Logical Pluralism Info Session
1. The issue

The Question: Are the following forms of inference valid/ logically correct?

(UI)


(VEQ)


(DNE)


(S0)

Everything is F.
     p


not-not-p

Necessarily p
( a is F

( If q then q

( p


( p
The first 3 are all valid inferences in classical logic.  However, (UI) is not valid in free logic, (VEQ) is not valid in relevant logic, and (DNE) is not valid in intuitionistic logic.  
(S0) is somewhat different: (S0) is valid in almost every modal logic, but it is not classically valid, since classical logic does not count ‘Necessarily’ as logical vocabulary.

2. Some options

Is there a fact of the matter that would determine the correct answer to The Question?

(a) Yes, without qualification—logical monism.

(b) Yes, but only relative to a context—logical relativism/ contextualism.  (For each subject matter/ context, there is only one correct notion of logical consequence.)

(c) No—logical pluralism.  Slogan: “There is more than one true [read: correct] logic”—even in a single context.  (GF-A: Nothing in the context determines whether (UI) is OK.)
3. Pluralisms in more detail
(a) Carnapian pluralism: Every distinct consequence relation constitutes a distinct language (e.g. the meaning of ‘not’ differs between intuitionist language and classical langauge).  This supports pluralism, because the notion of One Correct Language is implausible.  “In logic there are no morals.  Everyone is at liberty to build his own logic, i.e. his own form of language, as he wishes” (1934, §17).  (N.B. C. qualifies this later)
(b) Current most-discussed pluralist proposal: Beall and Restall (AJP 2000, OUP 2006).

For them, logical pluralism consists of the following 3 tenets.

  (i)  The intuitive notion of consequence is given by (V).


(V) C is a logical consequence of {P1, P2, … Pn} =df 



In every case where all of P1, P2, … Pn are true, C is also true.
  (ii) A logic is given by: (V) + a specification of cases + an account of truth-in-a-case.

  (iii) “There are at least two different specifications of cases which may appear in (V).”

Only (iii) is controversial.

The specification of ‘case’ distinguishes between consequence relations: 

If cases are… - Tarskian models ( classical consequence


- Tarskian models + the empty domain ( universally free consequence 


- (metaphysically) possible worlds ( modal consequence 


- constructions ( intuitionist consequence 

- ‘situations’ (parts of possible and impossible worlds) ( relevant consequence 

4. Arguments for Pluralism

1. It fits the appearences: it just seems that, in one sense, B follows from A and not-A (since it is impossible that both the premise is true and the conclusion false), and yet in another sense it doesn’t (since the conclusion has nothing to do with the premise).

2. “[A]nything that it is reasonable to take as a settled feature of the notion of logical consequence is satisfied by each of the candidate relations (or specifications) of logical consequence” (2006, 31).  Settled features: necessity, formality, finite axiomatizability?

3. Logical pluralism “comes at little or no cost” (ibid.).

4. Logical pluralism “affords a more charitable interpretation of many important (and difficult) disputes in the philosophy of logic than is otherwise available” (ibid.).
5. Objections and Replies

a. Anything goes?

A:
(i) Once you settle on a notion of case, then everything is completely determinate.  


(ii) Paradigmatic logics satisfy further requirements, e.g. necessity, formality; probably axiomatizability and similarity to vernacular language.
b. One true logic after all?  If validity is truth-preservation in all cases, then aren’t the truly valid arguments the ones that preserve truth in Tarskian models, and in constructions, and in possible worlds…  But this yields a single notion of consequence.

A: Then the only inferences that would be valid are identity and transitivity—and that is far too weak a conception of consequence.  So to avoid this absurd consequence, we must understand validity as truth-preservation in all cases of a single type, not all types.
c. What is a case?  

A: “Cases, whatever else they are, are ‘things’ in which claims may be true. … we are moderately liberal with respect to what counts as a case: for any set of sentences, there is a case in which those sentences are true.” (2006, 89)

GF-A: What type of indeterminacy—if any—does ‘follows from’ involve?
The basic idea: philosophers and linguists have studied semantic indeterminacy (B&R: ‘unsettledness’), and have developed theories about the various species of it.  Is what B&R claim about the indeterminacy of ‘entails’ etc. compatible with our current best linguistic theories about indeterminate expressions?  I see at least two questions here.

(Q1) Does ‘follows from’ meet any of the diagnostic tests designed to identify various types of semantic indeterminacy?  If not, then either ‘follows from’ is a counterexample to established tests (which is ad hoc), or ‘follows from’ is not semantically indeterminate. 


B&R sometimes say the type of unsettledness at issue is ambiguity (2006: 94, 103; “Defending LP” MS p.3).  Linguists have developed tests to check for ambiguity: 

(a) The obvious test: there are completely different entries in the dictionary next to the word-form ‘bank,’ etc.  But ‘follows from’ (on B&R’s account) is not like this.

(b) The most prominent non-obvious test is the ‘no crossed readings’ test.  Compare:

‘Pat has a bat’ [say, as a pet] 


‘Pat is a parent’ [a father]

‘Jo has a bat’ [say, to hit baseballs]

‘Jo is a parent’ [a mother]
‘Pat and Jo have bats’



‘Pat and Jo are parents’

only 2 readings possible( ambiguous
4 readings possible( unambiguous

- How does ‘follows from’ (/‘entails’ etc.) fare on this test for ambiguity?

 Can ‘p and q follow from r’ mean that p followsX-ly from r, and q followsY-ly from r?

Ex.:
(((A( relevantly entails A, but not (B(B( 

(((A( intuitionistically entails (B(B(, but not A 
Test sentence: A and (B(B( follow from (((A(.
(  Are crossed readings possible?
- What in (V) could be a source of ambiguity? ‘Case’ looks like the only candidate.  But ‘case’ definitely fails the first test (‘a case is anything that makes a set of sentences true or false’); does it fail the second?    –But then where’s the ambiguity coming from?

- Other species of indeterminacy: vagueness, relativity (e.g. ‘finished’), indexicality, inexplicit quantifier domain (but this last is usually considered contextual).

(Q2) Suppose ‘entails’ does pass an accepted diagnostic test for some species of semantic indeterminacy (e.g. ambiguity). Is what B&R say about consequence’s unsettledness compatible with extant theories of that type of unsettledness? 


To be concrete: Suppose ‘entails’ turns out to be ambiguous.  And further suppose that someone is convinced that the best account of ambiguity involves some version of supervaluational semantics.  So then A entails B would only be true if A entails B on every disambiguation of ‘entails,’ i.e. A relevantly entails B, A intuitionistically entails B, and so on.  But then B&R are stuck with the ultra-weak logic they reject in their response to the ‘One true logic after all?’ objection (identity and transitivity as the only validities).  In short: the features B&R attribute to consequence’s unsettledness may conflict with our best linguistic theory of that species of unsettledness.
