CAN BUNDLE THEORY EXPLAIN INDIVIDUATION?

Martin SCHMIDT"

Bunde theory reduces particulars to bundes of properties. Bunde theorists have been
working to explain individuation within anontology of repeatable properties, but the
outcomes are not satisfactory. Even the trope approach toward propertiesis not capable of
establi shing individuation. This article argues that bunde theorists are wrongin searching
for individuators within the bundles of properties. Rather, individuation shoud be

establi shed within ortologically more fundamental leve of events. Events, with their spatial
andtemporal character, enable usto individuate the bundes of properties involved and this
is one of the reasons for the superiority of bunde theory to other competitive theories of

substance

Both bunde theory (BT) and substratum theory (ST) agree that particulars are ontologicdly
complex entities. BT reduces particulars to bundes of properties. In additionto properties, ST aso
recognizes their bearers, substrata. * BT is an ortologically single category theory, whereas ST is
dualistic. Thisgives priority to BT. Moreover, bundle theorists consider substrata rather speaulative
and mysterious entiti es. On the other hand, substratum theorists susped the way BT treats
individuation. As BT recognizes only repeatable properties, hov can youform an individual entity
out of repeatable mmponents? Substrata ae genuine individuators because they are unique,
necessary, sustaining and unrepeaable cmporents of every individual. Bundl e theorists come with
several approaches to addressthe issue of individuation. Location in space and time has been
deployed ([2], 70 or the framework of passble worlds has been used to record dff erent modal
behaviour of bundes ([9], 306308). What is even more surprising, the very same question has been
addressed to ST: What distinguishes one substratum from the other ([5], 48 — 53, ([4], 11317)?2
Sincesubstrata ae property bearers they are necessarily property - less Or, asthey are often called,
bare particulars. What individuates one property - lessentity from anather? The answer is not easy,
asit necessarily introduces some kind d property, something which must be avoided in this case. It
isalso true of the property of “being identicd with itself” which guestions the very existence of
bare particulars. It seans that individuation is a serious problem for every ontology that recognizes

Yl am grateful to Maridn Zouhar for his comments on a previous version of this paper.

! The history of ST islong and rich with Aristotle asits source. J. Locke is one of the forefathers of BT.

2 The position of M. J. Loux is rather different. He is a proponent of ST but in the Aristotelian style ([4], 117-25). Heiis
a aitic of both bare particulars and BT. When the aticlerefersto ST it refers to the concept of bare particulars but we
must bea in mind that there ae several approaces within ST. However, the bare particular approach has become
dominant in recent literature.



repedable antities, unversals, including ST. The am of thisarticleistwofold: (1) To provethat BT
isnat capable of ensuring individuation at the level of individuals. However, (2) individuals sanm to
be only derived, ortologicdly seandary entities. Aswill be agued later, events are more
fundamental and, which is moreimportant, BT is able to individuate bundes of properties within
the framework of events. This might be cnsidered a case for the favouring of BT over itsrivals.

1. Traditional and alternative bundletheories

Traditional BT reduces particularsto bundes of properties. This approach leals to the false
conclusion that every property of agiven particular isits necessary comporent. If particular | isjust
amere bunde of its properties then the lossor gain of asingle property will result in adifferent
objed from I. Thus| cannot change, which is unacceptable. BT solved this difficulty by introducing
several forms of empirical essentiaism invalving both necessary and contingent properties, e.g.
Simonswith hisnuclear theory ([7], 379. Necessary properties are esential and compose an
individual’ s identity, whereas contingent properties may change withou any impad on identity.
Some recent theories make the diff erence between contingent and recessary properties relative.
Every property in agiven bunde shares, in certain degrees, bah anecessary and a cntingent
character. However, there ae certain properties that significantly contribute to itsidentity and also
properties that are less s$gnificant contributors in this regard. * Destruction of agiven bunde would
probably require the destruction o several essential properties, and nd just one ain the previous
case.

We ae using the expression bunde of properties. But what is the nature of the bunding
relation and what is the nature of the propertiesinvolved? Firstly, bundes are not sets but
complexes having their own inner structures. The relation between abunde and its comporentsis
not that of aset and its members, bu it is a part-whale relation. Traditional BT identifies properties
with unversals, whereas recent literature prefers tropes. Tropes are particular instances of
universals: this particular colour, this particular shape. If the dtributesin agiven bunde ae
universals, then bunding can be dharaderized as the mmpresence of universas. Bundingisa
higher order relation anditsrelata ae lower order properties. Bunding can also be anceived as a
structural universal of higher order, anditsinstanceis a mwmpresed bunde of universals of lower
order. Thus, amolecule of water can be reduced to the properties of “being H,” and “being O”, and
ahigher order relation that bundes these properties to what we recognize & a moleaule of water.

Thisisjust an oversimplified picture, asthere ae far more universals and bunding relations

% Throughout the paper, the distinction between essential and contingent properties, later tropes, will bein this
relativistic framework.



involved in amoleaule of water. If youtreat properties as tropes, “being this H, atom” and “being
this O atom”, the situation may be different. * A bunding relation can aso be universal whaose
relata are given tropes or it isatropeitself. Again, if we barrow the language of the theory of types,
it isatrope of higher order that bundes tropes of lower order. A trope theorist would prefer the
sendalternative, asit minimizes our ontological commitments to asingle cadegory of tropes.
However, this expasition of the bunding relationis rather short and fragmentary, leazing many
guestions unanswered. Predse analyses would lead usto a different topic, asthe relevant literature

is numerous and heterogeneous.

2. Individuals and individuation

In what foll ows, we will seach for an entity that enables usto dfferentiate one bunde of properties
from another. Let us cdl thisentity anindividuaor. An individuator is what makes two dff erent
bundes different. Suppase that our particular | is abunde that includes both contingent and
necessary properties treaed as universals. Further suppacse that the bunding relationis aso
universal. Then it islogically possble that there exists ssme particular J that is a bunde of the same
comporents as the particular 1. The universalistic nature of I’s comporents canna prevent such a
situation. | and J are qualitatively identicd but numericdly different. Thisleaves individuation
unexplained, merely saying that they are different becaise they are different. However, the problem
iswhy they are different. There ae several propasals to answer this question.

One of them isto deploy an dd ideaof individual essences, haecceities. | isto haveits
unique and non- repedable property of “being identicd with I”. However, this property failsto bea
genuine individuator. There are several reasons for this. Individual essences of this sort aretrivia
andformal. They tred individuality as an ortologicdly primitive, nonanayzable category and this
isnat what we want. We want to explain individuation and nd to leaveit asit is. Spatial and
temporal locaionis another candidate for individuator. °® Though | and J are @solutely dike, they
canna occupy the same region d spacetime and thisis what makes them different. There ae &
least two reasons for being sceptica about this mode of individuation. (1) Spatial and tempora
locaionis considered to be an individual’ simpure property. Impure properties require, indeed
depend on,the eistence of some other entity and so canna be mnsidered asan individua’s

intrinsic properties. An example might be aspatial relation ketween our individua | and, let us sy,

“ Defenders of BT with atrope gproach to properties might be aceised of “cheaing” ([9], 306). Bundle theory was
suppaosed to explain an individual's composition by properties, whereas tropes are genuine particulars.

® |t may sound oddto say that universals have their occurrences in space ad time. However, if | am not mistaken, this
posshility lies behind an old Aristotelian concept of universaliain rebus.



an individual K, which is different from the spatial relation d Jto K. But again, “being in this or
that position from K” is an impure property for both | and J and so itsrole in individuation must be
considered with some reservations. An impure property might also be establi shed between space-
time pointsand agiven individual. But this lution (2) broadens our ontological commitments to
spacetime regions that beaome part of the individual’s compasition. It makes gace-time regions
substantial.

As mentioned ealier, another solution d individuation may liein the modal framework.
Though individuals | and J are complexes of the same universals, there exists the passhili ty that
they might be different. There dso remains the posshili ty of having different histories. | and J
might be different in dfferent posgble worlds, and thisiswhat individuates them: their “modal
behaviour”. However, besides the problem of transworld identity, there still remains the logicd
posshility that | and J have the same modal behaviour and so, orceagain, individuationis left
unexplained. Furthermore, bundes consisting of universals seem to have difficulties of another sort
too. They arerelated to causation. ST explains the causal potential of agiven individua by the fad
that itsindividuator, the substratum, instantiates certain uriversals and so manifests certain causal
powers. But it shoud be remembered that, in BT, there is nothing to be instantianed. There are only
properties, and if the properties are universals then the situation beames even worse. It leads usto
ancther problem: how do universals causally interad? The questionisnat an easy one, bu it is
beyond aur current interest here. In hisrecent article [6], Rodriguez-Pereyra argues that bundes of
the same universals are distinct in regard to their instances. Our bundes| and J are distinct, as they
are two instances of the same universals. However, Pereyratreds the concept of instance @
primitive, and this prevents us from a proper explanation d individuation.

What abou tropes? At first sight, individuationis no problem for tropes. By definition, this
patch of red is numericdly different from that patch of red. Thisisalso true even in the case when
both patches are dsolutely similar. However, this leads to a numerical difference only, which we
have been trying to avoid. Suppase that our particulars | and J are solutely similar red spheres. ©
What makes them two rather than ore? If we forget about numericd difference the answer in
nothing. Even if we stay with it, we face @istemologicd problems. Thereis nothing that tells us
which o the two spheresisJandwhichisl. Again, we can mention locaionin spacdime,
individual essences or modal behaviour but then we ae in the same position as we were in the cae

of bunded uriversals.’

® This example is borrowed from Max Black's article I dentity of Indiscernibles, published in Mind 61, 1952, pp. 15264,
However, Blad’s gpheres were bundles of universals.

" There ae dso ather possbiliti es avail able. Bundling uriversals with tropes, for instance Suppase that essential
properties are universals and contingent ones are tropes. This sunds a promising strategy but, as far as| know, there
has been no systematic study of it.



We might partly summarize that both bundes of universals and bundies of tropes are &leto ensure
particularity but not individuation. Every individual is particular but not every particular is
individual. Individuals are only those particulars that are qualitatively distinct from every other
particular. Our bundes| and J are nat qualitatively distinct and so fail to be individuals. They ladck
any non- trivial property that distinguishes one from the other. As mentioned in the beginning,
individuation is also a serious problem for ST. It seans that only nominali sts have no roblem with
individuation, bu they face problems of their own. As mentioned ealier, BT shoud look
somewhere dse for individuators. Hopefully, the right place is events. However, thereis no drect
link between individuals and events. The link is mediated by states of affairs, andit is our next task
to clarify their structure. That will also reved several important fads abou individuals too. Only

after that may we look at events and their potential for resolving the problem of individuation.

3. States of affairs

Suppcse that our particular | isabunde of the following tropes: E;, E; (they tend to be esentia)
and C4, C, (they tend to be antingent). Using Armstrong’ s terminology ([1], 209, | isconceived as
athin particular when reduced to E; and E,. It becomes thick if it also includes tropes C, and C,. 8
Thin particulars play the samerole & substratain ST asthey are, metaphaicdly, beaers of
contingent properties. When abunde of essential tropes (athin particular) acquires contingent
tropes (beaomes athick particular) we have astate of affairs ([1], 206. However, we need a doser
look at the structure of states of affairs. We need to answer the foll owing questions: (1) What is the
relationship between essential tropes and contingent ones within abunde? (2) What determines the
existence of particular tropesin abunde (either essential or contingent)? It is plain that questions
(1) and (2) touch onanother serious objectionto BT, andthat is the problem of “ontological glue”
holding propertiesin bundesinstead of being chaoticdly distributed throughout spacetime.
However, we will address this problem only to the extent required by our current purpase. We will
start with the first question.

Therelation between essential and contingent tropes is nat that of supervenience At least,
not supervenience in the normal sense. Properties C; and C; are not reducible to properties E; and
E, nar it is necessary that whenever we have E; and E,, we atomaticaly have C; and C,. A thin
particular can acquire different contingent properties then it adually has. A thick particular isaso
subjed to change. If we want to use the expresson supervenience, we might addthat it is

possbili stic or modd supervenience Essentia tropes certainly determine the passble range of

8 Of course, the differenceisthat Armstrong is one of the most prominent defenders of universals, not of tropes.



contingent tropes within the bunde. They significantly contribute to the bund € sidentity, and so
naturally determine aontingent tropes. What el se determines contingent tropesin abunde? The
whale job canna be done by essential tropes. The processof change (losing and gaining contingent
tropes) is condtioned by external fadorstoo. The world isnot a pil e of isolated particulars. It is
rather avibrant network of bundes of tropes and their mutual interadions. Thus a hdlistic strategy
will help usto answer questions (1) and (2). The network isformed by causal interadions among
bundes. Contingent tropes within agiven bunde ae formally determined by the bunde’'s essential
properties and materially by interadions with ather bundes. ? Essential tropes provide aspaceof
possble mntingent tropes and external causation redizes sme of them. ' Any relevant change of
external causal li nks causes changes to contingent tropes of a given bunde. However, every change
iswithin the spaceof possible mntingent tropes determined by an individual’ s identity based onits
esential tropes. We might also locae tropes which adually link several bundes and so compose
more complex structures and retworks. They must be somewhere on the alge of the bundes
involved with the lowest degreeof essentiality and with the highest degreeof contingency.

| think that this hadlistic goproach can partly reveal what is going oninside the bundes of
tropes, too. Tropes are excdlent elements of causal sequences. It isthis particular electric charge
and that particular eledric charge that causes this particular process Not some astrad eledric
“chargeness’. It seansthat, in the cae of tropes, the bunding relationis a product of causal
relations between tropes that compose agiven particular and tropes of thaose particulars that causally
interad with a given particular. Something that can be reduced to internal and external causation
from the perspedive of agiven particular, agiven bunde of tropes. Thus “ontologicd glue”,
“bunding relation” and “internal/external causation” are threedifferent names for the very same
thing. What is more important, they presuppcse states of affairs and nd isolated particulars.

However, states of affairs (substrata of essential properties acquiring contingent properties)
are dso tropes. They are astrad particulars: abstrad because several states of affairs can occupy
the same region d spacetime, bu particular because one state of affairs cannat appea in more
gpacelocations in the same time period. States of affairs s1oud be separated from events. Events
arethe last and the most important issue of thisarticle in conrection with its centra topic: the
passhility of individuation within bunde theory.

° The whole ideaof formal and material causation is borrowed from Wittgenstein's treament of objedsin his Tractatus
[8]. Espedally histreament of internal and external properties and their contribution to the compasition of objeds
(paragraphs 2.0123 —2.013). The Tractatus contains sveral ideas worth considering in relation to BT.

10 Traditi onal trope theorists would not be happy with this distinction. Tropes were traditionally treaed as empiricd,
phenomenal entities. However, our individuals are phenomenally manifested by contingent tropes, not by essential
ones. Thisideais aso barowed from Wittgenstein's Tractatus



4. Events and individuation

We frequently use the expressons causal relations, causal powers, causal potential, etc. When you
ask questions concerning the reasons why this entity has this or that property and why it isin thisor
that relation, you are talking abou events. Events are processes when burdles lose and gain tropes.
The adual composition d abundeisastate of affairs. ** The network that links bundes of tropes
can be charaderized as a network of events. Now we ae ready to answer the principal question
this essay: How can burdle theory hand e theindividuation d particulars? It fails when focusing on
isolated bundes. If you seebundes as entitiesinvolved in events, then thereis potentia to involve
gpatial and temporal individuation orceagain. Such individuation hes been rejeded in the case of
isolated bundes for the reasons that spatial andtemporal locaions are an individual’simpure
properties. Moreover, it also requires the existence of spatio-temporal tropes and thus makes
spacdime substantial. However, thisis not fully true of the space-time identification d events.
Spatial and temporal charaderistics of events are their pure properties. Events are nat necessarily
distinguished by the entitiesinvolved bu also by the place ad time where they occur. A change of
tropes happens at a certain place adin a certain time period. Then it is easy to distinguish ore
bunde from the other. Only one bunde can lose or gain spedfied tropesin a spedfied spacdime
region, andthisisits genuine individuator. A hadlistic goproac is necessary, as events conned

several trope bundes through the dhange of their contingent tropes.

However, aminor problem remains with the requirements of absolute spacetime which might be,
under certain condtions, questionable. On the other hand, we do nd have any problem with a
substantial approach to spacdime, as we do nd neeal spacetime tropes anymore (seeobjedion (2) in
paragraph 2. Similarly to the states of affairs, events areto be mnceaved as abstrad particulars:
more than ore event can happen at one placein a given period d time, bu one event canna happen
in more then ore place in the same time period. Any similar event taking placein dfferent space &

the same timeis necessarily diff erent, and this enables us to individuate the invalved bundes.

Conclusion

We have reached monistic ontology of tropes. Primal are trope events, from which we derive

individuals concaved as bundes of trope properties. The world is the totality of trope events. And

M A close mnnedion of events with the caegories of tropes, causation, states of affairs and changeisto be found in
Lombard's expasition ([3], 280-90). He dso makes the same distinction implicit in our acount: states of affairs being
considered rather as gatic entities while events are cmnsidered temporal and dynamic ([3], 289).



events, with the help of their spatio-temporal charader, enable us also to individuate entities which
areinvalved in them: that is, bundes of tropes. A hdlistic goproach toward bundes is cgpable of
handling individuation. Moreover, it is aso fruitful in the cae of ancther serious objedionto BT:
What holds bunded tropes bunded? Why don’'t we have just the world of chaotic tropes withou
any individuals? As mentioned in the last two paragraphs of this paper, the answer liesin the
distinction between internal and external causation d the bundes. However, a detail ed answer

would require an accourt of its own.

Can bundie theory explain individuaion?

The answer isyesif the bundes are bundes of tropes and if they are mnceaved as parts of some

more complex structures — events.
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