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Abstract

In this paper, we develop warrant theory as a pbpbical discipline concerned with the
inferential legitimacy of propositions within logitanalysis.Warrant theory
reconceptualises logic as a normative frameworlegumng the conditions under which
propositions may be introduced, accepted, rejeeted inferentially employetiWarrant is
understood as inferential entitlement and is digtished from truth, belief, and other
psychological attitudes, while its relation to irdetial use and meaning is examired.
Warrant-theoretic analysis is then developed asi@matic method for investigating how
propositions acquire inferential standing, how stahding develops, and how inferential
positions interact through relations of dependeonompatibility, incompatibility, and
exclusion. Acceptance and rejection provide thatéibl vocabulary for representing positive
and negative inferential positions and the consecgeand commitments associated with
them. Finally, these elements are brought togethamwarrant-theoretic definition of logic as
the formal and normative study of the conditiondemwhich propositions may be
legitimately accepted or rejected and of the inf@ad transitions that such legitimacy
warrants. On this account, logical consequencdagidal failure are understood through the

! In our view, warrant theory can be a very richiggophical discipline that may be employed to agsimany
philosophical questions in the philosophy of logibjlosophy of language, epistemology, ethics, lagybnd.
Although we cannot cover all areas of warrant theotthis manuscript, we nevertheless do our hektyt
down the foundations for subsequent warrant-theosatdies. Furthermore, in our formulation of veantr
theory, in order to fully capture the aims we pessue present our theory within a bilateral framewather
than a purely unilateral one. As a result, we as&lggical propositions as possessing positivenagetive
force. Moreover, at the beginning of this work, s¥®uld emphasise that by the term propositions, we
sometimes mean well-formed formulae in a formaglaage or, on other occasions, declarative statenient
natural language. But we do not attach any metagdlyattribute whatsoever to the concept of praojpmsi and
our use of this notion is purely linguistic. Finalthroughout this text, by logical analysis we méae
systematic analysis of reasoning and language ghrtuwe formal techniques of logic, including theuenation
of propositions, their inferential relations, ahe rules governing transitions between them. Tira te
therefore used broadly to encompass both formabreag and the logical analysis of linguistic exgsiens,
without implying that logical analysis is reducilteeither syntactic manipulation or semantic eztbn alone.
2 For a general, but detailed discussion concertfiagiotion of the normative status of logic, semigh
Steinberger's excellent (2022) article and theregiges cited therein.

% As we shall see, the notion of inferential entitnt that we discuss here is similar to, but neniital with,
the concept of inferentialism found in logical irdatialism. For an introduction to the theory dfitzal
inferentialism and the challenges it poses to @takkgic, see Khashayar Irani (2025). However daletailed
examination and formulation of logical inferentsati, see Steinberger (2009).



presence, preservation, or absence of inferemttéleament, thus locating the philosophical
subject matter of logic in the systematic govereaoicinferential legitimacy.
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1. What isWarrant Theory?

Warrant theory begins from a fundamental reconaiiter of what logical analysis is meant
to explain. Rather than restricting itself to qieess of truth, falsity, or formal validity, it asks
a prior and more foundational question that isalyy svhat entitles a proposition to function
within logical analysis at all? Before a statemear serve as a premise, a conclusion, or a
step within a proof, it must possess a form ofrieféal legitimacy. Warrant theory is
concerned with identifying and analysing this legécy. It therefore shifts the focus of logic
from mere evaluation to admissibility, from trutle@e to inferential entitlement, and from
formal relations to normative structure. In doiig i$ presents logic not simply as a system
of truth-preserving relations, but as a structuggalce in which propositions are warranted,
positioned, and governed. This shift is philosopltycsignificant because traditional
approaches, especially those grounded in truthitondl semantics, leave an important
dimension of logic unexplained. While they can deiee whether an argument is valid or
whether a proposition is true under an interpretatiney do not fully account for what
makes a proposition properly available for infel@nise. A formula may be syntactically
well-formed and semantically interpretable, yes thione does not explain why it may
legitimately enter into the space of inferentiadlgris. Warrant theory addresses this gap by
introducing the notion of warrant as a conditionrdérential admissibility. It asks not only
whether propositions can be evaluated, but undat ednditions they may be accepted or
rejected within an inferential framework. A prommedvocate of the notion of warrant is
Michael Dummett (1973), who built his theory of maay around this view. He states:
Crudely expressed, there are always two aspetkeafse of a given form of
sentence: the conditions under which an utteraht®at sentence is appropriate,
which include, in the case of an assertoric sestewhat counts as an acceptable
ground for asserting it; and the consequenceas attarance of it, which comprise
both what the speaker commits himself to by therahce and the appropriate
response on the part of the hearer, includinthércase of assertion, what he is
entitled to infer from it if he accepts'it.
In this passage, Dummett's notion of the "two atgpecuse” of a sentence refers to the
concept of warrant. It indicates, first, the comis under which one is entitled to accept a
statement, and second, the inferential consequehnaesuch acceptance commits one to
within the structure of logical analysig\nother renowned philosopher who writes about the
notion of warrant is David Ripley in his (2017) eaBilateralism, Coherence, Warrant

* Dummett (1973) Page: 396
® Of course, in the given quote, Dummett (1973) Hiwadly speaks in terms of "assertion”, but wenterpret
this as "acceptance" in order to maintain consgstevith our use of that concept throughout this kvor



Ripley presents the concept of warrant as the dakh@pistemic basis on which many
theories of meaning have traditionally relied. hhdes:
The orthodox view is that the conditions invokegdbioth unilateralists and
bilateralists are conditions under which an agsedr denial is warranted. On this
warrant-based account, a sentence’s assertiontiomsdare the conditions under
which it may be warrantedly asserted; for bildists, its denial conditions are in
addition the conditions under which it may be watedly denied. Semantics, on this
view, is at root epistemological; it is a mattéjustification, whatever justification in
the end itself amounts to. This warrant-based eptign is common to many
unilateralists and bilateralists alike (witness, éxample, Dummett 1991, Price 1983,
Rumfitt 2000, and Tennant 198%7).
However, in addition to Dummett (1973 & 1991), Hewce (1983), Neil Tennant (1987),
lan Rumfitt (2000), Greg Restall (2004), Ripley 120, and other authors who have written
extensively on the notion of warrant, one figureowhust not be forgotten as a systematic
initiator of the concept is Gerhard Gentzen. Indeebrated (1935) proof-theoretic work,
Gentzen writes:
The introductions represent, as it were, theriéns' of the symbols concerned, and
the eliminations are no more, in the final analy#ian the consequences of these
definitions. This fact may be expressed as folldwliminating a symbol, we may
use the formula with whose terminal symbol wedsaling only 'in the sense
afforded it by the introduction of that symbol.
The above passage may be understood, within tempréamework, as an early and precise
articulation of the notion of warrant in proof-thretic terms. Gentzen's claim that
introduction rules function as the "definitions"lofical symbols namely, logical constants,
can be interpreted as identifying the conditiondarrwhich a proposition is warranted for
acceptance within an inferential analysis. To ittice a constant is not simply to form a new
expression, but to establish the inferential coodg that warrant its legitimate use. In this
sense, the introduction rules determine the groupds which a proposition involving a
given constant may be accepted, and thus theysfirfierential standing. The corresponding
elimination rules, then, do not introduce new cahtedependently, but articulate what one is
entitled to infer from a proposition once it hagevarranted through its introduction. This
reflects precisely the two aspects of warrant dlyediscussed by authors like Dummett
(1973), namely, the conditions of acceptance aaatimsequences that follow from such
acceptance.

Gentzen's further claim that a formula may be usedimination only "in the sense

afforded" by its introduction reinforces this poifttindicates that the inferential use of a
proposition must remain governed by the very camakt that warranted it in the first place.

In warrant-theoretic terms, this means that infea¢transitions are legitimate only insofar as

® Ripley (2017) cited in Friederike Moltmann & Maflextor (2017) Page: 309. Of course one might atae
Ripley's central aim is to show that warrant isnuéttely not the right foundation for semantics. Niheless, his
contribution to this subject cannot go unnoticed.

" Gentzen (1935) cited in M. E. Szabo (1969) Pafe: 8



they preserve the entitlement established by tinedaction rules. Accordingly, Gentzen's
framework can be read as providing a systematiowatmf how propositions acquire and
transmit warrant within logical analysis, where theaning and use of logical constants are
inseparable from the inferential conditions thatify their acceptance and regulate their
employment. To clarify Gentzen's argument conceyiine introduction and elimination
rules of logical constants and their ability to geate warrant, consider the following rukds
andAE:?®

A B AAB AAB
Al NE NE
AANB A B

Within a warrant-theoretic framework, these rulesyrhe understood as providing a clear
illustration of how warrant is both generated arash$mitted through logical constants. The
rule Al specifies the precise inferential conditions undkich a conjunctive proposition may
be accepted. If proposition A is already warrarfiee> A) for acceptance, and proposition B
is likewise warranted{= B) for acceptance, then one becomes inferentaititled to
accept the compound proposition®. Therefore, the rule does not simply permit the
syntactic formation of a conjunction; rather, itaddishes the grounds upon which the
conjunction acquires warrant. The acceptance aff\is thus justified entirely by the prior
warrant attached to its constituent propositiongséntzen's terminology, this introduction
rule effectively defines the meaning of conjunctibacause it determines the conditions
under which a conjunctive proposition may legitiglptenter logical analysis. From the
standpoint of warrant theory, this means that awetjon receives its positive inferential
standing through the warrant transmitted from tathjuncts. Conversely, the rulE

governs what one is entitled to infer once the wociion has already been warranted. Ik A
B has been legitimately accepted, then one islemtid recover A, and likewise entitled to
recover B. These elimination rules do not genenate warrant independently; rather, they
unpack or transmit the warrant already containdtiwithe accepted conjunction. This is
precisely what Gentzen means when he states thahation must use a formula only in the
sense afforded by its introduction. Since the cacijion was introduced through the joint
warrant of A and B, its legitimate inferential usest preserve that structure. Accordingly, in
warrant theory, the harmony betwedrandAE:

A B A B
Al Al
AAB AAB
AE AE

8 For a comprehensive study concerning Gentzentemysf natural deduction, see Dag Prawitz (1965&1).



demonstrates that logical constants regulate ngttba formation of propositions but also
the disciplined movement of warrant through logaadlysis, thus making inferential
legitimacy both structured and intelligible.

Furthermore, at its core, warrant may be defineth@snferential entitliement that licenses a
proposition to function within logical analysis.cdncerns the legitimacy of a proposition’s
place within analysis. To declare that a propositsowarranted is not simply to say that it is
meaningful, nor even simply that it is true, butth is authorised for inferential use.
Consequently, warrant belongs to the normative dsioa of logic since it governs what one
is entitled to maintain, what one may infer, andatwimust be excluded. This can be
illustrated through familiar forms of disciplinedalysis. In a court of law, for instance, a
juror may strongly believe that a defendant istguibsed on personal impressions or
prejudice; however, such belief does not warraatcibnclusion unless it is supported by
admissible evidence and properly structured infege@onversely, a verdict may be
warranted on the basis of conclusive forensic enxddeand testimony, even if an individual
juror feels uncertain or emotionally unconvincedsifilar pattern appears in scientific
practice. A researcher may believe that a hypathiesiorrect because it appears intuitively
plausible, yet without experimental confirmatiordarproducible results, the hypothesis is
not warranted. On the other hand, a scientifiaclaiay be fully warranted through rigorous
data and established methodology, even if the relseapersonally doubts or hesitates to
accept it. These examples demonstrate the cefdral that a proposition may be believed
without being warranted, and it may be warrantetthouit depending upon any particular
mental state. In this sense, warrant theory isimoply an extension of semantics or proof
theory, but a framework that explains how propoaiiacquire their inferential standing in
the first place. As a result, a crucial featurého$ account is the sharp distinction between
warrant and psychological or pragmatic notions aagbelief, assertion, or conviction.
Warrant is thus objective in the sense that ithgdato the formal and public structure of
logical analysis rather than to subjective attigjded this allows warrant theory to avoid
psychologism while preserving a rigorous accourbgical legitimacy*°

° Note that in warrant-theoretic terms, the harmbetyveenil andAE concerns the preservation of inferential
entittement across the introduction and subsequsnbf a conjunction. The ruld establishes the conditions
under which AA B acquires warrant because if A and B are indepethglwarranted for acceptance, their joint
inferential standing warrants the acceptance of B\ The conjunction therefore possesses no infexlent
entittement beyond that grounded in the warraritsofonstituent propositions. The elimination rnle operates
in the opposite direction by determining what aherititled to recover from the warranted conjuncti®ince A
A B was introduced on the basis of warrants for Foind B, its subsequent use legitimately pernhigs t
recovery of either conjunct. Harmony consists @elgiin this correspondence between the conditions
governing introduction and the consequences liagkhgeslimination AE neither extracts information
unsupported byl nor introduces an independent source of warraitger, it preserves and transmits the
entittement already incorporated into the conjwttiConsequently, the introduction and eliminatioles
jointly regulate the inferential life of A B sinceAl determines how warrant enters the conjunctiveétioos
while AE determines how that warrant may legitimately fioem it. Thus, harmony expresses a disciplined
preservation of inferential entitlement.

2 Wwith respect to the notion of psychologism, MaKinsch (2024) writesPsychologism’ entered the English
language as a translation of the German word ‘Pgjobismus’, a term coined by the Hegelian Johanndtd



Equally important is the distinction between watrand truth. Although related, they are not
identical. Truth concerns what is the case, wheneasant concerns what is inferentially
admissible within a disciplined framework of anady#\ proposition may therefore be true
without being warranted in a given inferential @xif and, conversely, a proposition may be
warranted as part of a properly governed systerpaticess without that warrant being
reducible to a direct correspondence with realityis can be illustrated through both
ordinary and formal examples. Suppose, for instatinae a patient does in fact have an
underlying illness at an early stage, yet the dgot@sesses no test results, no reliable
symptoms, and no medically sufficient grounds fagdosis. In such a case, the statement
"The patient has the illness' may be true, buatciks warrant and therefore cannot function
meaningfully within medical examination, since d@ed not warrant further justified
inference. Similarly, a witness may truthfully stélhat an event occurred, yet without
corroboration or evidential grounding, that statetreannot be used inferentially within a
legal argument, and thus fails to acquire full metibal significance. By contrast, within
formal analysis, inferentially warranted proposiscacquire meaning precisely through their
role in warranted transitions. For example, as prasiously stated, in natural deduction,
from A and B one may infer A B by Al, and from AA B one may infer A bp\E. These
transitions do not just preserve truth; they deteenmow the propositions are to be
understood within logical analysis. A propositiartls as AA B is meaningful not simply
because it may be true under some interpretatigriydcause it stands within a network of
warranted inferential uses namely, that it mayeduced from A and B and may warrant
the recovery of each conjunct. Likewise, a condaicsimilar to A— B is not understood
purely as a truth-functional relation, but throutghwarranted use; that is to say, from the
already derived BI{= B) and the presence of the assumption [A], one imi@y the
conditional A— B.*! These examples show that meaning is inseparabtevirarranted use.
A purely true proposition, if inferentially inert anwarranted, fails to participate in the
structure of logical analysis and thus remains odttally incomplete. It is only when a
proposition is inferentially warranted, when it damintroduced, sustained, and employed
within a system of warranted transitions that guaces full logical significance. This
distinction enables warrant theory to supplemarnhtbased approaches by revealing a
dimension of logic that concerns inferential auigetion rather than semantic valuation. As a
result, warrant theory provides a deeper accouldgital structure by explaining how
propositions become analytically usable withinferential system. This reinterpretation
also has important consequences for the theoryeaning. To understand a proposition is
not purely to know the conditions under which itrise, but to grasp the conditions under
which it may be accepted, the conditions under lviticnust be rejected, and the inferential
consequences that follow from each. Hence, measimgeparable from warranted use. A
proposition acquires significance not only by wihaépresents, but by how it functions

Erdmann in 1870 to critically characterize the misibphical position of Eduard Beneke (Erdmann 1870).
Although the term continues to be used today csitis and defenses of psychologism have mostly been
absorbed into wider debates over the pros and cbphilosophical naturalisnf-or a more detailed
investigation, see Kusch's (2024) article on thidter.

1 As always, formulae shown inside square brackpts¢ assumed formulae, or assumptions.



within logical analysis. Therefore, and speakingtegnatically, warrant theory proposes that
meaning is the inferential consequence of a prdipasidetermined by the conditions under
which it may be legitimately accepted or rejectant] by the network of warranted inferences
and exclusions in which it is entitled to partidipavithin logical analysi? In this mode,
warrant theory offers a unified perspective ondpgieaning, and rationality, revealing that
logical analysis is fundamentally concerned witlerantial legitimacy, where propositions
are admitted, positioned, and governed withinacstired normative space, and where logic
itself concerns not simply what follows from whiatit what is entitled to follow and why.

2. What isWarrant-Theoretic Analysis?

If the preceding discussion has established waasthe inferential entitlement by virtue of
which a proposition may function within logical dysis, warrant-theoretic analysis concerns
the systematic procedure by which the operatiahaif entittement is examined. Its task is
therefore methodological rather than definitiomiatloes not ask again what warrant is, nor
does it repeat the distinction between warranthrioelief, or psychological conviction.
Instead, it begins from the availability of warrastan analytical category and investigates
how inferential standing is acquired, maintaineais$ferred, restricted, or lost within a
structured course of analysis. The central objeutasrant-theoretic analysis is consequently
not the proposition considered in isolation, bt pinoposition as situated within an
inferential environment. Such analysis asks whaitigds permit a proposition to enter that
environment, what role it is entitled to occupy ematroduced, and what consequences arise
from its continued employment. This gives warrdrgeretic analysis a distinctive direction
since it proceeds from conditions of entry to ctinds of use, and from conditions of use to
the consequences and restrictions generated beimial participation. A proposition may
therefore be examined at successive stages afatgtecal career without requiring a return
to the more general philosophical question of waritself. The method is concerned with
the organisation of inferential standing acrosamalysis and with the relations through
which that standing becomes operative. In thiseespvarrant-theoretic analysis converts
the general notion of entitlement developed ingirexeding section into a precise instrument
of investigation. It asks, in each case, not simygther a proposition appears within an
argument or derivation, but whether its presencedmaidentifiable inferential basis, whether
its subsequent employment remains continuous Wéhhasis, and whether the positions
generated from it remain admissible within the iefgial structure presently under
examination.

The first principal task of warrant-theoretic argiyis to determine the conditions under
which a proposition acquires a determinate inféeaépbsition and becomes available for
systematic use. Introduction into an analysis cabaadentified purely with inscription,
formulation, or occurrence. A proposition may ocaithout thus possessing the standing
required for inferential employment. Warrant-theémranalysis therefore distinguishes the

12 For future research reference, we shall labehtbaning theory that arises from the discipline afrant
theory as warrant-theoretic semantics.



presence of a proposition from its admissible preseThe relevant question is what grounds
its occupation of a particular position within tuealysis and what that position permits.
Consider, for example, an historical investigafiomvhich a discovered letter states that a
treaty was negotiated secretly before its publielyorded date. The sentence may be
intelligible and relevant to the inquiry, yet it appearance in the archive does not
determine the inferential role it may occupy. lteyenance, date, authorship, relation to
other records, and evidential dependencies msstfe established before conclusions may
properly depend upon it. Warrant-theoretic analgbistracts from the subject matter of this
example and concentrates upon the structure thibited for the reason that a proposition
enters analysis under determinate conditions, dipepon specified grounds, and acquires a
position whose subsequent use is constrained e tpmunds. The same attention to
provenance applies within formal analysis, whefermula may occur as a premise,
temporary assumption, intermediate result, or éerisonclusion. These modes of occurrence
are not inferentially interchangeable. The metteddfore records where a proposition
enters an analysis, upon which prior positiongfehds, what restrictions accompany its
introduction, and whether those restrictions camgito govern its later employment. Two
occurrences of the same formula may consequentlygss different analytical statuses when
their inferential histories differ. By reconstruwithose histories, warrant-theoretic analysis
provides a disciplined account of inferential aahility and prevents mere occurrence from
being mistaken for warranted participation.

The second principal task of warrant-theoretic gsialis to examine what happens to
inferential standing as logical analysis devel@usce a proposition has acquired an
admissible position, that position may supportHarttransitions, interact with other
established positions, or become subject to résing introduced at later stages. The method
therefore tracks inferential dependency acrossiatysis and asks whether each subsequent
employment remains continuous with the grounds wploich the relevant proposition
became available. A formal illustration is disjunatelimination:

[A] [B]
1 1

AvB C C
VE

C

Suppose A/ B has been established, C is derived from the ¢eanp assumption [A], and C
is also derived from the temporary assumption Bl eventual derivation of C depends
upon a structured coordination of these separéteeintial routes. Warrant-theoretic analysis
does not purely register the final formula C orentbtatvE has been applied. It reconstructs
the dependencies through which C becomes availdisknguishes the temporary
assumptions from propositions available outsidée e derivations, and examines whether
the discharge of those assumptions leaves C wathethuired standing. What matters is
continuity through inferential transformation. Thilastrates the diagnostic character of the
method. If one branch fails to establish C, if asauanption is employed beyond its permitted



scope, or if the conclusion depends upon a poditianhas ceased to be available, the
analysis identifies where the inferential chaindmees defective. Conversely, where the
dependencies are properly maintained, the methsmdagis how inferential standing survives
changes in the structure of a derivation. Warrhattetic analysis therefore treats logical
analysis as an organised sequence of dependetiopssather than as a succession of
formulas connected only by rule labels. Its congetio reconstruct the path of inferential
authority, determine where that path remains intad identify precisely where an
attempted transition ceases to possess the corliéguired for admissible continuation.

A further task of warrant-theoretic analysis ikamine inferential positions relationally,
since the standing of a proposition is revealetlyptrrough the effects its presence has upon
the surrounding analytical configuration. Once posed, a proposition may strengthen one
route of inquiry, render another unavailable, ren@mpatible with some propositions, or
generate tension with alternatives. Consider ahegalogical investigation in which carbon
dating places an artefact within a century whiléreseription initially appears to assign it to a
later period. Warrant-theoretic analysis need egidk the archaeological question. Rather, it
examines the inferential configuration producedhs/two propositions namely, what each
position depends upon, whether they can be josistained, what auxiliary propositions
might reconcile them, and what consequences fafl@ne position is withdrawn or
restricted. The example illustrates that inferdrianding cannot always be analysed
atomistically. Its operation becomes visible thriouglations of dependence, compatibility,
incompatibility, and exclusion. Accordingly, wartetheoretic analysis maps not only
individual inferential histories but also the fidlwrmed by their interaction. This relational
dimension completes the methodological picture e in this section. Analysis first
identifies how propositions become available, ttranes how their standing is preserved or
transformed, and finally examines how establishesitpns constrain the wider inferential
field. At this point, however, the method encousitedistinction that cannot be expressed
simply by saying that propositions possess inféestanding. An adequate analysis must
also distinguish the direction in which a propasitis positioned that is, whether it is
sustained within the inferential field or excludeain it. That distinction introduces no new
account of warrant; rather, it supplies the vocalyutequired to represent the opposed
orientations disclosed by warrant-theoretic analitself. The next section therefore turns to
acceptance and rejection as the formal indicatomigh which positive and negative
inferential positions can be articulated.

3. The Role of Acceptance & Reection in Warrant Theory

If warrant theory identifies the inferential ergithent by virtue of which propositions may
function within logical analysis, and warrant-thetic analysis examines the acquisition,
development, and interaction of that entitlemdmg, riotions of acceptance and rejection
provide the bilateral vocabulary required to digtirsh the direction of the inferential
positions thus disclosed. As the preceding seatidicated, determining that a proposition
possesses inferential standing does not yet spabiégher that standing is positive or
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negative, that is, whether the proposition is snethwithin the inferential field or excluded
from it. Acceptance and rejection articulate prelgishis distinction. Within warrant theory,
to accept a proposition is to assign it a positiferential position, whereas to reject a
proposition is to assign it a negative inferenpiasition’® These notions therefore do not
introduce a further kind of warrant in additionth@ inferential entitlement already
established, but specify the opposed orientatioasvwarranted positioning may assume
within a bilateral framework. Their significancediin making the polarity of inferential
structure explicit because warrant-theoretic amsiyan thus represent not only that a
proposition occupies a determinate position, bat &he direction in which that position
operates within logical analysis. Acceptance afettmn should consequently be understood
as formal indicators of inferential orientationtvat than as psychological attitudes or
descriptions of linguistic behaviour. Although tecabulary may resemble ordinary acts of
accepting, asserting, rejecting, or denying statéspés function within warrant theory is
specifically inferential, since it concerns theigigs or negative position occupied by a
proposition rather than the mental state or compativie performance of a speaker. In each
case, acceptance and rejection function as indgafanferential legitimacy rather than
expressions of inner conviction or outward assertidhey are not part of a theory of speech
acts, nor do they constitute a system of illoclaigriogic, but serve instead to articulate the
structured positioning of propositions within logi@nalysis:* However, prior to continuing
with our discussion concerning the role of acceg#aand rejection in warrant theory, it
should be noted that a classical example of amsysefdllocutionary logic is John Rogers
Searle's and Daniel Vanderveken's (1985) Hemkndations of lllocutionary Logjdn which
their main project is to study the logical relas@mong speech acts. They elucidate their
primary aim as:
A theory of illocutionary logic of the sort we adescribing is essentially a theory of
illocutionary commitment as determined by illocuary force. The single most
important question it must answer is this: Giviegit ta speaker in a certain context of
utterance performs a successful illocutionaryohet certain form, what other
illocutions does the performance of that act confrim to?°
Nevertheless, this distinction must be maintaitedughout the present account, since
conflating inferential positions with illocutionagcts would obscure the specifically bilateral

13 1f we wish to represent a proposition, for examflavithin a formal environment through acceptaaoe
rejection, then, bilaterally speaking, we assigius sign to A, represented as +A, to denote thetance of
A, and a minus sign to A, represented as -A, tatiethe rejection of A. It should be noted, howeteat in a
formal setting the signs + and - are not embedd#dmA itself; rather, they belong to the strueiusegment of
our formal language and indicate the inferentiadifpan assigned to A. This distinguishes them fitbin
negation operator -, which is embedded within tirenfila itself. Thus, +A and -A represent, respetivthe
positive and negative inferential positions assigiwethe same proposition A, whereas —A constitatdistinct
formula formed by applying the negation operatoAt@ccordingly, so long as we have assigned neitheor
- to -A, and thus have obtained neither +(-A) rfe”\), we have not yet specified our warrant-theioret
position towards —A. For a further examinationtod bilateral role of + and - within an inferentéglvironment,
see Rumfitt (2000).

41t may be helpful to emphasise that, the subjeatten of illocutionary logic includes issues sush a
descriptions, interviews, deliberations, consuitasi regulations, evaluations, protestations, aabées.

!® Searle & Vanderveken (1985) Page: 6
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function of acceptance and rejection in warranbithelt is this bilateral function, and the
distinct inferential consequences associated vetih @rientation, that now requires further
examination.

The importance of acceptance and rejection ligsardistinct inferential consequences
associated with the positions they express. Omef@osition is accepted, its positive
position may warrant further transitions, suppardusions, and constrain which other
propositions remain available within the analyBisjection operates differently since
assigning a proposition a negative position maygmeinferential routes that depend upon
its acceptance, exclude certain possibilities, altet which positions remain available.
Consider, for example, an investigation in which pioposition "The document is authentic'
is accepted. Conclusions that depend upon the dai’srauthenticity may then become
inferentially available; if that proposition is tesd rejected, those same routes can no longer
proceed on that basis. Conversely, rejecting tbhpgsition 'The document was altered after
its discovery' may remove an obstacle to conclisstbat depend upon its evidential
reliability. What matters in these cases is notsthigiect matter of the propositions, but the
structural difference produced by their respeabirentations. Acceptance and rejection thus
do more than identify positive and negative posgifor the reason that they determine
different possibilities and constraints within ihéerential field. Their polarity is therefore
operational, since the orientation assigned tmagsition affects what may subsequently be
sustained, excluded, or inferentially pursued witbgical analysis.

Furthermore, the consequences associated withtaooepand rejection give rise to
corresponding inferential commitments. To accemtogosition is not simply to assign it a
positive position, but to undertake the inferenti@inmitments associated with that position;
similarly, rejecting a proposition carries consetes for what may continue to be
maintained within the same analysis. These comnnitsneveal that inferential positions
cannot be understood in isolation, since the pwseissigned to one proposition may affect
the positions available to others. Relations of patibility, incompatibility, and exclusion
are therefore central to the operation of acceptamc rejection. For example, if an
investigation accepts the proposition 'The artefisas produced exclusively in the first
century' while also accepting reliable evidence #hparticular specimen was manufactured
in the third century, the resulting positions carsimply be maintained independently; their
incompatibility requires the inferential configurat to be reconsidered. The significance of
acceptance and rejection thus extends beyond #iggoing of individual propositions to the
organisation of relations among them. In this setisy provide warrant theory with a
bilateral means of representing not only inferdmtigentation, but also the commitments and
constraints that arise from the interaction of pesiand negative positions within logical
analysis.

Taken together, these considerations establistiigtiactive role of acceptance and rejection
within warrant theory. Their function is to providecommon bilateral vocabulary through
which the inferential orientation of propositiotise consequences associated with those
orientations, and the commitments and constraigsg from their interaction can be
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systematically represented. Acceptance and refettiias connect the inferential entitlement
identified by warrant theory with the positive amelyative positions examined through
warrant-theoretic analysis, without introducingiatiependent source of warrant. Their
importance lies precisely in this organisation igince they enable warrant theory to
represent inferential standing not as an undiffigaésd form of admissibility, but as a
structured field in which propositions occupy oppb®rientations whose consequences are
systematically related. With this bilateral struetmow established, the remaining question
concerns the broader conception of logic that fedlevhen warrant, warrant-theoretic
analysis, and the positive and negative infereptiaitions expressed through acceptance and
rejection are considered together. It is to thisggion that the final section now turns.

4. A Warrant-Theoretic Definition of Logic

The preceding sections provide the conceptual bases warrant-theoretic definition of

logic. Warrant has been identified as inferentidltiement, warrant-theoretic analysis has
supplied the method for examining the acquisitind development of inferential standing,
and acceptance and rejection have distinguishepdsi¢éive and negative orientations that
such standing may assume. When these elementeraiglered together, logic may be
defined as the formal and normative study of thedd@mns under which propositions may be
legitimately accepted or rejected, and of the Briéal transitions that such legitimacy
authorises within a structured system of analydie central feature of this definition is
inferential authorisation. Logic, on this accoutdges not investigate simply which transitions
can be formulated or which conclusions happen teehehed; it determines which inferential
movements are warranted by the positions alreadypkshed within an analysis. Its formal
character consists in the systematic representafitirese relations independently of the
particular subject matter under consideration, vl normative character consists in
distinguishing warranted transitions from movemdatsvhich the required entitlement is
absent. Suppose, for example, that a reasoner nimyegshe proposition 'Every employee
attended the meeting' to 'Maria attended the mgefiinat transition becomes warranted only
if Maria is established as an employee within #levant analysis. Without that additional
position, the conclusion may happen to be truejtbututh alone does not authorise the
inference. The distinction illustrates the speatfimtribution of the warrant-theoretic
definition because logical analysis concerns nmop8i the occurrence of inferential
movement, but the authority under which such movemeoceeds. Logic is thus concerned
with the systematic conditions governing when iaefgial positions authorise, require,
restrict, or exclude further positions.

This conception permits logical consequence tortmerstood as a relation of inferential
entitlement between positions. When a conclusitiovis logically from certain premises,
the relevant claim is that the inferential standdfighose premises, together with the
governing logical principles, authorises the positassigned to the conclusion. Logical
consequence is therefore not simply a successiatich one proposition appears after
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another, but a warranted transition in which thaldshed positions supply sufficient
inferential authority for what follows. Considesetfamiliar—E rule:

A—B [A]
—E

B

Once the inferred conditional A B and the assumption [A] possess the appropriaéiye
inferential standing, the conclusion B occupie®sition authorised by their conjunction
within the relevant inferential structure. By cast, from A— B and B one cannot infer A
simply on that basis. A may nevertheless be trueité truth would not supply the missing
entitlement required for that transition. The castrdemonstrates why a warrant-theoretic
account distinguishes a conclusion that happehs torrect from a conclusion that is
inferentially warranted. This distinction also ralsethe significance of the bilateral
framework developed in the preceding section. grfgal authority need not operate solely
by permitting further positive positions. An esiabed configuration may instead warrant the
rejection of a proposition, prevent a position frbaing sustained, or render particular
combinations inferentially incompatible. Logicalnsequence can accordingly involve both
permission and constraint since it determines nyt what may follow from established
positions, but also what cannot retain inferergiahding in conjunction with them. The
bilateral vocabulary of acceptance and rejectiais #nables logical consequence to be
represented as regulated movement among posittd/aeegative inferential positions, while
warrant supplies the entitlement governing that emoent.

The same account provides a corresponding exptamatilogical failure. If a logical
transition requires inferential entittiement, thenirference fails when the position assigned
to its conclusion is not authorised by the posgimom which it proceeds. Logical error, in
this sense, need not consist in the falsity ofréiselting proposition; it may instead consist in
the absence of a warranted route to that propasiBappose that a scientific investigation
establishes that a particular substance causes egfiction A or reaction B under specified
conditions, and a researcher immediately concltlissreaction A must occur. Even if
subsequent observation confirms reaction A, thgiral transition remains unwarranted
because the established disjunction did not awg@adhie selection of that alternative. The
example illustrates an important consequence gbtbposed definition namely, the status of
an inference depends upon the authority connetsmpsitions, rather than solely upon the
eventual truth of its conclusion. This conceptipplaées equally to extended reasoning. A
derivation may contain individually admissible posfiions and nevertheless fail if one stage
assigns a position that the preceding inferentiatture does not warrant. Logical analysis
must therefore govern the continuity of inferenéiatittement throughout a sequence,
identifying both where movement is authorised aheng its authority terminates. Within a
bilateral framework, this regulatory function aksacompasses incompatibility and exclusion.
If established positions cannot be jointly sustdjdegic must determine what inferential
adjustment is required, including whether a prajmsimust be rejected or whether a
proposed transition must be blocked. Logical camstis consequently as significant as
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logical permission. The warrant-theoretic concaptiaptures both dimensions within a
single framework by treating successful and unsgfoéinference as questions concerning
the presence, preservation, or absence of infatenttitiement.

The proposed definition should not be understoo@pisicing truth, validity, derivability,
semantics, or proof theory with a new vocabulatyede notions retain their established
roles; warrant theory instead supplies a philostmgdtstandpoint from which their inferential
authority may be examined. A semantic framework ehetgrmine truth under an
interpretation, a proof system may specify ruledarivation, and a formal calculus may
establish whether a sequence satisfies the regeimsnof a particular systeth The warrant-
theoretic question concerns what these structweesipwithin logical analysis that is, what
permits a proposition to occupy a given infererpiasition, what further positions that
entitlement supports, and where its authority sérreted or exhausted. This also allows the
account to remain applicable across different lalgsggstems without assuming that they must
employ identical rules or consequence relationsatMiatters warrant-theoretically is that
the relevant system specifies conditions under vimterential positions are warranted and
relations through which their standing is goverriEte elements developed throughout this
manuscript can therefore be brought together withollapsing their distinct functions.
Warrant identifies inferential entittement; warrdhéoretic analysis investigates its
operation; and acceptance and rejection artictietdilateral orientation of the positions in
which that entitlement is expressed. Logic concénmassystematic governance of these
positions and of the approved transitions and caims connecting them. Accordingly, the
warrant-theoretic definition advanced in this doemtnmay be stated in its final form i.e.
logic is the formal and normative study of the dtinds under which propositions may be
legitimately accepted or rejected, and of the griéal transitions that such legitimacy
warrants within a structured system of analysistlii conception, the distinctive
philosophical subject matter of logic lies in tlystematic governance of inferential
legitimacy.

5. Concluding Remarks

The aims established at the outset of this papex wedevelop warrant theory as a
philosophical discipline concerned with inferenteditimacy, to explain warrant as
inferential entittement, to formulate warrant-thetic analysis, to clarify the bilateral roles of
acceptance and rejection, and ultimately to offemaant-theoretic definition of logic. The
four sections have pursued these aims in a systesegfuence. Section 1 introduced warrant
as the entitlement that licenses a propositiommation within logical analysis,
distinguishing warrant from truth, belief, assamiand psychological conviction, while
connecting inferential use with meaning. It alsow&d, through the introduction and
elimination rules of natural deduction, how warranrgty be generated, transmitted, and
preserved. Section 2 transformed this conceptuaat into a method namely, warrant-
theoretic analysis investigates how propositiorgiae inferential standing, how that

'8 For a concise but technical understanding of afpsgstem, see Irani (2025) Page: 789.
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standing is maintained, transferred, restrictedost; and how inferential positions interact
through dependence, compatibility, incompatibilapd exclusion. Section 3 supplied the
bilateral vocabulary required to articulate theedifon of such positions. Acceptance was
characterised as positive inferential positioning eejection as negative inferential
positioning, while both were distinguished from eple acts and psychological attitudes.
Section 4 then brought these components togethdetying logic as the formal and
normative study of the conditions governing legétmacceptance and rejection and the
inferential transitions warranted by establishesliimns. Logical consequence and logical
failure were consequently interpreted through tles@nce, preservation, or absence of
inferential entitlement.

The account developed here is intended as a foendather than an exhaustive theory, and
warrant theory consequently opens several diregfionfuture research. One important task
is to formulate a warrant-theoretic theory of l@jiconsequence. Although the present
discussion has characterised logical consequerteents of inferential entitlement between
positions, further work can determine systematycdié conditions under which warrant is
preserved across consequence relations, how oaitist negative positions contribute to
consequence, and how different logical systemsaegsuch preservation. A second central
project is to provide a warrant-theoretic definitiof the inferential meaning of logical
constants. The discussion of Gentzen and the harimetveen introduction and elimination
rules suggests that the meaning of a logical cahstay be investigated through the
conditions under which propositions containingagaire warrant and through the
consequences their warranted use authorises. [wglthis proposal could provide the
basis for the warrant-theoretic semantics identifiethis paper. Further research may also
investigate the relations between warrant and giteedretic validity, the treatment of
incompatibility and exclusion in bilateral systerasd the conditions governing the
acquisition, defeat, restoration, or transfer oframat across extended derivations. Beyond
formal logic, warrant theory may be applied to dieess in the philosophy of language,
epistemology, ethics, and other normative domainghich inferential entitlement plays an
organising role. These projects would test the s@q explanatory power of the framework
while preserving its central commitment since logpnicerns the systematic governance of
inferential legitimacy and the authority under whimropositions occupy and move between
inferential positions.
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