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Abstract

Current research in affectivity is often dominatiegd perspectives on the
feeling/thinking dichotomy. In the paper first Icanstruct Collingwood’s
position on this point as it is presented in Risligion and PhilosophyThe
Principles of Art and New Leviathan and then compare it shortly with
Bergson’s view. In total five of Collingwood’s défent readings of the
feeling/thought relation are brought to light. Hipal opt for a view that takes
feeling and thought to be complementary and ingdp@y and | try to explain
why and how they are better treated in this way.
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1. Introduction

For years, my principal area of interest was e@igek philosophy and language. In my research |
arrived at what can be called the idea of the rigelithinking linkag€- This is the view that neither
reason nor emotion can exist in isolation from anether. The early Greek language does not have
the words to speak about pure reason or pure enfoGontrariwise, several terms, suchttaismos
phren (or phrene$, or noos(noug, are both thought—and feeling-related@he idea of a feeling—
thinking linkage, with a focus on its being diffateto the common feeling—versus—thinking
dichotomy!, comes up frequently in current philosophy andchsiogy. Yet rarely, if at all, do
modern researchers refer to early ancient philogaphthis regard. But there are several other
philosophers who come close to the idea of a fgelithinking linkage and who do not refer to
their predecessors and are not referred to by sueicessors with respect to this idea. One of them
is R. G. Collingwood. In what follows | shall examine three works by I@mwood, and then
attack the issue of a thinking/feeling relation edirectly.

2. Analysis

In his reply to R. S. PeterEmotions and the Category of PassiyiB; A. Mace calls attention to
the fact that:
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[o]ne of the simplest of statements to this effistdil. emotional states are complex
upheavals involving elements of passivity and el@seof activity] is that of
Collingwood’s: “Emotion is not a totally separaten€tion of the mind independent of
thinking and willing [...] There is no emotion whi@oes not entail the activity of the
other so—called faculties of the mind” [10, p. 141]

The quote is borrowed from Collingwood'’s first boBlkligion and Philosophj4, p.10]. Yet the
statement seems to be maatepassantlt is placed at the very beginning of the boakthe first
chapter, where Collingwood discusses giemeral nature of religionFirst, Collingwood observes
that:

certain views of religion [...] place its essenoesbmething other than thought, and
exclude that faculty from the definition of theiggbus consciousness. [...] or again that
it is a function of a mental faculty neither inggdtual nor moral, known as feeling [4, p.
4].

Thus, having isolated the notion of an intellectiaaulty, Collingwood passes on tiat faculty of
the mind whose function is feelifg p. 10]° He carries on by saying that:

[tihe term feeling seems to be distinctively appliey psychologists to pleasure, pain
and emotions in general. But emotion is not a tptséparate function of the mind,
independent of thinking and willing; it includesthahese at once. If | feel pleasure,
that is will in that it involves an appetition tomis the pleasant thing; and it is also
knowledge of the pleasant thing and of my own sfahere is no emotion which does
not entail the activity of the other so-called fiies of the mind [4, p. 10].

From the above it is not clear what the differebhetveen feeling and emotion is. It seems there is
no difference, because “[tlhe term feeling is agblito emotions in general”, and Collingwood
himself follows this use since he speaks about fe#wailty of the mind [...] feeling”, then about
“emotion [...] not a totally separate function dietmind”, and, again, about “the term itself [...]
[tihe word feeling” [4, p. 11]. It looks as iérm meansword (or its sensg andemotionandfeeling

are to be understood synonymouslwith the difference that feeling is used in abarform
(feeling pleasure, and as a parallel to think-ingvidl-ing), and emotion as a substantive. We can b
sure of this since in what follows we read:

[...] Moreover the term itself is ambiguous. Thertvdeeling as we use it in ordinary
speech generally denotes not a particular kindcti¥/igy, but any state of mind of a
somewhat vague, indefinite or indistinct characfer] In another commonly—used
sense of the word, feeling implies absolute anditipesconviction coupled with
inability to offer proof or explanation of the caation [4, p. 11].

Next, more important than synonymy fekeling andemotionin Collingwood is his provisonot a
totally separate We can infer that there is a separation betwaeatien (feeling), thinking, and
willing, but not a complete one. The nature of timsomplete separation is not determined,
however. The extent gfartly is not elucidated and, therefore, we do not know much feeling is
a separate function of the minBinally, and crucially, the passage explicates ribaure of the
dependency of feeling, thinking, and willing, whighnot mutual. Thinking and willing hinge on
feeling, since the latter includes the former aghin, the latter entails the former.

In The Principles of Art published 22 years later, Collingwood is more liekpon
affectivity than inReligion and Philosophyindeed, one finds there a chapter entiflachking and
Feeling including subchapterBhe Two Contrastedreeling Thinking and finallyThe Problem of
Imagination According to Collingwood, there is a contrasiwen feeling and thinking that we are
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aware of from our experience. He states that: “Kinipand feeling are different” [...] [5, p. 169)].
This is so for three formal reasons:

[...] not only in that what we feel is somethindfelient in kind from what we think, nor
also because the act of thinking is a differendkaf act from the act of feeling, but
because the relation between the act of thinkirdyvaimat we think is different in kind
from the relation between the act of feeling andwke feel [5, p. 160].

If so, there is, | think, a slight difference to hated in Collingwood’s approach to relation betwee
feeling and thinking: while in 1916 he conceivectliieg as entailing thinking (= C1: feeling
includes thinking), in 1938 feeling and thinkingeapictured as contrasted (= C2: feeling and
thinking are different). If I am right, a changecaoed in Collingwood’s view. A few pages later,
we find the following:

Feeling appears to arise in us independently oftlalking [...] our sensuous—
emotional nature, as feeling creatures, is indegenadf our thinking nature, as rational
creatures, and constitutes a level of experientmenbie level of thought. [...] it has [...]
the character of a foundation upon which ratiorsat pf our nature is built [...] Feeling
provides for thought more than a mere substruatpoa which it rests [...] [5, pp. 163—
164].

Let us call this view, namely that feeling providasbase for thought, C3, which in terms of
containing/contained can be reformulated as CB@ught includes (as its foundation) feeling. If
this reformulation is correct, it now looks as iblilhgwood holds, from a diachronic perspective,
two reverse opinions, for claiming thigeling includes thinkings not at all the same as claiming
thatfeeling includes though©One may wonder if we are here dealing with twifedent views that
make Collingwood inconsistent or are evidence «f tihange of mind, or with two different
approaches, or, finally, perhaps with two differeehses of feeling (because of different uses of
feeling and emotion in both works).

Something similar to Collingwood’s latter claimotigh in somewhat different terms, had
been expressed by Bergson, barely six years ediNet only emotion is a stimulus, because it
incites the intelligence to undertake ventures dred will to persevere with them. We must go
further. There are emotions which beget thought [2, p. 31].

To be exact, Bergson’s and Collingwood’s thesesdsta a similar relation to each other as
a weak versus a strong thesis. In fachdte are emotions Bergson is weaker thanljgre is no
emotionin Collingwood’s sentence fikre is no emotion which does not entail the agtiof the
other so-called faculties of the misthce the latter means thadt emotions, not jussomeof them,
entail thought.

Yet, to be more exact, in the above quote Bergsgs svo things that are apparently not
identical. His claim thaemotion is a stimulus, because it incites the ligeshce to undertake
ventures and the will to persevere with thegems to refer t@ll) emotions (= B1), while his claim
that [tlhere are emotions which beget thoyghten if it goes further by replacimgcit[ing] with
begeling], refers tosomeemotionsonly (= B2). This is why | am not convinced that themsl
claim goes further. Certainly B2 goes further thginwith respect to recognizing as stronger the
influence of emotion on thought, but B1 goes furthean B2 in embracing emotions without
qualification, this is, as it seems to ra#,emotions’

When compared, Collingwood’s and Bergson'’s thesegim in various relations:

— C1 ((every) feeling includes & entails thinkirg)B2 ((some) emotions beget thought), because
(i) entails = begets, but (ii) evegysome,

— C3.2 ((every) thought includes (as its foundgtieeling) = B1 ((every) emotion is a stimulus &
incites the intelligence).

47



And as for Collingwood himself:

— C1 ((every) feeling includes & entails thinking) C3.2 ((every) thought includes (as its
foundation) feeling),

— C1 ((every) feeling includes & entails thinking)C3 ((every) thought includes (as its foundation)
feeling) in view of universal quantifier and thencept of containing, though C1 and C3.2 are
opposite because of what contains what.

However, in another chapter of the same book wedadeby Collingwood that:There is no need
for two separate expressions, one of thought amather of the emotion accompanying it. There is
only one expression” [5, p. 267].

With that we arrive at a new thesis (= C4: thdugid emotion are one expression). It says
that both emotion and thought are inseparably tnlsence, for example, when “expressing the
emotion the act of thought is expressed too” [R6¥]. It looks as if emotion and thought form a
kind of dyad in which neither element has any sigpéy over other in any respect.

This is not Collingwood’s last word. In 1942, shyprbefore his death, he publishd&the
New Leviathanwhere we find another claim that makes thingsnawere complex. We are now
told that: “[...] man’s mind is made of thought;tthere comes something else, feeling, which seems
to belong somehow to mind. [...] Feeling is an a&ggnof mind [...]" [6, 3.73 & 4.19, pp. 17-18].
Belonging as an apanage—unlike belonging as a itoest—is explained by Collingwood thus:
“[...] the way in which an estate belongs to a fgmr a mooring to a boat or a card in the library
catalogue to a book” [6, 4.16, p. 18].

If so, this means that, indirectly, feeling isayanage of what makes up the mind, that is, of
thought/s. And if this is correct, there is no magnmmetry between feeling and thought, for
thought is not an apanage of feelffigBut does this mean that feeling is conceptuallyag of
thought (= C5)? If so, C5 is close to C3.2 butatight from C2 and C4, of which both, in turn, are
to some extent opposite each other, since the foignabout feeling and thought being different
while the latter about their being one. Hence tla@estwo conceptual levels:

— on one level feeling and thought are symmetrighkther similar (C4) or dissimilar (C2),

— on another level, which is more specific, feeliamgd thought are asymmetrical and (i) the
difference is detailed, (ii) this detailing pertsito opposite kinds of inclusion based on the chfié
aspects of inclusion taken into account, to witifigeincluding thinking (C1) and thought including
feeling (C3.2/C5).

And this, | think, is a solution that combines @allwood’s five claims, provided | am right
in distinguishing them as five, i.e. C1, C2, C 3(®), C4, and C5. In order to avoid contradiction,
similarity and dissimilarity as well as thoughtisb®rdination to feeling and feeling’s subordination
to thought should be understood as bearing on demtical aspects of either symmetry or
asymmetry. But in suggesting this | neglect the faat C1 is dated 1919, while C2, C3.2, and C4
are dated 1938, and C5 is dated 1942.

One of Collingwood’s editors, W. J. van der Dusseakes the following point: “[...] it is
nevertheless not correct to interpret Collingwosdreking an absolute distinction between thought
and emotion. On the contrary, in his view emotionatain thought and thought emotions” [8, p.
265].

This is excellent. However, given the variety oflldgwood’s theses, as | have shown
above, it is not clear what van der Dussen reliekare (there is no reference to support the claim,
which is inserted among quotes frofhe Principles of ArandNew Leviathajj Moreover, note
that van der Dussen’s proposition (= D) containdact, not one but two claims: about there being
no absolute distinction between thought and emst{enD1) and about the mutual incorporation of
emotions and thought (= D2)While D1 may refer to C4, D2 echoes C1 and C3.2/C5. Therefore:
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D=
D1+D2=
C4 + C1 + C3.2/C5.

Since C2 is left out, | would suggest, in orderofter a fuller interpretation, including all five
claims, the following:

C (Collingwood) =
symmetry of feeling and thought = C2 + C4
+

asymmetry of feeling and thought = C1 + C3.2/C5.

This means that | follow the same interpretativétgra as van der Dussen, that is, | combine
several works by Collingwood, with the differenbattvan der Dussen omits C2. Second, | suggest
that at least two (or better, three) of them shdutédmentioned. Finally, it will be prudent to
remember that this interpretation is constructeith wd regard to the diachrony of the works taken
into account.

3. Synthesis

Let me now pass on to my main point. | take a beypond theses about the inclusion of feeling in
thinking and vice versa and set forward anothea idbout the linkage of two equally important
elements that are inseparable. Feeling and thinkreginked symmetrically, in a coordinate, not
subordinate way (= 27

Now, it is essential to bear in mind that episterand ontic approaches are not
interchangeable. For it can be the case that ifrd@ms of feeling and thought are hardly
distinguishable (= Z1), this might be for variousasons: it can be difficult or impossible to
distinguish them epistemically, while they are eliéint ontically (= Z1.1) or it can be impossible to
distinguish them epistemically, because they aredifferent ontically (= Z1.2). If the former,
either the distinction is not known but it will lk@own, or at least could be known (= is knowable)
(= 2.1.1.1}* or it will never be known, even though there islistinction between thought and
feeling (= is unknowable) (= Z.1.1.2). If they aret different ontically (Z.1.2), they are insepdeab
epistemically, which means that because the distimbetween thought and feeling is non-existent
ontically, it is only of conceptual charact8rA fortiori, a pure thought and a pure feeling asts
are unknowablé® Feeling and thought are dissociable only as aisalytonstructs but do not exist
in crudg namely feeling (alone) and thinking (alone). Ky without feeling and feeling without
thinking may appear useful in certain steps of ysig] but should not be considered as existing as
such. If they are distinct but inseparable, thepprton of feeling and thinking in diverse cases of
linkage varies. They form a kind of atomic linkadjke Descartesho mountain without valley/
There is a mountain and there is a valley, butethemo borderline between them (or even a zone
where a borderline could be drawn, because it dipen the environment and other neighbouring
mountains and valleys) and only higher/the highestlower/the lowest points can be indicated.
All in all, we are confined to simply setting hypeses as long as we are limited epistemically.
From the ontic point of view the hypotheses artotgws'®:

ontically epistemically

thought and feeling are ontically twthere are epistemically two concepts
symmetrical and foundational—butthat correspond to two elements that
separable—elements of the mentacan be treated in isolation

thought and feeling are ontically twthere are epistemically two concepts
symmetrical and foundational—an(that should not be treated in isolation
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inseparable—elements of the mental

ontically there are no such things athey are only pure concepts we use to
thought and feeling—there is only|describe one function or one act, but
one atomic function or act this is inaccurate; the fact that we are
used to describing it so results fro

our deformed epistemic perspectiv

From the epistemic point of view we have the follogvhypotheses:

epistemically ontically

feeling and thought are difficult to | whereas feeling and thought are
distinguish epistemically; the different ontically

distinction is not known but it will
be known or, at least, could be
known (= is knowable)

feeling and thought are difficult to | whereas feeling and thought are
distinguish epistemically and the |different ontically
distinction will never be known

feeling and thought are only because feeling and thought are not
concepts, or empty concepts distinct ontically

As long as there is no way of deciding about thegmtheses | suggest giving a formal description
of any function or any act. Its structure is tfis
a function/an act = x - feeling +y - thinking
where:

O0<x<1,0<y<1,
and x+y=1

or, if  am wrong and in extreme cases there i suthing as pure thought/pure feeling:

0<x<1,0<y<1,
and x+y=1.

4. A Short Conclusion

In this paper | intended to analyse Collingwood®sws on the thinking/feeling relation because of
their relevance for current research in philosopifiyaffectivity. | interpreted a variety of his
positions as mirroring difficulties in grasping thatic dimension of this relation. For example, his
focusing once on the priority of feeling over thimx and once on the priority of thinking over
feeling can be seen as an anticipation of the otrexpressionseemotional intelligenceand
intelligence of emotiondAs it is, these two expressions are used indegehyg the first by one
group of authors, the second by another. My impwass that they speak about the same or a
similar phenomenon. But why rather this than thgiression is preferred | don’t know. In this
context Collingwood’s approach—if | may take higigas claims as parts of one approach—is
comprehensive. The surprising fact, however, ig thgther contemporaneous nor succeeding
authors who tackle the feeling/thinking relatioriere to my knowledge, to each other. Is this a
reflection of simple ignorance or something elsey-faat each of them understands the distinction
differently and, consequently, | am wrong in idgmtig them as proponents of the thinking/feeling
linkage? | consider answering this question vatidofar as it not only concerns the history of
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philosophy but also and more interestingly, it seeim me, may contribute to advancing the
philosophy of affectivity. If the latter is plaus# Collingwood is an important figure who offers a
inspiring vista for treating the feeling/thinkinglationship.
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Notes

1. E.g. [16], [17], [18], [21], and, above all, [1®ne of the reviewers of [15], G. BayStones [3, p. 127] wrot&he
conclusion — that Presocratic psychological modetse not the dichotomies of reason and emotion wiitch we
are familiar from Plato onwards — is not all thairprising [...]. Yet, | must say | still meet hostility, tdism or, at
best, incomprehension of this idea. | suppose ttiiatunwillingness stems from a strong predominasfcanother
approach, that of the reason/emotion dichotomy.

. But even after the terminology had been estadgdighis view was supported, e.g. by [13, 1025B¢ (selow).

. To quote just one work, available also on Il[2&; esp. pp. 22—-36].

. A. Heller, [9, p. 191] calls this dichotonaparacteristic of everyday thinkirig.] practically alieu commun.

. There is more to say about R. G. Collingwoodésws on affectivity. A systematic treatment of faglis developed
in: [6, pp. 18-39 1Y Feeling& V The Ambiguity of Feelilp In [5] Collingwood seems to adopt a hierarchica
approach to affectivity, e.g. p. 168his level of experiende.] | propose to call the psychical levé&l.pp. 232—233:
The higher level differs from the lower in havingew principle of organization; this does not sigesle the old, it
is superimposed on.itCompare Max Scheler and Nicolai Hartmann (forlys®s and interpretations see
respectively [19] as well as [20] and [23]).

6. Compare [11, ch. 3, § 6, p. 58pf the first leading division of nameable thing&.vFeelings or States of

Consciousness, we began by recognizing three suibiedis; Sensations, Thoughts, and Emotions.

7. Which will not be the case in [5, p. 160]: [a.]general activity of feeling specialized into war$ kinds]...] not,
clearly, of quite the same kind as sensation; &tirjuish it, let us call it emotio& p. 164:1 shall in this book use
the word ‘feeling’[...] not as a synonym for emotion generalBontra [5, p. 239]What is expressed [s..] an
emotion[...] This feeling[...]. See also [14, §68 and 8§488] giving jdydudg as an example of, respectively,
feeling [Geflih] and emotion Gemutsbeweguihg

8. See also [5, p. 157he contrast between thinking and feeling

9. This ambiguity is inherent to the French tex, p. 39]: [...]I'émotion est un stimulant, parce qu’elle incite
l'intelligence a entreprendre et la volonté a perséer.[...] Il y a des émotions qui sont génératrices de pehsge
— the first sentence having no quantifier and with tlefinite article can be read tasite chaque(all) andil y a
amounting to the existential quantifier.

10. See also [6, 41.33, p. 344f:0ught not to surprise you to be told that emasianay turn into thoughts or that
thoughts may originate as emotions.

11. Let me mention that this thesis is not idealjynmetrical, because there we memstotions contain thought and
thought emotiongnstead of, for instanceemotion contains thought and thought emot@mnemotions contain
thoughts and thoughts emotions

12. Van der Dussen'’s provisdsolute(distinctior) may correspond to Collingwoodstally (separaté ([4, p. 10]).

13. This is more general and as such close to @ddlso to C2 since | don't claim that feeling athéhking are
identical). For a more specific sense of Z see Vidgikiws.

14. See [13, 1025D]t is not easy to conceive any emotiaaoc] of man devoid of reasonif@oyspol] or any
motion of thoughfdiovoiag kivnowv] without desire, emulation, or joy or sorrow added

15. As remarked by A. Heller, [9, p. 23}:we should not take this functional differenceassly, then the question:
“what does it mean to feel?” would be synonymotuth Wie question: what does it mean to think?

16. See [24].

17. See [7, V, 52]

18. See [22].

19. See [18, p. 81].
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