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ABSTRACT 

Logical pluralism is the thesis that there is more than one logic governs our reasoning. Logic can be individuated by their 
account of consequence, and hence the logical pluralism is the view that there is more than one relation of logical consequence.  That 
is an argument is valid when its premises necessitates its conclusion.  When we study logic, we are concerned with consequence or 
entailment: or in other words, what follows from what.  So, what are the conditions for being ‘consequence’? Greg Restall mention, 
these conditions are   Necessity, Normativity and Formality (NNF). Or we can say that there is more than one system of logic that 
correctly represents our informal grasp of consequence relation.  
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Introduction 
1. LOGICAL PLURALISM 

Logical pluralism can be defined as the plurality of logical values, or its values are depended on its consequence.ie; its values are 
many, or it is depended on its consequence.  A good argument is in which the conclusion follows from its premises, so the conclusion 
are the consequence of the premises.  But in what sense do conclusions follow from premises? What is it for a conclusion to be 
consequence of premises?  According to classical logic, the relation of logical consequence does hold the relation between premises 
and conclusion and making the original argument as valid.  For example:  
a is odd or a is even.      
a is not even. 
Therefore, a is odd. (This is called an argument A) (French, 2009). 
It can be inscribed in the formula of disjunctive syllogism as: 
P ∨ Q 
¬Q 
P 
 

The logical pluralist holds that in this kind of status quo, both stands may be right. For example, sometimes when one logic 
say an ‘argument A is valid’ and another says an ‘argument A is not valid’; the logical pluralist judges that both arguments are correct. 
Classical logic mentions only two values, either odd or even. But pluralistic logicism mentions, there are decimal numbers in between 
odd and even numbers. Obviously, those values are many. So, logical pluralism is a synonym of semantic indeterminacy of logical 
consequence. One can say that logical pluralism is the view that there is more than one relation of logical consequence or 
validity1.Intuitively, an argument is valid when its premises necessitate (in some sense) its conclusion. And validity is usually defined 
in terms of truth: an argument is valid just when if the premises are true the conclusion is (or must be) true. So, we might ask, if there 
is more than one property that manifests truth, could this entail that there is more than one way for an argument to be valid? Prior to 
grappling with this question, it will be helpful to say something about logical pluralism in its own right. JC Beall and Greg Restall 
have recently argued for just such a position. They do so by defining validity by reference to what they call “cases,” as so: 

 
VALID: An argument is valid if and only if, in every case where the premises are true, so is the conclusion (Beall and Restall, 2006). 
They argue for a minimal concept of validity, however, is admissibly enrichable in more than one way, so long as the enrichment 
fulfils three platitudes about consequence: that it is a necessary relation, a normative relation and a formal relation in at least some of 
the relevant senses of that term. Before dive into the problem, the most important nature of consequence is an argument should be 
deductively valid. 
 
2. VALIDITY OF AN ARGUMENT 

Here is a valid deductive argument: It's sunny in Singapore. If it's sunny in Singapore, then he won't be carrying an umbrella. So, 
he won't be carrying an umbrella. The conclusion follows the word "So". The two premises of this argument would, if true, guarantee 
the truth of the conclusion. However, we have been given no information that would enable us to decide whether the two premises are 
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both true, so we cannot assess whether the argument is deductively sound.If the arguer believes that the truth of the premises definitely 
establishes the truth of the conclusion, then the argument is deductive. The concept of deductive validity can be given alternative 
definitions to help you grasp the concept. Below are five different definitions of the same concept. It is common to drop the 
word deductive from the term deductively valid: 

1. An argument is valid if the premises can’t all be true without the conclusion also being true. 
2. An argument is valid if the truth of all its premises forces the conclusion to be true. 
3. An argument is valid if it would be inconsistent for all its premises to be true and its conclusion to be false. 
4. An argument is valid if its conclusion follows with certainty from its premises. 
3. An argument is valid if it has no counterexample, that is, a possible situation that makes all the premises true and the 

conclusion false.  (Beall, J. (2005). Logical Consequence https://plato.standford.edu.entires. logical consequence). 
 

The argument’s validity depends on whether the conclusion naturally follows from the premises. If the statements offered as 
premises are true, and the conclusion follows naturally from those premises, then a deductive argument is considered to be valid (ibid). 
A deductive argument can be invalidated by a false assumption as a starting point. If we consider false assumption as a premise, then 
the deductive argument will be valid. 

 
3. CORE FEATURES OF LOGICAL CONSEQUENCE 

When we explain the one of the core feature of logical consequence, it is necessity, according to necessity; a valid argument 
necessitates the truth of the conclusion (Beall, et all, 2006). Or in other words, Necessity is the truth of the premises of a valid 
argument necessitates the truth of the conclusion of that argument, or given a multiple conclusion argument, the truth of all of the 
premises necessitates the truth of the some of the conclusion. A deductive argument is an argument, in which the premises are 
intended to provide such strong support for the conclusion that, if the premises are true, and then it would be impossible for the 
conclusion to be false. An argument in which the premises do succeed in guaranteeing the conclusion is called a (deductively) valid 
argument. If a valid argument has true premises, then the argument is said also to be sound. All arguments are either valid or invalid, 
and either sound or unsound; there is no middle ground, such as being somewhat valid. 

 
Coming to our topic, if you have an argument in which it could be that the premises were true and the conclusion false, then 

such type of argument is not deductively valid. This distinguishes the deductive from the inductive premises. For ex: Zack has been 
sick five times in the last two months.It might give us some reason to believe that Zack will get sick again in the near future, but any 
guarantee the premise provides for the conclusion falls far short of necessitation.  Zack could well have a run good health (ibid). 
(Zack’s parents’ hope that this kind of inductive argument fails at some time (. Ibid, p.11). The conclusion is being necessary on the 
basis of the premises – such talk is too easily taken the wrong way.  The conclusion of a valid argument, of course, is contingent, and 
it might even be false, if the premises of that argument are not all true.  The necessity in a valid argument does not attach to the 
conclusion.  What is necessary, in an argument from A to B, is not the conclusion B but the connection between A and B.  The 
conditional if A then B is true of necessity.  If we have an argument with two or more premises, then the requirement is that, if each of 
the premises is true, then of necessity the conclusion is true too. 

 
Instant one is Normativity; it is wrong to accept the premise of a valid argument while rejecting its conclusion. This view rests 

on an idea that is sometimes captured with the slogan that logic is normative, where this means, roughly, that logic has consequences 
for how we ought to reason. Logical consequence is normative.  It is an important, if an argument is valid, and then you somehow go 
wrong if you accept the premises but reject the conclusion.   That is we use arguments we take to be valid to judge inferences.  All of 
this seems straightforward.  It is undergirding the use of deductive inference in the rational assessment of beliefs and theories, 
argument and hypotheses.  It is tempting to think that the normativity of logical consequence is fundamental: that it can never be 
rational to violate these norms.  It means as the norm forbidding us to accept the premises of a valid argument while simultaneously 
rejecting the conclusion. Logical normativism can seem highly plausible. As Beall and Restall (2006, 16, their emphasis) put it, ‘in an 
important sense, if an argument is valid, then you somehow go wrong if you accept the premises but reject the conclusion’. That 
seems correct. Suppose Alex knows that if it’s raining, then it’s pouring and also knows that it’s raining. Suppose she also knows that 
the inference from these premises to the conclusion that it’s pouring is valid. Nonetheless, Alex rejects that it’s pouring. It seems clear 
that she is making somekind of mistake in accepting the premises but rejecting the conclusion of this instance of modus ponens. For 
instance, if Alex has the goal of gaining true beliefs, then she makes a mistake. But, the non - normativist insists, the mistake depends 
on that epistemic goal. Thus, the sense in which logic is playing a normative role is indirect and derivative; it is just a tool deployed in 
pursuit of an epistemic goal. When we commit a logical violation, we need to specify the nature of the mistake that is committed. 
Norms are, in fact, often violated and a full accounting of alogic should specify the type of mistake that is made when the norms 
regarding what follows from what are broken. 
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Formality is that an argument is valid in virtue of its form. Formality is plausible and widely accepted, though it is hard to say 
precisely what the distinction between form and content is supposed to amount to. Fortunately, I can leave it intuitive for the present 
purposes. Consider the following arguments: 
(1) Ash is identical to Bailey; Bailey is identical to Cam; therefore, Ash is identical to Cam 
(2) Dani is taller than Eve; Eve is taller than Finn; therefore, Dani is taller than Finn. 
 
These sentences can be represented as, a = b; b = c; therefore, a = c. 
Tde; Tef; therefore, Tdf. 
 

Beall and Restall distinguish three senses of formality: (a) Logic provides constitutive norms for reasoning, regardless of 
subject matter. (b) Logic does not depend on the particular identities of objects. (c) Logic abstracts from the semantic content of the 
statements it deals with, focusing on the non-semantic features of the statements in question. To meet the formality requirement, it is 
enough that a logic be formal in atleast one of these senses.On theone hand, we have the necessary truth-preservation (NTP) account 
of validity, according to which an argument is valid if, and only if, in anyworld in which the premises are true, so is the conclusion. 
On the other hand, we have the Tarskian model (TM) account, according to which an argument is valid if, and only if, in every model 
in which the premises are true, and so is the conclusion. 

 
According to Tarski, logical consequence is a formal consequence relation. And he tells us that a formal consequence relation 

is a consequence relation that is uniquely determined by the form of the sentences between which it holds. Reflect the following pair 
of sentences 
(1) Some children are both engineers and peacemakers 
(2) Some children are peacemakers 
 
Intuitively, (2) is a logical consequence of (1). It appears that this fact does not turn on the subject matter of the sentences. Replace 
‘children’, ‘engineer, and ‘peacemakers’ in (1) and (2) with the variables S, M, and P to get the following. 
(1') Some S are both M and P 
(2') Some S are P 
 

(1') and (2') are forms of (1) and (2), respectively. Note that there is no interpretation of S, M, and P according to which the 
sentence that results from (1') is true and the resulting instance of (2') is false. Hence, (2) is a formal consequence of (1) and on each 
interpretation of S, M, and P the resulting (2') is a formal consequence of the sentence that results from (1') (e.g., some jokers are sad 
is a formal consequence of some jokers are both lonely and sad). Tarski’s opinion is that for any sentence X, and set of sentences is K, 
then X is a logical consequence of K only if X is a formal consequence of K. The formality criterion of logical consequence can work 
in explaining why one sentence doesn’t entail another in cases where it seems impossible for the first to be true and the second false.  
If we consider another example, (3) is false and (4) is true. 
(3) Ten is a prime number 
(4) Ten is greater than nine 
 

Ensure (4) follow from (3)? No, it is not sure that (4) does not follow from (3) because being a prime number does not 
necessitate being greater than nine. However, this does not require one to think that ten could be a prime number and less than or equal 
to nine, which is probably a good thing since it is hard to see how this is possible. Relatively, we proceeds 
(3') a is a P 
(4') a is R than b 
 

to be the forms of (3’) and (4’) and note that there are interpretations of ‘a’, ‘b’, ‘P’, and ‘R’ according to which the first is 
true and the second is false (e.g. let ‘a’ and ‘b’ are the names to the numbers two and ten, respectively, and let ‘P’ mean prime number, 
and ‘R’ is greater).  The point here is not that formality is sufficient for a consequence relation to qualify as logical but only that it is a 
necessary condition. I now elaborate on this last point by saying a little more about forms of sentences (i.e., sentential forms) and 
formal consequence. 

 
Distinguishing between a terms of a sentence replaced with a variable and one held constant determines a form of the 

sentence. In Some children are both engineers and peacemakers we may replace ‘Some’ with a variable and treat all the other terms as 
constant. Then 
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(1'') D children are both engineers and peacemakers 
is a form of (1), and each sentence generated by assigning a meaning to D shares this form with (1). For example, the following three 
sentences are instances of (1''),  produced by interpreting D as ‘No’, ‘Many’, and ‘Few’. 
No children are both engineers and peacemakers 
Many children are both engineers and peacemakers 
Few children are both engineers and peacemakers 
 

Whether X is a formal consequence of K then turns on a prior selection of terms as constant and others replaced with 
variables. Relative to such a determination, X is a formal consequence of K if and only if (iff) there is no interpretation of the variables 
according to which each of the K are true and X is false. So, taking all the terms, except for ‘Some’, in (1) Some children are both 
philosophers and peacemakers and in (2) Some children are peacemakers as constants makes the following forms of (1) and (2). 
(1'') D children are both engineers and peacemakers 
(2'') D children are peacemakers 
 

So, here we can understand that (2) is not a formal consequence of (1) because replacing ‘D’ with ‘No’ yields a true instance 
of (1'') and a false instance of (2''). 

 
Consider the following pair. 
(5) Kelly is female 
(6) Kelly is not US President 
(6) is a formal consequence of (5) relative to replacing ‘Kelly’ with a variable. Given current U.S. political history, there is no 
individual whose name yields a true (5) and a false (6) when it replaces ‘Kelly’. This is not, however, sufficient reason for seeing (6) 
as a logical consequence of (5). There are two different explanations of thinking about why, a metaphysical consideration and an 
epistemological one. First is the metaphysical consideration. It seems possible for (5) to be true and (6) false. The course of U.S. 
political history could have turned out differently. One might think that the current US President could—logically—have been a 
female named, say, ‘Dally’. Using ‘Dally’ as a replacement for ‘Kelly’ would yield in that situation a true (5) and a false (6). And in 
future there is the possibility that be a female US President. In order for a formal consequence relation from K to X to qualify as 
logical it has to be the case that it is necessary that there is no interpretation of the variables in K and X according to which the K-
sentences are true and X is false (https://www.iep.utm.edu/logcon/). 
 
4. CONCLUSION 

The epistemological consideration is that one might think that knowledge that X follows logically from K should not 
essentially depend on being justified by experience of extra-linguistic states of affairs. Clearly, the determination that (6) follows 
formally from (5) essentially turns on empirical knowledge, specifically knowledge about the current political situation in the US 
(https://www.iep.utm.edu/logcon/). This leads to the climax of interpretation of the intuitive concept of logical consequence: that is 
logical consequence cannot be influenced by empirical knowledge. The central concern of this article has been the requirements that 
must be met in order for a sentence to be a logical consequence of others. The analysis of logical consequence is a preservation of 
truth in all cases goes some way to explaining how a relation of logical consequence is necessary, formal and normative.   
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