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FEELING OR THOUGHT — BOTH OR NEITHER? A SHORT REWAE

[...] der Gedanke, der ganz Gefuhl, ist das Geflihl,
das ganz Gedanke zu werden vermag.
Thomas Mann

I
The common and everyday manner of perceiving emstis to define

them as opposite to reason. Since reason is coedids the epistemological
standard and because emotions are regarded froponteaperspective it
follows that they are presented as secondary tonality and, consequently,
as negative. This fact is reflected in the coinaggionality, often or mainly
referring to affectivity. John Macmurray spoke abdhis tendency in the
following way:

Reason means to us thinking and planning, scheming

and calculating. [...] reason is just thinkingl...]

emotion is just feeling...] these two aspects of our

life are in the eternal nature of things distinatca

opposite; very apt to come into conflict and reagr

to be kept sternly apaft..]*,
but he questioned whether

[...] we are rci%ht in dissociating the two aspects of

our experien
More recently, referring to modern researches, Etistocker has said even
more sharply:

Much of contemporary philosophical psychology is

inadequate, and pathologically so. It omits, depas

radically misunderstands affectivity or feeling..]

What is notable, rather, is the absence of disomssi

Y The paper was presented Sgmposium Fiction, Truth and Reality: An Interdidiciary Approach
UniwersytetSlaski, Katowice, Oct. 24—26, 2008. The slightly exgeth conference version was ready to be pub-
lished thereafter but never appeared. | am gratefahthony W. Price who made helpful commentshat time.
More recently | have received comments from DouglaBairns and Michel Stocker. | thank them bottwad.
Needless to say that all remaining imperfectiontheftext are of my own.

' J. MacmurrayReason and Emotiphondon 1935, p. 15.
2 J. MacmurrayReason and Emotiop. 16.
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of affectivity, much less of the relations betwéen
and reason and desire. This is true of near enalh
contemporary philosophical psychologfes].*

In several previous papers | concentrated ondbei of the relationship
between thinking and feeling. Here, | intend to marize some ideas | have
presented earliér If however | refer to other philosophers thisbiscause |
believe they tackled this issue in an illuminatumay even if they were using a
different terminology. Hence it would seem odd twtmention them, espe-
cially because they give evidence of how long tietoon-reason relationship
has been considered in a similar way to mine. Mvédaer my historical
exemplification is a misinterpretation, | will agteall elements of the
presented approach as my own. | need to say itlplthat | shall usdeeling
instead ofemotionandthoughtinstead ofeasonas generic terms for what is
supposed to be the two domains of the family oth&yevents, i.e. affectivity
and rationality.

I

The main problem that originates from the so—datipposition between
rationality and affectivity is that, if this oppdisin is to be accepted in terms
of rationality and irrationality, it should be askkow rationality and affectiv-
ity — which are as different as rationality anciionality are, i.e. opposed by
their very natures — can be compared with one an@thd, consequently, how
they can influence, deny or intensify one anotlrenthermore, if they are
actually heterogeneous, how it could be possibleotiulate their agreement,
harmony or anything else?

The difficulty was pointed out notably by Spinoaad by David Hume,
both of them ruling out the comparison betweenrogeneous elements. For
Spinoza says:

1 M. Stocker,Psychic Feelings. Their Importance and Irreductpilin: Australasian Journal of Philo-
sophy61, 1983, p. 5.

2 More generally, | think that the affectivity istber understood when (1) analyzed by means of ewd
perspective, (2) considered as inseparable froin@ity or — to focus on the symmetry | am fond-oin the
light of the mutual inseparability of affectivitynd rationality. For (1) see R. ZaborowsRiabrowski's Theory
of Positive Disintegration as Applied to Homer'sadysisin: Positive Disintegration: Proceedings of the Fifth
International Conference on the Theory of Posifiigintegration (ed.) N. Duda, Ft. Lauderdale 2002, pp. 383—
393, R. Zaborowskil.a crainte et le courage dandliade et 'OdysséeContribution lexicographique a la psy-
chologie homérique des sentimentéarszawa 2002, R. Zaborowskr le sentiment chez les Présocratiques.
Contribution psychologique a la philosophie des tigeents Warszawa 2008, R. ZaborowskNicolai
Hartmann’s Approach to Affectivity and its Relevafier the Current Debate Over Feelinigs The Philosophy
of Nicolai Hartmann (eds.) R. Poli, C. Scognamiglio & F. TremblayriBe— Boston 2011, pp. 159-175 & R.
Zaborowski, Max Scheler's model of stratified affectivity artd relevance for research on emotioims
Appraisal 8, 3, 2011, pp. 24-34. For (2) see R. Zaborows&§ sentiments chez les Préplatoniciens et les
modernes — coincidences ou influencesKwartalnik Historii Nauki i Technikb2, 1/2007, pp. 47-74, R. Za-
borowski, Feeling—Thought Linkage and its Forms in the Ariceard Modern Times: Greek philosophy and
the issues of our ageé. 1, (eds.) K. Boudouris & M. Adam, Athens 20@9. 230-240 & R. Zaborowskdn
Time as a Factor Differentiating Feeling and Thoughristotle — Fortenbaugh- Antiphon the Sophist —
Weiningerin: Organon 42, 2010, pp. 71-82. For a less historical andenpirilosophical treatment see R.
Zaborowski,Can language deal with emotions? Organon37(40), 2008, pp. 257—268, R. Zaborowskipm
Thumosto Emotion and Feeling. Some Observations on tresiRity and Activity of Affectivitin: History &
Philosophy of Psycholog$2, 1/2010, pp. 1-25 & R. Zaborowsks, the Control of Emotion Possiblef:
History & Philosophy of Psycholodgy4, 1/2012, pp. 34-52.
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An affect can't be restrained or removed except by

aqother affect that is opposite to it and strong&n

it.
And Hume claims:

[...] that as nothing can be contrary to truth or

reason, except what has a reference to it, anchas t

judgments of our understanding only have this refer

ence, it must follow, that passions can be conttary

reason only so far as they amcompany'dwith

some judgment or opinién
Last not least, Friedrich Nietzsche’s statementiEadded:

The will to overcome an affect is ultimately orie t

will of another, or of several other, affects.
Therefore, the following principle — say a prinef a common denominator
in conflict, a principle of homogeneity — can be parward:two phenomena
can be compared, be in accord or in discord, if amdy if their generic
nature is the same (and they differ as specie#)amnd only if they are of the
same species (and they differ as subspedie$act, if feeling and thought can
be in conflict, disagreement or agreement, it megitiser thatthoughtand
feelingare only names given to two homogeneous forceabairthe descrip-
tion itself of the conflict is, according to Hummegthing but metaphoricalAs
he noticed:

We speak not strictly and philosophically when we

talk of the combat of passion and of reason.
While this remark of Hume is often neglected andiheredited with the
dichotomizing of passion and reason, in fact insuout that he rejects the
understanding of passion qua passion being inicomfith reason qua reason.

[

For the last thirty or forty years feelings hawzéme an important topic.
Whereas this is correct, we must not forget thigicéility had never ceased to
interest philosophers. In the ®@entury one of major contributions in this
regard Gefuh| not Emotior) was made by phenomenology. Currently many

! B. SpinozaEthics Demonstrated in Geometrical Ordsf, Prop. VII, transl. J. Bennett [available from
http://www.earlymoderntexts.com, retrieved May 2011

2 D. Hume,A Treatise of Human Naturi, 111, Ill, (eds.) L. A. Selby-Bigge & P. H. Nititch, [ ed.]
Oxford 1978, pp. 415-416.

% F. NietzscheBeyond Good and Evil17, transl. W. Kaufmann irBasic writings of NietzschdNew
York 2000, p. 276.

4 See R. ZaborowskSome remarks on reason—emotion dichotomy & afteetimbivalence in the light of
psychological conflicfunpublished, a paper given in Cork (2010) andberdeen (2011)).

®D. Hume A Treatise of Human Natuté 111, 1l, p. 415. For a similar way of speakdrby using a meta-
phor or approximation see also PléRepublic435c9—-d3, transl. P. Shorey, Cambridge MA — Lonti@89: [...]
in my opinion we shall never in the world apprehémd matter from such methods as we are now erimgjdy
discussion. For there is another longer and hardey that conducts to thi& Plato, Phaedrus246a4—7, transl.
H. N. Fowler, Cambridge MA — London 19470 tell what it really is would be a matter forery superhuman
and long discourse, but it is within human powedéscribe it briefly in a figure; let us therefagpeak in that
way. We will liken the soul to the composite natfra pair of winged horses and a charioteer
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philosophers attempt to give an account of whalirfge are. However, one
might wonder if many of them are not mistaken. @uike their opponents
who advocatéhe dominance of rationalitgnd for this reason can be justly
accused ofhe over—intellectualization of emotiprso they advocatie dom-
inance of affectivityBut are they not then responsible, to a greargxforan
over—emotionalization of thought
Another essential point to be made is that besidgresence of the real

supporters of either exclusive dominance of ratiphar exclusive domin-
ance of affectivity, there is another misundersitagdConsidercogito ergo
sunf on the one hand aneverything is Feelingon the other. Although it
seems thatogito andfeelingcould not fit, one will be surprised that, instead
they signify here the same thing. For this | nezdjuote both contexts. The
first comes from Descartes who puts it this way:

Cogitationis nomine, intelligo illa omnia, quee n®bi

consciis in nobis sunt, quatenus eorum in nobis con

scientia est. Atque ita non modo intelligere, velle

imaginari, sed etiam sentire, idem est hic quod

cogitare?
This statement of Descartes is not purely accidldrdaause he maintains
elsewhere:

Res cogitans. Quid est hoc? Nempe dubitans, mntelli

gens, affirmans, negans, volens, nolens, imaginans

quoque, & sentient.
and, more explicitly:

hoc est proprie quod in me sentire appellatur; a&qu

hoc praecise sic sumptum nihil aliud est quam

cogitare.
The second quoteyerything is Feelings by J. S. Mill:

A Feeling and a State of Consciousness are, in the

language of philosophy, equivalent expressions:

everything is Feeling, of which the mind is congsio

everything which ifeels or, in other words, which

forms a part of its own sentient existende.]

Feeling, in the proper sense of the term, is a geafi

1 P. Goldie,The Emotions. A Philosophical Exploratigbxford 2000, p. 15 etc.

2 R. DescartesPrincipia philosophiad, 7 in: Euvres de Descartes 8, (eds.) Ch. Adam & P. Tannery,
Paris 1957ego cogito, ergo sum.

% R. DescartesPrincipia philosophiad, 9. See also R. Descarté®s principes de la philosophig9 in:
CEuvres de Descartet 9, (eds.) Ch. Adam & P. Tannery, Paris 194t le mot penser, j'entends tout ce qui se
fait en nous de telle sorte que nous I'appercevomsediatement par nous—mesmes; c'est pourquoy eun-s
ment entendre, vouloir, imaginer, mais aussi segtt la mesme chose icy que penser.

4 R. Descartedyleditationes de prima philosophik 28 in: Euvres de Descartes 7, (eds.) Ch. Adam &
P. Tannery, Paris 1957. See also R. Descavteditations metaphysiquéls 22 in: Euvres de Descartes 9,
(eds.) Ch. Adam & P. Tannery, Paris 196ie chose qui pensstune chose qui doute, qui congoit, qui affirme,
qui nie, qui veut, qui ne veut pas, qui imaginesaL& qui sent.

® R. DescartesMeditationes de prima philosophii, 29. See also R. Descartédgeditations meta-
physiquesl, 23: ce qui en moy s’apelle sentir, & cela, pris ainggsement, n’est rien autre chose que penser
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which Sensation, Emotion, and Thought, are
subordinate specie's.
and:
Of the first leading division of nameable thingg, v
Feelings or States of Consciousness, we began-by re
cognizing three sub—divisions; Sensations, Thoughts
and Emotiong.
Thus, each of them, Descartes and Mill, uses @réfft term, but, in fact,
cogito andfeelingare general labels designed to speak about the, shat is
about the whole of psychic phenom&na

v

Now, one might wonder if this means that such gaies as thought
(reason) and feeling (emotion) are useless. Inromleclarify this, | think,
three levels of analysis should be distinguisheake @ the linguistic level as
in the case of Descartes vs Mill. Here the disiomcis verbal because Des-
cartes’cogito means any psychic item, exactly as Mifeelingdoes. There is
no material reason to use this rather than thatdvar the whole of psychic
phenomerta For those who do not know the contettte resulting impression
is so misleading that, later on, it can producalsef interpretatidh For one
could wrongly assume that Descartes appears tovbe-iatellectualizing,
while Mill over—emotionalizing.

1 J. S. Mill, A System of Logic Ratiocinative and Inductivd,Book1, ch. 3, § 3, London 1843, p. 51.
2. S. Mill,A System of Logic Ratiocinative and Inductivd,Book1, ch. 3, § 6, p. 55.

® This point has been noticed e.g. by R. W. Hda. Mill's Language of Pleasurés Utilitas 4, 2/1992,
p. 251, n. 22 [= inJohn Stuart Mill's Social and Political Thought: iical Assessments. 1, (ed.) G. W. Smith,
London 1998, p. 234, n. 22Mill's use of ‘feeling’ parallels Descartes’s intaction ofcogito (think) as a
technical term to designate diverse sorts of mestaties: doubting, understanding, affirming, degyiwilling,
imagining, desiring, and sensory perceptioMeditations on First Philosophy [...].

4 In some cases language— and culture—related $actor play an important role. This proves thatediff
ences between synchronical languages do not mesterthan diachronical differences between epodtisnw
the same culture or language. See e.g. R. Zaborowstm Thumosto Emotion and Feeling. Some
Observations on the Passivity and Activity of Afféy. | wonder if, given the historical burden we inhend
can hardly get rid of, it should not be, at leastvsionally, sensible to start using graphs or Isgt® for
designating genera and species of feelings andjttisuespecially if someone is keen on not limitimgself to
only one, say English or German language.

® To refer to only one example, please look at fhikBepp,Affective neuroscience: The foundations of
human and animal emotion©xford 1998, p. 309Descartes might properly have announced not “I thin
therefore |1 am,” but “| feel therefore | am.(quoted after K. Oatleygmotion. A Brief HistoryOxford 2004, p.
69). Here, one may doubt if Panksepp gave due deraion to the context. The result is more thasleading,
since Descartes said what Panksepp wants him to say

® It is worth pointing out that Descartes himsel€&me in this respect the victim of cultural fatsifiion
(e.g. Panksepp on Descartes in the previous fagtngtite similarly as he had falsified the Ancigigw. See
the opening of hihe passions of the sptifansl. R. Stoothoff inThe philosophical Writings of Descartés1,
Cambridge 1985, p. 328he defects of the sciences we have from the aa@esnowhere more apparent than
in their writings on the passion&ut, in fact, the Ancients he is thinking abou¢ 4as it results from his 12
letter to Princess Elisabeth of Bohemia) Epicudeno and, to the largest extent, Seneca — thueefiresen-
tatives of the post—Aristotelian period of Greekiggophy and with the last one being not Greek Ramman.
This is why G. MadellEmotion and Feelinin: Proceedings of the Aristotelian SocieBupplementary vol. 71,
1997, p. 172 is inaccurate when he says tha&itfidr Lyons nor Descartes gets Aristotle righfor Descartes
does not refer to Aristotle in hBassions of the soat all.
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The second level of analysis is a formal one. Sealars speak about
the intelligence of emotiohawhile others speak aboeimotional intelligence
Why? Is the choice of words accidental or delite?afApparently, both
expressions are equivalent and interchangeablen@asnay gather from the
following:

The field in which emotional reason expresses

itself most directly is the field of art. The attis

directly concerned to express his emotional exper-

ience of the world. His success depends upon the

rationality of his emotions.
The common feature of both parties, supporterstlligence of emotions
and supporters of emotional intelligence, is, asegms to me, the rehabilit-
ation of affectivity by attending to its positiondiimportance. But, the idea of
bringing out the value of affectivity is not as na& some recent trends want
us to believe. To speak only about th& 28ntury, Henri Bergson wrote:

[...] emotion is a stimulus, because it incites the

intelligence to undertake ventures and the will to

persevere with thenj...] There are emotions which

beget thoughf...] An emotion is an affective stirring

of the so,
and Carl Gustav Jungtated five years later on that:

The essential basis of our personality is affettivi

Thought and action are only, as it were, symptoms o

affectivity®
| suppose that the central problem presented hgrsemts such as these is
how to grasp the nature of the relationship betwdeught and feeling,
which, as such, is beyond any doubt.

The third level of analysis is a philosophical oHere the first thing to do
is to define that what is spoken about. Accordingiyo kinds of definitions
must be distinguished, as succinctly stated by’M8pinoz8 and Plata the

! See e.g. M. C. Nussbaulipheavals of Thought. The Intelligence of Emoti@ambridge 2001.

2 See e.g. D. GolemarfEmotional Intelligence New York 1995 & J. SegaRaising your emotional
intelligence New York 1997.

% J. MacmurrayReason and Emotiop. 30 [emphasis mine].

4 H. Bergson,The Two Sources of Morality and Religid®32], transl. R. A. Audra — C. Breton — W. H.
Carter, London 1935, p. 31.

® But both, Bergson as well as Jung, are not dischssg. in:The Oxford Handbook of Philosophy of
Emotion (ed.) P. Goldie, Oxford 2010.

€ C. G. JungUeber die Psychologie der Dementia pragddalle 1937, p. 42 (quoted after the translation
of J. Hillman,Emotion A Comprehensive Phenomenology of Theories and Mezning for TherapyLondon
1960, p. 59).

" See J. S. MillA System of Logic Ratiocinative and Indugtivel, Book 1, ch. 8, § 6: [...Hefinitions of
names, and definitions of things. The former aterided to explain the meaning of a term; the lattes nature
of thing; the last being incomparably the most intguat.

8 See B. Spinoza&thics Demonstrated in Geometrical Ordlr explanation to the definition 20, transl. J.
Bennett [available from http://www.earlymoderntegtsn, retrieved May 2011But my purpose is to explain
the nature of things, not the meaning of words.
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definition of a name is not the definition of arthi The definitions of words
are technically indispensable so that we be ab®tomunicat& yet from the
philosophical point of view what is at stake is tedinition of things. This is
the fact thatfeeling and thought have become linguistic terms independent
from one another to such an extent that it is hartelieve that they could
refer to the same object. But this is also the faat they both have become
vague and polysemous. Nowadays there is no geoenslensus as to their
meaning. If they be useful, it should be clearlylaied to what psychic
items they are meant to correspond by anyone wks tleem. Otherwise,
thought and feeling risk to be, and in fact thetenfare, nothing but empty
concepts or hypostases that produce a misundenrstand which case it
would be sensible not to use them any longer, ésbpewhen opposed to one
another.

Insofar as Macmurrdyand Stockét and some othetsnake attempts at
analyzing feelings as comparable with other psycpienomena, their
approach is inspiring for tackling the problem eéling—thought relationship.
On their view, affectivity is not secondary or sutinate to another domain,
thought for instance. Feeling and thought con&titumto realms of psychic
phenomena, neither of them being reducible to thero Adopting that kind
of stance would be the first step in order to seeenaccurately the value and
role of feeling and thought.

Vv
The next step is though to confirm this theorétdiatinction. However,
when | look for examples that would confirm itelatize that | can hardly find
any’ and, as a result, | would be rather inclined togmize that it is difficult
to distil such items as feeling and thoughtruda It turns out that neither of

! See PlatoCratylus439b4—8, transl. H. N. Fowler, Cambridge MA — LondL953:How realities are to
be learned or discovered is perhaps too great astioe for you or me to determine; but it is worthile to have
reached even this conclusion, that they are todaenled and sought for, not from names but muctebett
through themselves than through names

2 And not only to communicate. See G. W. LeibiNew Essays on Human Understanditig7, transl. J.
Bennett [available from http://www.earlymoderntegtsn, retrieved May 2011]: [..4 precise analysis of the
meaning of words would tell us more than anythiisg ebout the operations of the understanding

% See J. HillmanEmotion p. 191:The same pair of concepts form the title to Maciayis book. Again
the argument is for the union of the tjvo] & E. MclIntosh,Introductionto: J. MacmurraySelected Philoso-
phical Writings (ed.) E. Mcintosh, Exeter 2004, p.Thus, a concept of the person that unites mindlaay
also redresses the balance between reason andampti] Macmurray’s work is ahead of its tinfe.].

4 See M. StockerPsychic Feelings.. , p. 5: [...]desire and reason, themselves, cannot be understood
without imputing affectivity either to them or toetpsychel...] affectivity cannot be understood in terms of
reason and desir& p. 26: [...Jwe do have psychic feelinfs] they are interconnected with, but irreducible to,
desire and reasorSee also F. Alquiél.a conscience affectivdaris 1979, p. 80 who focusses lentheme
principal de ce livre: conscience affective et aesce intellectuellqui] sont irréductiblesbut, on the other
hand, he argues (p. 28) that: [la] conscience de 'homme étant d’abord conscienftective. Contra R.
Wollheim, Thought and Passiom: Proceedings of the Aristotelian Socid8§, 1967-1968, p. 1: [..dvery
mental state is identified by reference to a thadigh.

® | give these two names by way of a simple exetigplion. Some others, though from mid®2gentury,
could be added, e.g. V. J. McGHmotions and ReaspBpringfield 1954 or J. Hillmarfmotion

% See R. Zaborowskn Time as a Factor Differentiating Feeling and Wibt.
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them is, to use G. Madell’s expressioatheoretically dispensable varnism
the otherwhich might conceivably be cleaned off to ledlve other pure.
Hence a hypothesis that feeling and thought aepersble from one another.

According to this hypothesis there is neither rehti thoughtless feeling
nor completely affectless thought. Speaking abou¢ eelingtout courtand
pure thinkingtout courtis but a way of using technical abstractions fo t
sake of conceptual analysisut in reality they exist inseparably as an inglivi
ible linkage of thought and feeling, i.e. as anotogically indivisible linkage
because made up of inseparable components. Desgarstenountain without
a valley would be a nice image of comparison here. The saitrethought
and feeling: not only there is no such thing adifgeexistingin crudo and
thought existingn crudg but moreover, there is no clear—cut divide betwee
them either. It is scarcely possible to indicateerehone stops and the other
starts. In this regard, when speaking about a psyekent, it is more
appropriate to treat feeling and thought as podtiser than as components.
Again, as in the case of deeper and shallower ysalend higher and lower
mountains, here too, a particular psychic eventressmts or contains
more/less affective and less/more reflective coreparnConsequently, in what
follows | shall consider mostly the affective paliethe phenomenon or, let us
say, the phenomenon in its affective perspective.

From the historical point of view it is fair to mton that the idea of an
indivisible linkage of feeling and thought, bothtunally inseparable from one
another, can be found in Ancient Greek thofigFhis approach is embedded
in Ancient Greek language insofar as several Istguitems, of which a well
known example ar@oein and noos, included feeling— as well as thought—
meaning at the same time. Alternatively, in Platbéscription of the soul, to
quote only one example of a systematic and morécéxgpproach, each of
its three parts relates not separately but simettasly to different psychic

! From hisEmotion and Feelingpp. 147-162.

2 In this sense | would be willing to accept thérmlaf P. Griffiths, What Emotions Really Ar€hicago &
London 1997 — the most prominent critic of the yirdf emotion considered as a natural kind — acoordo
whom emotion is not a natural class but | wouldsdowith a proviso that the same should be claintemita
thought. They are not pure natural classes, notieeofi existing in a pure form. If, contrariwisether of them
is being referred as independent natural classsaheeptual deformation is rendered easier.

% See R. Descartelleditations metaphysiquas 52.

4 A. Ridley, Emotion and Feelingn: Proceedings of the Aristotelian SocieSupplementary vol. 71,
1997, p. 170 interpreting Aristotle mentioaspicture in which thought and feeling emergeether so that
neither is more basicAnother point: on p. 175 he makes the followingenof. Heidegger's remarks about the
‘equiprimordiality’ of thought and feelingBeing and Timetrans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1962), pp. 175-176find nothing similar to this in the place indied by Ridley. What |
find is Heidegger's remark in § 31 — i.e. p. 182h## same translation — on equiprimordiality otestaf-mind
(Befindlichkei} and understandingvérstéandniy The closest to a parallel of thought and feelmguld be
probably the connection between understanding aoddnfthe same page)j state—of-mind always has its
understanding, even if it merely keeps it suppddaderstanding always has its mood

® One of the most important proponents of this viewK. Kalimtzis, Taming Anger. The Hellenic
Approach to the Limitations of Reasdrondon 2012.

® For this reason | cannot agree with M. F. Burny@he Truth of Tripartitionin: Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Societyl06, 2006, p. 13 that [..if we are to understand Plato here, we must sedeashe
impoverished, instrumental conception of reasortoemized by Hume’s famous dictum that ‘reason igl an
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phenomena which we would classify as perceptiomsisations, bodily
feelings and emotions of different kinds.

VI

Now, we are in a better position to see that thezbntal perspective is
but a part of the whole panorama. As a matter cf fapertains to the inward
structure of an ontologically indivisible — and idible only conceptually —
linkage consisting of thought and feeling. But tiehness and intricacy of
psychic phenomena makes it necessary to pushstieations further. Affec-
tivity considered conceptually as such or as tlfecti’e pole exhibits various
characteristics. | take these characteristics tovdy@us modi of affectivity
such as, for instance, sorrow, shame, fear, loge Hhis is, so to speak,
another order of distinction conceived from theizamtal perspective. Thus,
there are two at least genera of psychic activity:

a psychic event

feeling (affectivity—pole) | thought (rationality—p)l

then, second, species of the affective genus candsented as follows:

a psychic event
feeling (affectivity—pole) thought (rationality—p)l
joy sorr | love | hatr | cour | sha
ow ed age | me

The first conceptual distinction concerns genergeefing and thought, while
the second distinguishes species of feeling (anthioking — but | do not
develop this point here; they can be such as daabisideration, judgment,
hypothesis, conviction, imagining, suspicion et&gt, they are both con-
ceptual which means that as there is no feelingowit thinking nor thinking
without feeling, so here too: there is no pure g=eof joy, sorrow, love, fear
etc. but any of these species is mixed up withratbenponents or poles at the
species level. Species of feelings do not aristrudo but in linkages mixed
up with other species and, of course, with theeptiflfe component/s or pole
as well. They exist in linkages even if in a pariéc case one component or
pole can be slightly or strongly prevailing. Whiatsi mixed up with depends
on a particular occasion. So what stands, as argied:, for thought—feeling
is valid now for species of feeling of which it wdube hard to conceive a
pure form of any of them, e.g. pure sorrow or dawe existing in a pure form
without any other species of feeling.

ought only to be the slave of the passiohabuld rather argue that Plato respects or, moreectly, anticipates
what can be designated as Hume’s principle (seeedbbirst, as Hume explains it, this dictum haly @not
strict and philosophical meaningecond, he states that in order to speak abautonflicting elements they
must be akin to one another, third, in Plato’s psjagy the three parts of the soul are homogeneotisis
sense, since they have similar functions, i.ekihtpnand feeling etc. See R. Zaborowskeme remarks on Plato
on emotionsn: Emotions in Pre— & Early Modern MediterraneaA special issue oMirabilia: Electronic
Journal of Antiquity & Middle Ages5, 2/2012, pp. 141-170.
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It seems to me that such conceptual distinctioag be found in Plato,
Laws896e8-897a4:
Very well, then. Soul drives all things in Heavenl a
earth and sea by its own motions, of which the same
are wish, reflection, forethought, counsel, opinion
true and false, joy, grief, confidence, fear, hdteg,
and all the motions that are akin to these or are
prime—working motiong..]J",
because Plato speaks here about various specié=eloigs and thoughts
without using the label of feeling and thought.

Yet, this second distinction cannot fully do jastito the question of
affectivity either. This is so because its richnasd intricacy go even further.
We are not experiencing sorrow or love as spediedfectivity — that would
be too general — but rather this or that kind ekloa particular kind of joy.
Conceptually — again, only conceptually, but nos@sarate ontological indiv-
iduals — they can be conceived of as subspecid®eafame species, e.g. for a
species of joy there can be subspecies such asupteaatisfaction, gladness,
happiness, bliss, etc., for love — sympathy, likiloge?, friendship etc. At this
point it is important to notice that while the distion between genera and
species is of the horizontal order, the distinciitio subspecies is transversal
and, as it were, of the vertical order. This is vithig useful to explicate it by
means of the notion of hierarchy and levels. Whahdan is that these
different kinds of sorrow, fear etc. cannot be $farmed or obtained from one
another. For example, gladness is by no means tensan of pleasure and
happiness is not an extension of gladness. Althahgly are of the same
modus, they differ — and should be conceived dsriify — in rank or level.

When introducing the notion of levels and hiergrtldraw mainly — but
not only’ — on the ontological approach of Pfatmd, then, of Nicolai Hart-
mannr who made this notion helpful for the constructifrthe whole reality.

! Plato,Laws896e8-897a4, transl. R. G. Bury, Cambridge MA adan 1967-1968 .
2 The same label, once for a species, once for salespitems; see below.

% Other philosophers observed too that the samecbbjn be perceived in different ways because of
different perspectives, as for instance G. W. LeipMonadology 57, transl. J. Bennett [available from
http://www.earlymoderntexts.com, retrieved May ZP1And just as the same town when seen from different
sides will seem quite different — as though it wartdtiplied perspectivally — the same happens hieeeause of
the infinite multitude of simple substances it'stesugh there were that many different universes;they are
all perspectives on the same one, differing acemydo the different points of view of the monatisd also —
more importantly because with relation to affetyiv F. NietzscheDn the Genealogy of Moraldl, 12 in:
Basic Writings of Nietzsché&ransl. W. Kaufmann, New York 2000, p. 53%1ere isonly a perspective seeing,
only a perspective “knowing”; and thmoreaffects we allow to speak about one thing,rtteee eyes, different
eyes, we can use to observe one thing, the morpletnwill our “concept” of this thing, our “objedtity,” be.

But to eliminate the will altogether, to suspendleand every affect, supposing we were capablei®ftwhat
would that mean but toastratehe intellect?

4 Plato’s approach is, therefore, the most converi@rdiscussing affectivity within the human mirtde
not only comprehended different psychic phenomenardted in linkages (see above) but also presethieed
human soul as deployed in strata.

® For structural laws of the real world and categafrgtrata Schichteh of the real world see N. Hartmann,
New Ways of Ontologyransl. R. C. Kuhn, Chicago 1953, pp. 43-B8e Stratified Structure of the Worlop.
73-83:The Strata Laws of the Real WoRdpp. 84-98:Dependence and Autonomy in the Hierarchy of Strata
See also J. H. Jacksddn Evolution and dissolution of the nervous systéraonian Lecturesn: J. H. Jackson,
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In what regards affectivity, this notion was madieaive by Max Scheler
who:
[...] find[s] this phenomenal character of thaepth”
of feeling to be essentially connected with foull-we
delineatedlevels of feeling that correspond to the
structure of our entire human existerice.
Therefore, we approach affectivity as a whole byanseof two axes — horiz-
ontal, i.e. modi of affectivity — and vertical, .ilevels of these modi.
If this proposal is relevant, the horizontalityndoined with verticality
could be represented as follows:

modus of sorrow modus of joy| modus of fedr  moduewé
despair bliss anguish friendship
unhappiness happiness dread love

sadness joy fear liking
unpleasure pleasure concern sympathy

NB. The choice of words is still provisioRaWhat | intend to underscore here
though is the formal model of division valid foryagroup of feelings, i.e. any
of modi of affectivity.

Now, an individual occurrence of a feeling — othaught — is such an
intricate linkage that it is scarcely possible tagp it conceptually. This is
because it is not repeatable identically. For exarope’sthis Monday blug
is hardly describable in general terms, especlaflyeady—made concepts. It
is, in fact, a linkage of several components ati¢lrels of genera, species and
subspecies and it is only one of its componentsotie that is prevailing, in
this case sadness, that makes us perceive it aessachther than unpleasure,
sorrow rather than fear, feeling rather than though

Selected writingst. 2, (ed.) J. Taylor, London 1932, pp. 45-75 wiede it clear that the structure of psychical
functions is dynamic and hierarchic. See also Ginrtard & M. Swasltlierarchies in neurology: a reappraisal
of a Jacksonian conceptondon — New York 1989 and J. MazurkiewiZarys fizjologicznej teorii uczut. 1—

2, Warszawa 1930, J. Mazurkiewid/sep do psychofizjologii normalnef. 1: Ewolucja aktywngci korowo—
psychiczngjWarszawa 1950 & t. Dyssolucja aktywnai korowo—psychiczngWarszawa 1958 (see also R.
Zaborowski,Le mysticisme de Towigki dans I'analyse médicale de Jan MazurkieviicZOrganon33, 2004,
pp. 189-208). As for psychologists who insistedtenstratification of human reality see A. Maslowisrarchy

of human needm: A. Maslow,A Theory of Human Motivatiom: Psychological Review0, 4/1943, pp. 370-
396, A. Maslow,"Higher” and “lower” needs in: Journal of Psycholog®5, 1948, pp. 433-436 & A. Maslow,
Motivation and PersonalityNew York 1954 and K. Dabrowski,es dynamismes principaux de la desinté-
gration a niveaux multiple;: Annales Médico—Psychologiqué&49, 1/1961, pp. 225-234 & K. Dabrowski,
Multilevelness of Emotional and Instinctive Funo#o[2™ ed.] Lublin 1996 (see also R. Zaborowski,
Dabrowski’'s Theory of Positive Disintegration aspiied to Homer’s Analys)s

1 M. SchelerFormalism in Ethics and Non—Formal Ethics of ValuasNew Attempt toward the Found-
ation of an Ethical Personalisnransl. M. S. Frings & R. L. Funk, Evanston 19@3332. As far as | can know
the notion of depth had been introduced into pbiiby by Heraclitus. See his fr. DK 22 B 45 (DK =[blels &

W. Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiket. 1 [1903, 6 ed. 1951], Hildesheim 1989). See also R. Zabo-
rowski, Sur le fragment DK 22 B 85 d’Héraclite d’EphéseOrganon32, 2003, pp. 9-30.

2 On the scarcity of vocabulary see below.

% See R. S. PeterEmotions and the Category of PassivityProceedings of the Aristotelian Soci@,
1961-1962, pp. 117-118: [.abr language for the different shades of emoticiedsblunt. A man may feel blue
on Monday mornings; but we do not have a wordlierghade of blue he feels on a particular Monday.
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When accounting for individual occurrences of ifegd we encounter the
same problem as in Aristotle’s dualism of generatds vs individual objects.
It means that our linguistic and conceptual toalsndt grasp fully the real
state of affective matters. Consider for instameefollowing parallel with the
sensual, here optical, domain: if | want to destite colour of a thing, how
precise can | be? Will you still have an exact idédts particular shade if |
describe it without giving its THz? Will you be abko grasp from my
description that it is, say, red that | have in dfirAnd even if | give you the
THZ parameter how precise it should be? Is 450Thzugh for my red or
would 450,1THz be better in order not to think absay, 450,9THz (I omit
here the capacity of the human eye and think omlgut the degree of
precision as to the colour parameter)?

VIl

The above two perspectives, the vertical and twzdntal, are, again,
distinguishable only conceptually, while in fadtey are inseparable. What |
mean is that they form a conceptual package artdaresf them is prior to the
other. In this sense we can begin with distingmghnodi andthen proceed
to the levels of feelings or, alternatively, wittstthguishing levels andhen
get to the modi of feelings. It means that one say that there are different
levels of the same modus and on the same leved trer different modi, but
also that there are several modi on the same #wkbf the same modus there
are several levels. Therefotbenis not to be taken literally: we can proceed
both ways but in a paper one cannot narrate bathltineously and has to
start with either of thefn

From the conceptual point of view | would like goopose the following
solution at the level of genera. There is one phexron: feeling and thought
that are inseparably uniteth the linkage. What is supposed to be feeling and
thought as such are two poles of the linRagehese two poles should be
nevertheless spelled out. The suggested bi—polawitgists of: spontaneity vs
reflectiveness, immediacy vs delay, directness \a&ingss, urgency vs
procrastination, immediate calculation vs delayealcuatiod. At their
extremities these poles are opposing, but in thereeof the linkage the
transition is smooth and one can hardly, if atgithpoint the border between
feeling and thought similarly as in the case of a mountain and aeyall

! For an analysis the other way round see R. ZatskipMow a concept of hierarchy help to classify
emotionsqunpublished, a paper given in Norwich (2009) emdthens (2013)).

2 There are not separate so the wonitedis to be taken approximately, or: they are dissted only by
our considering them as separate conceptuallybéeause of using separate concepts. In a wordsptiténg
into feeling and thought is only conceptual aniifen ontologically it amounts to a sheer reificati

% If we assume that the whole act is to be descriamefeeling—thought-will linkage, then there wié b
three poles of such a linkage.

4 See S. Kierkegaard'§he Immediate Erotic Stagés: S. KierkegaardEither/Or, transl. A. Hannay,
London 1972, p. 80Reflection kills the immediate..]. To complete this, it could be adddtie immediate
impede reflection

® See R. ZaborowskDn Time as a Factor Differentiating Feeling and Wigbt.
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Accordingly, it occurs that in a given phenomenbe more one pole is
stronger, the more the other is weaker. Thus liakamn differ in constitution
and, therefore, in functioning. If one linkage asts mainly in feeling—pole
and its thinking—pole is weaker, in another ond, ¢gonsists mainly in feeling
too, the proportion of feeling to thinking can bfedent. Still another one can
be predominantly consisting in thinking with a weakunction of feeling.

This remark is not limited only to the genera lesiace the feeling and
thinking content can and in fact does differ asthte feeling and thinking
species and subspecies too. Then one could saynttia linkage feeling and
thinking are in different proportions but that ttentent of feeling and think-
ing differs also at the species and subspecies Mil@le we are used to term
psychic events with labels of such and such emstwrthoughts, or such and
such kinds of emotions or thoughts, in reality theg intermingled with other
feeling and thinking species and subspecies.

This is why from the ontological point of view would be more
appropriate to speak about different superposéddies. The whole combined
model — i.e. vertical plus horizontal perspectivascludes levels of linkages
formed of what we are used to label as two oppge®es, i.e. feeling and
thought. Therefore, instead of speaking from asdi@atory point of view
about psychic phenomena divided into feeling, timbugtc., and sub—divided
into particular psychic phenomena such as joy, ageir fear, anger, love,
sadness, etc. (being species of the genus feetindpe one hand) or doubt,
consideration, belief, guess, judgment, hypothgsiesumption, conviction,
imagining, suspicion etc. (being species of theugghought on the other), let
me suggest another taxonomy:

— the most general conceptual level amounts tofdnaly of all psychic
phenomena,

— at the second level there are conceptual gerid¢ezlong and thought which
are inseparable from one another; they are as pbliskages understood at
genera level,

— at the third level — as for the genus of feetirtypere are species — but, again,
only conceptually — of the genus feeling; theyraai of feeling, for example
Aquinas’ 11 (love and hatred, desire and loathgajed sorrow, hope and dis-
courage, fear and courage, and anger), Descartésofder, love, hatred,
desire, joy and sadness) or Spinoza’'s 3 (joy, sgriand desire) principal
emotions,

— at the fourth level there are subspecies of micgli,levels of modi, e.g.
modus of joy including as sub—species: pleasusgrgiss, hilarity, cheerful-
ness, happiness, bliss and a different modus ofgxample, fear includes:
alarm, horror, fright, scare, awe, panic, despeirpr, anxiety, anguish, dread,
— at the last and most particular, individual letiere is an atomic pheno-
menon, i.e. this or that instance of someone’ssplex joy, gladness, hilarity,
cheerfulness, etc. at such and such moment whichrgued above, is not a
simple and pure but consists in various proportioingeeling and thought at
the genus level, of several modi of feeling andkimg at species level and of
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their several subspecies, i.e. levels of otihese components at the genera,
species and subspecies levels cannot be isolattdvanextract them only
conceptually.

The whole panorama of modi combined with levelgldde presented as
follows:

family a psychic event
genera feeling (affectivity—pole) thought (ratiabatpole)
species jo|so|lo|ha]fe|cojshi..|..| .| .| .
(as modi, i.e. tre ur | a
horizontal) y mvely ar ag | m
o e |e
subspecies bli | de | fri an
(as levels, i.e.
vertical) SS | sp | en qu
air | ds is
hi h
p
ha | un | lo dr
pp | ha | ve ea
in | pp d
es | in
s es
S
gl | sa | lik fe
ad | dn | in ar
ne|esj|g
ss | s
pl | un | sy co
ea|pl | m nc
su | ea | pa er
re | su | th n
re |y

NB. This is a theoretical model in which | am md®en on stressing its
general shape rather than its particular elemertichivcan and probably
should be modified, to some extent at least.

VIl
That said, it is more clear in what sense wheryrgp to the question
from the title of the paper both answers turn autbe right. Either both
concepts — feeling and thought — are useless, becthey do not exist

! As shown by Plato, esp. in tRtaedrusan experience (e.g. lover’s souls’ experiencepisplex in the
sense that it is shared by all levels (resp. paftt)e soul.

2 Differently in different languages insofar as theure of theses languages is different in thigees if it
is not, then they can present the concepts in ipneist a similar way.
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independently from one another and are but emptgejts or — for the same
reason — they are useful provided that when | acoee, | am committed to
accept the other. As long as they exist inseparabtitin an indivisible
linkage they form, as such, a unity. In shortakeén separately neither of them
is to be applied, whereas if taken in a linkagenkare useful. And this holds
both for the genera — feeling vs thinking — levelveell as for species and
subspecies levels. Yet, the difference betweenrgesed species on the one
hand and subspecies on the other should not be elinsimce they are as
different as modi and levels are. What appears goas an individual
occurrence of a psychic event is a combinatioreelifig and thinking if taken
at genera level, of several modi of feeling andhafking if taken at species
level, and of several kinds (levels) of modi of lfieg and thinking, if
considered at subspecies level. The combinaticemgtlevel is made up of
components united in proportions characteristithsf individual occurrence.

At this point several further problems arise. trirsgrettably, there is no
sufficient terminology to deal with the classificat of affective phenomena
and, therefore, no way to approach them accuratedy satisfactory way. |
realize that Heraclitus’ and Scheledspthas well as mypolarity are used
metaphoricallynot strictly and philosophicallybecause these words describe
physical and not psychic features. Next, | myssk level in two senses at
least: as level of analysis, i.e. level of genefispecies, subspecies and
individual occurrence and, on the other hand, wélation to the levels of
modi. | also apply in some cases, gog.or love, the same label for species as
well as for subspecies items. Finally, while thisrenore or less agreement as
to the termcorporealor sensiblefeelings, it is much less clear how to call the
highest (or higher) level of affectivity Should it be termed e.gpiritual
feelindg’, metaphysical feelingsontological emotiofs]*, existential emotioris
or existential feelind® It would also be good to find a single term foe t
entire family of psychic events becaysychic events not good enough. We
have seen that Descartes usegito while Mill feelings— provisionally |
would go forfeeling—thoughbut this is not satisfactory either. Even if what
interests us here the nature of things, not the meaning of wérdise latter,

! For example, G. MadelEmotion and Feelingp. 155 — as it seems to me because of the imverte
commas he puts — makes some reservation as terthpsychic feelingdeeling (whether bodily or ‘psychic’)

2 E.g. M. SchelerFormalism in Ethics.. , p. 332 & pp. 342-344.

®E.g. S. I. WitkiewiczUczucia metafizyczr{@931] in: S. I. WitkiewiczO znaczeniu filozofii dla krytyki i
inne artykuly polemicznewarszawa 1976, pp. 28-32 & S. |. Witkiewic@eneza uczumetapsychicznych
[1932] in: S. I. Witkiewicz,0 znaczeniu filozofii dla krytyki i inne artykutglpmiczne Warszawa 1976, pp. 57—
60.

4 E.g. W. JamesThe Sentiment of Rationalitg: W. JamesThe Will to Believe, and Other Essays in
Popular PhilosophyLondon & Bombay 1905, p. 74.

5 E.g. A. Morton, Existential Emotionsa public lecture given at the Royal Institute Rifilosophy,
Durham, April 23, 2010.

5 E.g. M. Ratcliffe, The Phenomenology of Mood and the Meaning of iniffhe Oxford Handbook of
Philosophy of Emotigr(ed.) P. Goldie, Oxford 2010, pp. 349-371.

” B. SpinozaEthics Demonstrated in Geometrical Ordélr explanation to the definition 20, transl. J.
Bennett [available from http://www.earlymoderntegtsn, retrieved May 2011]
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being a tool for dealing with the former, should as precise and not
metaphorical as possible.

As for depthit must not mearntensity sinceintensity does not refer to
separate levels, especially because one levehig edte the result of an inten-
sification of another. Maybe the structure of thdivisible linkages could be
compared to Ingarden’s concept of hierarchy oflpasblated systems. But
then, it would be fruitful to look into how an at@rphenomenon possesses
bi—polar featurés It should be explicated how one thing, one phezon
presents as various features as what we call ¢ealml thought. Because of
mixed functions it is not simple but compfex¥or instance Ingarden claims
that a human being, as a person

is such a very complicated, partially isolated,teys

of a higher order, hierarchically built up out ofamy

lower systemg..J.
Obviously, this calls for further investigation. dther problem is to know
how feelings can last, if at all, given that theg aentified with immediacy
and spontaneity. Is there any lasting or repeapemtaneity or is a lasting
feeling a continuum of subsequent spontanéi€3n the other hand, spon-
taneous thoughts should be explained too. To sunMypaim in this paper
has been to show that when it comes to investitggehuman reality on its
whole both the thought—position and feeling—positawe partial. | would be
of the opinion that in order to capture it betteisimore suitable to adopt the
holistic feeling—cum-thought—position.

! See B. Russelintroductionto: L. WittgensteinTractatus Logico—Philosophicusondon — New York
1922, p. 12An atomic fact, although it contains no parts thes facts, nevertheless does contain parts.

2 The issue seems similar to that of knowing wheigcheis monoeidegRep.612a4) orpolueides
(idem: no conclusive solution is given by Plato in tRepublic In my opinion because of its identity it is
monoeidesbut because of its inner conflicts ifaslueides Another example can be a ball that will be déssti
differently by a chemist, by a geometrician andagoccer player. Plato’s dialogues contain manguch
examples, often they lead aporiai.

® R. Ingarden,On Responsibility. Its Ontic Foundatiors: R. IngardenMan and Valug transl. A.
Szylewicz, Miinchen — Wien 1983 [originally R. Indan,Uber die Verantwortung. lhre ontischen Fundamente
Stuttgart 1970], p. 87.

4 See R. Zaborowskiffectivity in Its Relation to Personal Identitynpublished, a paper given in Rome
(2012) and in Exeter (2013)).



