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Most presentation of logic rely on a distinction between the logical vocabulary of a language (quantifiers,
connectives) and the non-logical (e.g., predicates). The author gives this distinction up and looks more
broadly on semantic constraints. This includes what is known as meaning postulate or analytical truth
(e.g., I(married) ∩ I(bachelor) = ∅) but also what is traditionally captured by logical vocabulary (e.g.,
I(∀) = {D}, where D is the domain of the model). Her framework provides the perfect ground to address
the much-debated issue of logicality. Since the distinction between logical and non-logical vocabulary is not
already implicit in the system, the question of logicality is of particular importance and the answer cannot
be post-hoc, i.e., based only on the characterization of what has already been established as logical term
within the system. The author discusses one prominent criterion, namely invariance under isomorphisms
and shows why it fails in establishing a boundary between logical and non-logical vocabulary. Her paper
on invariance criteria and logicality has two major parts. She first presents and extends her previously
developed framework of semantic constraints by definitions for invariance under isomorphism. In a second
part, she discusses her work in relation to philosophy of logic, in particular the question of logicality.
The paper has the following structure: Sagi presents her general framework in Section 2 and 3. In Section
4, she extends her framework with a notion of isomorphic models and defines invariance for terms, or more
precisely, associated operations. The central definition concerns semantic constraints that are invariant
under isomorphism. These are characterized by the fact that if a model M satisfies the constraint, then
each isomorphic model M’ satisfies it as well. The definitions of invariance for constraints and terms fit
well together in the sense that a term will be invariant under isomorphisms if and only if the constraints on
its meaning or invariant under isomorphisms. The author gives some examples of constraints that satisfy
invariance under constraints and shows that this criterion is far from sufficient to determine logicality.
Indeed, even semantic constraints that are far from being true, let alone logical, would be invariant under
isomorphisms (such as I(even) = I(odd)). This constitutes the first part of the paper. The second part
of the paper, starting with Section 5, delves deeper in the philosophy of logic and formal modelling. Sagi
critically reviews the traditional idea that the meaning of a logical term is fixed and that its meaning is
invariant under isomorphism. First, invariance criteria are applicable even without fixing meaning but just
constraining it. Second, invariance under isomorphisms is not a sign of logical vocabulary but a general
feature of capturing some semantic aspect, i.e., modelling it. She again makes clear that she rejects the
sharp distinction between logical and non-logical vocabulary.
The formal and the philosophical part of the article are related but they can be read separately. The first
part is relevant for readers with an interest in formal semantics, meaning constraints and model theory
even if they are not concerned with the question of logicality. The second part is aimed at readers with
prior knowledge and interest in the philosophy of logic. My impression was that the second part can also
be seen as a separate position paper concerning the status of logicality. Most of what is said there is
plausible without reference to the first part of the paper or can even be understood as a motivation for
the formal framework the author presents right at the beginning. I enjoyed her highly general way to
address semantics and modelling as well as her philosophical insights on logic.
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