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Beall and Restall [2000], [2001] and [2006] advocate a comprehensive pluralist approach to logic,
which they call Logical Pluralism, according to which there is not one true logic but many equally
acceptable logical systems. They maintain that Logical Pluralism is compatible with monism about
metaphysical modality, according to which thereis just one correct logic of metaphysical modality.
Wyatt [2004] contends that Logical Pluralism isincompatible with monism about metaphysical
modality. Wefirst suggest that if Wyatt were right, Logical Pluralism would be strongly implausible
because it would get upside down a dependence relation that holds between metaphysics and logic of
modality. We then argue that Logical Pluralism is prima facie compatible with monism about

metaphysical modality.

| Logical Pluralism and the significance of Wyatt® objection
Bedll and Restall (hereafter B& R) [2000] [2001]and [2006]advocate a comprehengve pluralist
approach to Logic,* which they call Logical Pluralism (hereafter LP). Accordingto LP, thereis notone
truelogic but many equdly acceptable logical systems. On L P, for ingance, classical, intuitionistic and
relevant logics are not competitors butall equdly viable, in the sense that they all countas genuine
logics. For each of these systems provides a suitable andysis of the pre-theoretical notion of logical
congquence. (We describe LP in more detail in the next section). B& R [2000]bdievetha LP is

compatible with monism aboutmetaphyscal moddity (hereafter MM M). Thelatter postion Bwhich

! We follow B&R [2000]in usng Q.ogicOto refer to the discipline and GogicOto refer to a particular

logical system.



B&R appaently endorse Bsays tha thereis only one correct logic of metaphyscal moddity (or
necessity), which falls somewhere beween S4 and S5. If MMM istrue theeisasensein which $4,
S5 and possible intermediate logics genuindy compete and disagree. Agangd B& R, Wyatt [2004]
contendstha LP and MMM areincompéible. For Ghereis noway of accouning for genuine
disagreement between $4 and S5 (or the posted correct logic lying between them) that is compaible
with B& RG assumptiong)2004:409]. If Wyatt were right, B& R would face a dilemma: dropping
eithee LP or MM M.

What lies benegth this disputeis, to begin with, the question aboutthetype of disagreement between
logics tha L P can allow. Theworry might bethat accepting L P would engende aform of quietismin
the philosophy of modd logic that would make the hot debae aboutthe acceptability of modd systems
impossible or trivid. Another, perhgps more crudal issue lurking behind Wyatt@ objection concerns
the metaphysical consequences of L P. Wyatt states that Ghe easy way out of this dilemmafor B&R
[i.e. dropping either LP or MM M] is simply to accept that thereis more than onetruelogic of
metaphysca moddity([2004:409]. We bdieve that this would beno @asy way outOwhatsoever. For
if LP entailed that, say, $4 and S5 are equdly acceptable logics of metaphyscal moddity, thelong
lasting and on-going debae in metaphysics aboutthe correct formal characterization of metaphyscal
moddity would simply beobliterated by the acceptance of L P. For indance, thearguments by the
combinaorialist purporting to show tha S5 cannotmodd metaphyscal moddity but which do not
disallow $4 to play thisrole (see for ingance Armstrong[1989) would become uninteresting and
useless. For bath S4 and S5 should countas equdly correct modds of metaphyscal moddity.

If Wyatt@ objection were condusve thetrouble would be notonly that L P would engende
pluralism (or relativism) aboutmetaphyscal moddity Bapostion tha many find abhorent Bbut aso
tha pluralism aboutmoddity would obtain, so to say, by thewrongmeans Thereasonisthis. A
natural andindeed largdy accepted view abouta dependence relation holding between Logic and

metaphyscs of moddity has been outlined by Burgess [1999] as follows:



Thequestion Which istheright system of tense logic? is not onefor thelogician: thelogician can
indicate how this or that or the other system correspondsto this or tha or the other theory of the
nature of time, butwhich istherighttheory of the naure of time is aquestion for the physcist.
Similarly, the question Which is theright system of [metaphyscal moddity]?* would seem to be
onenotfor thelogician, butfor the metaphyscian.

[1999:82].

If it isthemetaphyscian who assesses which logical systems get metaphyscal moddity right, itis
reasonable to assume tha pluralism aboutthelogic of metaphyscal moddity can in prindple be
defendd (if it can bedefended at all) onthe grourdsof metaphysical arguments. But it appears quite
wrongto assume that the same postion could be subgantiated on the mere groundsof theandysis of
thenotion of logical consquence. If Wyatt® contention tha L P engender's pluralism aboutthelogic of
metaphyscal moddity were correct, L P would appear to many to be anomalousand untengble.

As amatter of fact, B& R [2009 do arguethroughexamples concerning non-modallogicstha if LP
isimplemented, there can still begenuinerivalry amonglogics, though@ivalry enters at thelevel of
application[2006 44]. Yet B& R have never courtered Dandindeed never consgdered DWyatt(3
specific objection? We bdieve tha this objection can be answered alongthe same generd lines: if LP
isimplemented, genuine modal logics may still compete at thelevel of application D precisely, to
modd thereal truth-preserving relationsof metaphyscal moddity. In the next pages, we defend

B&R@view tha LP and MMM are compdible againg Wyatt( criticism by articulating thisreply in

2 Thequestionin theorigind passageis: QVhich istherightsystem of moodlogic?d Burgess calls
mood |ogic thelogic of metaphyscal necessity or moddity.
% Chs8 and 9 of B& R [2006] are dedicated to respondto more than twenty objectionsagang Logical

Pluralism. Y et Wyatt@ criticism is notinduded.



detail. We endorse nather LP nor MMM. We arguetha if oneendorses L P, onecan still accept (or
rgect) MMM withoutincoheence. Consequently, L P does notengende quietism or pluralism about
thelogic of metaphyscal moddity and it does notget upsde down the dependence relation between

Logic and metaphyscs described before.

II. The framework of Logical Pluralism
B&R follow the maingream in thinking of (dedudive) Logic asthedisciplinethat investigates the
notion of logical consequence. B& R share Tarski® conviction that thetask of thelogician is to work
outa clearer-cut version of theintuitive and blurred notion of logical consequence [cf. 2006:7-8]. Ohe
chief aim of logic isto accountfor consequence, to say, accurately and systematically, what
congquence amouns to, which is nomally doneby specifying which arguments (in a given language)
arevalidd2000:475. B&RR propos thefollowinginformal characterization of validity for an

argument, which they consder to be sufficiently uncontroversial:

A valid argument is onewhose condusion is truein every case in which al its premises are true*
[2000:476]

B&R emphasize that this characterization gives however no complete accountof the nation of validity
and thusof logical consequence, for it leaves it undetermined wha a caseis. To condruct alogc, we
need a precise and systematic accountof which arguments are valid, which involves specifyingwhat a
caseis|cf.: ibid.]. Asthere are dternative and Baccording to B& R Bequdly acceptable ways to
specify with accuracy wha a case is, there exists more than onecorrect systematic accountof which
arguments are valid, and so more than onegenuinelogic. Thisis, in anutshdl, B& R@ L P. Q ogical
Pluralism is a pluralism aboutlogical conequence. Cruddy put, apluralist maintainstha thereis more

than onerelation of logical consequence(2006: 25].

* As B&R indicate, thisis Jeffrey [1991)8 informal characterization of logical vaidity.



Given tha there are alternaive ways to specify what a caseis, according to B& R, theabove

informal characterization of validity can bereformulated in theterms of thefollowing schema:

[GTT] Anargumentisvalidy, if andonly if, in every case, in which the premises aretrue so is

theconduson?

[2006:29].

In GTT, cax ranges over the possible precisificationsof what acaseis, and valids ranges over the
correlated precisificationsof wha avalid argument is. GTT can be seen as an informal generalization
of Tarski® Thesis that a sentence A follows logically fromaset Ay, E , A, of sentencesif and only if
every modd of thelatter set isaso amodd of A [cf.: 2006 29].

Precisaly, L P follows from the acceptance of these tendts:

(1) Thesettled core of conseequenceisgivenin GTT.
(2) Aninganceof GTT isobtained by a specification of thecases, in GTT, and a specification

of therelationistruein a case. Such a specification can be seen as away of spdling out
truth-condtions

(3) Anindanceof GTT isadmssbleif it satisfies the settled role of consequence, andif its
judgements aboutconsequence are necessary, normative and [in some sense] formal.

(4) A logic isgiven by an admissibleingance of GTT.°

® B&R [2000:476 formulate GTT in adightly different way.

® Theearlier formulation of LP by B& R [2000]did not mention the requirement of admissibility Ba
logic was defined as, smply, aningance of GTT (where thelatter were formulated dightly
differently). B& R [2006]introduce the condraint of admissibility because therelation of logical
conequeace istypically thoughtof as necessary, normative and, in some sense, formal. For a

characterization of these notionssee [2006:14-23).



(5) There areat lead two different admissible ingances of GTT.
[2006:35].
B&R [2006] give four examples of admissible ingances of GTT; the same examples were given in
B&R [2000] These examples are meant to verify thecrudal tenet 5.

Thefirst case of an admissible ingance of GTT concernsthe Tarskian accountof logical
conequace [cf. 2006:37-43]. On this account, cases, are identified with set-theoretic modds, and the

truth conditionsfor the claims’ of therelevant formal language are given in the usud recursive fashion.
Onthisingance of GTT, an argumentin aformal languageisvalidmy if and only if in every Tarskian
modd in which its premises are true, so isthe conduson. Thenotion of validityry can be extended to
cover natural languayes (e.g. English) suitable to be turned into aformal languaye via the standad
process of regimentation [cf. 2006:39].

Anothe example interprets cases, as posible worlds where all cases, coinadewith al posible

worldsand thenotion of a possible world isinformal and intuitive [cf. 2006:36-7 and 40-3]. On this
admissible ingance of GTT, an argument expressed proves vaidpy if and only if in every possible
world in which its premises are true, so is the condusion? On this account Dcalled the necessary truth-
preserving accountof logical consquence [cf. 2006: 37] Bthetruth-conditionsof, say, negaive,

digundive and conjundive claims are given as follows (where w is a possible worl d):

1.~Aistruein wiff Aisnottruein w.
2.AvBistrueinwiff AistrueinworBistrueinw.

3. A& Bistrueinwiff Aistrueinw andB istruein w.

" We follow B&R [2000]in usng theterm @laim®to refer to atruth-bearer in general.
8 According to B& R, judgements aboutlogical consequence based on this accountare formal in the

sense of providing conditutive norms for thoughtas such [cf. 2006 41].
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Further clauses can be addad for clams tha indude other connectives and quantifiers [cf. 2006:36-7].
The Tarskian and the necessary truth-preserving accountof logical consequence are different. For

ingance, on the secondaccount thefollowing argument isvalid:
bisred, therefore b is coloured.

For in any possible world in which ® isredQstrue @ is colouredds also true. Y et the same argument
provesinvalid on the Tarskian account For, via regimentation, we obtain an argument with this form:

Rb Cb.

There may bereasonsfor preferring oneof these two accounts of logical consequence to the other.
For thelogical pluralist, an essential pointisthat Gt is notfruitful to debae which of these [account] is
logic([2000:480]. Both are admissible specification of GTT, so both of these thingsare logic [cf.
2006:44]. 0’hese two accounts of consequence are different but, with respect to the chief question of
Logic (wha arguments are valid?), they are nat rivalsdibid.]. So for the pluralist Ghe prope answer to
the question Qs theargument from bisred to b is coloured really vaid?20isto say Oes, it is necessarily
truth-preserving, and no, it is notvalid by first-order logical formG2000:480].

B&R discuss two further admissible specificationsof GTT. While theformer two produce forms of

classical logic, the next generate non-classical logics. B& R congder theinterpretationsof a casey, in

GTT, asasdtuation [cf. 2006:49-59] and as a stage of a condruction[cf. 2006:61-74], where a
dgtuaionisapat of theactud or apossible world, and a congructionis a condructive proof or a
procedure of verification® As situaionsmay beinconplete parts of aworld, each of them may leave

thetruth-value of some clam unddermined [cf. 2006: 50]. Similarly, condructionsare potentially

® An admissible specification of GTT that interprets cases, as stages of a construction says that Gn
argument is condructively valid if and only if acongruction for the premises provides a condruction

for theconduson(2006:61]. For clarification about the notion of congruction see [2006:62-8].
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incomplete, in the sense tha we should not expect to congructively prove, for any claim A, either A or
~A [cf. 2006 66]. Theresult istha onthelogics that stem frominterpreting a case, as a Situaion and
as a stage of a condruction Brespectively, relevant logic and intuitionistic logic Btheclassically valid
inference fromB to A v ~A falls[cf. 2006:53 and 70]. Furthermore, if cases, are interpreted as

situaionssome of which areincongstent (i.e. as ways that thingscould notbe), theresultant relevant
logic invadidaes additiond classically valid arguments Bnotorioudy, digundive syllogism; i.e. the
argument from Av B and ~Ato B [cf. 2006:56]. In this case, a motive of concern mightbethat
digundive syllogism is obvioudy vaid. B& R acknowledgeit. They maintain that @f course thereisa
sense in which digundive syllogism is valid Band even obvioudy so. In any possible world in which
the premises are true, so istheconduson2000:411]. Y et, when cases are interpreted as situations
digundive syllogism can berelevantly invdid.

B&R do notmaintain tha thefouringances of GTT consdered aboveare theonly admissible ones.
They suggest tha free logics and second-order logic are potentially admissible ingances of GTT [cf.
2006:758]. B& R [2000:489] also assume that classical propostiond modd logics are genuinelogics.

This requires interpreting cases, as Kripkean possible worldsingantiating an accessibility relation

[11. Logical Pluralism is compatible with monism about metaphysical modality
B&R emphasize that L P @s notarecipe for wholesale agreement([2000:489, for it does not entail
Gha there are no disagreements aboutnotionsof logical consequenceibid.]. One possible
disagreement is aboutthetruelogic of metaphysca moddity (or necessity). Thisishow B&R outline

this disagreement:

191t js prima fade plausble tha these ingances of GTT are adnissiblein B& R [2006]3 sense.



There are too many modd logics to hold each of them as thelogic of broad metaphyscal
necessity. So, given a particular interpretation of each of the symbolsin our formalism (induding
conequace) we can admit tha thereis a great deal of scopefor rivalry. For the propostiond
modd logic of necessary truth-preservation, alogic somewhere between S4 and S5 may bea
candidae for getting thingsright. If so, then anything else getsit wrongwhen it comesto
metaphyscal necessity.

[2000:489]

Thisisavery condensed passage But what B& R say here appears straightforward to us there may
be disagreement amongformal modd systemsiif the latter are meant to describe via the appropriate
interpretation of the symbalsin thar formalisms, the truth-preserving relationsof metaphyscal
necessity. For jus oneof these systems may reproduce these truth-preserving relationscorrectly.
Modd logics may thusdisagree at thelevel of application. AlthoughB& R have returned to thisissuein
noneof ther subsequent papers, they have recently made a definite statement aboutthe general nature
of disagreement amonglogics licensed by L P that corroborates our interpretation of the above passage
B&R say that, as L P isimplemented, @ivalry [amonglogics] enters at thelevel of appiicationd2006:
44]. They give an example of it concerning classical and relevant logic [cf. 2006:56-7]. Certain
logically incongstent theories Di.e. certain incongstent sets of claims (in some language) closed under
logical consequence Bmay not be meant to entail tha everything istrue For ingance, the nasve theory
of truth appearsincongstent given theliar-paradox, butit is certainly notmeant to entail tha
everythingistrue Other examples concern fictions Novds or stories are sometimes incongstent and
yetitisusudly na the case that jug everythingistruein them. If classical logic is used to modd the
notion of logical consequence suitable to these inconsstent theories, given tha inconsstent sets
classically entail any claim, it followstha every claim istrue Relevant logic, ontheother hand, does

notallow incongstent setsto entail every claim. So, relevant logic is better suited to modd incongstent
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theories. B& R stress that here Ghere is competition butonly at thelevel of application; thetwo

accounts of consequence do not compete as accounts of consequence(2006:59.

Genedizing fromthis example, B& R appear to conceive of the application of alogic L to agiven
set S of aready interpreted™ truth-apt claims as theapplication of thenoftion of logical consquence
qudifying L (given in terms of a specification of cases, in GTT and of correlated truth-condtiong to
theclams of S. Theapplication of L isfitting (or appropriate) if and only if it reproduces thetruth-
preserving relationsingantiated by the claims of Sindependently of the application of that logic.*? Two
logics L and L* disagree when applied to thesame set S of claimsif and only if they give different
descriptionsof thetruth-preserving relationsindgpendently indantiated by theclamsof S. If L and L*
disagree at thelevel of applicationin this sense, it does notfollow tha, onL P, L andL* disagree as
accounts of logical consequence. For both L and L* remain admissible specification of GTT; thus
both of them, accordingto L P, give viable accouns of logical consequence. Thisiswhy theexistence
of disagreement of this type appears prima fade compaible with L P.

Very plaugbly, B& R@ claim tha alogic between S4 and S5 may be a candidate for getting

metaphyscal moddity right should beinterpreted alongthe same lines. There may be competition

1 Onterpretation8s here intended in an intuitive and not technical sene.

12B& R [2000:489-90] list four possible ways in which disagreement between formal logics can be
undestood. According to oneof them, disagreement comes aboutas we try to apply different systems
Qo modd thevalidity of real argument{2000:489 (i.e. plausbly, to modd thetruth-preserving
relationsprope to a given area of discourse). Similarly, disagreement amongdifferent abgract
geometries turnsup by applying these geometries to modd the same region of physcal space [cf.:
ibid.]. Althoughthis would seem to be jug thetype of logical disagreement allowed by LP, B&R
[2000]donot say it explicitly. Indeed, it is noteven completely clear whether, accordingto B&R

[2000] L P allows disagreement of thistype



11
among $4, S5 and intermediate systems, butonly at thelevel of applicationbi.e. insofar asthese

systems are meant to modd the (suppo®d) objective truth-preserving relationsof metaphyscal
moddity ingantiated by modd clamsindegendently of the application of these systems. Thisiswhy
LPand MMM are prima fade compatible.

Wyatt [2004] does not bdieve thisistrue Shearguesthat @ny way of characterizing the alethic
modd logics as in genuine disagreement turnsoutto also beaway of characterizing classical, relevant,
and intuitionist logics as in genuine conflictd[2004 409]. From this, shecondudestha LP and MMM
are incompdible. Wyatt andyses variousways of characterizing disagreement among modd logics,
induding the onesketched before (i.e. modd logics compete at thelevel of application butnotas
accounts of logical consequence). Let usfocusonWyatt®@ argument tha aims to show that this way of
characterizing disagreement among modd logics isincompatible with L P.*® For, if this argument is

incondusve, Wyatt has notproven that LP and MMM are incompatible.

13 |ndeed, Wyatt consders only two further aternaive characterizationsof disagreement amonglogics
[cf. 2004:413-19). Oneisthis. @nce you specify wha kindsof cases you are going to consder, two
logics can disagree aboutwha consequence relationsobtain given those casesE  this could happen E
if thetwo logics in question disagreed on thetruth conditionsof the sentences of thelanguaye, sincea
combination of cases and truth conditionsjug is alogic[2004:413] Wyatt argues tha disagreement
of this sort cannotconaern S4 and S5. For S4 and S5 presuppo® two different notionsof a case: 34
admits modds (e.g. ones in which therelationsbetween worlds are reflexive, trangtive, butnot
symmetric) that S5 doesn®Jibid.]. We agree tha disagreement of this type does not apply to S4 and
S5. But thisis certainly notwha B&R have in mind when the say tha modd systems may compete.
The second alternative characterization of disagreement amonglogics (in particular, modd logics)
andysed by Wyatt is this: B& R might assume that Gn our ordinary reasoning practices, we have

multiple kindsof domein independent reasoning, and assod ate consequence relationgy2004:415.
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Accordingto Prior, dternaetenselogics arein conflict if both are taken to modd thereal time, i.e.
thetime we live in. Wyatt suggests tha, by andogy, alternae modd logics may be seen asin conflict if
interpreted as modds of @eal metaphyscal necessity(2004:414]. Wyatt is persuaded, however, that
thelogica pluralist cannottake this stance. For @o do so would undemine[thelogical pluraist@] case
for theview tha necessary truth preservation and classical logic [i.e. the Tarskian accountTM] do not
conflictdibid]. More precisaly, if thequestion about the correct logic of metaphyscal necessity is
interpreted as @ question aboutwha class of cases is the @eal OoneJibid ], the same should apply in

prindple to any other logic. The problem istha:

Theformalist advocate of classica logic and the defenda of necessary truth preservation can
each claim that thar set of casesistheoneapplicable to red first-order consequence, jus asthe

defende of the correct modd logic can claim tha thear set of cases is the oneapplicable to real

B&R mightthusimpose tha @nything that couns as alogic mug spdl outGTT in away tha modds
oneof these actud consequence relationgJibid]. If this were a congraint accepted by B& R for
couning something as alogic, the claim that thereisjug onecorrect logic of metaphyscal necessity
might beinterpreted as stating that jus onelogc modds our ordinary reasoning aboutthe notion of
metaphyscal necessity [cf. 2004:416]. A problem would however betha @ven the briefest tour of the
history of philosophy makes clear that E thereis more than onepatern of domein independent
reasoning regarding metaphyscal necessity and possibility E  Perhapsnoneof these correspondto 4,
and so perhaps S4 is notalogic, butit seems highly unlikely that there isjus onemodd logic({2004
417). We are with Wyatt onthis. Wyatt eventudly admits tha this interpretation of B& R@ claim that
there may bejug onelogic of metaphyscal moddity isimplaugble. For it does notharmonize with the
condraints for couning something as alogic accepted by thelogcal plurdist [cf. 2004:418]. We agree

with Wyatt.
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metaphyscal modd consquence. Thetwo claims are on the same footing, and if oneisgenuine
disagreement then the other isa so.

[Ibid].

In sum, if thelogical pluraist allowed modd logics to compete as modds of real metaphyscal
moddity, thelogica pluralist would be committed to accepting tha classical logic and thelogic of
necessary truth preservation can conflict as modds of real first-order consequence. Wyatt consdes this
commitment incompdible with LP.

Wyatt is probably rightin contending tha if thelogical pluralist maintainsthat modd logics may
compete as modds of real metaphyscal moddity, then thelogical pluralist is committed to hading tha
logicsin general may compete as modds of something. For, if alogic can fundion asamodd,
plaugbly, also other logics can. Consequently, thelogical pluralist should probably accept tha, if
modd logics may compete as modds of real metaphyscal moddity, classical logic and thelogic of
necessary truth preservation mightin prindple compete as modds of real first-order conseequence,
supposng that there is something like real first-order consequence and for certain concgptionsof real
first-order consequence. Thelatter remark is crudal. Thelogical pluraist isin fact committed to
rglecting any conaeption of real first-order consequence implying tha classical logic and thelogic of
necessary truth preservation may compete asaccounts of logical consequence. For both these logics are
admissible ingances of GTT. Consquently, for the logical pluralist, both of them are correct accounts
of logical conequence. Wyatt has given no reasonto bdieve tha thelogical pluraist would be
committed to a conception of real first-order consequence (whaever it might be) implying tha these
two logics compete as accounts of logical consequence. Wyatt@ redudionis thusincondusve. Wyatt
would like to show tha, if thelogical pluralist accepts that modd logics may compete as modds of real
metaphyscal necessity, she has to endorse a statement incompaible with LP Bnamely, tha classical

logic and thelogic of necessary truth preservation may compete as modds of rea first-order
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conequace. Yet thelogical pluralist woud be committed to thelatter statement only inofar asitis

interpreted in away that makesit corrpatible with L P. We see noimmediate way to salvage Wyatt(3
redudio. In conduson, Wyatt has not proven tha LP and MMM are incompdible.

Some find remarks will refineour contentiontha LP and MMM are compatible. B& R assume tha
there may exist an ohjective notion of metaphyscal moddity, and so objective truth-preserving
relationsof metaphysca moddity. It is pehgps more immediate to speak of objective logical truths
rather than objective truth-preserving relations For indance, suppo® S5 is the correct system of
metaphyscal moddity. On this suppostion, an oljective truth-preserving relation of metaphyscal
modadity is given by thefact tha ' ! Aisalogicass consequence of ! A (where: and! are, respectively,
thenecessity and the possibility opeators). This truth-preserving relation correspondsto thelogical s
truth Axiom5,i.e 1Al 1 TA

B&R acknowledgetha thelogica pluralist is committed to pluralism aboutlogical truth [cf. 2006:
100]. Briefly, given tha therelation of logical consequence is defined, according to L P, on theclass of
cases,, Ghelogicaly truthsare those that are truein al cases (ibid]. For thelogicaly truths can be seen
asthos claimstha are conequeances, of the empty set of premises. Theresult istha some claim may
belogically truefor agiven logic butnotfor another Be.g. Av ~Aisaclassica logica truth, butno
intuitionistic logical truth.** This might appear at oddswith the assumption tha there may exist
objective logica truthsqudifying metaphysca moddity. But thereisnorea clash here. For LP does
notentail pluralism abouttruth, asthelogical pluralist can take Ghat wha istrueis wha istruein the
actual caseQJ cf. 2006:101], where theactud case is the @ase in which all and only thoge thingswhich

aretruearetrue}2006:101, note 15]. Thelogica pluralist can thusassume tha a claim logically, true

14 B&R stress however tha on an alternative characterization of logical truth Bprecisely, aclamisa
logical truth (withoutsub<ripts for aspecific logic) if and only if it isalogical truth for some logic x

DBthelogical pluralist isno pluralist aboutlogica truth [cf.: 2006:101and 102].
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isalso trueDi.e. objectively trueBif and only if it istruein theactud case [cf. 2006:101]*® Although

B&R donotsay it, thelogical pluralist could perhgosassume that the actud case aso indudesthe
logical truthstha definerea metaphyscal moddity. Alternatively, thelogica pluraist could perhgps
characterize thenotion of a case, padlel to thenoton of theactud case, in which al rea modd truths
and only those truthsare true Wha should be noticed is tha thelogical pluraist can take the modal
logical truthsqudifying real metaphyscal moddity as given to thelogician. L P appears compaible
with the quite natural assumptionthat it isthe metaphyscian, and not thelogician, who investigaes
which logic gets metaphyscal moddity right

To condude Wyatt has argued that L P isincompaible with MM M. We have suggested tha, if LP
were S0, it would prove objectionable in different respects:. it would produe modd quietism and modal
pluralism, which are unpdatable to many, and it would get upside down a dependence relation tha
holds between metaphyscs of moddity and Logic of moddity. Thiswould make L P serioudy
objectionale. We have shown tha Wyatt® argument isincondusive. L P appears prima fade
compaible with MMM . Accordingy, noneof the perniciousconsequences listed abovefollows from
LP.1°
University of Salzburg

University of Sydney

> Wha B&R literally writeis: Qvhat islogically, trueis actually trueif the actud case is oneof the
cases,(J2006:101] This statement is problematic. For example, it isintuitive that many logicaly truths
are aso actudly trueboth when cases, are informa possible worldsand when cases, are set-theoretic
modds. Yet it isundear howthevery same actud case could at the same time be oneof theinformal
possible worldsand oneof the set-theoretic modds.

16 We are very grateful to JC Beall, Greg Restall, Nicole Wyatt and two anonynousreferees of this

Joumd for suggestionsand valuable discussions uponpreviousversionsof this paper.
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