PH251 Metaphysics   Week 4
Particulars

1. Introductory remarks  
(i) Last week we discussed realist and nominalist views about properties. Properties are ways that things are or ways that things might be. But what about the things that are those ways, or which have properties?
(ii) This category is that of commonsense material particulars (I will call them ‘particulars’ for short). These are the ‘Aristotelian primary substances’ of the Categories; the medium-sized things we see around us (trees, cats, dogs, other people). Understanding this category better is a central problem for metaphysics. 
(iii) What is it to be a particular? This is a very broad question. In some form or another, this question will occupy us until the end of term. This week’s lecture is self-contained, but the line of thought will be ongoing.
(iv) This week, I want to present two kinds of approach to what particulars are.

2. Some preliminaries
Terminology
(i) ‘Particulars’ = commonsense material particulars (perhaps there are different kinds of particulars, e.g. abstract particulars, or temporal particulars. In any case it is material particulars that will occupy us here).
Some working assumptions (derived from commonsense) about particulars and their relation to other categories
(ii) Particulars are not identical with properties. Properties are the way that particulars are, or how particulars are modified. Properties are possessed by particulars. But particulars are not the kinds of things that can be possessed by things (at least in this way).
(iii) Particulars are not identical with universals. Universals are things that can be exemplified or instantiated by particulars. Particulars exemplify or instantiate universals. But particulars are not exemplified or instantiated by other things. 
Some features (taking particulars to be Aristotelian primary substances):
(iv) Particulars are capable of undergoing change; are coherent and relatively enduring; solid and bounded; (in many cases) they fall under natural kinds; particulars which are alive appear to fall under kinds which all change, develop and act in characteristic ways.
(v) Particulars have a good claim to be ontologically basic. The other things that exist, depend for their existence on particulars, while particulars do not so depend for their existence on the other things. Particulars—Aristotelian substances—are basic, independent, unified things. But is it possible to say more about what it is for something to be a particular?

3. A question about particulars
Suppose that x is a particular (Aristotle, Saul Kripke, Lucky (the cat)). Then:
What is it for x to be a particular? (Part of this question: What is essential to x qua particular?)

4. The ‘Bare particular’/‘substratum’ conception of particulars
(i) Particulars have properties. But what it is that has properties is something that does not necessarily possess any properties, and can be conceived of as existing independently of the possession of properties. Particulars are, in themselves, ‘bare.’ (The ‘pincushion’ analogy, and the idea of ‘inherence’.)
(ii) Bare particulars: x is a bare particular iff x possesses properties, but x does not possess any properties essentially (or can be conceived of as existing independently of possessing any properties).
(iii) The bare particular view of particulars: x is a particular iff x is a ‘bare particular’, or has a bare particular as a constituent.
(iii) This view has its origins in ideas expressed in passages of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, where it is referred to as the ‘substratum’ view. It is highly controversial whether Aristotle is to be understood as endorsing this view, or elements of this view. Locke is often taken to be expressing the view that substances or particulars are to be understood as ‘substrata’ when he refers to substance as ‘something we know not what’ in the essay (which provides the support for sensible qualities).

 “The ‘subject’ is ‘that of which the other things are said, but which itself is never (said) of any other thing’. So first a determination must be made about this; for the primary subject seems most of all to be substance.” (Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1029a)

 “Now, then, it has been said in outline what substance is, that it’s ‘that which isn’t (said) of a subject, but of which the other things (are said)’; but this can’t be all, for it is not enough; for this itself is unclear, and beyond that the matter becomes substance. For if this [=the matter] is not substance, it escapes us what else is. For the other things being stripped off, nothing [else] seems to be left over. For the other things are afflictions and products and potentialities of bodies, or again length and breadth and depth are particular quantities (of bodies) but not substances—for the so-much is not substance—but rather, the primary thing to which these belong, that is substance. But length and breadth and depth being stripped off, we see nothing left over—unless it be something that is demarcated by the agency of these, so that the matter alone necessarily seems to be substance to those who are investigating in this way.” (Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1029a7-1029a30)

“Though in the mean time it be manifest, and every one upon Enquiry into his own thoughts, will find that he has no other Idea of any Substance, v.g. let it be Gold, Horse, Iron, Man, Vitriol, Bread, but what he has barely of those sensible Qualities, which he supposes to inhere, with a supposition of such a Substratum, as gives as it were a support to those Qualities, or simple Ideas, which he has observed to exist united together. Thus the Idea of the Sun, What is it, but an aggregate of those several simple Ideas, Bright, Hot, Roundish, having a constant regular motion, at a certain distance from us, and, perhaps, some other; as he who thinks and discourses of the Sun, has been more or less accurate, in observing those sensible Qualities, Ideas, or Properties, which are in that thing, which he calls the Sun.” (Locke, Essay, II.Xxiii.§6) 

What motivates this view?
(i) The ‘bare particular’ or ‘substratum’ view preserves the commonsense distinction between particulars and properties (which we find in language in subject-predicate discourse). What it is that has properties is not just another property or collection of properties, but something that supports or grounds them. The distinction between subject terms and predicates suggests that what is picked out by the subject is not a property.
(ii) Explains unity of properties of a single object.
(iii) Allows for the possibility of qualitative duplicates. Bare particulars or substrata are what makes particulars particular. Suppose two red spheres alone in a universe, sharing all their colour, size and shape properties. What explains the fact that these two things are each distinct particulars is that the properties of each of these two spheres are possessed by two distinct bare particulars. (See Black (1952))

5. Problems for the bare particular/substratum approach
(1) A dilemma for the bare particular conception. Being bare appears to be a property.
Then either: 
(a) If x is a bare particular then x possesses a property, the property of being bare. In which case, x cannot be bare (for to be bare is to lack properties).
Or
(b) Being bare is not a property. So for x to be bare is not for it to have some property, the property of being bare. But then it is unclear how to make sense of being bare.

First reply: The first disjunct is not convincing. To be bare is not to lack properties. It is to be something that does not possesses any properties essentially. 
Response: 
Either:
(a) being a bare particular is an essential property of a particular, qua particular, or
(b) it is not. 
If (a) then the particular cannot be bare (by the definition of ‘bare’). 
If (b) then the bare particular approach does not provide a satisfactory philosophical account of what it is for something to be particular.

(2) The bare particular theorist faces problems concerning how to explain the relation between bare particulars and ‘commonsense material particulars’ (Aristotle, you, me, Lucky).
(i) It appears that Aristotle is not himself identical with a bare particular. (Aristotle essentially has the property of being a human being). 
(ii) So, the bare particular theory must be interpreted more along the lines of the idea that commonsense particulars are particulars in virtue of having bare particulars amongst their constituents.
(iii) But then if Aristotle thinks, does that have the consequence that there are two thinkers thinking (Aristotle and the bare particular that is a constituent of him?)

(3) Epistemological and phenomenological problems.
(i) It is often alleged that the bare particular approach faces epistemological and phenomenological problems. A central part of the opposition to the bare particular theory (and of the motivation to look elsewhere for a view about particulars) consists in the allegation that the approach is inconsistent with either phenomenological data or empiricist epistemology.

(ii) One version of such an argument is identified and discussed by Edwin Allaire (1963):

Currently (bare particular theory) is widely rejected. Underlying the many arguments supporting that rejection is a rather simple idea which Russell once expressed: “One is tempted to regard ‘This is red’ as a subject-predicate proposition, but if one does so, one finds that ‘this’ becomes a substance, an unknowable something in which predicates inhere…” 
Though awkwardly expressed, Russell’s point is clear: The individual character analysis (the bare particular theory) is at odds with the empirical tradition. That is, if one claims that “this is red” is a subject-predicate proposition in the sense that “this” and “red” refer to unanalyzable entities of different ontological kinds, then one has violated the Principle of Acquaintance (PA), a basic tenet of empiricism. One is not acquainted with “a something” which could be construed as an entity of a kind different from red, except in the sense that this is a collection of the same kind of things as red, e.g. square and bright. The heart of Russell’s point is thus that the individuals of the individual-character (bare particular) analysis are unknowable in the sense that one is not directly acquainted with them. (Allaire (1963): 114)

The Principle of Acquaintance “The PA states that the indefinable terms of any “ontological” description must refer to entities with which one is directly acquainted.” (Allaire (1963): f.n. 2, pp.120)

(iii) What is the argument here?
(a) One is not directly acquainted with the particulars of the bare particular analysis.
(b) If one is not directly acquainted with the particulars of the bare particular analysis then the terms that purport to refer to them (“that” and “this”) do not have meaning.

(iv) Allaire (1963), following Gustav Bergmann, disputes (a). He replies that bare particulars are capable of being directly perceived:
“Consider …the two (qualitatively indistinguishable) discs. When presented together, they are presented as numerically different. That difference is presented as is their sameness with respect to shape, (shade of) colour, and so on. What accounts for the difference is the numerically different individuals. No character (property) or group of characters (properties) can do that… (T)he two collections of characters—if one persists in speaking that way—are, as presented, numerically different. Clearly, therefore, something other than a character must also be presented.” (Allaire (1963): 119).

(a) If one is presented with two qualitatively indistinguishable discs at the same time, one experiences them as numerically distinct.
(b) If one experiences them as numerically distinct then ‘something other than a character’ (a property) must be presented.
(c) What it is that is presented is the ‘bare particular’.

But why is (b) true?
(Assumption1?) If one experiences the discs as numerically distinct then whatever it is that grounds (or explains) their being distinct must be perceived.
But this doesn’t seem obviously correct. If one experiences someone as having the property suffering from measles then it doesn’t follow that you experience the presence of a particular virus in their bloodstream.

(Assumption2?) If one perceives a property, then it is a general truth about how we perceptually perceives things that one perceives it as a property of a particular.
Reply:
(i) It is not obvious that one cannot perceive a property without perceiving it to be the property of a particular (where that means commonsense material particular). (i.e. the blue of the sky, of the sea, etc.)
(ii) Even if this is true, why does it follow that the particular that properties are perceived to be of is a bare particular (that is, something such that it does not possess properties essentially).

5. The ‘Bundle theory’ of particulars
(i) (BT) What it is for x to be a particular is for x to be a ‘bundle’ (a collection) of properties. (Berkeley, Hume, D. C. Williams (1953), Hochberg (1964), Castaneda (1974))
 “We have therefore no idea of substance, distinct from that of a collection of particular qualities, nor have we any other meaning when we either talk of reason concerning it. 
The idea of a substance as well as that of a mode, is nothing but a collection of simple ideas, that are united by the imagination, and have a particular name assigned them, by which we are able to recall, either to ourselves or others, that collection. But difference betwixt these ideas consists in this, that the particular qualities, which form a substance, are commonly refer’d to an unknown something, in which they are supposed to inhere; or granting this fiction should not take place, are at least supposed to be closely and inseparably connected by the relations of contiguity and causation.” Hume (Treatise, 1.1.6)

Here is another famous instance of the ‘bundle theory’:

“By sight I have the ideas of light and colours with their several degrees and variations. By touch I perceive, for example, hard and soft, heat and cold, motion and resistance, and of all these more and less either as to quantity or degree. Smelling furnishes me with odours; the palate with tastes, and hearing conveys sounds to the mind in all their variety of tone and composition. And as several of these are observed to accompany each other, they come to be marked by one name, and so to be reputed as one thing. Thus, for example, a certain colour, taste, smell, figure and consistence having been observed to go together, are accounted one distinct thing, signified by the name apple. Other collections of ideas constitute a stone, a tree, a book and the like sensible things..” (Berkeley, Principles, 1)

We have seen that there are different views about the nature of properties. These different views would generate different possible versions of the bundle theory. (For discussion of this see Armstrong (1989) and Van Cleve (1985)). 

(BTP) What it is for x to be a particular is for x to be a ‘bundle’ of universals.

(BTT) What it is for x to be a particular is for x to be a ‘bundle’ of tropes; of particularized properties.

(ii) For example, what it is for Lucky to be a particular is for Lucky to be a bundle or collection of properties; being black, furry, four-legged, being cat-shaped, having the internal structure and biological make-up of a cat, etc.
(iii) To be ‘bundled’ (in the relevant sense) requires that the properties are not instantiated just anywhere but together. This is a relation that bundle theorists call ‘compresence’ or ‘collocation’. 
(iv) The bundle theory is adopted in different ways by a range of contemporary metaphysicians. The approach has its source in claims that Hume appears to make in the Treatise about our idea of the self.
(v) On the bundle theory, predicative sentences “x is F” are analyzed in the following way: x is F iff the bundle of properties that is x contains the property F (or Fness).

What motivates this approach?
(i) Bundle theory is consistent with empiricist epistemology in a way that bare particular theory is alleged not to be. There is no problem about whether properties such as colour and shape are things capable of being perceived, and so terms for colour and shape do not violate any ‘Principle of Acquaintance’.
(ii) The bundle theory clearly does not presuppose that it is possible for a particular to possess no properties (given that as a bundle of properties it is constituted of properties). Therefore the bundle theory does not face the difficulties that confront the bundle theory as we understood it.

[bookmark: _GoBack]6. Problems for the bundle theory (For representative worries about the Bundle Theory see Van Cleve (1985).)

(1) Problems from the Failure of the Identity of Indiscernibles. 
(i) The Identity of Indiscernibles (nb the difference from the indiscernibility of identicals)
(Id.Ind) For any x, and any y, if for any property F, x has F if and only if y has F, then x and y are identical.

An argument from the failure of (Id.Ind.)
(a) The Identity of Indiscernibles is false
(b) Were the bundle theory of particulars true, the Identity of Indiscernibles would be true.
(c) The bundle theory of particulars is false.

(i) Why is (a) true? In a famous article, Max Black (1952) mounts an argument against the identity of indiscernibles. Black argues that it is possible that a universe contains two numerically distinct spheres, which are indistinguishable with respect to all of their properties.
(ii) Black (1952) argues that such properties as being identical with a or being two feet away from a (which are not shared) are not permissible in the context of the dialectic. (These properties presuppose what a particular is, and the bundle theory is intended to be an attempt to explain them.) (An interesting further argument about spatial location. Black assumes a relational view of spatial locations. Is this correct?)

(iii) Are there ways for bundle theorists to resist this argument? Note the following:
Bundle theorists who are trope-theorists about properties may resist the argument, as it is not the case that each object possesses the same property. (Properties are different particulars).
Bundle theorists who take properties to be universals may argue that bundles are bundles of property-instances or exemplifications of properties. It is not the case that the two bundles involve the same instantiations or exemplifications of properties.

(2) The impossibility of explaining change
(i) Commonsense material particulars can change their properties. It is often alleged that the bundle theory cannot explain the possibility of change of properties in particulars. (See Van Cleve (1985))

Argument from the Impossibility of Change
(a) The bundle of particulars that S is identified with at t contains every property that S has at t. (Every property that we could attribute to S at that time by true predications or descriptions of him).
(b) Now, call that bundle of properties, (made up of P1, P2, P3, P4, P5…) bundle C.
(c) Any bundle of properties that contains different properties is not bundle C (it is a different bundle.
(d) If C is identical with S, then S cannot lose any properties. For the loss of any property from bundle C leads to the disappearance of (or extinction of) bundle C.

(ii) But then if commonsense particulars were bundles of properties it would not be possible for me to move my fingers as a I type (for that involves a bundle that includes the property of my right index finger being on the key ‘G’ to it being on the key ‘J’.)
(iii) Is there a way for the bundle theorist to respond to this argument? For example, might a bundle theorist be able to give an argument for rejecting (c)?

(3) Problems with the ontological status of particulars as bundles
(a) Particulars are not things that can be possessed by anything.
(b) Properties are things that can be possessed by things (and exist by being possessed).
(c) Any bundle of properties would be capable of being possessed by something. (It could only have the same metaphysical status as the properties themselves).
(d) Therefore particulars cannot be bundles of properties.

A similar argument could be run for universals and the property of being exemplified.
Options:
(i) The bundle theorist might attempt to argue that it does not follow from the fact that properties themselves are things that are capable of being possessed that anything made of them would also have that feature. A water molecule has the property of being made of two hydrogen atoms and one oxygen molecule. A one litre volume of water is made of water molecules. But a one litre volume of water is not made of two hydrogen atoms and one oxygen molecule.
(ii) Bite the bullet. Perhaps our commonsense thoughts about particulars are mistaken. Might this be the genuine lesson of bundle theory?

7. Taking stock: an intermediate conclusion?
(i) In favour of the bare particular theory of particulars is that it provides a natural explanation of the structure of predication. It is consistent with the failure of the identity of indiscernibles, and promises an explanation of the identity and distinctness of particulars.
(ii) But the idea of an entity that possesses or exemplifies properties but that considered in itself does not possess any property necessarily is very obscure (whether or not it is consistent with empiricist epistemology).
(iii) In favour of the bundle theory is that it does not present epistemological problems (given the perceptibility and knowability of properties).
(iv) But the bundle theory faces a range of difficulties, most pressing of which are the difficulties of being reconciled with the falsehood of the identity of indiscernibles, and with explaining the possibility of change.
(v) One option at this point would be to attempt to build further on these positions. For a recent attempt to respond to worries about the bare particular theory see Sider (2006). Laurie Paul attempts to defend a version of a bundle theory ontology in Paul (2012).
(vi) A different option would be to identify and develop a third approach to the explanation of commonsense material particulars. Many writers, from the 1970s onwards have looked to Aristotelian metaphysics for ideas about how to develop such a view. For a basic introduction to this idea, see the final sections of Loux (2006) chapter 3, and also look at Wiggins (1995). We will encounter aspects of these ideas over the next few weeks, but also talk about some further problems that seem to call for the development of such a solution. We will then focus more explicitly on neo-Aristotelian substance ontologies in the last two weeks of term. 
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