrupted.

As Melchert tries to set forth, this change or gption takes place essentially, not accidentally,
within these merely possible beings. What he jusams is “...Merely possible beings are
beings that can change essentially- that is, thay céhange from what they are into something
else. They can appear and disappe&’Accordingly, these objects or things do not canthe
explanation of their existence within themselves.plt it in other words, as Melchert holds,

merely possible beings depend or rely for theis&xice upon necessary beings.

Now we happen to see what Thomas designates assaegebeings or things. As we have
already seen in the above discussion, there camstobe merely possible beings. In this respect,

as Melchert tries to depict Thomas’s argumentSince merely possible beings have an inherent

1% See Daniel Kolak and Raymond Martin (eds.), The Experience of Philosophy, 3"%ed. (New York : Wadsworth

Publishing Company, 1996), pp.220-221.
1% Norman Melchert, The Great Conversation: A Historical Introduction to Philosophy, 2" ed., 1995, p. 261
110 .

Ibid.
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tendency to disappear, if these were the only Isgitigey would eventually all disappear. And
there would be nothing in existence. In fact, thauld already have happened. But if this had

ever happened, then nothing would exist now bedaoasenothing comes nothing***

Now, as a matter of fact, a great many things erishe universe. From this fact, we can go on
to argue that not all things, as Aquinas holds naeeely possible. This implies that, as to him, at
least something must be a necessary being whoseaesdoes not naturally tend to disappear or
vanish at one time. Now Thomas states that somessacy beings may have their necessity
given to them by other necessary beings. But, dshdg presents, for reasons similar to those

given in the first two proofs, this process of resigy/-giving cannot go on to infinity.

We can, therefore, see in Melchert's depiction,thatthere must be some being which has its
necessity ‘of itself”, and which does not owe ttwaény other being. This being does not depend
on any thing beyond itself for its properties oingeungenerable and incorruptible. This being is
in itself eternal and necessary in the most progese of the word. And this being, as Thomas
says, “all men speak of as God* This is all about the third proof of God’s existeras far as

my study of Aquinas’s argument is concerned.

Aquinas’s fourth way or proof is taken from graads/alue or simply from the gradation to be
found in things in our experience. This also states

Among beings there are some more and some less goednoble, and the like.
But more and less are predicated of different thiagcording as they resemble in
their different ways something which is the maximama thing is said to be
hotter according as it more nearly resembles thiictv is hottest; so that there is
something which is truest, something best, songthablest, and consequently,
something which is most being, for these things #na greatest in truth are
greatest in being, as it is written in Metaph Now the maximum in any genus is
the cause of all in that genus, as fire, whichhis maximum of heat, is the cause
of all hot things... Therefore there must also beetbmg which is to all beings
the cl?éjse of their being, goodness, and every gibdection; and this we call
God:

" bid.
"2 bid. ,pp. 262.

'3 Anton C. Pegis (ed., with an Introduction), Introduction To Saint Thomas Aquinas (New York: Random House,
1948), pp. 26-27.
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As we can see, this fourth proof rests on the agginirom the gradation of things. Some
thinkers such as Stumpf and Fieser prefer to tgbraof from perfection since it seems to
revolve around the degrees of perfection that veeisehings. Here the point seems to me that
there is value difference among things, and herwy tdo not have the same value,
comparatively speaking. And this is explicitly eepsed in the above quotation. Here on the
basis of comparative judgments, as Melchert presanimething is better than another thing to
the extent that it more closely resembles the Ib@sthermore, he adds that something is truer if
it is more like the truth and so on. In this semge can simply understand that the comparison of
values found in the things is possible or makesesamly with respect to the resemblance or
closeness in their different ways to something thathe maximum. For example, as already
mentioned in the quotation, fire is taken as th&imam of heat and hence is the cause of all hot
things (it does not matter whether there is somgtkise which is the maximum of all hot things
other than fire, but let us assume the notion @f thaximum for the convenience of our
discussion).

Likewise, we can experience consequently the extisiedifference of the degree of beings. We
can say about things that they have more or lesgfeor a lower or higher form of being. For
example, the very ordinary example of comparingt&éinal creature or human being with an
insentient thing like a stone can easily make etideis difference in terms of their degrees of

being. Thus Thomas maintains that there must aspimething which is most being.
In this regard, Melchert depicts Thomas’s contanbg saying:

...If there were not in existence a superlative degriegoodness (like something
which is best), of truth (like something truest)daso on, and consequently of
being (something which is most being), the existeriany lesser degree would
be inexplicable. So there must be a “maximum” beehlest, truest, and so on.
But since the lower degrees actually exist, theimarm must also really exist.

This maximum is what explains the fact that we oesall these degrees of

goodqiss in things. This maximum “best” of all tten Thomas says, “we call

God”

The fifth and last proof of Aquinas relies on thgument from the governance of the world.
According to this proof:

1% Norman Melchert, The Great Conversation: A Historical Introduction to Philosophy, 2nd ed., 1995 p. 262.
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We see that things which lack knowledge, such agalabodies, act for an end,

and this is evident from their acting always, oang always, in the same way, so
as to obtain that best result. Hence it is plaiattthey achieve their end, not
fortuitously but designedly. Now whatever lacksvidedge cannot move towards
an end, unless it be directed by some being endomittd knowledge and

intelligence; as the arrow is directed by the anch&herefore some intelligent
being exists by whom all natural things are direlcte their end; this being we
call God!™

As to this fifth argument, which is often callecetteleological argument or the argument from
design (as for instance Melchert calls it), itsadeems to me that when we carefully observe the
universe around us it seems that it is so harmaehiocoordinated, so well planned, so well
ordered, and hence so well designed that one egftie judge that it must be the result of a
planner or a designer. It seems, one can addihisais a purposeful universe. As we can see,
Thomas maintains that all things such as, in myiopi for example, parts of the natural world
both rational and irrational or which do not possieselligence or knowledge aim at some end or
best purpose. For example, Melchert adds, regatdingan beings that we plant and harvest and
store so that we will have food in the winter wivesknow there will be none to gather. But this
activity is not too surprising in the case of hunieing since we can look ahead to a situation

that does not now exist and take certain measuredicome it satisfactorily.

What is rather surprising is that other non-ratiomanon-intelligent creatures tend to do the
same thing or to achieve the same end suitabl¢h®r survival as human beings do. In this
regard, Melchert gives some instance by saying:

...Rabbits are quick so that they can escape foxegedare cunning so that they
can catch rabbits. Moths are camouflaged to escppedators. And so on.

Everything happens as though it were planned tgpbaghat way. But we cannot
believe that rabbits, moths, foxes (and so on)dwmiag that planning. Someone
else must be doing it for them .Here is an anald®gople sometimes wonder
whether computers are intelligent. Computers camagdy do some remarkable

things: solves problems, rotate images in threeedsions on a screen, guide
spacecraft. A standard reply is that though computeok intelligent, but the

intelligence they display is not their own, but tthaf their designers and

programmers. They have a “borrowed” intelligenc¢®

' See Daniel Kolak and Raymond Martin (eds.), The Experience of Philosophy, 3™ ed, 1996, p.222.

1% Norman Melchert, The Great Conversation: A Historical Introduction to Philosophy, 2" ed., 1995, p.263.
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Hence, the key point of this argument is that @&msintelligent being that acts purposefully and
consequently, those non-intelligent naturally emgstbeings that act to obtain the best
consequences do not themselves direct their wityg@nd. Therefore, Thomas claims that there
must be some intelligent being existing that hallhsiatural things direct their act to obtain the

best end, and it is this being we speak of as God.

Here what | would like to remark is that my studyll e partly concerned with Wiredu’s

epistemology. As a part of this study, Wiredu'sadef knowledge of existence is to be
particularly addressed, and consequently, as | lad&ady pointed out apropos of Anselm’s
ontological argument, my aim is to discuss the srguis advanced by these philosophers,
including Descartes, and then to demonstrate thiadavie come up with a new version of
argument that does account for the knowledge of Gexdstence on the basis of the implications
of Wiredu's idea of knowledge of existence. Thidl we done in the course of the forthcoming

discussion. But now let me proceed to expose Detalidea of God’s existence.
2.1.3 Rene Descartes’s Argument

Descartes was born March 31, 1596 in a small tawhouraine called La Haye (now called La
Haye-Descartes or simply Descartes) in France awlah February 11, 1650 due to the disease
of pneumonia as works on the history of philosophgw. As we may recall, one of the major
philosophical problems of Descartes had been thestmn of epistemological foundation
whereby he asks to give him an unshakeable founmdab as to establish his entire philosophy
upon it, and consequently, to move the whole wdrchis strenuous attempts to establish this
firm foundation, Descartes employs his methodicalld where he sets out to know whether
there would remain anything undoubtable, and camsatty to take that thing to be the

unshakeable and indubitable foundation of philogoph

Consequently, after a lengthy application of thttmodical doubt, and the subjection of so many
things to doubt, Descartes seems to declare to &aed at a first instance of knowledge that
he perceives to be no longer subject to any kindnaiertainty, doubt, and falsity. This sort of
indubitable and immutable knowledge, as we redallsi Descartes’s designation of himself
simply as a thing or a substance that thinks, nmggpai thing that doubts, affirms, denies,

understands a few things, is ignorant of many #hinglls, and so forth as explicated by him.
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This notion, in sum, is¥... Descartes’s cogito ergo sum [which might betteave been
formulated: ego sum cogitans] [which] affirms preely, and nothing more than, the existence of
himself who is now thinking:*’

Regarding this point of certainty (i.e., | thinkgtefore | am), Descartes maintaitis. Noticing
that this truth — | think, therefore | am- was sonf and so certain that the most extravagant
suppositions of the skeptics were unable to shigkkejudged that | could accept it without
scruple as the first principle of the philosophwas seeking.™!® We can overtly notice that the
contention ‘ | think, therefore I am’ was doubtleszken by Descartes to be the firm
epistemological foundation, and consequently, th& principle of his philosophy one might
then proceed to question an appropriate functioBastesian cogito, and an answer thus offered
in Keeling's depiction of Descartes is: “Its proper function is to determine the fundamental
situation from which strict knowledge is to begimdao render definitive the context from which

further strict knowledge can be developed?

Furthermore, having really secured this foundatidascartes would still seem to ask another
qguestion. As already explicated, Descartes is icettet he is a thinking thing or substance. In
this first knowledge, he maintains that what heuse about is nothing but a certain clear and
distinct perception or grasp of what he affirmsdAhe subsequent question he raises is pertinent
to the issue of the sufficiency of this clear andtidct grasp or perception of a thing. He
accordingly argues thdt,. Yet this (grasp) would hardly be enough (wountat suffice) to make
(render) me certain of the truth of a thing, itduld ever happen that something that I perceived

(grasped) so clearly and distinctly were fals&®

With this important background in our minds, whibhs a lot to do with my forthcoming
discussions, let me proceed to consider Descartagsment for the existence of God.
Consequently, if we read Descartes’s famous phplosal work Discourse on Method and

Meditations on First Philosophyve shall see that he mainly addresses or dewddird and

" see S.V. Keeling, Descartes, 2" ed.(London, Oxford, and New York: Oxford University Press, 1968), pp. 97-98.

See Rene Descartes trans. by Donald A. Cress, Discourse on Method and Meditations on First Philosophy, 3 ed.
(Indianapolis/ Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Company, 1993), p. 19.

Mgy, Keeling, Descartes, 2" ed., 1968, p. 100.

Rene Descartes trans. by Donald A. Cress, Discourse on Method and Meditations on First Philosophy, 3" ed.,
1993, p. 70.
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Fifth Meditations though he also raises this issue in otMmditations to the question
concerning God’s existence. As we may recall ittheThird Mediation Descartes’s principal
argument consists in proving the existence of God,in the case of thH&fth Meditation it is in
addition to an explanation of corporeal naturehereéssence of material things that the existence

of God is also demonstrated again by means of apne®f (i.e., the ontological argument).

Besides, Descartes envisages that so many obesuaitid several difficulties may perhaps have
arisen or remained undiscussed in the meditatiogsiéstion. But, in this case, he hoped he will
later address these problems in Risplies to objectiondn the case of th&hird Meditation

Descartes, for example presents one such poirdraéntion, among others, as follows:

How can the idea that is in us of a supremely perfeeing have so much
objective reality that it can only come from a sapely perfect cause? This is
illustrated in theReplies by a comparison with a very perfect machine, tieaiof
which is in the mind of some craftsman. For, justltee objective ingeniousness of
this idea ought to have some cause (say, the kdgeleossessed by the
craftsman or by someone else from whom he recémng#nowledge), so too, the
idea of God which is in us must have God himseifsasause®*

Here it is clearly evident that Descartes attentptgive us certain example of some of the
objections or contentions that might be posed liation to some of the ideas he discussed in the
Meditations and how he thus later tries to give the replyhie and other similar objections in

his Replies to Objections

In connection to this, it is said that Descartgssofs for the existence of God are found in his
works of part four ofthe Discoursgthe Third and Fifth Meditationghe Appendix tahe Second
Repliesand the first part ofhe Principles *?? For the sake of our brief information, let me say
few words on the intent with which Descartes tti@ghrove or demonstrate the existence of God
on the basis of the philosophical argument. Asatlri¢, he begins his worldeditationson First
Philosophywith sending greetings to those famous peoplasfilme by saying: * To those most
Wise and Distinguished Men, the Dean and Doctote@fFaculty of Sacred Theology of Paris.’

12! Rene Descartes trans. by Donald A. Cress, Discourse on Method and Meditations on First Philosophy, 3™ ed.,

1993, p. 55.
122 5ee Jorge Secada, Cartesian Metaphysics: The Late Scholastic Origins of Modern Philosophy (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000), p. 291.
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In this message, he wanted them to understanddheop his undertaking or what he had sought
to achieve in this work. Consequently, Cress diygmtesents that Descartes had always thought
the issues of God and the soul to be chief amoosggtthat ought to be demonstrated with the aid
of philosophy rather than theology. Descartes,his sense, tried to make explicit the people
whom his intention in this work had targeted. Aredthus argues that although it suffices for us
believers to believe by faith that the human samdsdnot die with the body, and that God exists,
certainly no unbelievers seem capable of beinguaeled of any religion until these two issues

are first proven to them by natural reason.
Having made explicit his target, let us now seedadss’s definition or understanding of God:

... By the name God | understand a substance thiafingte (eternal, immutable),
independent, all- knowing, all-powerful, and by g¥hil myself and everything
else, if anything else does exist, have been aeétew all these characteristics
are such that the more diligently | attend to théme, less do they appear capable
of proceeding from me alone; hence... we must coadidt God necessarily
exists.*?®

As we can clearly observe, this quote is all altmwt Descartes rightly conceives or understands
of the name God, and hence such attributes as oimmmi®, omnipotence, infinitude,
independence, all-creator, absolute perfection,sanfibrth do characterize what we mean by the
term God in Cartesian idea. As held by so many centators, and we, ourselves can observe,
Descartes advanced, among others, the ontologigaient for the existence of God. This
ontological proof proceeds directly from considenatof the concept of God to His existence.
That means, Descartes obviously claims to procaedyktforwardly from the examination of
God’s essence or nature to the discovery of Hiessary existence. We can find this ontological
demonstration of God’s existence which more obwioeghibits its essentialist structure in the

Fifth Mediationof Descartes.

Here, before | proceed to discuss some importamtpavith regard to Descartes’s ontological

argument, | like to make explicit certain doubtsl ajections that might be put to his argument
at the very outset. Consequently, as depicted bgeJS8ecada, it might be argued that God’s
nature or essence cannot be known by humans, satrleaunless human beings be granted the

123 See Rene Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy: In Which the Existence of God and the Distinction of the

Soul from the Body Are Demonstrated (New York: Classic Books America, 2009), p. 35.

64



contemplation of God in eternal salvation or in soamticipatory mystical rapture. In this case,
Descartes, as presented by Secada, would seeno deny surely the fact that human minds

cannot comprehend God’s nature in its fullest sense

Secada thus depicts..Descartes did not propose, nor does the ontaalgproof require, that
divine nature be contemplated as in a beatificorisiEven less did he suggest that the human
mind can comprehend God'’s full essence. He (Desspsgtated unambiguously that there are
‘innumerable things in God which | cannot in anyyw@mprehend or perhaps even touch with
my thought.”*?* Hence Secada continues to make explicit what theniion of Descartes'’s

ontological argument was.

Accordingly, he stated that what Descartes did ®ldhat we can have some understanding of
divine essence, sufficient for the ontological angumt to go through and for us to be able to refer
to God“[E]ven if we conceive of God only in an inadegeatr, if you like, ‘utterly inadequate’

way, this does not prevent ... our being able tralys$sert that we have examined his nature
with sufficient clarity, that is, with as much dlgras is necessary to know that his nature is

possible and also to know that divine existencerigg to this same divine naturé®

Having clarified Descartes’s intention of the oogital argument in this general terms, let me
proceed to see another equally significant poirthane just discussed above. This point has to
do with the idea of God’s essence, but with certlistinction of the foregoing discussion of
God’s essence. Hence Secada sets forth that thethia the idea of God is an idea of His
essence involves three poiniSlirstly, that it is the idea of a possible entityecondly, that this entity

is conceived in terms of properties which it mustd) if it exists; and thirdly, that those propestidefine

the entity’s being, that is, they define it as dgsance possessing the informative attributes which

characterize and differentiate it as the thing thas. 126

These points are some of the points that Descattespts to address in tMeditations Here |

would like to remark that | am beginning the disias of the ontological argument when |
explain the three points above-mentioned. Hencewasclearly note from the quote, for
Descartes, firstly, the idea of God is not the idean impossible entity (that is, that which could

124 Jorge Secada, Cartesian Metaphysics: The Late Scholastic Origins of Modern Philosophy, 2000, p. 149.
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be based on false assumption or supposition) kheraf a possible being. There is what
Descartes calls false supposition that could begineal whether such a thing exists or not. For
example, among other things, Descartes statehé¢hatay imagine a winged horse, although no
horse with wings exists, or he may not conceiva ofiountain without a valley though there is
no such a mountain in the world. In my opinion, plegnt here is that the case of a winged horse
could be false assumption or that the case of rtipossibility of being able to conceive of a
mountain without a valley, whether the mountain #relvalley exist or not in the world, shows

simply that they cannot in any way be separable.

However, for Descartes, when it comes to the ide@am’s existence, the case turns out to be
different. So, he tries to distinguish between whieatetermines to be false suppositions and the

idea of God as indicated here:

.... [Iln consequence there is a great differenceveen the false suppositions
such as this [for example, a winged horse] andttbe ideas born within me, the
first and principal of which is that of God. Foraky | discern in many ways that
this idea is not something fictitious, (which igpdedent) solely on my thought,
but that it is the image of a true and immutabléung; first of all, because |
cannot conceive anything but God himself to whosseree existence
(necessarily) pertains; in the second place because not possible for me to
conceive two or more Gods in this same positiord granted that there is one
such God who now exists, | see clearly that iteasessary that He should have
existed from all eternity, and that He must existrelly; and finally, because |
know an infinitude of other properties in God, nafavhich | can either diminish

or change!?’

Consequently, we now apparently happen to deterthateDescartes’s idea of God is an idea of
a possible being on the grounds that he could statat it so clearly and distinctly or even it is
an idea which is truly innate in his thought andstimot his own mind’s creation or fabrication.
In this regard, Descartes repeatedly points ot ltkais of a nature that his thought does not
impose any necessity upon things. In my opinionthhes seems to claim that it is not by the

power of his thought that the existence of God aglennecessarily possible.

On the contrary, for him, God’s existence is sonmgthnecessary in itself. Even Descartes

clearly holds that it is impossible to conceive@dbd (that is, a Being supremely perfect) to

127 Rene Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy: In Which the Existence of God and the Distinction of the Soul

from the Body Are Demonstrated, 2009, p. 56.
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whom existence is lacking (that is to say, to whooertain perfection is lacking). Here therefore
it is overt in Descartes’s contention that exiseerecone of the most characteristic attributes of

God as far as my understanding is concerned.

In this connection, Descartes’s idea of God’s exisé is very much evident in his thought than
any other things do, i.e., for example, it is mushbre evident than a conception of a winged
horse or that of being unable to conceive a moonathout a valley. This matter is manifest in
the claim:

...(F)rom the fact that | cannot conceive a mountaithout a valley, it does not

follow that there is any mountain or any valleydristence, but only that the
mountain and the valley, whether they exist or dbexist, cannot in any way be
separated one from the other. While from the faet 1 cannot conceive God

without existence, it follows that existence issperable from Him, and hence
that He really exists; not that my thought can brithis to pass, or impose any
necessity on things, but, on the contrary, becaheenecessity which lies in the
thing itself, i.e. the necessity of the existerf@axl determines me to think in this
way. For it is not within my power to think of Gaithout existence (that is of a
supremely perfect being devoid of a supreme pé&fedhough it is in my power

to imagine a horse either with wings or without g&n*®

Here, we can see that | have just tried to makeiaixghat God, for Descartes, is a possible

being and thus that existence necessarily belan@®ot’s essence.

Secondly, as Secada tries to point out, anotheoriitapt point implied by the view that the idea
of God is an idea of His essence is that this bemgntity is conceived in terms of properties
which it must have, if it exists. So, in this redjait is evident in thé/leditatiors that the idea of
God is stated to be the idea dad Supremely perfect being, a being with all perte, a
substance which is unique, eternal, infinite conglemmutable, independent, omniscient,
omnipotent, and goott?° It is particularly in theThird Mediationthat Descartes offers such an
essentialist definition of the word God. In thispect, Secada presents that, for Descartes, the
question about the existence of God is not abauediting we happen to call God but rather it is
about that which, if it exists, is God. The aboventioned properties which are meant to specify
the meaning of God provide us with the informat@mout the essence or nature of God.

Therefore, they are properties that the being ith&od must have. Descartes thus tells us that

128 .
Ibid.,p.55
129 Jorge Secada,Cartesian Metaphysics:The Late Scholastic Origins of Modern Philosophy,2000,p.163.
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these attributes or properties which are containdtie idea of God (i.e., the first and supreme

being) cannot be diminished or removed by him re@sthe change or alter any of them.

Finally, there remains the point that those prapemvhich define the entity’s being (that is, they
define it as a substance possessing the informatixibutes which characterize and differentiate
it) as the thing that it is. Regarding this poifigcada depicts that Descartes first of all tries to
compare the idea of God with the ideas of shapesaimumbers (i.e., in my opinion, the
mathematical truths of which he is sure to be trale) then proceeds to write that, “My
understanding that it belongs to his nature’ to gess the properties which are contained in that
idea ‘is no less clear and distinct’ than is theseavhen | prove of any shape or number that
some property belongs to its nattifé® So, this is the way Descartes tries to make expimv

the properties involved or contained in the deifomtof God’s essence can really characterize

and thus differentiate or specify this entity’srzeas the thing that it is.

Additionally, Secada sets forth that Descartessa®[T|he cohesion of the notion of God: ‘the
unity, the simplicity, or the inseparability of #fle attributes of God is one of the most important
perfections which | understand Him to have’ ... Itomsyond doubt that in (his) view, if any
properties define the being of an entity, thenphaperties contained in the idea of God, which

he called ‘the truest... of all my ideas,’ 5’

This is all about my discussions of Descartes’'®logical argument for knowing the existence
of God, and then | am going to treat all the argutsi@f St. Anselm, St. Thomas Aquinas, and
Descartes in the light of Wiredu’s view of the kredge of existence. In this connection, |
would like to assure you that St. Anselm’s ontotadjiargument and that of Descartes for
understanding God’s existence are similar becaadedrguments proceed from the examination
of the concept of God to the judgment of his exiseethough Descartes, as | have already

explained, is not fully persuaded by the idea #maican fully comprehend God’s essence.

B30 |pid.
B bid.
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Regarding the similarity in question, Keeling degic

In Meditation V (Descartes) gives a demonstratibiisod’s existence, similar to
the ‘ontological argument’ of St. Anselm ... (Accogdito this proof), God is

defined as the most perfect being conceivable. fdowguch a being not to exist
would be for it to lack a ‘perfection’ or completioBut the most perfect being
could not lack any perfection, much less that adterce. So, given the definition
of God, the assertion of God’s existence could @@ydenied on pain of self-
contradiction®*?

Here we can see that Keeling’'s quote of Descadesds exactly like that of St. Anselm which |
discussed in the previous section of Anselm’s agichl argument. From my previous
discussion, we may recall, according to Anselm,one could possibly deny God’s existence,

given the definition of God, without having fallerto self-contradiction.
This also holds true for Descartes. This view isrtly explicated in his own terms like this:

... The idea, | say, of this being who is absolupelsfect and infinite, is entirely

true; for although, perhaps, we can imagine thattsa being does not exist, we
cannot nevertheless imagine that His idea represanthing real to me ... This
idea is also very clear and distinct; since all tha@onceive clearly and distinctly

of the real and the true, and of what conveys sparéection, is in its entirety

contained in this ide&®

This passage already demonstrates the similaritgeo¥/iews of both philosophers regarding the

impossibility of denying God’s existence.

In the same work, Descartes adds that the ideaodfsGexistence does not cease to be true
although, he tells us, he does not comprehenchfirete or although there is infinitude of things
in God which cannot be comprehended. In other temfisitude of things in the idea of God

cannot even possibly be reached in any way by tioug
In this sense, Descartes goes on to say:

... [1]t is of the nature of the infinite that my oag, which is finite and limited,
should not comprehend it; and it is sufficient thahould understand this, and
that | should judge that all things which | cleaggrceive and in which | know

132500 S.V.Keeling ,Descartes(London, Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 1968) ,p.119.

Rene Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy :In Which the Existence of God and the Distinction of the Soul
from the Body Are Demonstrated, 2009,p.36.

133

69



that there is some perfection, and possibly likeveis infinitude of properties of
which | am ignorant, are in God formally or emingntso that the idea which |
have of Him may become the most true, most clewt,naost distinct of all the
ideas that are in my mind*

Having attempted to discuss Descartes’s argumerthéexistence of God and the similarity of
his argument to that of St. Anselm’s ontologicajuanent, let me now proceed to see Wiredu’s
critical response to the arguments advanced byetphesgosophers, including that of St. Thomas

Aquinas.

2.2 Wiredu’s Philosophical Treatment of Knowing Gods Existence as a

Critical Response to the Aforementioned Arguments
By the aforementioned arguments, | simply meanatigetments advanced by Anselm, Aquinas
and Descartes that | have already discussed sbléav.under this heading, we happen to view
that Wiredu is critical of such arguments. Thus pnycipal task here is to, critically react to
these philosophers’ conceptions of knowledge ofetkistence of God by using the implications
of Wiredu’s conception of knowledge of existenceganeral. My central argument here is that
Wiredu’s idea of the existence of God is differfotn that of the philosophers in question.
Consequently, let me advance my argument, first faneimost, by making explicit Wiredu’'s
philosophical treatment of existence in general.nientains that;... To assert that an object
exists is to assert a given term refers to an dljjex., has a reference). Existence, that is p sa
is a relation between a term and an object, noatiribute of an object. Questions of existence

thus start with a term, or a description, not wéth object.”™3°

Now we can note the implications of the foregoitayitication of the concept of existence for

the ontological argument for the existence of Gotbag as Wiredu is concerned.

As | have already discussed, both Anselm and Desscadvanced the ontological argument for
proving the existence of God. As it has just begrianed, the ontological argument is based on
the examination and analysis of what God is ordéfnition of the concept of God (i.e., His
essence or nature). And the point here is thatithen one knows the essence of the idea of God

or His real attributes that a person is said tehawlerstood there exists God.

134 .
lbid.,pp.36-37.
135 See Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture(Cambridge University Press, 1980),p.126.
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In this regard, St. Anselm defines God ontologicak that being than which no greater can be
conceived, which is similar to Descartes’s, the tmpsrfect being conceivable. For them,
therefore, knowledge of God’s existence consistanderstanding the correct attributes of the

idea of God which essentially characterize Him.

In this respect, Wiredu himself states tHat, St. Anselm, and Descartes after him, had argued
that (the) existence (of God) is logically boundwith the correct conception of God*This
sort of conception is that of which Wiredu is adl, and he is thus against it. Wiredu, on this
view, shares Kant's contention against the conatder of existence as an attribute of objects.
Consequently, Wiredu depicts thatKant pointed out that existence is not an attribofe

objects™**’

Additionally, Katen sets forth how Kant developet$ Ieriticism against, for example, St.
Anselm’s ontological argument, which considers\bey conception of the greatest conceivable
being to imply His existence, and consequently xdstence to be seen as an attribute of God.
Katen thus demonstrates Kant’s point as: [lFor Kant] existence is not a predicate. [Katen
adds] this means that actual existence can nevéalten as a property of definition. One simply
cannot define anything into existence. One caniszioder what exists by any analysis of terms.

To find what exists one must explore objectiveitygat>®

So, here the point | would like to emphasize frdra passage given above is that for both
Wiredu and Kant existence is not an attribute obhject, or in Wiredu’s terms existence is not

logically bound up with the correct conception adarstanding of an entity (including God).

Furthermore, | have also already mentioned thafTBomas Aquinas’s conception of God’s
existence can be, similarly, critically evaluatea the basis of the implications of Wiredu’'s
notion of the knowledge of existence. As we haveaaly seen Aquinas advanced five proofs or
ways, namely, the argument from motion, the argurfrem efficient cause, the argument from
possibility and necessity, the argument from thadgtion to be found in things, and the

argument from the governance of the world whichraeant to know the existence of God. The

38 1bid., p.127.

137,
Ibid.
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central theme of all these arguments is that irerotd know the existence of God we need to
proceed from this sensible effects that can berabden the world. This simply means that we
have to start from knowledge of what are observablie world and then arrive by means of

rational deduction at the existence of the firstsga which all men speak of as God.

Clearly speaking, in developing these assumpti&bhsAquinas was initiated by the fact that,
“[t]he existence of God is not self-evident to tleo(gh it is self-evident to God himself, since we
cannot know the essence of Gd# Here we can apparently observe that St. Aquinas’s
argument is different from that of both Anselm d»ekcartes. Nonetheless, Aquinas’s argument
too cannot obey Wiredu’s conception of knowledgexittence. In other words, Aquinas’s five
ways for knowing God’s existence do defy Wireduiion of the existence of material objects
(including God’s) in general. Therefore, Aquinaaigument has to be criticized altogether with

that of Anselm’s and Descartes’s ontological arguisie

Thus, let me present Wiredu’s conclusive argumedinst the above-mentioned notions of

existence as indicated below:

... My argument is: An attribute of an object mustsbenething which can in
principle be affirmed of an object in its presenEgistence cannot in principle be
affirmed of an object in its presence. Therefornsterce is not an attribute of an
object and cannot be logically bound up with thenamption of any entity
whatever ... [for example], [tjo assert ‘God existsto assert that the term ‘God’
has a reference-i.e. refers to an object. One cowtleven begin to investigate
the claim unless one could obtain an adequate quiare of the significance of
the term ‘God’ independently of the question of thee it, in fact, has a
reference. It follows that, whatever the right cepton of God may be, the issue
of his existence is logically separate form'i.

In sum, now it is time to claim that | discussed ttonceptions of some selected philosophers
regarding the issue of comprehending God’s exigteand consequently | attempted to show
how Wiredu would critically evaluate and reply teeir arguments on the basis of his conception
of knowledge of existence in general. Hence, heswhere is that to claim to know that God
exists has logically nothing to do with the righinception of God or with knowing God’s

sensible effects.

3% See James A. Diefenbeck, ed.(New York: University Press of America, Inc., 1996),p.123

19 Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture, 1980,p.123.
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CHAPTER THREE
THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE IN WIREDU

3.1 Knowledge and Existence

One of the major points of discussion in Wiredysstemology is a question of knowledge of
existence. In our previous discussion, we have jaatized that, for Wiredu, to know an
existence of something cannot be logically boundwith the conception of an attribute of that
thing. It is thus on the basis of this epistematagimatter that Wiredu critically evaluates the
arguments advanced by Anselm and Descartes assvAljjuinas for apprehending the existence
of God, who relate a question of the existence ofl @ither to His correct conception or His
sensible effects, respectively. Now | am in a posito see clearly what Wiredu’s notion of

knowledge of existence is somehow all about.

In this regard, Wiredu propounds his famous epistegical thesis, viz.tb be is to be known
This idea appears so strange to us, for it raisesy opinion, a question as to how the mere fact
that an object exists makes it knowable withoutatsibutes being comprehended. Wiredu
himself also points out that many philosophers anobably all laymen are, or would be,
scandalized by this suggestion. Be that as it hespuld like to explain the central argument of
this advanced thesis.

By this proposition, Wiredu is especially concermveith the meaninglessness of pointing to a
material object and asking whether it exists. Hestvonders what sort of information is
expected by an inquirer when he or she points tokaect and asks as to whether it exists. He,
for example, wants us to considdmagine that a man pointing to a table were to a$koes

this table exist?’ what sort of information would he asking for? We might suppose him to be
wondering whether he is dreaming or having a hatlaton, or some allied form of perceptual
illusion.”**! Here, we can note, Wiredu stresses that this kihdjuestion is meaningless
because, for him, it seems to me that this soqueftion communicates no any new meaningful

or sensible message. In this connection, he a@ddgdipoint to an abject such as a table and say,

! See Kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), p. 125.
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‘The table exists’, is tautological. He definesaatblogy as & sentence which does not impart

any information but merely repeats something alyeasupposed.**?

So, with regard to our case ‘The table exists,” afir holds, it might be argued, the mere
demonstrative or successful utterance of ‘Thisefablready presupposes the existent¢he
table so that the assertion that it exists is rddoh However, even if this is the case, in my
opinion, Wiredu’s conception of knowing the existerof an object still goes beyond this fact of
an implied presupposition. In this respect, Wirathtes that this alleged presupposition is itself
nothing other than the proposition tihe table pointed t@xists which must, for the same
reason, itself be tautological. He also adds tlitthis in turn must mean that the existence of
the table is already presupposed by the succedsfubnstrative utterance, and so on. In sum,
Wiredu is against even the question of the manuestion as to whether he simply wants to
know that the table which all people actually sedront of them does exist. At this stage,
Wiredu legitimately suggeststt does not in general make sense to ask in thes@nce of a
given object whether it exists or not. When we pogeestion as to the existence of an object the

happiest way of resolving the issue is to be brotagte to face with the object'*?

Having spoken of a question of the existence ablgact in its presence, let us look at what, for
Wiredu, an assertion of existence refers to, ang pdinting to an object and asking whether it
exists is meaningless:.“To assert that an object exists is to assert thgtven term refers to an

object. Existence, that is to say, is a relatioriween a term and an object. Questions of
existence thus start with a term, or a descriptiont with an object. Consequently, to ask

whether a presented object exists is to put thetmfore the horse.***

By Wiredu's expression of ‘putting the cart befdree horse’, | note the impossibility and

meaninglessness of such order of a question. Thegoint here is that we assert the existence
of an object not in its presence. That is why Wirsthtes that questions of existence of an object
start with a term, or a description, that is to,s@iyh a term’s having a reference (i.e., an object
of reference). Wiredu then holds, in general tertingt ‘Does x exist’ has the same meaning as
‘Does “x” refer to an object?’ where the symbol hére indicates a determinate term. Hence ‘to
exist’ serves only as a means of claiming thatvamiterm has a reference, and it does not then

2 bid., pp. 124-125.

" bid., p. 126.
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signify any sort of attribute of an object whatef@r him. In simple words, for him, ‘to be’ (‘to

exist’), then means ‘for a given term “x” to be eded to refer to some object.

In sum, we can note that Wiredu’s thesis thatde is to be knowns equivalent to the idea that

to assert the existence of an object and to claiowkedge of it is one and the same thing in a
certain minimal sense. To put it in simple termsradu maintains, to assert the existence of an
object is to claim some sort of knowledge of thgeob In this connection, Wiredu supposes that
some readers may wish to enter an objection. T pere is that having agreed that to assert
the existence of an object is to claim some soknofwvledge of the object, some objectors may,
but, argue that an object may exist without anybasiserting that it exists. In this sense, we can

see that the existence of the object is absolindigpendent of anybody’s knowledge.

In an attempt to reply to this supposed objectiitedu gives to the proposition ‘an object may
exist’ without anybody asserting that it exists them ‘x may exist’ without anybody asserting
that it exists, where ‘X’ indicates a certain olbjede, then, goes on to sayOfie would not,
normally, use the phrase ‘x may exist’ when on@psstemologically) in a position to assert ‘x
exists.’ It is significant that one does not sayn® object x exists without anybody knowing (not
to talk of asserting) that it exists.” That would imconsistent, for, of course, whoever asserted

the statement would himself have asserted thesexistof the obje¢t*®

However, in the matter of the relation between keolge and existence, what Wiredu does
rather hold is that it can be asserted quite centig that there must be a great number of things
which actually exist but are not known. For thistjtoregoing claim, Wiredu provides evidence
by saying that this is simply because there areentbings in the universe than we have
knowledge of. However, regarding the statementhiagt existing without being known’, for
him, it is not possible to imagine an example of aiect which exists unknown. In my
understanding of Wiredu’s view, being able to inmegof an example of such object amounts to
asserting the existence of the object. In this eespWiredu questions: “..How could we

possibly make the existence of that object an eleaumess we had some knowledge Bf'it®

Thus, as | have just already pointed out, Wiredcepts the proposition that there are more

things in the universe than we have knowledge rad, l2e thus immediately calls for the correct

" bid., p. 129.
¢ bid., p. 130.
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interpretation of this proposition. Hence, for hitng statement that there are more things in the
universe than we have knowledge of does not mearotittannot be interpreted as some specific
things x, vy, z, exist unknown, because this wowddalcontradictory suggestion. For him, as we
have previously seen, the suggestion that sometobjexists without anybody knowing that it
exists would be contradictory for whoever assettedstatement would himself or herself have

asserted the existence of the object.

On the contrary, the proposition there are moneghin the universe than we have knowledge of
consists in having to do with an indeterminate texise of things. Consequently, Wiredu
suggests that, “..An assertion of indeterminate existence can onlynbéhed by an equally
indeterminate knowledge of the object postulatée. Statement that there are more things in the
universe than we have knowledge of is essentiallyexpression of our sense of the open-
endedness of human knowledg&” Here we thus realize that Wiredu believes in adle=s
exploration, investigation, quest, and so fortthwinan mind so far as | understand. In this sense,
Wiredu hypothetically thought that if we continuaranvestigations we will encounter new
objects. And this hypothetical proposition is me@ntonnect the existence of objects not as yet
determinately known with the present state of kmalge. The point now is that a kind of
definiteness of existential assertion of more thilmgthe universe must await future exploration.
So, the existence of an object cannot be said abbelutely independent of human knowledge

3.2 Berkeley’s Doctrine of ‘Esse Est Perdimnd Wiredu’s Critical

Suggestions

As clearly written in the history of philosophy, @ge Berkeley was born at Kilcrene near Kilkenny in
Ireland on March 1%, 1685, his family being of English descent, aneddpeacefully on January'4
1753. Berkeley had written so many important plofdscal works, and he was very much well-known
for his famous philosophical doctrine @sse est percipiwhich can be translated into English‘esbe

is to be perceivedThis doctrine was put forward in his chief wakKTreatise concerning the Principles
of Human Knowledg part I, which was published in 1710, aficree Dialogues between Hylas and
Philonous,published in 1713.

Y7 |bid.
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Now the question arises as to what this doctrinplien. This matter is thus presented by Frederick

Copleston as

... First, when Berkeley says esse est percipishalking only about sensible

things or objects. Secondly, the full formula ssesest aut percipi aut percipire’,
existence is either to be perceived or to perceBasides sensible ‘unthinking’
things, the existence of which consists in beinggieed, there are minds or
percipient subjects, which are active and whossterce is to perceive rather
than to be perceivetf®

Copleston states that, ifhe Principles, Berkeley speaks of sensible things as collectimns
combinations of ‘sensations or ideas’, and dravescitbnclusion that they cannot exist than in a
mind perceiving them. So, here, we can evidenttythat sensible objects of our knowledge are

ideas. In this regard, Berkeley points out:

It is evident to any one who takes a survey ofothjects of human knowledge,
that they are either ideas (1) actually imprintedthe senses, or else such as are
(2) perceived by attending to the passion and djeera of the mind, or lastly (3)
ideas formed by help of memory and imaginatiomegicompounding, dividing,
or barely representing those originally perceivedtie aforesaid ways?>

In this case, Berkeley claims that he has the idddgghts and colours , with their several
degrees and variations, by sight; he perceives daddsoft, heat and cold, motion and resistance,
and of all these more and less either as to qyamtitlegree, by touch. He also argues that he is
furnished with odors through smelling, the palatéhwastes, and hearing conveys sounds to the
mind in all their variety of tone and compositiddence, we can vividly note that Berkeley
explains how we can perceive the knowledge of s&msbjects through our sense organs.

According to Copleston’s presentation, to perceweto have an idea. In his view, when,
therefore, we perceive colours, for example, wepaeeiving ideas, and as these ideas come
from without, they are sensations. However, forkery, Copleston depicts, no sensation can be
in a senseless thing. Therefore, ideas such asirsot@nnot inhere in material substance, and
hence nothing like an idea can be in an unperagithing. In Copelston’s statement, we can
realize that to be perceived implies dependenca perceiver. Therefore, to show that sensible

objects are ideas is one of Berkeley’'s chief wdyshowing the truth of the statement that the

%% See Frederick Copleston, S.J., A History of Philosophy : Vol.iv: Descartes To Leibniz, Vol.v: Hobbes To Hume,

Vol.vi: Wolff To Kant(New York and London :Image Books and Doubleday Press, 1960),pp.220-221.
%% See Saxe Commins and N.Robert(eds.),The World’s Great Thinkers :Man and Spirit :The Speculative
Philosophers(New York :Random House, Inc., 1947),p.252.
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existence of these sensory objects is to be peadeas long as Copleston’s depiction is

concerned.

As already shown in Copleston’s quotation, thegereat only unperceiving objects, but there are
also active or conscious minds whose existenc® ipetceive rather than to be perceived.
Berkeley, in this regard, maintairs:. [B]esides all that endless variety of ideas djects of

knowledge, there is likewise something which knokvperceives them, and exercises divers
operations, as willing, imagining, remembering abthem. This perceiving, active being is what

| call mind, spirit, soul or myself**°

Thus, clearly speaking, sensory objects are idedstlae existence of an idea, for Berkeley,
consists in being perceived. This implies thatwhagous sensations or ideas of sensible objects
imprinted on the sense cannot exist otherwise thramvithout in a mind perceiving them.
However, as to this matter, Berkeley envisagesithgindeed strangely prevailing amongst men
that houses, mountains, rivers and in a word alkibée objects, have an existence, natural or
real, distinct from their being perceived by thederstanding. In my opinion, this foregoing
objection could be held by nearly all men who doget Berkeley’'s position. As | understand it,
this objection consists in exclaiming the absolateindependent existence of unthinking or
sensible things without any relation to perceivmnigds. But at this particular juncture, Berkeley
asks with how great an assurance and acquiesceatershis principle may be entertained in
the world. Hence, Berkeley states that what is séithe absolute existence of unthinking or

unperceiving things without any relation to thesirig perceived seems perfectly unintelligible.

In this connection, though many people thought mtlse, Berkeley considers that his analysis
of existential statements of sensible things isa@eordance with the outlook of the plain or
ordinary man just as set forth by Copleston. Tleefaccording to Berkeley, anyone can have
knowledge of the facdensible things do not and cannot exist indepenalebéing perceived if

he attends to the meaning of the term ‘exist’ wapplied to these things. Berkeley, for example,
asks what any other meaning the proposition, ‘Hidet exists,” does have than ‘the table is

perceived or perceivable.’

0 g5ee George Berkeley [?] ,The works of George Berkeley :Bishop of Cloyne,Vol.ii(London and Edinburgh: Thomas

Nelson and Sons Ltd,1949),pp.41-42.
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Let us once consider Wiredu's view of Berkeley'scime of ‘to be is to be perceived, as
treated in the light of Wiredu’s notion of epistdogy. In his epistemology, Wiredu stresses that
“... it is the existence of an object not the objieself that consists in being knowfrtFor
Wiredu, when we talk of the existence of an objastalready pointed out so far, we are, in fact,
considering a certain relation of a term (or if yidke, a concept) to an object. Therefore, he
clearly concedes that his position is distinct frima idealism or immaterialism, among others,
of Berkeley. Wiredu himself holds that his epistémgacal view that ‘to be is to be known’ is
distinguished from Berkeley’s thesis that ‘to bedde perceived.” According to Wiredu, as it is

indeed true, Berkeley held that for sensible (physical objects), to be is to be perceived.

Here what Wiredu wants to assure us is that tharighe or thesis is an epistemological rather
than an ontological one. This simply means that Viredu, it is one that has to do with our
knowledge of objects rather than with the ultimaggure of objects. In this account, Wiredu
depicts that actually, Berkeley too, resorts at etege to epistemological argument on this
matter, albeit briefly. Treating of what is meagtthe term, Wiredu states, ‘exists’ when applied
to sensible things, Berkeley saygfhe] table | write on, | say exists-that is, | s@and feel it;

and if | were out of my study | should say it @dsmneaning thereby that if | was in my study |

might perceive it, or some other spirit actuallyedgerceive it.**?

With respect to Wiredu’s exposition, Copelston pres that it is perfectly true to say, as any
ordinary man would say, that the table exists whehody is in the room. But what can this
mean, asks Berkeley, save that if | were to eferoom | should perceive that table or that if
another person were to enter the room he or shddwou could, perceive that table? As
Copleston depicts even if, Berkeley says, | tryntagine the table existing out of all relation to
perception, | necessarily imagine myself or someslse perceiving it. That is to say, Berkeley
adds, | covertly introduce a percipient subjeatutih | may not advert to the fact that | am doing
so. According to Copleston’s depiction, Berkeley say, therefore, théthe absolute existence

of unthinking things without any relation to thereing perceived, that seems perfectly

1 kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press),p.132.

152 Berkeley’s Principles of Human Knowledge,Sec.3. quoted in Kwasi Wiredu,lbid.
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unintelligible. Their esse is percipi, nor is itgsble they should have any existence out of the

minds or thinking things which perceive thef®”

So, in his depiction, Wiredu stresses Berkeley&swas:“... For, what are the aforementioned
objects [i.e., mountains, rivers, table, house,]diat things we perceive by sense? And what do
we perceive by sense besides our own ideas or ts@ms2 And is it not plainly repugnant that
any one of these, or any combinations of them, ldhewist unperceived?®* Therefore,
obviously speaking, Berkeley’'s contention is tltasay of a sensible thing or body that it exists
is to say that it is perceived or perceivable, en8erkeley’s opinion, this statement can mean

nothing else.

Here, as | have already pointed out thus far, tlénntask of my study will be to expose
Wiredu’'s effort to make critical suggestions on IB#ey’s doctrine that ‘to be is to be
perceived,” because according to Wiredu, in thestjoe of the existence of sensible objects or
material things, Berkeley would seem to conflatemix up the epistemological thesis and the

ontological one. Wiredu thus maintains:

It is thus easy to see why in the matter of thstemce of sensible objects Berkeley
failed to separate the epistemological thesis tbdie is to be perceived from the
ontological thesis that sensible objects are seosat Obviously the latter
implies the former. But the converse does not hifldsensible] objects are
sensations, then, sensations being nothing but eciesp of awareness or
perception, it goes without saying that to say @atobject exists is to say that it
is perceived. However, from the position that tkistence of objects consists in
their being perceived-we are for the moment thigkexclusively of sensible
objects-it does not follow that the objects arepeces of perception; for as
already argued, to talk about the existence of abjés not the same as talking of
their ultimate constitution>>

It is evident that Berkeley believes that for sblesbbjects to be is to be perceived. Wiredu even
tries to defend this position in a somewhat genferah that for anything whatever to be is to be
known or apprehended. However, what Wiredu disagregth Berkeley is that, in arguing for

his principle of esse est percipi, Berkeley mixedg with another quite separable thesis to the

33 Frederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy :Vol.iv :Descartes To Leibniz,Vol.v :Hobbes To Hume,Vol.vi: Wolff

To Kant,p.219.

154 Berkeley’s Principles of Human Knowledge,Sec.4 quoted in Kwsasi Wiredu,Philosophy and an African
Culture,pp.132-133.

BSKwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture,1980,p.133.
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effect that to be a physical or sensible objett ise a sensation. Therefore, Wiredu suggests that
for sensible objects to be is to be perceived msble from the doctrine that sensible objects

are nothing but sensations.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this part, | would like to provide some majornctuding remarks of my research.
Accordingly, as | have already argued in the iniiidry section of the thesis, an expository
discussion on Wiredu’'s view of truth and its deterse the central preoccupation or task of
chapter one of my study. So, as | have alreadyt@diout, for Wiredu, truth is nothing but
“opinion.” Here | have begun my study by identifgithe sense in which Wiredu uses the word
‘truth’ in his discussion. Hence, he proves thatr¢hare at least two senses (i.e., moral and
cognitive) in which the concept of truth can bedisghus, in this paper, | showed that, as to
Wiredu, an Akan society of Ghana has its own sepdesms for the two different senses of the
term ‘truth,” namelyanukare or nokware’ for the moral sense, and the phrased ete saafor

the cognitive sense, which can be translatedhas Which is s0 Thus, in this study, | discussed

Wiredu’s view of truth in its purely cognitive sens

And when he states that truth is nothing but ominMviredu calls for our understanding of the
word “opinion” in the strict, not the weaker, senslence, Wiredu’s use of “opinion” is distinct
from our conventional conception of the word. There, | discussed that truth is nothing over
and beyond “opinion” in this sense. This simply l@p that truth is a view from some specific

point. Then, according to Wiredu, truth is joinedobint of view.

Nevertheless, in this study, | happened to ndhe¢ though Wiredu identifies his view of truth
with point of view, he never argues that truthetative to point of view. He, in fact, believes
that points of view are open to rational discussi® | have already demonstrated they are not
windowless monads, incapable of interaction, andbting blocks for the processes of rational
inquiry, because, for Wiredu, points of view arenfalated on the basis of the canons of rational
thinking, and hence, are regulated by such canbmational method such as persuasion, and
dialogue accompanied by open-mindedness, mutuarstashding, and suchlike elements. The
point thus is that these points of view are capablateraction through the medium of rational
discussion for Wiredu.
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Hence, in my opinion, it is in the sense just egied that Wiredu states that truth is a view
from some point. Now we happen to note that trgtibhath personal and objective. Therefore,
though Wiredu'’s truth involves essential referetw@ersonal opinion in the strict sense of the
word opinion, it can also become interpersonalpnai, and subsequently objective since it is

based on the canons or principles of rational iryqui

Then the question that arises may have to do witbrev Wiredu’s truth belongs to. He argues,
frankly speaking, that.".Truth, as | believe | have stressed more than ,orexenot be said to
depend on a point of view- that gives the impressibrelativism.™® Thus the point rather is
that, as | have already shown, Wiredu’'s conceptuth belongs to the domain of comparative

context or inquiry wherein to be true is to coirecidith a corroborative point of view.

Furthermore, as | stated in this study, Wiredu'sogption of truth involves essential
reference to a personal opinion, and he thus masita

“The conception of truth we have been studying lieautifully humanistic one, at
any rate, in theory. Recognition that truth... inwsha point of view should lead
one to reflect that the ‘truths’ which one happémsspouse are not ineluctable
and final, and that opposite points of view celéing opposite ‘truths’ are in
themselves neither evidence of insincerity nor padcstupidity. To be sure, one
IS not saying that antithetic points of view arétalbe embraced as ‘true.” What
is implied is that, no one ‘truth’ being finally Igalidating, persuasion is the
only rational method of resolving such oppositioh.

As one of my major concluding remarks, this aboasspge by Wiredu makes explicit Wiredu’s
position of truth and his tendency of deprecatihgse philosophical positions such as
dogmatism, absolutism, conscious or real relatiyianmd so on. In this regard, | believe that if
one appreciates only one’s own position while dbsty others as dogmatic, unreasonable,
wrong-headed, etc, he will unknowingly himself beeoall what are mentioned above. Wiredu
also insists that anybody who considers othersteuth peoples himself is not standing on any
rock of ‘Eternal Truth’ but on the unsteady platfoof his own opinions. Thus, in this thesis |
happened to show that if truth were conceived t®dmmething absolute, and beyond opinion,
then, on this showing, it would have no relevarcessolve the disagreements of human beings.

According to Wiredu, the disagreements of men carsuitable conditions be resolved by

158 kwasi Wiredu, Philosophy and an African Culture, 1980, p.203.

“bid.,p.66.
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rational discussion, and to press our opinionsraihg transcending personal opinion and to
stigmatize opposing opinions as mere opinion i®rofto display nothing more than self-
glorification. To recapitulate Wiredu’s view ofuth, he states: “... That truth is nothing but

opinion is itself nothing but an opinion-*®

Furthermore, in this study, the discussion of Hala='s idea of a pragmatic theory of meaning
and Wiredu’s idea of the concept of meaning brodigtih one of the most typically praised and
shared features in both thinkers. Hence, both Wit Habermas emphasize that there should
be an inextricably intertwined connection betwees ¢onceptions of truth and meaning. As to
me, although both philosophers are similar for tsbgare the idea that there is an essential
relationship between the notions of truth and magnl don’t think that their conceptions of

both meaning and truth are one and the same tkihgleeady stated in the foregoing discussion.

As its general objective, this thesis primarily atgnat exposing Wiredu’s epistemology, and
attempting to depict his critical suggestions omso“epistemological” matters such as St.
Anselm’s, Descartes’s, St. Thomas Aquinas’s argusiem knowing whether God does exist as
well as Berkeley’'s doctrine ofd be is to be perceivédConsequently, | attempted to discuss or
explicate Wiredu’s conception or knowledge of thésence of an object or a thing. In this
regard, this thesis made explicit that Wiredu’s das epistemological doctringo be is to
known,’is equivalent to the idea that to assert the emcs& of an object and to claim knowledge
of it is one and the same thing. As | already adigue other words, for Wiredu, to assert the
existence of an object is to claim some sort ofvdedge of the object. Thus, when we talk of
the existence of an object or a thing, we areaat, fconsidering a certain relation of a term or a
concept to an object. Hence, this paper tried toatestrate that for Wiredu, just as for Kant,
existence is not an attribute or a predicate. Tbesg existence is not an attribute of an object
and cannot be logically bound up with the conceptbany entity whatever as far as Wiredu is

concerned.

Unlike Wiredu, just as | already argued in chaptay, St. Anselm and Descartes tried to assert
the existence of God on the basis of the ontoldgiuments in which knowledge of the correct
conception or attribute of God is assumed. Wheg&a¥homas Aquinas attempted to offer five

% bid., p.123.
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ways or proofs namely, the argument from motior, dngument from efficient causality, the
argument from possibility and necessity, the argunii®m the gradation to be found in things
and that of the governance of the world for know@agd’s existence. So, according to all these
proofs of Thomas Aquinas, it is by considering Godensible effects that we conceive the
existence of the first cause, i.e., God. Howewethis research, | critically responded to all the
three philosophers’ conceptions of God’s existdmgemploying the implications of Wiredu'’s
epistemology.In general, | would like to argue in this thedmatt St. Anselm’s ontological
argument for proving God’s existence, which prosedm knowledge of the meaning of the
word ‘God’ to knowledge or conception of the exmste of God, Descartes’s argument, which
also correlates knowledge of God’s existence witbwdedge of God’s essential attributes as
well as St. Thomas Aquinas’s both cosmological teidological arguments, which associate
knowledge of the existence of God with knowledg&ofi’s sensible effects are commonly held
to be true in the history of philosophy.

However, in this paper | argued that | found anotrexsion of arguments, which accounts for
knowing God’s existence on the basis of the implices of Wiredu’s idea of knowledge of
existence. So, it is argued that, for Wiredu, ¢eest God exists is to assert that the term ‘God’
has a reference, i.e., refers to an object. For sl already stated, one could not even begin to
investigate the claim unless one could obtain an

adequate conception of the significance of thent&od’ independently of the question of
whether it, in fact, has a reference. Besidesgliation to language, Wiredu also maintains that it
is quite reasonable to say that an expressiomwgaming or a word which refers to possible state
of affairs or situation or object is meaningful. @ contrary, an expression is meaningless if it
refers to no possible object, etc; and by implaratGod is a possible being as far as Wiredu is
concerned. Thus, Wiredu pointed out that existeiscaot an attribute of objects and by
implication, whatever the right conception or dtiite of God may be, the issue of his existence
is logically separate from it. Therefore, | arguedthis thesis that this account of Wiredu’s
epistemology brings forth another version of argatsdor claiming to know God’s existence,
which is critical of the arguments held by St. AnseDescartes and St. Thomas Aquinas for

knowing God’s existence.
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The thesis also depicted Wiredu’s critical suggestion Berkeley's philosophical doctrine‘taf

be is to be perceivedWhen this doctrine of Berkeley is treated in tight of Wiredu's
epistemological thesis ‘to be is to be known, tleatiment reveals or proves that Berkeley would
seem to conflate the ontological and the epistegicdd theses. The point here is that Berkeley
speaks about sensory objects of knowledge as itdasdu, however, talks of the difficulty or
trouble which faces any theory that resolves maltevbjects into forms of perception or
apprehension. He asks how such a theory can accdatenthe fact that at any given time there
are countless objects not perceived by its propeuadperceiver.

On this point Wiredu presents that Berkeley trestiswer!If | am not actually perceiving an
object then either it is a possible object of mycpption i.e., a possible sensation of mine, or it
is actually being perceived by another perceiver.hatis not actually perceived by me is

actually perceived by another spirit which is a stamt perceiver of everything- God®

However, according to Wiredu, it is the existentaroobject that consists in being known rather
than the object itself. As | argued, unlike Wired@erkeley states that sensible or material
objects are sensations, which, as Wiredu consitja@ssthe ontological thesis. Wiredu, of course,
agrees with Berkeley that for sensible objects §dMlir adds ‘anything whatever’] to be is to be
known or apprehended. Nonetheless, Wiredu is aliti€ Berkeley's failure of separating the

epistemological thesis that for sensible objectsetas to perceived from the ontological doctrine

that sensible objects of human knowledge are ngthiout ideas or sensations.

% bid., p.135.
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