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Abstract: In the epistemic labyrinth of Nigerian democracy, the phrase “Go to Court” transcends 

a mere appeal to justice; it functions as a modal migration from empirical reality (World₁) to 

judicial abstraction (World₂). Through Saul Kripke’s semantics and logical formalism, this paper 

exposes the fragility of the accessibility relation between these worlds, where judicial truth (□L) 

often fails to reflect empirical truth (◇E), resulting in what Habermas termed a legitimation crisis. 

The study argues that Nigeria’s judiciary, mistaking necessity for infallibility, perpetuates the 

fallacy of affirming the consequent, confusing institutional validation with democratic truth. This 

paradox transforms law into an autopoietic system where logic is valid, yet justice remains void, 

echoing Wittgenstein’s insight that “the limits of my language mean the limits of my world.” To 

remedy this, the paper proposes the B.E.S.T. model, Bimodal Verification, Empirical Accessibility, 

Semantic Consistency, and Truth Preservation, as a Kripkean framework for aligning legal 

necessity with empirical reality. By restoring coherence between legality and legitimacy, the model 

redefines judicial affirmation as a communicative act grounded in truth rather than procedural 

formality. Ultimately, the paper concludes that the future of Nigerian democracy depends on 

bridging the gap between what is legally affirmed and what is empirically lived, ensuring that 

justice, in all possible worlds, becomes both logically necessary and morally real.   

Keywords: Bimodal Verification, Empirical Accessibility, Semantic Consistency, and Truth 

Preservation. 

  

Introduction  

When we speak of being Kripkean, we align ourselves with the intellectual legacy of Saul Kripke, 

scholars and students who explore truth through the lens of possible worlds, necessity, and 

accessibility. Thus, the topic “Truth on Trial: A Kripkean Analysis of Nigeria’s ‘Go to Court’ Logic” 

serves as an incisive X-ray of Nigeria’s electoral and judicial systems. It examines how truth, once 

grounded in the people’s empirical reality, becomes transposed into judicial abstraction, a 

migration from the lived world to the courtroom world.  

The historical evolution of democracy in Nigeria unfolds as a complex narrative of contested 

legitimacy, electoral malpractice, and the gradual judicialization of political truth. From its post-

colonial inception, democracy in Nigeria has oscillated between hope and disillusionment, marked 

by the recurrent paradox that elections, designed to embody the people’s will, have often served 
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instead as catalysts for social unrest and political decay. As Osaghae poignantly notes, “the 

Nigerian state was born not out of consensus but contention,” and this contention has continued to 

define its democratic experience [1]. The elections of 1964 and 1965 in the Western Region, widely 

marred by fraud and violence, became the crucible in which Nigeria’s electoral system fractured, 

setting a precedent for future generations in which judicial recourse replaced civic faith as the 

ultimate determinant of political legitimacy. What was envisioned as an affirmation of popular 

sovereignty devolved into a contest of propositions, each party advancing competing claims of 

truth before the courts rather than the electorate. 

The return to civil rule in 1999 was heralded as the dawn of what might be called a propositional 

democracy, a system where electoral outcomes were expected to represent empirically true 

statements about the people’s collective choice. Yet, in practice, it entrenched what Nigerians 

colloquially term the “go to court” logic, a phenomenon that reframes political defeat as a legal 

proposition awaiting judicial validation. This ritualistic appeal to the courts embodies a peculiar 

form of logical formalism, where the proposition “The declared election result is false, and a legal 

challenge must follow” becomes the default syntax of democratic engagement. As the philosopher 

John Rawls once asserted, “the sense of justice is continuously tested by the institutions that claim 

to serve it” [2]. In Nigeria, this test has produced not moral equilibrium but logical dissonance, as 

the institutions of justice increasingly substitute procedural truth for moral or empirical justice. 

Rotimi Suberu insightfully captures this burden, describing the Nigerian judiciary as being 

“entrusted with the responsibility of mitigating political tensions... a role that frequently exposes 

it to allegations of partisan influence” [3]. The result is what may be termed a judicial paradox: a 

situation in which the court’s pronouncements possess formal validity within the legal system yet 

fail to achieve truth in the broader social or empirical sense. The court, in this light, becomes both 

the guardian and the gravedigger of democratic faith. In Kripkean terms, one could argue that the 

judiciary operates within a hierarchy of possible worlds, where the “legally true” world and the 

“empirically true” world diverge in meaning and reference. As Saul Kripke elucidates in Naming 

and Necessity, “truth in one possible world does not necessitate truth in another” [4]. Applying this 

to Nigeria’s democratic experience reveals a duality of truth, a world where the judiciary’s 

declarations are logically valid propositions within a formal system but existentially incongruent 

with the lived realities of the populace. 

Thus, the Nigerian democratic project finds itself suspended between two epistemic realms: the 

formal logic of judicial truth and the empirical logic of popular perception. Each election cycle 

deepens this dissonance, reinforcing the idea that democracy, in its Nigerian form, has become less 

an expression of the people’s will than a logical exercise in propositional adjudication. This 

Kripkean dissection of democratic truth invites a rethinking of legitimacy itself, not as a function 

of institutional authority alone but as the correspondence between logical propositions of legality 

and empirical manifestations of justice. 

Methodology 

Using both modal logic and conceptual analysis, this paper is based on a qualitative philosophical-

analytical research design that analyzes the “Go to Court” logic in Nigeria from the framework of 

Saul Kripke’s possible worlds semantics. The research was doctrinal and textual and relied heavily 

on judicial history, constitution, electoral jurisprudence, and select modal logic and legal 

philosophy texts. Applying the framework of Kripkean necessity (□), possibility (◇), and 

accessibility relations (R), the research developed an ideal logical model that explained the 

relationship between election results in the real world and the legal confirmation of those results. 

Using truth tables, rules of inference, and modal reconstruction, core democratic claims (like a 

clean election and endorsement by the judiciary) were expressed propositonally and then 

adjudicated. This approach helped formalize familiar democratic inferences—for example that 



 

157   Journal of Public Diplomacy and International Studies                                                www. grnjournal.us   

  

conditional of the form “If the election is clean, then court affirms”—and evaluate whether reverse 

inferences were logically valid byfallacy of affirming the consequent. The study mapped these 

propositions over separate, but overlapping domains of knowledge— the empirical world, and the 

judicial world—to assess the coherence, consistency and truth-preserving nature of judicial 

reasoning. More specifically, conceptual clarification was used to question semantic stability 

between legal and empirical contexts and to assure that terms like “clean election” conveyed 

consistent meaning. This analytic reconstruction yielded the proposed B.E.S.T. model as a 

normative framework based on modal logic principles. Such methodological approach allowed for 

a robust interplay between insights from formal logic, legal philosophy, and democratic theory to 

reveal structural tensions in Nigeria intra-judiciary processes. 

 

Result and discussion 

The Logic of Contestation: A Kripkean Analysis of "Go to Court" 

Kripke’s semantics, the foundation of modern modal logic, revolutionized the understanding of 

truth by rejecting the notion of its absoluteness and affirming its contextual dependence on possible 

worlds. According to Kripke, a proposition’s truth-value is not an invariant property but a relational 

one, it depends on the world in which it is evaluated [5]. In his words, “necessity and possibility 

must be understood in terms of accessibility between possible worlds” [6]. This idea underscores 

that what is true in one world may not necessarily be true in another, hence truth is modal, 

contingent, and interpretatively dynamic. Within this framework, the expression “Go to Court” in 

the Nigerian political lexicon emerges as a modal proposition that shifts the meaning of truth from 

the empirical to the juridical, thereby generating a paradox of legitimacy and contestation. 

In Kripkean semantics, a world represents a distinct model of reality with its own truth conditions. 

The relationship between these worlds, denoted as accessibility relations, determines how truth in 

one world can influence or correspond to truth in another. Formally, if World₁ is accessible from 

World₂ (World₂ R World₁), then the truths of World₁ are epistemically or normatively conceivable 

within World₂. To illustrate, consider the Nigerian electoral system: World₁ (Empirical Reality) is 

the realm of factual occurrences, ballots cast, votes counted, and results declared. In this world, 

the proposition p: “The declared result is correct” is false if there is empirical evidence of 

widespread manipulation or vote buying. As Russell observed, “to think truly is to think in 

accordance with the facts” (p. 10); thus, empirical falsity arises where the facts contradict the 

declaration [7]. 

However, in World₂ (Legal or Judicial Reality), truth is governed not by factual immediacy but by 

the formal procedures of proof, admissibility, and legal interpretation. In this world, p: “The 

declared result is legally sustained” is true if the petitioners fail to discharge the burden of proof 

within the confines of procedural law, even if empirical falsity exists in World₁. As Hart noted, 

“the rule of recognition determines what counts as law, not necessarily what counts as justice” [8]. 

This creates a disjunction between factual truth and juridical truth, a gap that the slogan “Go to 

Court” seeks to navigate. The legal system becomes a modal operator (□), transforming contingent 

political propositions into necessary judicial affirmations. 

The modal proposition, therefore, takes the form ◇(¬p • □p): In line with Saul Kripke’s semantics 

(that is, his theory of possible worlds and accessibility relations) and then apply it to the “Go to 

Court” logic in the Nigerian electoral context. In Kripkean modal logic: 

• ◇ means it is possible that… 

• □ means it is necessarily the case that… 

• 𝒑 represents a proposition (a statement that can be true or false). 
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• ¬𝒑 means not p, i.e., the negation of p. 

• • (dot) means and. 

So, the formula, ◇(¬𝑝 • □𝑝) reads as: “It is possible that p is false, and yet p is necessarily true.” 

This statement at first appears paradoxical, but in Kripkean semantics, it makes perfect sense once 

we distinguish world-relative truth from absolute truth. 

 “It is possible that the declared result is empirically false, yet legally sustained.” This proposition 

encapsulates what Kripke would describe as a “possible but non-actual world,” a scenario 

conceivable within logical structure but inconsistent with empirical fact [9]. In Nigeria’s 

democratic experience, this paradox is not merely theoretical but lived. The 2023 presidential 

election, for instance, generated intense debate as empirical data from polling units appeared to 

contradict the declared outcome, yet the courts upheld the result on procedural grounds. Thus, the 

legal system, while operating within its own internal logic, becomes a world isolated from 

empirical verification, echoing Popper’s insistence that “a theory which is irrefutable by any 

conceivable event is not scientific” [10]. 

The phrase “Go to Court” hence signifies more than recourse to justice, it functions as a modal 

command, urging citizens to migrate from World₁ (empirical) to World₂ (judicial) in search of 

validation. The intended accessibility relation R₁₂ asserts that judicial truth should reflect empirical 

truth. However, the paradox of contestation arises when the accessibility relation collapses, when 

World₂ affirms propositions that World₁ denies. This disjunction creates what Habermas termed a 

“legitimation crisis,” where legal validity diverges from moral and social legitimacy [11]. The 

judiciary, instead of being a bridge between possible worlds, becomes a boundary, affirming 

legality while obscuring empirical justice. 

Hence, a Kripkean analysis of “Go to Court” exposes the logical and moral tension embedded in 

Nigeria’s democratic framework. It demonstrates that the act of contestation is not merely political 

but modal, it occurs across worlds of meaning where truth, necessity, and possibility collide. As 

Kripke reminds us, “necessity is truth in all possible worlds” [12]; yet in Nigeria, the necessity of 

legal truth often silences the possibility of empirical justice. The paradox thus persists: the court 

may be the supreme world of judgment, but its logic remains contingent upon the accessibility of 

truth from the world of lived experience. Only when judicial worlds become genuinely accessible 

from empirical ones can the logic of contestation evolve into a logic of justice. 

Formalizing the Judicial Disconnect: Proof Theorem I (Modus Ponens in Dissent) 

The logic of judicial dissent, particularly within the Nigerian electoral jurisprudence, embodies a 

paradox of procedural coherence and substantive injustice. As Chambers observes, “Legal 

reasoning often triumphs in its own technicality, even when truth visibly lies outside its domain” 

[13]. This philosophical dissonance between truth and proof can be represented through the logic 

of inference, Modus Ponens, in a system where the petitioner’s factual case collapses under 

procedural weight. Consider the following argument: 

Premise 1 (P → Q): If widespread rigging occurred, then the declared result is false. 

Premise 2 ((Q • R) → S): If the declared result is false and the law requires specific, overwhelming 

evidence, then the challenge will fail. 

Premise 3 (P): Widespread rigging occurred. 

Premise 4 (R): The legal burden is prohibitive.  

Note: (→ sign of implication or conditional ‘if-then’) 

From these, the logical sequence unfolds: 

Table I: Proof Theorem I (Modus Ponens in Dissent) 
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Step Proposition Justification 

1 P → Q Premise 1 

2 P Premise 3 

3 Q Modus Ponens (1, 2) 

4 (Q • R) → S Premise 2 

5 R Premise 4 

6 Q • R Conjunction (3, 5) 

7 S Modus Ponens (4, 6) 

Conclusion (S): The challenge fails. 

This logical structure mirrors the judicial formalism of election tribunals, where even when truth 

(Q) is established, the burden of evidence (R) makes the conclusion (S) inevitable: the challenge 

collapses. In the words of John Rawls, “justice is the first virtue of social institutions,” but in 

procedural democracies like Nigeria, it often becomes “the first casualty of technical truth” [14]. 

The law’s architecture is thus logically consistent yet substantively tragic, a perfection of form that 

denies essence. 

Understanding the Symbols 

P, Q, R, S are statements (propositions). 

For example: 

P = “Widespread rigging occurred.” 

Q = “The declared result is false.” 

R = “The legal burden is prohibitive.” 

S = “The challenge fails.” 

→ means “if … then …” (implication). 

• means “and” (conjunction). 

T means “True.” 

F means “False.” 

So P → Q means “If there was rigging (P), then the declared result is false (Q).” 

The table shows how the truth of these statements changes under different conditions. The main 

goal is to test whether the conclusion (S) logically follows from the premises. 

The premises are: 

1. P → Q = If rigging occurred, the result is false. 

2. (Q • R) → S = If the result is false and the burden is high, then the challenge fails. 

3. ((P • P) → Q) = This simply restates that if P is true, then Q must follow. 

The conclusion is S (the challenge fails). 

In rows where the premises hold true: (𝑃 •   𝑃) → 𝑄 ), and  (𝑄 • 𝑅) → 𝑆 ), the conclusion S 

necessarily follows as true. This demonstrates the logical soundness of the argument’s structure, 

even if its outcome, the petitioner’s failure, appears unjust from a moral standpoint. This tension 
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exemplifies what Saul Kripke terms the “possible world semantics” of truth: truth can be possible 

in one world (the factual domain) but false in another (the legal domain), depending on the 

accessibility relations between them [4]. 

Thus, Proof Theorem I (Modus Ponens in Dissent) captures a profound paradox within the logic 

of Nigerian adjudication: truth may exist, but justice may not follow. The judiciary, operating as a 

closed logical system, maintains consistency at the expense of correspondence. As Wittgenstein 

reminds us, “The limits of my language mean the limits of my world” [15]. Likewise, the limits of 

legal logic define the limits of justice itself. The petitioner’s defeat, though morally unsettling, is 

logically impeccable, an exemplar of formal validity in dissent. 

The Paradox of Judicial Affirmation: A Truth Table Analysis 

The judicial paradox becomes fully illuminated when the court affirms the declared result (A) 

despite widespread and documented electoral malpractice (R). The proposition under scrutiny is: 

“The court’s decision accurately reflects democratic truth.” This proposition, though logically 

valid within the frame of Legal Reality (□L), collapses into contradiction within Empirical Reality 

(◇E), a dissonance that encapsulates what Saul Kripke would describe as a possible world 

inconsistency [5]. According to Kripke’s semantics, truth in one world does not necessitate truth 

in all worlds, since the accessibility relation between legal and empirical worlds is non-symmetric. 

As Rawls beautifully asserted, “Justice is the first virtue of social institutions, as truth is of systems 

of thought” [2]. In the Nigerian judicial context, however, truth and justice have been decoupled, 

the legal world affirms what the empirical world rejects. 

Let us consider the relationship between Rigging (R) and Judicial Affirmation (A) of the declared 

result. For a genuinely just democracy, we expect that R → ¬A; it should be impossible for rigging 

to occur while the court affirms the tainted result. Yet, the Nigerian political reality often yields 

the reverse: R • A, which violates both the logical and moral principles of democracy. As 

Umezulike observed, “the court’s pronouncements, though clothed in legality, often become 

instruments of political normalization rather than justice restoration” [16]. This divergence 

between the normative and the factual creates what Kripke would call a non-normal model, where 

the modal operator □ (necessity) no longer preserves truth across accessible worlds. 

To analyze this logically, we present the following truth table: 

Rigging (R) Affirmation (A) Legal Reality (□L) Empirical Reality (◇E) 

T T T F 

T F F T 

F T F T 

F F F T 

In a functional propositional democracy, the case R • A (rigging occurs and the court affirms the 

result) should logically yield F in the Ideal Democracy (◇E) column, meaning this state of affairs 

should not occur. Yet, paradoxically, this is precisely the Nigerian judicial condition, a case where 

(R • A) → T within Legal Reality (□L). In Kripkean terms, the court operates within a possible 

world where accessibility to empirical truth is restricted. As Dworkin noted, “Law’s empire is 

defined by the interpretive attitude” [17]; hence, judicial affirmation becomes an interpretive rather 

than factual truth. To resolve this paradox, we propose a Kripkean model of reform encapsulated 

in the acronym B.E.S.T, which represents the logical path toward bridging the disjunction between 

legality and morality across possible worlds. 
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B – Bimodal Logic of Truth: In Kripke semantics, bimodal logic allows the coexistence of □ 

(necessity) and ◇ (possibility) across distinct frames. For the judiciary, this implies that truth must 

be evaluated in both legal and empirical modes simultaneously. As Kripke argues, “necessity is 

truth in all possible worlds accessible from the actual world” [9]. Thus, a judicial decision that 

holds necessarily in the legal world must also be possibly true in the empirical world. The Nigerian 

judiciary must therefore transition from mono-modal legality to bi-modal legitimacy. 

E – Empirical Accessibility: The Kripkean accessibility relation (R) defines how one world 

connects to another. Judicial truth, therefore, must be empirically accessible, its proof should not 

be sealed within procedural walls. Popper insisted that “a theory that cannot be tested is not 

scientific” [10]. Likewise, a verdict that cannot be verified by empirical evidence is not democratic. 

Empirical accessibility demands that the court’s logical world maintains open channels of truth-

testing from the empirical world of citizens. 

S – Semantic Coherence: A system is coherent when the meaning of its propositions remains 

consistent across possible worlds. In Kripke’s modal logic, a semantic model (M) is valid if for 

every world w, truth assignments preserve consistency [4]. The judiciary’s semantic coherence, 

therefore, depends on ensuring that “Affirmation” in Legal Reality does not semantically 

contradict “Truth” in Empirical Reality. Wittgenstein once remarked, “The limits of my language 

mean the limits of my world” [15]. When the court’s semantic frame limits truth to legality, the 

democratic world becomes epistemically impoverished. 

T – Truth Preservation: The ultimate test of any logical system lies in its preservation of truth. In 

Kripke’s semantics, truth is preserved across accessible worlds only when the system’s 

accessibility relation is reflexive and transitive. Thus, the judiciary must ensure reflexivity (self-

accountability) and transitivity (ethical continuity) between its verdicts and democratic reality. As 

Habermas stated, “legitimacy arises not from authority but from communicative rationality” [11]. 

Truth preservation ensures that the court’s pronouncements resonate beyond its walls, preserving 

both the letter and the spirit of democracy. 

Thus, the paradox of judicial affirmation, where the court’s truth contradicts democratic truth, can 

be resolved only when the judiciary adopts the B.E.S.T model. By embracing a Bimodal Logic of 

Truth, ensuring Empirical Accessibility, maintaining Semantic Coherence, and enforcing Truth 

Preservation, the court can restore the necessary harmony between legality and legitimacy. The 

Nigerian democratic world, to borrow from Kripke, must become an accessible world to the truth 

it claims to uphold. 

The Logical Fallacy of Judicial Certitude: A Kripkean Reconstruction 

In the epistemic architecture of democratic reasoning, the populace often confuses judicial 

affirmation with electoral purity. This cognitive error mirrors the classical fallacy of affirming the 

consequent, a formal misstep wherein the truth of a consequent (the court’s affirmation) is 

erroneously taken as evidence for the truth of its antecedent (the election’s cleanliness). In 

propositional terms, it may be symbolized as follows: 

Rule (R₁): If the election is clean (P), then the court will affirm the result (Q). 

Observation (R₂): The court affirms the result (Q). 

Invalid Conclusion (R₃): Therefore, the election was clean (P). 

As Aristotle cautioned in his Prior Analytics, “To assume that because something follows, the 

antecedent must therefore be true, is a deception of form” [22]. Thus, the fallacy does not merely 

misrepresent truth; it structurally inverts causation, converting judicial pronouncement into 

epistemic proof. 

Truth Table III: Analysis  
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To formally expose the error, consider the following truth table for the conditional statement P → 

Q: 

P (Election Clean) Q (Court Affirms) P → Q Inference (Q → P) 

T T T Invalid 

T F F Invalid 

F T T Fallacy Zone 

F F T Invalid 

In row three, when P is false (election unclean) but Q is true (court affirms), the original conditional 

P → Q remains true, yet the inference Q → P collapses. This row captures the logical tragedy of 

democracy, where affirmation is mistaken for truth, and validation replaces verification. According 

to Quine, “truth by affirmation is no substitute for truth by correspondence” [18]. 

Table IV: (Inference Rules) 

Step Proposition Justification 

1 P → Q Premise (Legal principle: if the election is clean, then the court affirms) 

2 Q Observation (Judicial affirmation) 

3 ∴ P Fallacy of Affirming the Consequent (invalid inference) 

This logical derivation reveals that the court’s affirmation (Q) cannot validly entail the election’s 

cleanliness (P), since multiple possible worlds can exist in which Q is true while P remains false. 

In Kripke’s semantics, this means that Q holds in world w₁ (the judicial world), but P does not hold 

in world w₂ (the empirical world of the electorate). Therefore, □(P → Q) may be true, while ◇(¬P 

• Q) is also possible, indicating that affirmation does not guarantee purity across all possible worlds. 

Saul Kripke argued that modal truths depend on possible worlds semantics, where necessity (□) 

and possibility (◇) contextualize propositions beyond their surface truth values [5]. When the 

populace assumes that judicial affirmation (Q) implies electoral cleanliness (P), they collapse the 

modal distinction between necessity and possibility. A judicial affirmation may be necessary in 

maintaining institutional order, but it is not sufficient in establishing electoral purity. As Kripke 

asserts, “A necessary truth may be discovered empirically, but its modality lies beyond verification” 

[6]. 

Hence, Q is true in world w₁ (judicial world), yet P is false in world w₂ (electoral reality). The 

accessibility relation R(w₁, w₂) thus fails to preserve truth from one epistemic domain to another. 

This is what may be termed the Judicial Paradox of Democratic Modalities, truth affirmed but not 

actualized. 

To reconstruct logical and institutional coherence, let us model a Kripkean epistemic framework 

under the acronym BEST, each letter representing a principle that mitigates the fallacy of 

affirmation: 

B – Bimodal (□P ↔ ◇P): Democratic truth must exist in both the judicial world (necessity) and 

the empirical world (possibility). Verification must traverse modalities, ensuring that what is 

affirmed necessarily is also observed possibly. This dual validation prevents modal isolation, a key 

feature of the fallacy. 
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E – Empirical Accessibility (R(w₁, w₂)): Truth in the judicial world must be accessible to the 

empirical world of citizens. Kripke’s accessibility relation ensures that institutional affirmations 

remain transparent, preventing epistemic closure where truth becomes trapped in legal syntax. 

S – Semantic Consistency (⊨): The semantics of “clean election” must be consistently defined 

across possible worlds. According to Carnap, “semantic stability is the foundation of logical 

meaning” [19]. Without shared semantics, judicial affirmation and empirical reality speak different 

languages. 

T – Truth Preservation (⊢): Finally, truth must be preserved across inferential chains. As Tarski 

reminds us, “A theory is true if and only if what it asserts corresponds with reality” [20]. Thus, 

affirmation (Q) should not merely be valid within formal systems but verifiable in the lived 

democratic world. 

Together, BEST offers a modal blueprint for re-establishing logical coherence between the court’s 

affirmations and the people’s reality. In Kripkean terms, it transforms the relation from Q without 

P to □(P → Q) and ◇P, ensuring that the modal accessibility between law and truth remains 

epistemically transparent. 

The fallacy of affirming the consequent, when transposed into the democratic context, reveals the 

epistemological tension between judicial necessity and empirical truth. The Kripkean approach 

restores balance by mapping these truths across possible worlds and establishing accessibility 

between them. A judicial affirmation (Q) may sustain institutional order, but only when paired with 

bimodal verification (P ↔ Q) does it sustain democratic truth. Thus, the wisdom of Bertrand 

Russell still resounds: “Logic must not merely affirm; it must reveal the structure of what is 

affirmed” [21]. 

The paradox of judicial affirmation, therefore, is not a problem of legality but of logical modality, 

solvable only when democracy operates by the BEST principles of Bimodal Verification, Empirical 

Accessibility, Semantic Consistency, and Truth Preservation. 

Clear interpretation of the BEST: 

B — Bimodal Verification: Bimodal Verification means an electoral claim must be validated in 

two modal senses: it should be necessarily supported by the legal/judicial framework when 

appropriate, and possibly verified in the empirical world (counting, audit, witness testimony). 

Formally we want both the modal implication and the empirical possibility to hold: 

□(P → Q) and ◇P, that is, it is necessary that if the election was clean (P) then the court will affirm 

(Q), and it is possible (i.e., there is an accessible empirical world) in which P is true. 

Example (Nigeria-style): after an election a court issues a judgment affirming the result (Q). 

Bimodal verification asks: is there independent audit evidence, polling-agent reports, and 

transparent collation that make it possible to believe P (the election was clean)? If the court affirms 

but the audit trails and collation records are missing or contested, ◇P fails, the affirmation lacks 

the empirical modal backup. 

E — Empirical Accessibility: Empirical Accessibility makes explicit the Kripke idea of an 

accessibility relation: truth in the judicial world must be accessible from the empirical world. In 

symbols: if 𝑤_𝑗  is the judicial/world-of-the-court and 𝑤_𝑒  is the empirical/world-of-the-voters, 

then 𝑅(𝑤_𝑗, 𝑤_𝑒) should hold — the court’s justification must be reachable and inspectable by 

empirical agents. If 𝑅(𝑤_𝑗, 𝑤_𝑒) is broken, a court’s Q will not transfer epistemic support to P. 

Example (Nigeria-style): suppose the court’s judgment relies on internal affidavits the public 

cannot see. There is no 𝑅(𝑤_𝑗, 𝑤_𝑒)  because journalists, observers or the electoral commission 

cannot examine the evidence, the judicial affirmation is not empirically accessible. Citizens 

therefore cannot confirm P even though Q is true. 
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S — Semantic Consistency: Semantic Consistency demands that terms like “clean election” mean 

the same thing across worlds. Formally we want a common interpretation function so that P 

denotes the same set of conditions in judicial and empirical worlds: if ⊨w P (P is true in world w) 

then the predicate “clean election” is defined uniformly across those worlds. Without semantic 

alignment, Q and P talk past each other. Example (Nigeria-style): the court defines “clean” 

narrowly (e.g., procedural compliance only) while observers use a broader standard (procedures + 

absence of intimidation). If the court’s 𝑃_court ≠  𝑃_empirical, then even a sincere affirmation Q 

doesn’t guarantee the public’s P, they used different definitions. 

T — Truth Preservation: Truth Preservation is about moving from valid formal implications to 

preserved truth across inference: an inference system should ensure that if the premises are true in 

accessible worlds, conclusions remain true (⊢ and ⊨ line up). Practically we require that judicial 

inferences (legal rules + facts) preserve actual electoral truth when transported to the empirical 

domain. 

Example (Nigeria-style): if the court’s reasoning depends on partial facts (e.g., acceptance of 

contested result due to “lack of proof” rather than evidence of fairness), the inferential chain fails 

to preserve truth; Q may be provable inside the legal calculus (⊢ Q) while ⊨ P (P true in the real 

world) is false. 

Key symbols and what they mean (simple): 

• P — The antecedent: “The election was clean” (empirical claim about how votes were cast 

and counted). 

• Q — The consequent: “The court affirms the result” (legal/judicial statement). 

• → — Material implication: P → Q reads “if P then Q.” Important: P → Q can be true even 

when P is false. 

• □ — Necessity: □φ means φ holds in all accessible possible worlds (a strong, institutional 

or legal necessity). 

• ◇ — Possibility: ◇φ means φ holds in at least one accessible possible world (an empirical 

possibility we can point to). 

• ↔ — Biconditional: P ↔ Q means P and Q have the same truth value (used here to express 

strong alignment across modalities). 

• ⊨ — Semantic entailment/validity: the model/worlds make a sentence true (truth across 

models). 

• ⊢ — Syntactic derivability: the sentence follows from the rules/axioms of a system (court’s 

legal deductions). 

• R(w₁, w₂) — Accessibility relation: which worlds count as epistemically reachable from 

which other worlds (e.g., can voters and observers reach the court’s world-of-evidence?). 

When people infer Q → P (i.e., because Q is observed, conclude P), they commit the fallacy of 

affirming the consequent: observing the court’s Q does not logically guarantee the antecedent P. 

Modal logic lets us fix that by requiring two things simultaneously: 

• Institutional necessity: □(P → Q): the legal system must guarantee that if an election is 

clean then the court will affirm it. This secures the,  if P then Q direction as a stable rule in 

the legal/ institutional modal frame. 

• Empirical possibility: ◇P: there must be at least one empirically accessible world (audits, 

witnesses, transparent collation) where P holds. This ensures there is real-world evidence 

supporting P. 
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Together they prevent the mistaken inference Q → P because Q alone might be true for reasons 

unrelated to P (procedural defaults, lack of evidence, political compromises). Requiring both □(P 

→ Q) and ◇P says: don’t accept P just because Q happened; make sure the court’s affirmation is 

both institutionally reliable and empirically backed. 

Imagine a disputed gubernatorial election. The court affirms the result (Q). Citizens ask: was the 

election clean (P)? Under the fallacy they say “court affirmed → therefore clean.” Under BEST 

we instead check: 

• Is □(P → Q) in place? i.e., are legal standards such that a genuinely clean election would 

necessarily produce a court affirmation (transparent rules, consistent remedies)? 

• Is there 𝑅(𝑤_𝑗, 𝑤_𝑒),  can observers access the court’s evidence and the original collation 

documents? 

• Do both sides use the same meaning of “clean”? (Semantic Consistency) 

• Do the court’s rules and the empirical facts preserve truth across the inferential step? (Truth 

Preservation) 

If any of these fail, Q is not enough to conclude P. 

Practical implications for Nigeria (brief, actionable): 

• Make court evidence and reasoning publicly accessible (strengthen 𝑅(𝑤_𝑗, 𝑤_𝑒)). 

• Standardize what “clean” means and publish that definition before elections (Semantic 

Consistency). 

• Institutionalize mandatory post-election audits and open collation logs so ◇P is verifiable. 

• Ensure judicial standards are consistently applied so □(P → Q) is reliable (training for 

judges, transparent procedures). 

BEST does not try to make courts irrelevant; it shows how to stop mistaking judicial affirmation 

for empirical truth. In modal terms, the move is from the fragile statement “we observed Q” to a 

robust, two-pronged condition “□(P → Q) and ◇P” that ties legal necessity to empirical possibility. 

When those two are secured and semantics are shared, judicial affirmations legitimately contribute 

to democratic truth rather than substitute for it. 

Discussion 

In the epistemic labyrinth of Nigerian democracy, the judicial command “Go to Court” emerges 

not merely as an appeal to justice but as a modal migration between worlds, a movement from 

empirical reality (World₁) to judicial abstraction (World₂). Yet, as this study has demonstrated 

through Kripke’s semantics and logical formalism, the accessibility relation between these worlds 

remains fragile and often broken. When judicial truth (□L) ceases to reflect empirical truth (◇E), 

legality and legitimacy become disjointed categories, producing what Habermas aptly described 

as a “legitimation crisis” where “the system’s claim to normative validity no longer resonates with 

the lifeworld’s moral intuitions” [11]. In this crisis, justice becomes procedural rather than 

performative, and law, rather than mediating truth, begins to manufacture it. 

A Kripkean interpretation of Nigeria’s judicial paradox reveals that this tension is not accidental 

but structural, it is embedded in the very semantics of institutional affirmation. As Kripke reminds 

us, “necessity is truth in all possible worlds”, yet Nigerian courts often mistake necessity for 

infallibility, affirming propositions that are necessary only within their hermetic logical frames 

[12]. The fallacy of affirming the consequent, transposed into democratic reasoning, thus becomes 

the central epistemic sin of modern jurisprudence. When the court’s affirmation (Q) is mistaken 

for the antecedent truth of electoral purity (P), judicial necessity supplants empirical possibility, 
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and logic becomes an instrument of legitimation rather than illumination. This logical misstep 

mirrors Aristotle’s timeless warning that “to assume that because something follows, the 

antecedent must therefore be true, is a deception of form” [22]. 

Within this framework, the Modus Ponens of dissent and the fallacy of judicial certitude converge 

to unveil the tragic perfection of legal formalism in Nigeria: a system where reasoning is valid, but 

justice is void. Chambers poignantly observed that “legal reasoning often triumphs in its own 

technicality, even when truth visibly lies outside its domain” [13]. This triumph of syntax over 

substance, and validity over veracity, transforms the judiciary into a closed logical system, 

consistent, yes, but tragically self-referential. As Wittgenstein warned, “the limits of my language 

mean the limits of my world” [15]. Likewise, the limits of judicial semantics define the limits of 

justice itself, restricting democratic truth to what can be procedurally proven rather than what can 

be empirically known. 

The Kripkean reconstruction offered through the B.E.S.T. model, Bimodal Verification, Empirical 

Accessibility, Semantic Consistency, and Truth Preservation, presents a logical and philosophical 

remedy to this paradox. Bimodal Verification ensures that legal necessity (□) aligns with empirical 

possibility (◇), while Empirical Accessibility restores the broken relation R(w₁, w₂) between the 

court’s logic and the people’s lived reality. Semantic Consistency demands that the meanings of 

truth and justice remain stable across possible worlds, preventing judicial affirmation from 

becoming a language game detached from social meaning. Finally, Truth Preservation guarantees 

that what is valid within judicial calculus (⊢) corresponds to what is true within democratic 

experience (⊨). As Habermas insisted, “legitimacy arises not from authority but from 

communicative rationality” [11]; thus, the judiciary’s strength must lie in its capacity to remain 

epistemically open to empirical verification. 

Through the B.E.S.T. model, Nigeria’s judiciary can evolve from a formal system of adjudication 

to a communicative system of justice, one where verdicts resonate across both the legal and 

empirical worlds. Dworkin encapsulated this aspiration when he asserted that “law’s empire is 

defined by the interpretive attitude” [17]. The interpretive attitude must now expand to embrace 

modal coherence, ensuring that every judicial affirmation is not merely institutionally valid but 

democratically true. In this sense, Kripke’s modal realism becomes not just a theory of truth but a 

blueprint for justice: truth must remain accessible across all possible worlds that democracy claims 

to govern. 

Ultimately, the paradox of judicial affirmation is neither purely legal nor purely logical—it is 

profoundly ethical. As Rawls declared, “justice is the first virtue of social institutions”, and when 

logic is allowed to obscure justice, institutions lose their moral gravity [14]. To restore this balance, 

Nigeria must transcend the logic of procedural triumph and embrace the logic of moral necessity, 

where □(P → Q) and ◇P coexist in reflective equilibrium. Only when judicial necessity mirrors 

empirical possibility will the legal world and the lived world become mutually accessible, allowing 

truth once again to travel freely between them. As Russell so wisely concluded, “Logic must not 

merely affirm; it must reveal the structure of what is affirmed” [21]. The future of Nigerian 

democracy thus depends on its ability to align affirmation with actuality, legality with legitimacy, 

and law with truth, so that justice, in all possible worlds, may once again become necessary 

[23][24]. 

Conclusion  

This study has thus shown via a modal analysis in the Kripkean tradition, that Nigeria s Go to 

Court logic is a structure of disjunction between the reality of the polls and the judicial 

endorsement, and reflects a tenuous accessibility relation between what is lived and what is legaly 

ascribed. The key insight here is that judicial necessity (□) often acts independently from empirical 
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possibility (◇), producing a fallacy of affirming the consequent and a confusion between 

procedural endorsement and democratic veracity. This paper formalizes that paradox to formalize 

to capture why the logical consistency of the judiciary does not equal moral or democratic 

legitimacy through modal semantics, truth tables, and inferential analysis. These implications are 

far reaching: in the absence of a continued exposure of the legal validation to empirical verification, 

reasonable meaning, and truth-preserving character, judicial findings will only exacerbate public 

distrust and thus, risk entrenching a crisis of legitimation in Nigeria’s democracy. We thus propose 

an operational (but not a purely formal) model of Bimodality—Bimodal Verification, Empirical 

Accessibility, Semantic Consistency, and Truth Preservation (the B.E.S.T.)—that provides not just 

a formal reconstruction but a normative basis for realigning legality with legitimacy. Subsequent 

research could adopt a more broad usage of this modal analysis, test the empirical patterns of 

judicial reasoning in electoral petitions, and develop interdisciplinary confluences between modal 

logic, constitutional law, and political sociology, to refine mechanisms sustaining lines of 

democratic truth across institutional worlds.  
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