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[bookmark: _Hlk507513184]-Can we have a concept of particular things (my dog) as well as its properties (doghood)?-
Although there are many ways that this question could be addressed, I have chosen to ask the question can we have concepts of things without concepts of their properties? This is the challenge that was made by John Locke to support his theory that things are collections of properties that have been bundled together, bundle theory. Also, in answering the question “can I have concepts of particular things” I have found that I have questioned the meaning of the terms involved. What is a thing? It turns out that such a basic term can be brought into question and common sense and ordinary assumptions can start to be broken down. As such I have asked some additional questions, does the particular-ness of things exist outside of our minds? Are there individual things outside of our concepts? This has led me into what has felt like quite deep philosophical water with some possible counterintuitive conclusions, so in my last section I have tried to address why these enquiries and possible conclusions are important.
Locke, in his book An essay concerning human understanding, book 2, chapter XXIII, section 6, says “whatever therefore be the secret abstract nature of substance in general, all the ideas we have of particular distinct sorts of substances, are nothing but several combinations of simple ideas, coexisting in such….as makes the whole subsist of itself. It is by such combinations of simple ideas and nothing else, that we represent particular sorts of substances to ourselves.”[footnoteRef:1] In section 14, Locke describes how the senses provide us with simple ideas (in the form of colour, or shape for example). We then collate and unite those simple ideas into one specific idea, or “one thing”. This collating and uniting of simple ideas into specific or collective ideas is known as bundle theory. [1:  Locke. J, An essay concerning human understanding, Oxford University press, Oxford, 1975, page 298.] 

Locke presented bundle theory and gave the challenge of trying to describe a particular thing apart from its properties. Can you describe a dog apart from its properties? Can I even think of a dog without thinking about its properties? Is my concept of my dog always of its colour, smell, or temperament? It seems that as soon as I lay my mind on a thought of a dog, I think of some attribute of a dog. I am not able to pass Locke’s challenge in describing a property-less, bare particular. The concept of a particular is always the collection of concepts of properties.  
Particular things are in fact no more than bundles of properties conceived of as individual things, but those concepts are comprised of properties and experiences. When I lie on the grass and look up to the sky I experience the properties of blueness, dampness, warmth and many other subtle properties of the world around me. But properties of what? We usually consider that properties belong to something. I am not questioning that properties belong to something, but that that particular something is not individuated or separated into a particular thing in any way, other than by my consciousness. We also make distinctions and concepts about time and relations of things, so the experiences of lying on the grass can be turned into the particular thing of having a good day which was better than yesterday.
Locke suggests we collate and unite the simple ideas into the specific idea, or thing. But on what grounds do we justify which simple ideas that we join together to form a thing? Out of the wholeness of our experience we carve out particular experiences that seem to have higher relational value to us. Because greenness, the roundness, the shininess and the tastiness of a section of the world seem to stick together we bundle them together and call them a something, an apple. We do this with experiences, and experiences are always of properties and then we go on to create “things”, “particular things”. These things that we have created are therefore mental entities.
Making a concept of a particular thing is analogous to being given a pile of match sticks in the shape of a boat. If someone later turned up and started to use the match sticks to light a fire and didn’t see the boat but only saw the matches would they be wrong? Is there a boat there? Or is it a collection of matches? A botanist may then turn up and tell us that it is a collection of samples of a rare sort of pine. The concept of what it is isn’t set. Can we then say that what it is beyond our concepts is set? The way that we bundle concepts of properties together to form concepts of particulars does not suggest that the particular-ness of the thing exists outside of our concepts.
One counter to the proposition that concepts of things are actually always concepts of properties is that once we have made that bundle of properties, the bundle become a concept in itself. We could then relate to that bundle independently of its original properties. I could talk about how I love my dog without thinking of the dog’s properties. I don’t see this as a possibility because every time I think of how I have even a relation to a dog I think of a dog, which means I think of its properties. I don’t seem to be able to get beyond properties or qualities or attributes in my conceptions.

The second part of this essay begins with a number of questions that have arisen from my investigations into particular things.
Does a part of the “everything” - that has been abstracted or distinguished - create a “thing”?
Do we focus out from the totality of our experience to create a particular experience?
What does it mean when we say that something is abstract or distinct? Abstracted and distinct from what?
Is an abstraction or distinction from the everything that we experience then bundled off to form the particular?
Is a particular a part of that which has been abstracted or distinguished from a whole?
So, what is the nature of the particular outside our bundling?

In the discussion as to whether particular things exist there are three differing positions. The conservative view, where the things that we see are the things that there are. There is the eliminativist view, which seeks to eliminate the understanding that the objects that we see are independent things. And the permissive view, which is a doctrine of plenitude that seeks to allow for as many objects as possible.
Of the three views I think that the eliminativist view is the more correct. Dan Korman has listed multiple arguments that support the eliminativist view of ordinary objects.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/ordinary-objects/#VagCom] 

•	The argument from vagueness. The point at which an object becomes an object is vague, for example, if you have a hammerhead and a hammer handle on opposite sides a room do you have a hammer? As you bring these two objects together and begin to place the hammerhead onto the handle at a certain point you would say that you do have a hammer, but this certain point is vague. The fact that we cannot say when an object comes into and goes out of being leads one to question the nature of something being something at all.
•	The argument from material constitution. If we have a something that one person calls a statue and we also have a something that another person calls a piece of clay, according to two different people, we have two different objects with two differing properties. But the two somethings happened to be the same chunk of matter. The object of the statue cannot survive being dropped on the floor, where as the piece of clay can survive being dropped on the floor. But the statue and the clay are made of the same thing, very fine mud. That the same thing can be two different objects with two different properties whilst being the same thing begins to erode our inclination that the particular-ness of objects have an existence outside of our conceptual framework.
•	The argument from indeterminate identity. When we look at the classic example of this ship of Theseus I and the ship of Theseus II, which was constructed from the old discarded planks of Theseus I, the identity of the ships becomes questioned to the point that their thingness becomes questioned. Maybe they are not ships at all, but it is only us who label them as ships. At a certain point our conceptual apparatus fails us, and we struggle to say which ship is which. The thingness of a thing seems to be obvious until we start to poke at the edges of what it is.
•	The argument from arbitrariness and debunking. These two arguments are similar in that they point out how the distinction between an island and an outcrop of rock from the water is arbitrary. Can we really say that a rock sticking out of the water is a particular thing? Where does the island start? Above the water line? 5 meters down? 10 meters down? The distinction between the island and the bedrock is arbitrary. We might say that a swarm of bees is a thing but is it not a collection of something else. Is an atom of water a thing or is a glass of water a thing? If the atom of water is a thing then a glass of water is a collection of millions of things, and can millions of things become a thing as well? The permissivist would like to say that they are all things and that we can carry on having endless numbers of things all criss-crossing each other. Whereas the eliminativist would tend to argue that the particular-ness of any individual thing is false.
The above arguments begin to eliminate our notion of ordinary objects by exposing the edges of our distinctions between things. Of course, when I pick up an apple and throw it from one hand to the other, I am using the notion of objects. Thingness is a conceptual tool to help us in the world. I am not denying the variety of substance; that there are differing properties in the world, but I am denying the existence of individuated things. There is substance that has qualities that we are able to experience, those qualities vary with the variation of substance. We then individuate that totality of experience into parts and start to conceptually separate our impression of the world into particulars. How do we achieve this separating off? Differentiated substance has stronger or weaker relations. Examples of those relations are the properties that we notice about particular things, like colour, smell, texture, place, continuity. 
Gestalt psychological theory has examined how we can carve up and piece together our world into a workable environment. It begins with the abstraction of particular properties from the totality of our experience and the joining of them together to form the concept of the particular. We notice relational properties, we seem to search for them, these properties provide the lines upon which we can cut, divide and select what we consider to be objects. The five laws of Gestalt psychology are, proximity, similarity, continuity, figure and ground, and closure. The mind has the tendency to become aware of those relational properties and then interact with substance accordingly.
There are strong common-sense objections to the claim that there are no particular things in the world and that “particularness” is a concept that does not exist outside consciousness. I can’t really say what exists outside of consciousness, but I am saying that I cannot see the distinction of parts from whole existing outside our concepts. What do I mean when I say the distinction between the table and the table cloth is conceptual, or artificial, or abstract, and not existing outside our consciousness? We could say that the distinction between the table and the table cloth is that they are made of different materials. However, when we look at a book, and we see that book as a particular object, we do not distinguish between the different materials such as the glue in the spine, the fabric in the binding and the paper of the pages. So, the distinction being based upon sameness of materials is not applied universally to all cases of objects but only to those that fit with our usage at the time. We could say that the distinction is that the tablecloth can be removed from the table, but when we look at a tractor the fact that we can remove nearly all of its parts does not make us say that the tractor is not a particular thing. If we were to follow the reasoning of indivisibility for the criteria of particular things then we would only be able to say that some indivisible part of the universe, like a quark or electron, or something even smaller would be the only particular things that we have. This is not the criteria that we use. 
The point is that the groupings and distinctions of wholes and parts is an activity that we undertake. There are no absolute and fundamental groundings for the distinction. Whilst it may feel counterintuitive, there is no sufficient reason that can be called upon to say that a particular thing can be separated, rather than distinguished, from something else. I am not denying variety, I am denying absolute and objective separation. There is something there when we attribute qualities to a something, but we cannot get beyond the fact that we have created the separation of that piece of world. The world has qualities that are variable. We are able to become aware of the properties of substance and then when we bundle them together we say that they are attributed to separated things. 
There are no particular things until we carve up the totality of the world. Since we do the carving, and that we do that carving from within consciousness it is fair to say that the parts that we make from the whole are conceptual, they are mental ideas. Does part-ness exist outside the mind? The distinctions and categories that we use to create particular things are artificial. To call something artificial is to say that something is the creation of consciousness. We can see that relations and distinctions are consciously made and as such artificial and do not exist outside of the conscious mind.
What does it matter if we have concepts about thing that aren’t there? 
I think that it is important to consider the nature of particular objects and properties. When we are talking about apples on tables the discussion doesn’t really seem to affect the way that we behave. Our behaviour seems to develop from some inbuilt understanding of objects having some independence from each other. But when the discussion moves on to race or gender, the ability to see how the demarcation of objects and their identity are of importance. The difference in seeing someone as “just” black, or a human, or a fellow animal, is going to affect the way that we behave. The ability to acknowledge that our view of the world is a construct and that we have some capability to develop our constructs, opens up possibilities for different ways of interacting with the world around us.
As a note of caution, Margaret Thatcher once said “There is no such thing as society”. Whilst the conclusions of my argument could be used to suggest the same thing, the purpose of what I am presenting is not to deny structures that we interact with throughout our lives but to remember that those structures are made by us, and that we have the capacity to see the contents of our world in different and multiple ways. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]To conclude, the bundle theory that was presented by Locke speaks of “one thing” being a collection of simple properties, and that it is impossible to conceive of a bare particular, devoid of it’s properties. This then lead to an investigation into the nature of “a thing”. The arguments for an eliminativist were explored as a way of undermining our notions that that individual thing has a status that exists outside of our conceptions. This awareness of the constructed nature of our concepts can have important social consequences.

