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these logics, we suggest, given the crucial role of inconsistencies in this debate, a radical
change in logic. By introducing a non-classical, paraconsistent, logic as the underlying
logic of Zande reasoning, none of the considered inconsistencies will be threatening.
The main features of this logic, indeed, consist in its admission of some ‘contra-
dictions’, and in not being trivialized by them (except for some specific contradictions).
Thus, given the features of our sample of Zande reasoning, it seems quite natural to
consider applying this logic in this specific context.

In order to do so, we intend first to present, in section 2, some aspects of the issue
to be dealt with by considering arguments articulated in this debate thus far. Some
remarks on paraconsistent logic are presented in section 3, and our suggestion
concerning the possibility of its application, as well as the appropriateness and the
advantages of doing so, considered. In section 4, arguments against such a proposal,
in terms of the * principle of charity’, are discussed and criticized. Finally, in section 5,
given the tools employed, an important consequence concerning the status of a Zande
logic is spelt out—and this consequence, we will see, reinforces our case.

2. Zande logic, Western logic and a debate

One aspect of the controversy concerning relativism and rationality centres on the
theoretical status-of logic. Is our knowledge of logical truths a relative and culturally
conditioned phenomenon, or is there some kind of (transcendent) criterion that allows
us to adjudicate between alternative logical systems? To this old (and, until now,
unsettied) debate some new arguments, favouring the relativist trend, have been
proposed. .

Bloor, for example, on the basis of aspects of Evans-Pritchard’s work,? has
asserted the existence of distinct systems of logic (implicitly questioning the possibility,
or at the least the adequacy, of deciding between them). In order to supply evidence for
this thesis, he analyses the Zande case.

The Azande, as Evans-Pritchard (1937) noted, apparently maintain inconsistent
beliefs (in a sense to be made precise later) concerning witchcraft. They assume, on the
one hand, that the presence of a certain witchcraft-substance constitutes both a
necessary and a sufficient condition for a person to be classed a witch. Furthermore,
this substance is inherited by the same-sexed offspring of a witch. So, if a certain
person (a man, for instance) in a Zande clan (which is biologically determined) is a
witch, it follows (by classical logic) that every man in this clan is a witch. More
explicitly, we can state with Jennings (1989, 279) that

(1) All and only witches have witchcraft-substance.

(2) Witcheraft-substance is always inherited by the same-sexed children of a witch.

(3) The Zande clan is a group of persons related biologically to one another
through the male line.

(4) Man A of clan C is a witch.

(5) Every man in clan C is a witch.

As Jennings has pointed out, Bloor and Evans-Pritchard present different solutions to the problem.
While for the latter there are ‘contradictions’ in Zande thought, although the Azande fail to see them,
for the former there are none: the apparent contradictions result from a ‘western elaboration of their
[Azande] beliefs’, from elaborations that ‘are not part of their collective thought practices, the logic,
of the Azande’ (Jennings 1989, 285; for Evans-Pritchard’s work, see his celebrated 1937 work). In this
regard, it seems to us, Jennings and Bloor are professing the same naturalistic view.

[\
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However—and it is exactly here that the difficulty is set—Azande accept the premises,

but nor the conclusion of this argument. Indeed, as Evans-Pritchard pointed out:
‘ Azande see the sense of this argument, but they do not accept its conclusion, and it
would involve the whole notion of witchcraft in contradiction were they to do so’
(1937, 24).

In other words, given that, from the viewpoint of classical logic, the set constituted
by propositions (1)-(4) and the negation of (5) is inconsistent, and in as much as
Azande believe them, they hold inconsistent beliefs. The question, then, naturally
arises: how to understand this phenomenon?

Some possible answers have been recently proposed. We may classify them into
two distinct categories. On the one hand, we find proposals based on the idea that, in
order to solve this problem, a different logic should be ascribed to the Azande (this,
in fact, has been the suggestion of Bloor (1976), Jennings (1989), Cooper (1975) and,
to some extent, of Evans-Pritchard (1937)). Obviously, such a logic should allow us to
understand the status of the inconsistencies. On the other hand, in a more conservative
vein, there are alternatives characterized by retaining the same—classical—logic and
explaining the phenomenon by some other means (here we find the proposals of
Salmon (1978) and Triplett (1988)). Let us briefly consider each of them.

Taking logic from a naturalist point of view, Bloor and Jennings characterize it as
‘those shared patterns of thought which are socially selected from among the various
patterns of thought to which we are naturally inclined’ (Jennings 1989, 275). With
this characterization, and employing some of Wittgenstein’s ideas concerning the
relation between the meaning and use of an expression, they claim that within the
Zande system there is no contradiction. Indeed, supposing that meaning is derived
from use (that is, from specific practical situations), contradictions are ‘unacceptable
because of the problems in practice to which they give rise’ (Jennings 1989, thm
emphasis added). As Jennings stresses, ‘ The difficulty in being told that it is raining
and it is not raining is not that it is a contradiction but that we cannot both take and
not take the umbrella’ (1989, 284). However, following Evans-Pritchard, in practical
affairs there is no difficulty for the Azande. And so, Jennings concludes, ‘on Bloor’s
account, there is no contradiction’ (p. 284).

Moreover, given that Zande ‘shared patterns of thought’ are different from ours,
their logic, from the naturalist viewpoint; is not the same as the Western logic. In E.pm
sense, there would be a genuinely Zande logic. This idea, in fact, can also be found in
Evans-Pritchard’s proposal: ‘witchcraft has its own logic, its own rules of thought’
(1937, 79; emphasis added). The problem, then, consists in determining exactly what
kind of logic.

In this regard, Cooper’s suggestion (1975) is interesting. He proposes to use
Eukasiewicz’s three-valued logic to ‘dissolve’ Zande contradictions. Such a logic,
which has three truth-values (true, false and indeterminate), had already been used U.u\
Reichenbach to “dissolve’ certain anomalies in quantum mechanics. Cooper’s vmzo
strategy consists in considering certain premisses of Zande reasonings as Eamﬁm@nwﬁo
(because, in principle, untestable), showing that within this three-valued .HomHn the
threatening inconsistencies do not follow. For example, he regards premiss (2) of

Jennings’ argument as indeterminate. Indeed:

Suppose ... that while [premiss (2)] is not rejected as false, nor is it me&ﬁ astrue.
Rather it is regarded by the Azande as an in principle untestable proposition which
is consequently assigned the truth-value indeterminate. If we then assume that
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with charity, and we shall return to these in section 4.) These are then some of the
reasons to introduce paraconsistent logic in this debate.

3. Paraconsistent logic and Zande reasoning

First we present, in a loose way, some terminology. Let us consider a theory T as
a triple (L, 4, G), where L is a language, 4 is a set of propositions (closed formulas)
of L, called the axioms of 7, and G is the underlying logic of 7. We suppose that L has
a negation symbol, —, and that, as usual, the theorems of 7 are derived from A4 by the
rules of G.

In such a context, T is said to be inconsistent if it has two theorems, a and - o,
where o is a formula of L; otherwise, T is said to be consistent. T is called trivial if any
formula of L is a theorem of T; otherwise, T is called non-trivial. T is called
paraconsistent, roughly speaking, if it is inconsistent, but non-trivial. We say that G is
paraconsistent if it can be the underlying logic of paraconsistent theories. Moreover, let
A be an inconsistent set of proposition according to classical logic; we shall also
consider as paraconsistent a logic in which a set like A may be non-trivial.

If T'is a paraconsistent theory, we should stress, it is not the case that any formula
of L and its negation are theorems of T. Typically, in a paraconsistent theory 7', there
are theorems whose negations are not theorems of T'; nonetheless, there are formulas
which are theorems of T, as well as their negations.

Employing the tools of paraconsistent logic, we can then formalize sets of
reasonings that have contradictory conclusions, in such a way that these conclusions
be simultaneously logically acceptable (i.e. without trivialization). In addition, in some
paraconsistent logical systems, sets of sentences that are trivial within classical logic
may be non-trivial. Nevertheless, in connection with certain topics, most para-
consistent logics reduce to classical logic; for instance, it cannot be the case that here
and now it is raining and not raining.?

Our main point in this paper is to suggest that Azande and Nuer may be
using—consciously or unconsciously—a paraconsistent logic. The Nuer twins
example, considered by Cooper, represents a typical example of paraconsistent
reasoning (whose sets of premisses are trivial within classical logic), and can, without
trivialization, be accommodated within a paraconsistent logic. Similarly, the Cooper—
Jennings argument concerning Zande witchcraft suggests that the implicit Zande logic
is a weak one, in the sense of being a logic strictly weaker than classical logic—weaker,
indeed, in this case, then classical positive logic. As we saw at the start of section 2,
using classical logic, from premisses (1)-(4) the conclusion, (5), follows. Azande,
however, seem not to possess a logic with enough strength to obtain this conclusion.
Contrarily, they assert the negation of proposition (5). We are faced, then, with a set
of propositions that are inconsistent from the point of view of classical logic. This set,
however, is plainly acceptable within paraconsistent logic because it is composed of
true propositions. As we have just seen, this logic supplies the tools to deal with such
a set of true propositions.

An obvious question that can be raised at this point concerns that propriety of such
tools for modelling Zande reasoning. Before considering this question, it is important

3 Inorder to get an idea of the nature of paraconsistent logic, see for instance: da Costa 1974; da Costa,
Béziau and Bueno 1995a; and Priest, Routley and Norman 1989 (for a review of the latter, see Tuziak
1993). Historical considerations on this logic can also be found in Arruda 1980 and 1989; D*Ottaviano
1990, and da Costa, Béziau and Bueno 1995b.
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to note that in our view there are no a priori context-independent criteria that
guarantee a logic is being used by an individual or a culture. In general, given certain
samples of reasoning (the ‘observable data’ that we have to take into account), there
are several distinct logics that could be employed to ‘model’ them (logics that then
would be appropriate to such samples). So, in a way similar to models of data in
science, linguistic phenomena in general underdetermine the logics that could fit them.
Of course, it does not follow from this that such logics are useless for modelling these
phenomena (just as underdetermination arguments in science do not show that the
theories involved are valueless). But, given this remark, one should be very careful
about an essentialist claim with regard to the logic used in a certain domain. As we will
see in a moment, this feature fits nicely with the use of paraconsistent logics in the
Zande case.

Where does the quest for a logic in the process.of modelling particular pieces of
reasoning come from? Roughly speaking, there are two steps here. This modelling
process is especially intricate when the reasonings involved belong to a different
culture. The data at our disposal, particularly in such cases, are never put forward
‘raw’, but as Suppes (1969) has pointed out in the context of science, they are always
presented through the employment of certain structures. The establishment of the data
(in a sense, a quite theoretical activity in itself) constitutes the first step. In the Zande
case, the data are structured in terms of Evans-Pritchard’s description, and carry, of
course, his cultural presuppositions. The second step comes when, given such data,
one can then wonder about a logic to model them (and, due the underdetermination
argument, just a logic!).

Having said that, we should note that, in particular cases, we usually have more
information at our disposal in order to evaluate the propriety of certain logical tools
to model some samples of reasoning—although even then we could hardly establish
that the logic employed is the true one. But we have at least some hints. For instance,
in cases in which the relevant data involve both inconsistency and non-triviality
(roughly speaking, the two main features of paraconsistency), it seems natural to
conjecture that the use of paraconsistent logic may be appropriate. It is thus from this
viewpoint that the Zande case is to be considered. The two basic paraconsistency traits
are in fact found in the data to be accounted for. On the one hand, that the Zande
system is not trivial can be seen by the fact that Azande vigorously reject certain
claims—for instance, proposition (5) of the Cooper—Jennings argument. As Evans-
Pritchard has pointed out, ‘they do not accept [this] conclusion’ (1937, 24). If their
system were trivial, this could never happen. On the other hand, it is precisely for not
accepting this proposition that their belief system is inconsistent, from the perspective
of classical logic. Thus, it seems that a case can be made for the use of paraconsistent
logic in this context.

This remark also suggests a partial criterion for the choice of a paraconsistent logic
in the modelling of certain reasonings. It suggests the tentative adoption of this kind
of logic, as opposed to others that cannot deal adequafely with inconsistencies, when
the context is determined by the conjunction of inconsistency and non-triviality.

But if paraconsistent logic may be appropriate in such cases, what are the
advantages of modelling Zande reasonings using it? First, we can forcefully disclose
the assumptions about consistency-preservation that have been assumed without
criticism throughout this debate. (This is a nice example of how certain assumptions
in a theory can be uncovered and criticized only by the formulation of a rival theory.
It would be simply pointless to spell out such assumptions without actually having the
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(p. 245). However, in this case, according to Henderson (and Quine), the translation
would be so horribly perverse as to be reducible to nonsense. Thus there is no reason
not to be charitable.

Moreover, there is a reason not to translate uncharitably and this, put bluntly, is
that being uncharitable is more trouble than it is worth (ibid.). The central idea here
is that if we are charitable in translation the ‘deviations’ we encounter become
explicable in terms of the sociological and psychological theories we have developed to
explain our own behaviour. Dropping charity renders these deviations inexplicable in
these terms. :

There are two central elements of this account to which we wish to draw attention.
The first is reliance on the truth-conditions for truth-functions; the second is reliance
on ‘present and foreseeable’ (p. 246) sociological and psychological theories of
behaviour. In both cases, questions are begged against a paraconsistent account, even
at this level of the first-approximation manual. In the first, this is obvious if by the
truth-conditions Henderson means the truth-conditions of classical logic. These will
be different, of course, for paraconsistent logic, and the issue of ‘fitting’ the patterns
of assent and dissent to such conditions becomes much more complex, even in the case
of negation. One aspect of this issue concerns the relativization of ‘correct’ and
‘mistaken’ in this context, and to construe the latter as either a misunderstanding of
the meaning of the speakers’ “‘own’ truth-functional constructions or as ‘systematic
logic incompetence’ is to make a gross assumption that only classical logic will serve
at the first-approximation level. Here the perversity lies not with the translation, but
with the latter assumption.

As for the reason not to translate uncharitably, this again amounts to little more
than a refusal to contemplate alternative approaches erected on non-classical
foundations. The claim that charity is easier suggests that these ‘theories we have
developed for use on ourselves’ are themselves expressed in classical terms. However,
this is itself debatable in terms of the paraconsistent approaches to both ‘everyday’
and scientific beliefs within our Western culture that have been developed (see, for
instance, da Costa and French 1989, 1990 and, especially, 1993). It may be hard work
to construct a non-classical (in all senses) sociological or psychological theory of
Zande behaviour, but that is no reason not to try—it is certainly no reason to support
the imposition of charity!

Nevertheless, perhaps some such reason can be given, drawing on a comment made
by one of the relativists themselves. In rejecting the a priori adherence to the principle
of non-contradiction, Jennings writes that ‘ the difficulty in being told that it is raining
and not-raining is not that it is a contradiction but that we cannot both take and not
take an umbrella’ (Jennings 1989, 284). The central idea here is that, at this level,
contradictory assertions are impediments to action. If certain such assertions were
pervasive—again, ar this level—certain actions would be ° blocked’. From the
observation that the appropriate actions are not ‘blocked ’, we may have good reason
to suppose that a translation of the corresponding assertions as contradictory is
inappropriate. This may give us a reason for being charitable at the practical level.
Hence the reason we should employ the principle of charity is a ‘practical’ reason, in
the sense of one which points towards action, as opposed to theoretical reasons which
point towards ‘truth’, however construed (see e.g. Audi 1989).

The issue of the application of a general understanding of practical reason—or,
better, practical reasoning—in this context deserves further exploration, but for the
purpose of this paper we shall be content with indicating how it might illuminate
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certain facets of this debate over Zande beliefs. Thus commentators s&.o reject the
suggestion that non-classical logic might usefully be applied umum.oB_.uwmmEm the ways
in which the Azande get around the inconsistency at the practical level: Eax may
accept that a man is a witch, but avoid the imputation to the whole Qm.n by claiming
that he was a bastard; or they may claim that the witchcraft-substance is cool so that
witchcraft fails to function (Evans-Pritchard 1937, 24-5). Triplett (1988), in particular,
deploys these moves against Bloor and Jennings, claiming that they m:.oé, the Azande
to be reasoning entirely classically, as we have noted. In response, H ennings vﬁ m_.mﬂ._o&
that such moves are individual responses and not a matter of Emﬂ.:csonmrumm vm:m.n
which is the level at which logic, understood from the naturalized perspective, is
situated (Jennings 1989). However, as Triplett goes on to note, such a Qmsmocou _m
hard to maintain, particularly in the case of ﬁ.um .,inoronm.@..mc_uﬁmwom is cool
response, as this appears to be as general and uom-mwnﬁmo as ,mB:E.nm ,&mm in the Zande
system and is explicitly referred to by Evans-Pritchard as a aoonnﬂ A,HEE&” .Gué.
We can use the distinction between ‘practical’ and ‘theoretical n.mmmoEum, to
mediate between these positions. Let us recall Evans-Pritchard’s point au.mﬂ In
practice [the Azande] regard only close vmﬂmgﬂ kinsmen of a wmoén witch as witches.
It is only in theory that they extend the imputation to all a witch’s o_wmmme Comq_ m.é.
As Triplett notes, this might provide the basis for w_wop‘ and Jennings’s distinction
between individual and institutional responses (see Triplett 1994, q.m&.,moéoﬁﬁ we
read it as marking the distinction between .unmoanm_..mna ,.Emogcnm_ reasoning in
the following sense: at the practical level Eoonmmmﬁanﬁ is avoided, .noﬁ because of some
a priori adoption of the principle of non-contradiction, as .H.S.Em: supposes, vﬁ
because of the consequences for practical action—action which, prior to H.ra EGO&Q.OHH
of British rule in the region could have life or death consequences!* Practical reasoning
can be just as general and non-specific as its ‘theoretical’ counterpart, wm course, and
the relevant distinction, to which the application of charity cleaves, is demarcated
ion-oriented lines. . .
m_owwumcwﬁoﬁwwuoﬁ as we have already emphasized, each side of the debate Bm,wnm in
maintaining that there might be contradictions within 9.@ Zande m<m.8nr and this oMn
be most readily accommodated by describing the system in paraconsistent ﬁmnﬁ.m. T rm
sheds further light on Evans-Pritchard’s remark that ,>N.Epaw do not perceive t o,
contradiction as we perceive it because they have no &moaﬂoﬁ interest in the mc.EnQ
(Evans-Pritchard 1937, 25). Jennings reads this as saying that the Azande perceive no
contradiction and therefore must be operating in terms of a non-classical logic.
Triplett argues that this is a misreading which ignores the point noted by m,.\mnm-
Pritchard that the Azande do not see the contradictions as we would see them (Triplett
1994, 757-8). In terms of this wider context, Triplett claims, the »&m.ﬁmm see the
contradictions looming and take steps to avoid them, Q:.Hm operating mbcam:w
classically. From our perspective, we can read ﬁEm comment in the wozogum ngf
contra Jennings, the contradictions might not be eliminated ; but, contra Triplett, t mw
feature within the Zande system at the ‘theoretical’—or, as da Costa and mno.wom
(1995) have suggested, as the ,Rwammaﬁmmonﬁigﬁ ,s&mR they may .nom be mﬂow M
by classical manoeuvres. At this level, from which ,_mx ->Nm.nam are aﬁﬁmcw excluded,
it is the princes who, forced to adjudicate ,omﬁ.énnn E.E_ i.:o_wonmm claims, Rn%wEMM
that the system is not perfect. (For an explication of this point in terms of partial tru

i ical killi itch, by compensation or by lethal
tcheraft could be avenged by the physical killing of .En witch, :
¢ WMMW .WWMMMM British rule only the method of magic was permitted (see Evans-Pritchard 1937, 27).
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54 Is there a Zande Logic?

Our conclusion, then, consists in leaving the whole debate with a suggestion—and
an ‘open answer’ at the end.
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