Descartes’s classification of
orders of beings at I.48

	Things

(substances)

or

affections of things

(duration, order, number)
	Eternal truths


Ultimate classes of things

	Minds
	Bodies


Ultimate classes of affections of things

	Mental affections:

perception, volition

and “modes” of perception and volition
	Corporeal affections:

extension and “modes” of extension


Affections that may not be referred
to mind alone or body alone:

appetites, emotions, sensations

Substance

A thing that can exist apart from anything else.

(The term is only used properly of God, derivatively of bodies and created minds)

Though a substance can exist on its own, it can’t be known on its own.

Instead we know it through its affections.

Attribute

The principal affection of a substance, and the thing of which all its other affections are modifications.

why assume there is just one principal attribute?
perhaps because then it would be possible to conceive the one apart from the other, which would argue for a distinction between substances

Criteria for clear and distinct perception
For a substance:

identification of the principal attribute apart from any other property

For modes of substances in general (duration, order, number): 

identification of what belongs to the mode insofar as it is something that can be found in any substance whatsoever, and so apart from the conception of any specific substance

Modes and qualities
Mode (considered as something in things):

the specific way the principal attribute of a substance) is modified

Quality:

A mode that is picked as the characteristic feature of a kind of thing

Mode (considered as something “in the mind”):

something attributed to a substance in virtue of the way the mind considers it, rather than in virtue of how it is modified
e.g., time considered as “measure of motion”; number; membership in a class represented by a “universal” idea

Universal, Species, Difference, Property, Accident

Universal:

An idea used to represent all those things that resemble in some way and denominated by a name.

Species:

An idea used to represent all those resembling things that resemble one another in some further way, special to just some members of the universal group.

Difference:

The resembling feature or “quality” in virtue of which things belong to a species.
Property:

A consequence of the principal attribute of a substance or the quality of a specific thing

Accident:

A modification that a substance can indifferently have or lack

Types of distinction

Real distinction:
A distinction between two or more substances

(also between the spatial parts of a corporeal substance)

In this case each of the distinguished things can be conceived without conceiving the other

In virtue of the power of God, this implies the separability in principle of the really distinguished things

Modal distinction:

A distinction between a substance and its mode or between two modes of the same substance

In this case the substance can be conceived apart from the mode(s), but the mode(s) cannot be conceived apart from the substance

Conceptual distinction:

A distinction between a substance and its attribute or between attributes of the same substance

(in the latter case, one of the attributes might be “principal” the other an attribute of substances in general such as duration or number)

In this case neither of the distinguished things can be conceived apart from one another
Sensations, Emotions and Appetites
Appetites and emotions are universally recognized as modes of thought.

But we have all, since we were children, judged that our sensations resemble things existing outside of us in bodies

(even pains, which are not taken to be qualities of inanimate things, are still taken to be qualities of parts of our own extended bodies)

Indeed, we have considered these judgments to be seen clearly and distinctly and to be certain and indubitable.

However, while things like pain and colour “are clearly and distinctly perceived when they are regarded merely as sensations or thoughts …”

“…when they are judged to be real things existing outside our mind, there is no way of understanding what sort of things they are”

Why not?  Why not say that they are exactly what they appear to be?

Colours on the surface of objects.

Pains in body parts.
“If someone says he sees colour in a body or feels pain in a limb, this amounts to saying that he sees or feels something there of which he is wholly ignorant, or, in other words, that he does not know what he is seeing or feeling.”
On the contrary, I know perfectly well what I am seeing or feeling: a colour or a pain.

Nothing could be more evident.

If I were “wholly ignorant” I would have no idea what I am seeing (whether it is red or green or yellow) or whether I am in pain or not.

But I am not ignorant of these things.

Why should I not think that these things are to be found in bodies as well as in minds?

It is, if anything, easier to understand how an extended surface could have a colour painted over it than how a mind could be coloured.

And to suppose that external objects could not be coloured because their “principal attribute” is extension and we cannot understand how colour could be a “modification of extension” is to beg the question by presuming that extension is in fact the principal attribute of body and that there are no other things in it that are not reducible to modifications of extension.
Some preliminary justifications for

“sensible quality idealism”

The dreaming argument

we are not yet sure that there is an external world, so we are in no position to say what qualities external objects might have

(of course, this is as good a reason to refrain from judging that external bodies are extended)

The argument from “real qualities”
extension has so much contained in it that it is the object of a richly informative science

in contrast, there is not much to be said about colour

it is even possible to wonder whether some colours might not be “materially false” (ways in which nothing is represented as if it were something, e.g., cold or black which may be only privations or kinds of nothingness rather than something)

A final argument
The inseparability argument

The distinction between body and extension is merely conceptual, that between body and colour modal
The argument from the physiology of perception

Study of the causes of perception shows that the nerves work by being pushed and pulled and they do nothing to transmit qualities other than motion to the brain.

So sensible qualities must be reactions in us to motions conveyed to the brain rather than qualities actually existing in bodies.
Remarks on the history and causes of error

· we began life as children considering all sensations to be qualities of our own thoughts

· but when we began to move around we noticed a distinction between those things we carry around with us and those that remain behind when we move away

· this led us to distinguish shapes from ourselves, but also to attribute colours and other sensible qualities to these shapes

· indeed, we went so far as to consider the sensible qualities to be more real than the shapes and to consider things that are merely extended without affecting our senses much (e.g. air) to be less real than those that affect us more

· we also supposed that objects have exactly those sizes and shapes they appear to have (that the Earth is flat, the heavenly bodies small)

· we supposed the shapes to be outside us because they move independently of us, but the colours and other qualities to be outside us in the shapes only because the shapes seemed to cause them in us

· later, when we learned the error of many of these opinions, they nonetheless persisted in our thought

· we also find it difficult to think about things that cannot be readily sensed or imagined

· and we have a tendency to use words and calculations with words and other symbols in place of ideas and intuition of relations between ideas
