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Résumé

Recent work in linguistics logically motivates the syntactic unacceptability of some lin-

guistic constructions, suggesting that speakers judge a word-sequence as ungrammatical or
ill-formed when it results to be always false or always true (Gajewski 2002, 2009; Fox & Hackl
2006; Chierchia 2013, 2021; Abrusédn 2014; Del Pinal 2019, 2021). In this line of research,
there are pervasive references to the concept of logical form. But what is meant here by
logical form? How much logical is the form they are referring to?
A first approach (Gajewski 2002, 2009) takes as a reference neither the Logical Form (LF)
to which linguists are traditionally accustomed, nor the logical form of logicians. Reference
is made instead to a modified LF, called "logical skeleton” (LS), where all nonlogical/lexical
material has been nonuniformly replaced by a new variable of the same semantic type.

A more recent approach (Del Pinal 2019, 2021) rejects logical skeleta and reverts to the
usual LF, which recognises multiple occurrences of the same nonlogical item and is currently
understood as a syntactic representation. It is then assumed that the meaning of nonlogical
items can be modulated via Rescale—hence, we can label this approach LF-+Rescale.

I am going to argue that both LS and LF+Rescale have shortcomings. On the one hand,
logical skeleta are radically underspecified with respect to their nonlogical content, as a result
logical properties are really exhibited only at a different level of representation, where the
relations of identity or difference between nonlogical items are recovered. On the other hand,
LF+Rescale is supposed to be a syntactic representation which exhibits semantic properties
(entailment) via a pragmatic mechanism (meaning modulation), but there seems to be no
exclusive syntactic representation of the relevant linguistic construction, thus undermining
its intrinsicalism.
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