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INTRODUCTION

Discourses on democracy and human rights are pcoédinicomplex and pervasive in
contemporary politicking. Scholarly contributionseasporadically on the increase on the
necessity of democracy as a political messiah fanynof the seemingly unending socio,
economic and political problems facing humanitytive 2f' Century. Amidst this trail of
thoughts and concerns, is the clamour for recagmigind observance of human rights. While the
twin issues of democracy and human rights are foneadally held as universals, the underlying
assumption is that both are complimentarily exigerdontemporary political world. Democracy
here is understood within the context of majorgardemocracy.

Giving concession to Africa’s historical predicarhand the dismal conditions of human
life and other spheres of existence in the contindme trend of events appears to be one of a
shift of political paradigm from autocratic structs to that of majoritarian democradg the
drive towards democracy in Africa, African dictataand rulers, that is, the military and the
civilian, have for the most part, been under imglesiic influences and forces to adopt the
multiparty system of democratic governance. WHiles iarguable that such democratic system
has brought with it some gains, the fundamentaktje is, how substantial are these supposed
benefits, and to what extent has this majoritadamocratic model built on the strengths of the
indigenous institutions of politics in Africa?

The popular predominant assumption in our politisphere is that with the full
enthronement of majoritarian democracy togetheh w# institutions in African State, many of
the problems bedeviling the contineriplation of human rights inclusivevill be effectively
challenged and perhaps solved. While reactingeaatiove popularly held view on the viability
of majoritarian democracy to the African conditi@nd its promises for human rights, Kwasi
Wiredu critically maintains a particularistic detram from these universally held political
themes.

Contrary to popular opinion on democracy asie qua nonof human rights and
sustainable development, Wiredu insists that ARigrolitical salvation cannot come from the
presently known model of majoritarian democracy.e&yension, he posits that the supposedly
held universal human rights ideals are not allgéhisrand should be for contemporary Africa.
The fundamental questions arewhat then are the arguments of Wiredu in suppbrhis
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positions on consensual democracy and politicablpro of human rights? What does he
consider as the political problem of human rights&? what extent can his philosophical
postulates translate into reality and lived experéein 21 Century Africa?

These questions are central to the discussionisgnpdper. Our aim in the paper is to
critically examine Wiredu’s perspective on consehsiemocracy and the political problem of
human rights. The discussion in the paper is omgahin four parts. In the first section, the paper
presents a general analytical exposition of thevalweferred concepts. Following this, the paper
presents the perspective of Wiredu on the two tlsermensensual democracy and political
problem of human rights. The third section of thegpegr is a critical appraisal of Wiredu’'s
perspective on these issues, with some conclueimguks.

Conceptualizing democracy and human rights

Without doubt, human rights and democracy have fecvo of the most burning issues
of contemporary national and international politi€ae promotion, practice and vicissitudes of
democracy in different parts of the world have esqubthe concept of democracy to some
definitional haze and diverse forms of interpretast. The concept of democracy is pervasive in
modern values and political system, but elusiveddiinition. By the same word, different
theorist and ideologists mean many different thinfee multi-dimensional nature of the
meaning of democracy is not unconnected with itsoua typologies. Types of democracy
include liberal, socialist, popular, direct, inditeor participatory, non —party, consensus and
deliberative democracies. In view of this pool ehtbcracies, it is no surprise that, it is elusive
providing a clear-cut definition that will coverl ahese variants of democracy. However, the
attempts by scholar at encapsulating some setiéiples and elements of democracy are more
instructive in overcoming the various problems xplaining and understanding the concept of
democracy. These elements are more or less ceatthkse typologies of democracy. These
elements include: free and fair elections, operpawctable and responsible government, civil
and political and human liberties, and democratitety’.

Be that as it may, there is an impressive body wisprudence on the complex,
intriguing, fluid and controversial subject of humaghts from period of great antiquing to
contemporary timés The idea of human rights stresses the universaiahnity, which man
enjoys and shares with his fellowmen. Human righhe expression of the rights of man. These
rights have been variously defined, explained astified from one historical epoch to another
with shifts and modifications here and tHere

Human rights may be defined as those rights, whitihuman beings enjoy simply by
virtue of their humanity, the deprivation of whietould constitute a grave affront to man’s
natural sense of justice. According to Osita Ezepéin rights represent demands or claim, which
individual or groups make on society, some of whaoh protected by law and have become part
of lex lata, while others remain aspirations to be attainedthia futur. In similar vein,
U.0.Umozuruke conceives of human rights as clainigch are invariably supported by ethics
and which should be supported by law, made on goaspecially by its official managers, by
individuals or groups on the basis of their humgnit
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There are several ways of classifying human righkese rights are generally grouped
under five sub-headings: Civil, Political, SocialdBomic and Cultural rightsit must be noted
that while these rights are best observed and rezed under a democratic setting than any
other forms of government, all these rights havenbeecognize and enshrined in numerous
international conventions. The most important afséh conventions is the international Bill of
Human Rights, proclaimed and adopted at variousdibyy the General Assembly of the United
Nations. Significantly, human right is not merelynatter of a specific state; it is rather a
common cause of concern for all governments anpealples of the world community. Though,
in recent times, this claim of universality of humiaghts has been a subject of controversy as
there is the argument on the particularistic charimation of these rights It is on such
presupposition that we have the various regionaltens on human rights such as the African
Charter on Human and Peoples Rights.

While undoubtedly, there are certain peculiarilieeuman rights that make particularism
possible and meaningful, the supposed dilemma etwihe two perspectives become
insignificant when we realize that human rightsbioth are geared towards the same goals
respect for cultures, human values and dignitgrésice of ideas and beliefs, promotion of peace
and human development. Human rights at the uséVédevel spell out the highest ideals, while
the multicultural diversifications give the univalstandards a regional flavour that eases their
acceptability and implementation.

Democracy and human rights in Kwasi Wiredu'’s philo®phy

Human rights, as earlier clarified, are claims thataverage human being is entitled to
make simply by virtue of their status as human ¢peikwasi Wiredu attempts an analysis of the
fundamental of human rights. In doing this, hetlfrexamines the Akan conception of a person.
According to him, the Akan conception of a persas both descriptive and normative aspects
that are directly relevant not only to the idea thare are human rights, but also to the question
of what those rights at® A person according to the Akan thoughts is a amsitipn of three
elements, which are the life principl®Kra), the blood principleNMlogya and the personality’s
principles Sunsum Okra is a divine element from God, which everybody pssss. It is the
same in all men and makes all persons to havetansiic value. Associated with this value is a
concept of human dignity, which implies that evhoyman being is entitled in an equal measure
to a certain basic respect.

Explicating on the relevance @kra aspect of a person to human rights, Wiredu says
Okra is the right of each person, as the recipient afestiny, to pursue that unique destiny
assigned to him by Gt In other words, witlDkra, everyone has the right to do his own thing,
and be ready to accept responsibilities of one’'a chwoices. Through the possessiorOdfra,
Mogya and Sumsura,person is situated in a network of kinship reladithat generate a system
of rights and obligations.

Of first appearance in the world; one is totallyethseless, dependent and need care and
protection of others. During this early childhooayd, Wiredu noted that one has the greatest
right to receive help, care, love and affection. tAkse can be said to be the right to be nursed.
Mogya (literally blood) is held by the Akan to come frahe mother and is the basis of lineage.
There is a right attached to it, and this is tlghtrito land, at least a plot, from the ancestral
lineage holdings. These human rights are entitlésnehevery Akan by virtue of being a human
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being. Though Wiredu noted that in traditional Alsatiety, there was no state backing in terms
of sanctions for violators of the rights. Howevtrey were deeply felt and complied with by
member of the society.

Moreover, Wiredu observes some other veritable dssvof human rights in traditional
Akan society. These include “the right of any wadifined unit of political organization to self-
government, the right of all to have a say in theteolment or destoolment of their chiefs or
their elders and to participate in the shapingafegnmental policies, the right of all to freedom
of thought and expression in all matters: politicaligious and metaphysical, the right of
everybody to trial before punishment, the righteofperson to remain at any locality or to
leave™?, among others.

The observance, recognition and strict adherencal tthese rights were, according to
Wiredu, facilitated by the Akan democratic politisgstem. However, these ideals are no longer
the order of the contemporary world, as there ppagent and severe violations of human rights.

Human rights abuses are of many kinds and cadselstions may come from individuals or
from governments. The former may be rightly termegiate transgressions; the latter constitute
political oppression. While both are condemnable tatter is what principally engages
contemporary concerns with human rights. As Wiredtes, “it is a multi-facetted problem, but
it is quite clear that the greatest part of it cerfrem the ways of government?”

On the basis of the above, Wiredu noted and coresidene general kind of human rights
abuse in African political world. This human riglabuse, he called denial by governments, the
right to decisional representation of citizens. Makfrican governments have been in the
forefront of this abuse of right to political repemtation. Wiredu argues that the majoritarian
democracy, which is routinely recommended and guacticed by most African states have
been responsible for many of the violations andsabwf human rights.

In order to forestall this situation, Wiredu exm@srthe alternative plausible democratic
system, called consensual democracy. Using the adelbgical approach of conceptual
decolonization, Wiredu explores the hypothesis thaton-party and consensual democracy
might be better in forestalling, many of the causiegiolations of human rights, and other social
political problems, in Africa. According to Wireda,non-party system based on consensus as a
central principle of political organization in Af& could avoid the evident problems of both the
one-party system and the multi-party system, whielsaid were imposed by the West.

According to Wiredu, the traditional Akan practicet political decision-making did
reflect an idea of consensus, which was conducithe securing of an important human right
In fact, he succinctly called the Akan, a ‘cultwfeconsensus’. The attribute is also shared by
some other African traditional systems of govermiesach as the Zulu and Swazi of Southern
Africa. But what is consensus? Kwame Gyekye, aidity Kaphagawani, defines consensus to
mean “taking into account, individual person’s vé&eand opinions before all important decisions
are made, the esteem and promotion of mutual toderaand patience and attitude of
compromise®. Defined in this sense, consensus presupposesgmab position of diversity of
people and opinions. Wiredu characterizes consengsiflg such terms as ‘faith’,
‘reconciliation’, ‘restoration of goodwill’, ‘morabpinions’ among others.
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However, through consensus, dialogue can functomproduce compromise that are
agreeable to all or at least, not obnoxious to &sya political decision procedure, consensus,
Wiredu tells us, requires in principle, “that eaepresentative should be persuaded, if not of the
optimality of each decision, at least of its preatinecessity, all things consider&t”

Akan traditional political system was based on kipsEvery lineage in a town or village
had been elected by consensus on grounds of dgnigputation of wisdom, and rhetorical
abilities. Lineage here means all the individudl& @aommon ancestry. The associations of all
the lineage heads form the local government coumdiich was presided over by tl@hene
(Chief), the natural ruler of the locality. A locabuncil had authority only over local affairs. But
representative of a number of councils constituéedegional council presided over by a
paramount chief.

Irrespective of the level, deliberation was the maogportant feature of the traditional
system of decision-making. Deliberation here has twethodological aims: first to elicit
differences of opinion and, second, to iron thent wusearch of consensus. In reaching
consensus, Akan political system, as a matter imiciple, discredits the idea and practice of
majority as an adequate basis for decision-makiigpugh, decision by consensus is a much
more difficult process than decision by majoritytejoyet they preferred the former to the latter.
The latter subordinates the will of the minoritytt@at of the majority in the matter of a given
decision, by the simple act of voting. That is wtre former avoids by seeking the goodwill of
all members through sincere dialogue

Representation under the Akan political system Ivee two things! first, the
representation of each lineage in council, secth@representation of each representative in the
making of each decision. Both representations weoeired through consensus. The implication
of this is that the people have a right of représt@mn by having their consent factored into every
decision, through their representatives. In otherds, consensual political system as practiced
in traditional Akan society recognized and obsenthd fundamental human right to be
represented in any political council in which demis are made on the people’s behalf. This type
of human right, right to decisional representatiorgovernment, is the hallmark of consensual
democracy, and arguably, is conspicuously lackingajoritarian democracy.

By majoritarian democracy, Wiredu means a multiypaystem of politics in which the
party that wins the most seats at an election imatby entitled to form the government. In such
a set up, the losing party or parties become(spfp®sition, singly or compositéfy Under this
majoritarian model of democracy, one still finde thinority representatives casting votes. But
the point is that they will be overridden by thdegof the majority. This means that the right of
the former and of their constituencies to be regmé=] in the actual making of decisions is
rendered nugatory. This makes the struggle for pdwebe fierce and confrontational. Thus,
rather than promote consensus and cooperatiomntiigparty system generates conflicts and
disaffectiort®.

The above alienation of right of being well reprasel can be argued to be one of the

most persistent causes of political instabilityAfrica. In many contemporary African states,
certain groups of people and ethnic groups haveddbemselves consistently in the position of
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the minority both numerically and politically, anlis means that they will consistently found
themselves outside the corridors of power. Thisasibn has led not only generated enmity in the
society; it has also culminated into a conditiorevehthe fundamental human rights of decisional
representation of this category of people are peemiy denied with impunity.

As a rescue to the above, Wiredu believes thahltieenative is not the one-party system
because that is even worse to human promotion askgrsance of social order. The plausible
alternative, he opines, is to build on the poténtiem democracy based on the culture of
consensus and non-party politics in some Africaditional political systems. Wiredu, therefore,
makes plea for a non-party consensual democracgomtemporary African. A non-party
democratic system,

...Is one in which parties are not the basis of powepple can
form political associations to propagate their fpxdi ideas and
help to elect representatives to parliament. Buassociation
having the most elected members will not therefoeethe
governing group. Every representative will be ofe th
government in his personal, rather than assocition
capacity’.

In the areas of filling top legislative and exeeatipositions, Wiredu believes that the elected
representatives may elect a leader and chargeirneniith the responsibility of forming an
administration reflecting the consensus princigplader this democratic arrangement, the merit
of ideas is the driving force, which promotes nastjformal representation but substantive
representation of people. Hence, the possibilitpehg marginalized in the process of decision-
making is unlikely.

He argues further that this type of political agament will make it possible for all
concerned to participate in power and it has theefieof reducing the adversarial political
practices and post-electoral conflict that is chimastic of multi-party system in Africa. This
non-party consensual model of democratic representd government, Wiredu concludes, is an
African alternative to the Western multi-party demrazy; it is the antidote to the unending crisis
of fundamental human rights abuse in Africa. Wireglwisages that the citizens’ right to
representation will be respected under this palit@rrangement where governments are not
formed by parties, but by the consensus of electepaesentatives.

A Critiqgue of Kwasi Wiredu’s Notions of ConsensualDemocracy and Human Rights

Wiredu'’s intellectual concerns and passion foreheergence of an alternative paradigm
of democracy that will promote better human righttbe continent in 21 Century Africa is
quite appealing and worthy of appraisal. At leasirking within the interstice of his program of
conceptual decolonization, Wiredu has attemptedooking inwards towards some of our
indigenous democratic ideals and values with tlegv\to showing that traditional Africans had a
system of democratic arrangement that is quitefit from the Western model and, which can
be built upon in contemporary Africa.
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It is within this deictic understanding that he posed a non-party consensual democracy
as a plausible political messiah to many of thebjemms bedeviling contemporary Africa,
especially that of political problem of human riglit 2£' century Africa. However, we should
critically note here that this attempt by Wiredweidernally induced by the urge to demonstrate
that some traditional African societies had a Eimexperience with such Western states where
consensual democracy is the adopted model (suddeas Zealand and East Timor), even
though, this is not disclosed by Wiredu.

Nevertheless, Wiredu deserved some commendationBifontellectual unraveling of
one of the most fundamental aspects of human righkéch he called right of decisional
representation. Of course, one may be promptedkavaether this type of human rights is new
such that it is not included in the lofty documeotdnternational and Regional Declarations on
human rights. The Universal Declaration of Humagh® asserts in article 21 that “everyone
has a right to take part in the government of lmantry directly or through freely chosen
representatives.” But does this mean Wiredu isngpgbthing new?

On the contrary, the point Wiredu is making, andhwustification 1 think, is that this
declaration is not as instructive as might havenldeeped, because it is possible for citizens to
have freely chosen representatives without reaisoe@l representation. And this is exactly
what happens in majoritarian political system whareprinciple; there is consent without
consensiie. It is on the basis of his distinction between hmmight of representation as evident
in either the United Nations Declaration on humaghtr and the more stringent right to
decisional representation that | believe Wireduoteliectual acumen deserved to be commended.

The major strength of Wiredu’s analysis of consahsiemocracy is that he succeeds in
exposing how one-party dictatorial and multi-padigmocracies in many African states have
been very repressive of oppositions. This politieglreassion, for Wiredu has a fundamental
effect of an abuse on the right to decisional regméation of the citizens.

However, in an attempt to provide a way out of tiise, Wiredu offers an alternative
mode of non-partisan consensual democracy. Thwdese | think, Wiredu’s work is becoming
conceptually flawed. The question may be askedwiat extent can the citizen’s be truly
represented even in consensual representative dacy@cHow is the interest of a dictator for
instance, reconcilable with that of the dominated appressed? Is the whole idea of consensual
democracy as canvassed by Wiredu not pretentious@dW opined that the major problem
confronting majoritarian democracy in Africa has do with multi-party politics and the
aftermath alienation of human right of representatWhile the latter is indisputable, it is not
totally correct on the part of Wiredu to have cdesed non-party consensual democracy as the
perfect antidote to the former, multi-party majanan democracy. Consensual democracy is as
problematic as majoritarian democracy.

Wiredu’s critique of the multiparty system and tligim that there was none in traditional
African politics can be vitiated. While there weme formal political parties as we have in
today’'s democracy, we cannot deny that people k& ihinds will always identify with one
another and come together to discuss how theirest® can be articulated and promoted.
Besides, in parts of Africa with heavy presencenoharchism, they did have preliminary plans
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on who to succeed the reign of power among thermifit royal candidates from the established
ruling houses. Political parties in majoritariameracy function primarily in like manner. And
as such, it can be argued that there was stillnformal political association in traditional
African political settings, which in no way meamsal absence. In fact, party politics is not as
inherently evil as painted by Wiredu, and his adwycfor non-party democratic polity in
contemporary Africa does not in any way forecloke impossibility of recurrence of those
internal factors that make multi-party system peofshtic in non-party system.

In all societies, including traditional Africa, tleeare always conflicts and tension, which
are either resolved by stronger party having tiagy or the weaker being realistic enough to
conced®. If indeed we have the type of consensus that §Miis venerating in African culture,
we would not have had cases of intra-ethnic waikg| aprisings and migration of certain
segments of society to other locations. Cases edettabound in pre-colonial African history.
Documentations of the Yoruba experiences, for $igeicistance, can be found in the historical
and anthropological writings of Johnson (1956), ip@d(1970), Akinyogbin and Ayandele
(1980) among other related literatures.

The above is, at least, an exception to and ati@step Wiredu’s accounts that statecraft
in many parts of traditional Africa was based oa fininciple of consensus. Even if we take for
granted the existence of this democratic elementomisensus in traditional Africa, we may
perhaps ask: do agreed notions mean agreed actidoe® consensus in principle mean
consensus in practice? Wiredu characterizes coansengith terms such as ‘faith’,
‘reconciliation’, ‘reconciliation of goodwill’, etcthe question as aptly put by Emmanuel C. Eze
is, to what extent do these ideas and notions nsekse for the vast majority of traditional
Africans without unnecessary appeal to ancesehlgious and mythological scaffoldings? Is the
ability of the Akan to arrive at consensus actuallproduct of their fundamental belief in the
power of reason or is it the power of their beire& shared and common past and future (carried
forward in the myths of origins) that leads themthe employment of reason and rational
discussion as a means of achieving and sustaihisghared life-forn??

Wiredu’s response to Eze’s queries suggests thigt tihe logical power of the ideas
presented through rational discussion that is mesipte for the culture of consensus among the
Ashantis. In view of this, Eze’s critical knot agsi Wiredu is that if the traditional mythological
origins, which Eze concedes to be the primary fjoations of consensual politics as against
Wiredu’s power of reason can no longer hold toddwye(to the influences of secularism and
religious pluralism), and it is held by Wiredu thethat we need today is consensual politics, then
Wiredu will need to drastically reconstruct thegam and basis of consensual democracy.
Besides Eze’s critical conclusion, the question stilh be asked, is the consensual democratic
principle emphasized by Wiredu still retrievablectipe with the complexities of contemporary
societies? Bearing in mind that traditional Africeocieties were relatively small which could
warrant the idea of consensus, the reality of the wcomplex state of human relation in
contemporary Africa, can hardly leave room for tkatd of wide consultation and dialogue
required of consensual democracy.

Superficially, consensual democracy seems to leetdication of the problems inherent
in representative democracy, especially, with respethe necessary and perennial exclusion of
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the minorities and the strict competitive and adagy nature of multi-party politics. But upon
further critical examination, we would realise thtaese supposed attractions of consensual
democracy are questionable within the contemporafgjcan context. The principle of
consensus, according to Wiredu, was the ideal @fkand political ordering in many traditional
African societies, and suggestive of Wiredu, heom@mended that contemporary African
societies should adopt this model as a viable redtere to the current Western model of
representative democracy.

We should note that what actually facilitated thegtion of consensus principle in some
parts of traditional African societies was becaabté¢he need for collective labour in the then
agrarian economy, which demanded cooperation, rhuagsistance and shared decisions.
Because of this economic motive, consensual proesdwere not usually questioned as they
became part of a commonly accepted tradition ofseghcommunities. But this economic
condition that facilitated the spirit of consensusong traditional Africans is no longer there in
our today’s world. While political democracy in ownorld today has its own economical
ideological correlate, which is capitalistic andlividualistic in character, it is quite difficulif
not impossible to return to the agrarian mode obnemic and societal organization in
contemporary Africa.

Also inadequate in Wiredu’s analysis is his emphasi the clan as a basis of leadership,
an arrangement which required “the establishmermat bferarchy of clans”. In consonance with
Mahmood Mamdani, this type of leadership arrangensemow archaic. Contemporary Africa is
a cosmopolitan society where different people wilifferent and diverse cultural and historical
background co-exist. Contra Wiredu, what is nowdeeleis the democratization of leadership
and governance in a manner that allows all citizendbecome equal members of a single
political community®.

In the main, let us take for granted, that Wiredusposal should be given a free hand of
operation as he has envisaged in contemporary akfrebemocratic process. That is, even if
consensual democracy were to be adopted in contamypdfrica, despite the forces that
militate against it, Wiredu failed to provide inshivork, concrete outlines by which consensual
democratic model can translate in reality, and fiowill overcome the problems of abuse and
violations, which have always been the faith of hamights in many parts of Africa. To actually
address the political problem of human right asogegd to mere paying of lip services, Wiredu
ought to have spelt out the kind of structures, suezs and policies that would be required to
make a consensual democracy work in today’s Afrithis is an evident shortcoming in
Wiredu'’s analysis.

We may ask further the extent to which people h#ytrepresented in consensual
representative democracy? Contrary to Wiredu’s Vileat the major problem confronting the
present model of democracy in Africa is multi-pagglitics, | think the major problem of
democracy in Africa is that of how the true will tfe people will reflect in the results of
elections. Wiredu clearly neglected this withoubwmg that the underlying principles and goals
of consensual and non-party democracy, as he athgda bound to fail as long as it involves
elections. What Wiredu should have concentratedrah which he did not, is the problem of
how to ensure true political reforms in contempyprAfrican states such that will allow for a
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truer reflection of the will of the people in eleets, and consequently, governance. If this could
be achieved in line with the true spirit of fedesw, it will be a good foot-hold to realizing the
right to decisional representation of citizens fini@an politics.

In the light of the foregoing flaws and antimoniesWiredu's notion of consensual
democracy, the apparent conclusion is that thesblgms stifle the plausibility of his idea of
human rights, its realization and promotion in #iest century Africa. While this paper is not
totally discrediting Wiredu’s discovery of right gecisional representation, rooted in ancient
African tradition, and which currently is lacking both the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and the African Charter on Human and PeoRights, the stance of the paper is that
Wiredu’s exploration of the necessary interconmhoéss of consensual democracy and the right
to decisional representation must be criticallyised.

No doubt, his systematic application and extensabnthe methodological ideal of
conceptual decolonization to the category of hunigints has led to a discovery of some harvest
of human rights within the indigenous understanaihthe Akans. His exploration of the rights
to care, love, and affection in early childhood slagight to land from the ancestral lineage
holdings, based on the Akan conception of persandeed, an enviable contribution to African
jurisprudence. However, in spite of the loftine$shs concept of human rights, the problems
which his notion of right to decisional represelstathas to do basically with its necessary
interrelationship with the consensual principledemocracy.

Given the string of problems, which his notion ohsensual democracy is fraught with,
it ip so facto,stifles the possibility of the latter beingsae qua norio the reality of his much
vaunted right to decisional representation in coyprary Africa. This throws up the critical
guestion of whether there cannot be the existemck adbservance of the right to decisional
representation without consensual democracy intipeacContrary to Wiredu’s strict analysis of
a necessary and symmetrical relation between cenakmlemocracy and right to decisional
representation, | think there could still be a tigh decisional representation without a
consensual democratic framework.

As a consequence of the above, the crucial task rw avoid the inadequacies and
shortcomings in the proposed model of Wiredu's eossal democracy through seeking an
alternative democratic theory. This is important arder to provide a sound theoretical
foundation of democracy that will give credence &aod foster the respect, observance and
promotion of the right to decisional representationontemporary African politics.

While Wiredu has made his own contributions to gesious African understanding of
human rights and democracy, the challenge beforgenmporary African philosophers is to
continue and further expand the discourse beyonedilis wall. This will be done with no other
aim than to reflect on how to emerge a viable,ngfrand better model of democrasyn qua
non, for the promotion of the right to decisional repentation in ZLCentury African politic&’.
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