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1. The overall view of Abstract Objects and the Semantics of Natural Language (Moltmann 2013)
The common view in philosophy and linguistic semantics
Natural Language permits reference to a great range of abstract objects: properties, propositions, numbers, degrees, expression types, facts, states.
Two choices:
Descriptive metaphysics: the project of uncovering the ontological view implicit in language / that matches our intuitions reflected in language
Revisionary metaphysics: pursuing metaphysics for particular purposes independent of our intuitions reflected in language.
The present project: 

Descriptive metaphysics in a fully systematic way: make full use of the methods of contemporary semantic and syntactic theory to uncover the ontology that we implicitly accept when using natural language (Moltmann 2020a).
The overall result:

Reference to abstract objects is significantly more restricted than usually thought, it is generally restricted to the use of reifying terms.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2.  (Apparent) abstract terms in English
Apparent property-denoting terms
Bare adjective nominalizations: wisdom, happiness, redness
Explicit property-referring terms: the property of wisdom, the property of being wise 
Apparent number-referring terms

Simple numerals: two
Explicit number-referring terms: the number two 
Apparent proposition-referring terms (or terms referring to facts or possibilities)

Explicit proposition, fact, and possibility descriptions: the proposition that Sthe fact that S; the state of being A, the possibility that S

Color-referring terms

simple color words: red
explicit color-referring terms: the color red
Expression-type-referring terms
pure quotations She screamed help
explicit expression-type-referring terms: the word help, the name John
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
3. The nonreferentiality of simple abstract terms

3.1. Plural reference with bare nominalizations
Existence predicate:
(1) a. Generosity exists. (instances exist)

     b. The property of generosity exists. (the abstract object exist)

Evaluative predicates as predicates of instances and of the whole:
(2) a. Being generous is nice. (instances: generous acts, people are nice)

      b. The property of generosity is nice (= is a nice entity).

Logical properties:

(3) a. * Wisdom and patience are conjunctive.

     b. The property of being wise and patient is conjunctive.

(4) a. ?? Emptiness is negative.

      b. The property of emptiness is negative.

Instance-distribution predicates:
(5) a. Wisdom is rare.

     b. ?? The property of being wise is rare.

Bare adjective nominalizations as plurally referring terms

Trope-referring terms:

The generosity of the gesture, John’s generosity, the wisdom of Socrates, the redness of the apple
Generosity refers to a kind of trope
Kind behavior with episodic predicates:
(6) a. John never experiences wisdom

     b. John never experienced an instance of generosity.

     c. John never experiences the property of being wise.

(7) a. John found gold.

      b. John found an instance of gold.

      c. John found the metal gold.

Kinds as objects vs kinds as mere pluralities (Yi 1999, 2000)
Kind terms: terms plurally referring to all the instances, all the possible tropes
3.2. The nonreferentiality of that-clauses
Existence predicate: 

(8) a. * That Fido is a dog exists.

     b. The proposition that Fido is a dog exists.
Logical properties:

(9) a. ??? That John likes Mary more than Sue is complex.

      b. ??? That Fido is a dog and Joe a cat is conjunctive.

      c. ??? That everyone like Fido is quantificational. 
(10) a. The proposition that John likes Mary more than Sue is complex.

      b. The proposition that Fido is a dog and Joe a cat is conjunctive.

        c. The proposition that everyone like Fido is quantificational. 

That-clauses as plurally referring terms:

refer to ordered pluralities of propositional constituents.
3.3. The nonreferentiality of simple number terms
Simple number terms and explicit number referring terms do not share all their properties.
Mathematical properties:

(11) a. Four is divisible by two.

       b. The number four is divisible by the number two.
(12) a. Two and two is four.

       b. ??? The number two and the number two is the number four.
(13) a. Twelve, which is divisible by two, is not a prime number.

       b. Twelve, which is smaller than fifteen, is greater than ten.

Nonmathematical predicates: 
interests me, write about, think about, is interesting, plays an important role in certain contexts
(14) a. The number twelve, which interests me a lot, is an important number in religious 

            and cultural contexts.

       b. ?? Twelve, which interests me a lot, is an important number in religious and cultural 

            contexts.

       c. ?? Twelve, which is a number that interests me a lot, is an important number in 

           religious and cultural contexts.

(15) a. the number twelve, which I would like to write my dissertation about, …

        b. ??  twelve, which I would like to write my dissertation about, …
        c. twelve, which is a number that I would like to write my dissertation about, …

twelve: restricted to arithmetical properties and operations
the number twelve: nonmathematical properties and one-place mathematical properties
Hofweber’s (2007) ‘cognitive type shift’: 

Simple numerals retain semantic type of determiners, but obtain syntactic status of singular terms, for the purposes of facilitating arithmetical operations, inferences. 

Explanation of the difference between mathematical and nonmathematical properties with numerals: the Adjectival Strategy in the philosophy of mathematics (Dummett 1973, Hodes 1984, 199)
3.4. Color words as nonreferential terms
Simple color words do not stand for kinds of tropes.
No kind term behavior with episodic predicates:

(18) a. ?? John noticed green.

       b. John noticed greenness.

(19) a. Green is nice.

       b. Greenness is nice. (distributive)

(20) a. ? Green is rare.

       b. Greenness is rare.

The green of the apple vs the greenness of the apple

(21) a. John painted the car the green of this apple.

       a’. * John painted the car the greenness of this apple.

What do bare color words then refer to? 
(22) a. John added some green.

       b. There is more green in this picture than in that.

Reference to kinds of tropes (perceivable concrete qualities) without bearers ??

simple color words vs explicit color-referring terms:

(23) a. The mixture of paint consists of red and green / ?? of the colors red and green.

        b. The pot contains red / ?? the color red.
3.5. Pure quotations as nonreferential terms
Pure quotations and explicit expression-referring terms are not generally intersubstitutable:

(24) a. They gave him the name ‘John’.

         b. ??? They gave him ‘John’.

naming constructions:
(25) a. John called Mary ‘Marie’.

       b. ??? John called Mary the name ‘Marie’.

(26) a. He was baptized ‘John’.

        b. ??? He was baptized the name ‘John’.

Verbs of saying

(27) a. John cannot spell / pronounce / write down ‘Gretchen’ / the name Gretchen.

       b. She screamed help / ?? the word help

        c. She cried ‘I need help’ / the sentence ‘I need help’.

call, baptize, scream, cry require mentioning of complement

give: takes expression types as arguments

spell, pronounce, write down: both options

Conclusion
Pure quotation does not generally consist in an operation forming expression-referring terms.

This is involved only or almost only in reifying terms involving an expression-sortal.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4. Reifying Terms
Type 1 reifying terms: binominal denominative NPs

(29) a. the name ‘John’
       b. the word help

       c. the letter ‘k’

       d. the sound pfff

(30) a. the poet Goethe 

       b. the fictional character Sherlock Holmes

(31) a. the number four
       b. the numeral ‘four’
(32) a. the color green

      b. the truth value true

      c. the direction north

(33) a. the kind human being
       b. the metal gold

Type 2 reifying terms
(34) a. the property of wisdom

      b. the proposition that John is wise

      c. the fact that John is wise
      d. the possibility that John might be wise
Semantics of reifying terms:

Generally introduce entities by abstraction (Hale 1987) or as pleonastic entities (Schiffer 1996).

The property of wisdom:
introduces a property object on the basis of a plurality of possible tropes 
(35) a. [1] [the property of N] is instantiated by (is had by) d iff d ‘has’ [N] (is a bearer of an 

           instance of N).
             [2] [the property of N] is identical to [the property of N’] iff [N] = [N’].
The property of being wise: 

introduces object on the basis of a concept or a predicate obtained by denominalization:
(35) b. [1] [the property of being A] is instantiated by (is had by) d iff [A] is true of d.

            [2] [the property of being A] is P if P is a semantic property of [A]
            [3] [the property of N] is identical to [the property of N’] iff N and N’ have the same 

               meaning.

Propositions as pleonastic propositions (Schiffer 1996):

(36) a. [The proposition that S] is true iff S
       b. [John believes the proposition that S] iff John believes that S.

       c. [The proposition that S] is complex iff S is complex….

Reifying terms belong to the periphery of language, not its core, like all expressions or uses of expressions that require ontological reflection rather than just implicit acceptance (Moltmann 2020b).
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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