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1. The issue
How to deal semantically with various linguistic differences between nouns and adjectives?

the approach: Look at and use old and new philosophical distinctions and views.

2. Differences between nominalizations of adjective and nominalizations of nouns

2.1. traditional metaphysical distinctions that correlate with semantic distinctions between nouns and adjectives
Aristotle, middle ages:
two kinds of properties / universals with two different kinds of instances

universal 1: secondary substances   instances: (primary) substances (objects)

universal 2: qualities      instances: accidents (tropes)

                                                      or, if essential properties: substantial forms

Aristotelian distinction between instantiation and predication:

the instances of qualities: accidents (tropes)

what qualities are predicated of: substances (objects)

view of predication:

Socrates is white is true iff there is an instance of whiteness that inheres in Socrates.
2.2. corresponding linguistic data 
kind-referring bare mass nouns and plurals (in all their occurrences / all their occurrences in which they are kind-referring):
- simple bare mass nouns and bare plurals: 
instances are quantities and objects / collections of objects

- bare adjective nominalizations: 
instances are tropes

the parallels:

(1) a. Gold / Bananas are yellow.

     b. Courage is admirable.  (generic / universal reading
(2) a. John found gold / diamonds.

     b. John found hostility. (existential reading)
(3) a. John is looking for gold / diamonds.

     b. John is looking for friendship / love / competence.

(4) a. Rats are widespread.
     b. Laziness is widespread.

Bare adjective nominalizations denote kinds of tropes (Moltmann 1984).
the property of happiness: does not denote a kind of trope; but rather an abstract object, the reification of the meaning of the adjective

(5) a. Some of the happiness that John has is due to Mary.

    b. * Some of the property of happiness that John has is due to Mary.

the distinction between instantiation and predication (side rematk): 
adjectives as well as nouns occur in predicative position, predicating properties of objects
but the corresponding nominalizations differ wrt predictability:: 
happiness: not predicable
the property of happiness: predicable

(6) a. The property of happiness is true of  / holds of John.

     b. * Happiness is true of / holds of John.

3. The semantic differences between adjectives and nouns as such
the distinction between sortals and nonsortals: 

Geach, Dummett:
sortals: express condition of identity – across times, across worlds

nonsortals: express just application conditions
the common view: count nouns are sortals, adjectives are nonsortals

mass nouns? – different views
What about nouns like boy, woman, pedestrian: have identity as well as application conditions (Dummett)
the interesting data:

3. 1. nouns used non-sortally

French bare nouns for professions, functions titles: used as bare nouns, behave semantically like adjectives (Beyssade / Sorin 2005 and references therein):
(7) a. Jean est un danseur.

     a’. Jean est danseur. 
switch from identity conditions to mere application conditions

some particular data explained: temporal modification / quantification :
(7) b. Jean a été deux fois danseur.

      b’. * Jean a été deix fois un danseur.
      c. Jean est professeur le jour, danseur la nuit.

      c’. * Jean est un professeur le jour, un danseur la nuit.

Nouns used adjective-like express qualities with its instances being tropes.
temporal quantifiers are quantifiers ranging over tropes, temporal predicates are predicates of tropes.
the generalization: 

Temporal modifiers are predicated of / quantify over the instances of the universal expressed by the predicate.

nouns without determiners: the instances are tropes

nouns without determiner: the instances are individuals --- but temporal modifiers cannot be predicates of / quantify over individuals
view of adverbial modification: involve implicit nominalization:

for (7c): ‘John’s professorhood is during the day’
3. 2. reference with and without sortals
3.2.1. a new distinction between ordinary and weak referential terms
French ce : see Beyssade/Sorin (2005) and references therein.
English (German) data:
‘presentational’ that, this, German das, demonstrative das da:
(8) a. That is a beautiful woman.

      b. * That is beautiful (looking at a woman)

     c. That woman is beautiful.

(9) a. That is red (looking at an inanimate object, a plant, an animal).
    b. That object / plant / animal is red.

discourse anaphor it:

(10) a. A woman entered. It was a beautiful woman.
      b. A woman entered. * It was beautiful.

(11) a. John received a gift. It was a statue.

     b. John received a gift. It was heavy.

generalization: 

For reference to (certain kinds of) objects, either the referential term or the predicate needs to contain a sortal.
further observation: proper names do the same job as NPs containing a sortal:
(12) a. That / This is Mary.

       b. It was Mary.

ordinary referential terms – for people: 

Three possibilities:

1. head noun is a sortal

2. personal pronoun he, she: arguably sortal as well
3. proper name

a view (Geach): 

Reference is possible only by using a sortal, providing the entity referred to with identity conditions.
Geach’s view about proper name: 

The meaning of a proper name is a sortal concept ‘human being’. (‘Mental Acts’, see also Burgess 2005).
- John is a human being is analytic

– unclear, though, how Geach sees reference to be fixed (Burgess 2005)
important questions:

- How is reference possible with terms not involving a sortal, i.e. with that, this or it?
- What is going on when the sortal is only in the predicate
‘weak referential terms’: 

that, this, it, French ce, German das
3.2.2. an account in terms of relative identity

another place where ‘weak’ referential terms are naturally, in fact obligatorily used: 
in relative identity statements
relative identity statements:

(13) a. x is the same statue as y, but x is not the same lump as y. (philosophers’ talk)
      b. This is the same statue as that, but not the same lump as that.
      c. ?? This lump is the same statue as that lump.

Geach’s view: identity is relative: necessarily involves a sortal concept
weak view about relative identity: 

There are cases of relative identity.
strong view (Geach): 

Identity is always relative, there is no absolute identity.
here: adopt weak view.

convincing cases of relative identity:

· lump – statue

· passenger – person

· dog with tail, dog with tail being cut off

· copies of a book – the book

‘philosophical advantages’ of relative identity:

· keeping the ontology simple

· (possible) solutions to many puzzles about identity

potential problems for relative identity – at least in the general form of the view:
· classical logic not preserved (Leibnitz’ law), …
present approach: 
Explore relative identity view starting from the linguistic data.
looking at identity statements linguistically:

relative identity statements:
(14) a. This is the same man as we saw yesterday.

       b. This is the same man as that.

        c. It was the same man as I saw yesterday.

absolute identity statements:

(15) a. This man is identical to that man.

       b. John is identical to Bill.

       c. * This is identical to that. (looking at representations of a given man)

       d. This is the man I saw yesterday.

        e. * This is that.

        f. * This is that man. (demonstrative that man !)
linguistic generalization:

Relative identity statements require weak referential terms, absolute identity statements require ordinary referential terms.

Geach: Both identity and reference require a sortal. 
But obviously Geach did not require the former for relative identity statements.
Thus, even for Geach a sortal concept cannot actually be necessary for reference

ordinary vs weak reference:

ordinary reference: reference to an entity and providing it with identity conditions

weak reference: 

option 1: reference to something ontologically indeterminate, indeterminacy resolved only in the application of the predicate
option 2: reference to something of an ontologically sufficienly low level – to quantities, not objects constituted by them; to concrete entities, not entities they are tokens of etc.

deciding between the options:

indeterminate reference, to be resolved by a sortal in the predicate

when no sortal is provided: reference will be taken to be to a mere portion of matter, of reality
the latter accounts for the possibility of adjectival predicates with weak referential terms:
(16) This is beautiful. (looking at a woman)

(16) is understood as involving reference to a mere portion of matter.
general principle for sortal-relative reference:

For entities with non-mereological identity conditions (things that are not just of the sort of quantities): they cannot occur in a proposition without a sortal being provided (in the referring term or the predicate)

mereological identity: x and y are the same iff they have the same material parts.

4. Further data with same and different
same / different as predicates or modifiers:
as simple predicates:

(17) a. John is the same now as he always was

      b. John is different now than he used to be.

as adverbials:

(18) a. John writes differently than Mary does.

      b. John walks the same way as Mary.

as simple predicates / adverbials same / different act as predicates comparing tropes:
(17’) a.’ the relevant qualities John has now are the same he always had.

         a.’’ the maximal trope involving John, meeting a contextually given condition, is the 
               same as any maximal  trope involving John meeting the same condition at any 
               previous relevant time.

(18’a’) ‘The maximal trope involving John’s writing is different from the maximal trope 
             involving Mary’s writing.’
comparison of instances of adjectival properties, i.e. qualities

same / different as modifiers of (sortal) nouns:
express (relative) identity / difference among objects:
(19) a. John is a different man than Bill.

        b. John is the same person as Bill.

same / different with pronouns:

pronouns provides the sortals:

(20) a. someone different   -- a different person

        b. someone who is different   -- a person of a different quality

(21) a. something different.
        b. something that is different.

same / different as a test for true sortals (even when also having ‘application conditions’)

(22) a. ?? John is a different violinist now than he used to be.

       b. John plays violin differently now than he used to play it.

5. Summary
the ingredients of the analysis:

[1] a distinction between two kinds of universals: 

The semantic distinction between nouns and adjectives corresponds to the distinction between secondary substances (sortal universals) and qualities, having objects and tropes respectively as instances.
[2] sortal-relative reference:

Reference in natural language requires the use of a sortal (to provide referent with identity conditions), but the sortal may provided by the predicate / identity predicate, rather than the term itself.

[3] moderate relative identity view:
Natural language allows both statements expressing absolute identity and statements expressing relative identity. Whereas the former require weak referential terms, the latter require ordinary referential terms.
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