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Abstract Moods are usually taken to be pre-intentional affective states that tune our
experience and cognition. Moreover, moods are sometimes considered to not only
accompany cognitive acts, but to be understanding phenomena themselves. The fol-
lowing paper examines the assumption that moods represent a specific interpretative
skill. Based upon that view, the semantic content of moods seems to be self-
determining and to elude conceptual articulation. By contrast, I defend the thesis that
the alleged inarticulable intelligibility of affective experiences is possible only due to its
belonging to a comprehensive theoretical horizon. For that purpose, I first analyze
Heidegger’s influential account on moods in Being and Time, in order to clarify his
claim that moods have their own understanding. Although Heidegger asserts that
attuned understanding becomes itself when it is interpreted, he nevertheless rejects
conceptual unfolding as a legitimate disclosure of the intelligible content of moods. I
amend Heidegger’s account by engaging Hegel’s approach to this topic in his Philos-
ophy of Mind. In this text, Hegel argues that feelings cannot give an account of their
purport by feeling alone. Affective states not only manifest the need and urge to express
themselves, but they reach their full extent when their meaning is disclosed within the
entirety of the mind. It may be the case that affective states cannot always be fully
clarified, but, even within a non-cognitivist account of moods, their intelligibility
requires our acquaintance with articulated understanding.
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1 Statement of the Problem

1.1 The Transcendentality of Moods

It has become commonplace, at least in the phenomenological tradition that appeals to
Heidegger’s work, to underline the transcendental dimension of moods in the structure
of our experience (Ratcliffe 2002, 2008, 2013; Solomon 2004). Moods are believed to
attune, shape and even determine entire semantic contexts to the point that various
types of reasoning appear to be grounded in certain moods. In Heidegger’s view, moods
are not only a fundamental way of disclosing our being in the world, but also seem to
have primacy over other forms of understanding. There are passages in Being and Time
where attunement (Befindlichkeit) is described as a primordial disclosure, Bbefore all
cognition and willing and beyond their scope of disclosure^ (Heidegger 1996, 128).
Heidegger himself is aware that his conception appears, Bto leave the primary discovery
of the world to ‘mere mood’^ (Heidegger 1996, 130). 1 He actually endorses this,
provided that mood is not understood as mere feeling, humor or temper. We should
recall that the original impetus of Heidegger’s conception of moods concerns, to a great
extent, a critique of the priority of the theoretical mindset in modern epistemology. His
purpose is first and foremost to emphasize that understanding is not a mere conceptual
process, but is rather entangled with affective dispositions. According to his thesis,
disclosing meanings does not primarily bear on judging.

Our inquiry begins by questioning whether Heidegger’s reevaluation of moods,
which is at times considered to be Bunprecedented in the history of philosophy^
(Freeman 2014), has truly changed the profound paradigm in which moods are
basically grasped. First, both the deep-rooted presupposition in the traditional descrip-
tion of moods and recent non-cognitivist accounts (Damasio 1999; Prinz 2004), involve
their instant and intuitive character. Their fundamental feature seems to be the imme-
diacy, or as Heidegger puts it, the Bassailing^ and Boverwhelming^ character
(Heidegger 1996, 129). This presupposition is paradigmatic in the history of philoso-
phy; the contingency of affective states, their alleged Birrational^ character and their
proximity to somatic processes has always been highlighted. Moods have primarily
been classified as affections (gr. pathemata, lat. Affectiones), that is to say afflictive and
passive states of mind, caused by an inscrutable influence from without and, as such,
opposed to the capacity of human reason for self-determination.2

1 We may recall en passant the extensive debate on the translation of Heidegger‘s concepts of Befindlichkeit
and Stimmung. The first, which for Heidegger (2006) has an ontological purport, was translated as attunement
by Stambaugh, state-of-mind by Macquarrie and Robinson and affectedness by Dreyfus. The second (Stim-
mung), commonly translated as mood and meant to express the ontic manifestation of the grounding
Befindlichkeit, is nevertheless different from the German Laune which renders the actual phenomenon of
having a mood. This is why attunement is frequently used for both terms, in order to avoid mood. Beyond this
debate, we will use both mood and attunement in the following.
2 States of mind such as melancholia were for a long time emblematic phenomena for this view (Bell 2014).
On that account, the imperative of a certain submission of the affective dimension to autonomous reason
seems self-evident in the ancient tradition (Gill 2010). The long history of askesis stands for the rational
cultivation of various mental states, such as apatheia (Foucault 2001; Hadot 1995). At the core of this ancient
paradigm lies the profound connection between self-sufficiency (autarkeia) and tranquility (ataraxia), be-
tween rational response to impressions (prohairesis) and bliss (eudaimonia) (Price 2010).
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Furthermore, the nature of immediacy engages the inherent assumption that
moods are, in a certain manner, self-determining and that they indicate a non-
cognitive source of understanding.3 Moods apparently cannot be traced back to
a reason, but act in themselves as reason for an action or an assessment. In
other words, there is the tendency to believe that moods entail their specific
comprehension, which is neither constituted by conceptual means nor articulable by
such. This claim radically differs from the belief that moods merely accompany,
nourish or hinder cognitive acts (Morton 2010). It is also important to distin-
guish it from the belief that moods involve appraisals to one degree or another,
which could still take the form of articulable judgements (Lazarus and Lazarus
1996; Solomon 2004; Elpidorou 2013). The more radical claim I am interested
in is that moods represent a particular way of understanding contexts and
situations which cannot be reduced to the form of articulated judgements.
Heidegger’s emphasis of their constitutive function seems to suggest such an
assumption. In such a view, moods are independent of cognition and their
semantic content is conceptually inarticulable.

As soon as we try to make sense of the characteristic apprehension of
moods, of what and how they understand, we immediately come across the
inevitability of a conceptual-logical articulation of this constitutive and pre-
intentional affective dimension. This hermeneutic undertaking appears either to
jeopardise the presumed inarticulability of moods or to miss their specific
intelligibility.

1.2 Intelligibility and Articulability

The tension our inquiry is concerned with bears on the relationship between the
intelligibility and the articulability of moods. By intelligibility I mean the
semantic dimension that moods disclose. By articulability I refer to the means
by which we frame and share that intelligibility. The issue at stake does not
necessarily concern the undeniable situations in which we believe to affectively
understand what we cannot verbally express, but rather the claim that affective
states are able to understand what concepts and language cannot grasp.

I will argue against this claim by referring to Hegel’s take on the topic in his
Philosophy of Mind. There Hegel refers not only to sensing and feeling, but
also to affective states of mind. His considerations on emotional life should not
represent an antithetical alternative to Heidegger’s account, but rather an essen-
tial correction to it. In short, Hegel’s main idea is that affective understanding
cannot be considered as such without the involvement of other features of
mind. Emotionally experienced meaning is inseparable from the broader con-
stitution of the mind. The fact that such meanings cannot be directly articulated
does not imply that it originates in a non-conceptual framework of understand-
ing. Feelings do not have their own hermeneutics and they do not emerge ex
nihilo. What we instantaneously feel in a comfortable ambiance or in a state of

3 The idea that affective states can pass beyond the sway of thought is also ancient and could originate in
Plato’s dialogues, where he speaks of a certain type of frenzy (mania) which is the result of the immediate
intervention of the divine and not of a conceptual process (Plato 2011, Phaedrus, 244a-245c).
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melancholy is to be seen as the result of a hermeneutic process, of a personal
narrative, or of implicit conceptual assumptions. Hence, moods not only shape
our experience, but are also conditioned and configured by language and
concepts.4

This approach does not suggest that affective states should always be expressed or
elucidated; it only tackles the claim that they bear on a particular semantic content that
intrinsically cannot be articulated. The need and desire to express and share emotional
states points to the affinity between intelligibility and articulability. However, we
express affective states not only by using articulated language, but also by artistic
means such as music, dancing or painting. This raises concerns regarding the adequacy
of means of expression and the alleged untranslatability of the original affective
experience into a conceptual articulated discourse.5 Following Hegel we will in turn
argue that the semantic content of affective experiences is closely linked to their ex-
pression, which should point out that they are implictly articulated.

The phenomenon that exposes the tension between intelligibility and articulability is
represented by moods which supposedly cannot be traced back to an explanatory
ground. They differ from affective states which represent only a simultaneous reaction
to an occurrence or the result of an experience. In those cases, we are able to give an
account of why it is that we are in a certain mood. But in the case of a mood
conditioning our experience from the very beginning, without being in turn condi-
tioned, we cannot elucidate why we find ourselves in such and such mood. Its origin is,
as Heidegger puts it, an enigma.6 In this case, moods do not seem to be caused by
beliefs or to be conditioned by a narrative, but appear to be immediate expressions of an
autonomous state of mind. I would like to call these kind of affective phenomena
grounding moods. Ratcliffe (2010) calls them Bexistential feelings^, referring to
Bbackground structures of intentionality .̂ In this sense, it is a matter of Bdeep moods^
which are pre-conceptual, consisting not of semantic content, but of Bbodily feeling^,
which opens, for the first time, a free space for semantic possibilities (Ratcliffe 2013).

It is precisely the hypothesis that bodily feeling could claim an epistemic value by
itself which Hegel tackles at the outset of his analysis. For Hegel, although the self-
awareness of the body discloses and anticipates the conscious interpretative practices, it
cannot substitute articulated interpretation. The self-reference of the body is itself
always already disclosed within a hermeneutic frame.

4 This does not mean that cognition and affection are neurologically dependent. Ronald de Sousa (2010)
suggests abandoning the doctrine which posits that emotions embody judgments, as well as the opposition
between cognitivist and non-cognitivist approaches. He instead proposes a model called Btwo-track mind^,
according to which there are two types of mental processing with different origins in the brain. Emotions could
be thus immune to other „channels^ of the brain. If so, emotions could not manifest any epistemic claim.
5 Considerations about the untranslatability of affective states are also a commonplace. Wilson (2002) argues
for instance that we cannot fully understand our emotional life, while Pugmire (2010) restates that there are
aspects of our experience that evade our best efforts to articulate them. In turn, Ben-Ze’ev (2001) convincingly
argues against the normative claim that the description or the knowledge of emotions would reduce their
intensity.
6 BPhenomenally, what mood discloses and how it discloses would be completely misunderstood if what has
been disclosed were conflated with that which attuned Da-sein ‘at the same time’ is acquainted with, knows,
and believes. Even when Da-sein is ‘sure’ of its ‘wither’ in faith and thinks it knows about its whence in
rational enlightenment, all of this makes no difference in the face of the phenomenal fact that moods bring Da-
sein before the that of its there, which stares at it with the inexorability of an enigma^ (Heidegger 1996, 128).
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In the following, I first describe Heidegger’s account on moods. I begin by
questioning the relation between understanding and moods and proceed by outlining
the tension between understanding and interpretation in Being and Time (§29–§34). I
eventually argue that Heidegger does not actually claim that moods represent a
particular interpretative skill, but rather that he underlines the attuned character of
semantics in general and, more importantly, rejects the dependency of semantics on
conceptual interpretation. In consideration of this ambiguity, I then turn to Hegel’s
exposition in the attempt of elucidating the triad of affectivity, intelligibility and
articulability. First, I show how Hegel locates affective states in the context of self-
sensing body and considers that they comprise a broad relation of the entire mind to
itself. Second, I outline how, for Hegel, affectivity is solipsistic and void if it does not
dispose of conceptual and linguistic means in order to relate to and share itself. Finally,
I argue that affective states are to be understood only within the entirety of the mind,
always implying self-consciousness, social interaction and conceptual frameworks.

2 Sketching Heidegger’s Account

2.1 How Moods Understand

Heidegger’s exposition of the ontological meaning of moods in Being and Time (§29)
serves as his introduction to the sections concerning understanding, interpretation and
discourse. It essentially anticipates the significant tension between mood and understand-
ing in the account that follows. On the one hand, Heidegger defines understanding as the
primary modus of Being-in-the-world and as the ground of world disclosedness. On the
other hand, he asserts that mood, Bhas already disclosed the Being-in-the-world as a whole
and first makes possible directing oneself toward something^ (Heidegger 1996, 129).

To begin, Heidegger highlights the decisive function of moods in intentionality
precisely in order to undermine the priority of a pure theoretical mindset. Correspond-
ingly, every understanding, even the scientific position, has been attuned (befindlich) all
along. His criticism is directed against a certain theory of cognition that claims to
exhaustively explain the structure of our experience through categorical judgments,
thus reducing its semantic content to logical relations. However, the significant chal-
lenge that his conception poses lies in the assumption that there is a disclosure of the
world before all cognition. On this view, the mood itself would constitute the inten-
tionality from the very beginning and predetermine any understanding.

In order to clarify the relation between affective states and understanding, we refer to
Heidegger’s assertion that Battunement always has its understanding, even if only by
suppressing it^ (Heidegger 1996, 134). The pertinent question does not primarily
concern the meaning of that suppression, as commentators generally think, but rather:
What kind of understanding can moods have? If their disclosure cannot be reduced to
mere feelings, then either they refer to a particular interpretative skill or they entail and
suppress an understanding that could be articulated. In the latter case, the question
would not concern so much the articulability of that understanding, but rather the
conceptual means by which the semantic content can be articulated. Heidegger should
be concerned with this dilemma, as the articulation of that semantic content has to
avoid reductive categorical judgements.
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A good argument can be made for this interpretation. This lies in the fact that moods
do not disclose meaning by themselves. When he describes the grounding function of
mood, Heidegger in fact uses the term mitkonstituieren, i.e., constituting together with
(Heidegger 1996, 129). Attunement (Befindlichkeit) participates in the constitution of
significance, but this does not mean that it alone grounds a horizon of meaning. As a
consequence, the paradox of attunement consists in the fact that, while moods disclose
meanings Bbefore all cognition and willing,^ they do depend on understanding. It could
be argued, however, that this type of understanding is not an asset of cognition. In turn,
it can be stressed that understanding also does not represent a particular skill of affects.
For Heidegger, affective states appear from the very beginning in a context of meanings
or in a web of significations that is always already disclosed.

Consequently, groundingmoods do not refer to affective experiences beyond the horizon
of intelligibility and they do not constitute this horizon alone. When Heidegger eventually
designates understanding as the, Bprimordial activity of human existence^, he means much
more than affective states (Heidegger 1998, 124). This reading is certainly based on the
Principle of Charity. It only states that we should not draw a sharp dividing line between
mood and understanding as their relation is rather one of interdependency. Heidegger is
concerned foremost with the interpretative articulation of an attuned understanding.

2.2 Meaning and Articulation

The puzzling relation between understanding and articulation brings us to the dispute
between pragmatic and hermeneutic readings of Heidegger’s account on the constitution
of meaning. I will briefly turn to this debate in view of the following question: What
happens to affective experiences when we utter them (Pugmire 2010)? Not only articu-
lated discourse, but also understanding as such is defined by the as-structure. If moods are
essentially linked with the phenomenon of understanding, then they should either serve as
the basis for or be themselves pervaded by the understanding of something as something.

In short, the pragmatic reading emphasizes the priority of a non-theoretical understand-
ing exclusively grounded in the practice (Dreyfus 1991; Blattner 2006; Hall 1993).
Accordingly, we cannot speak of a proper as-structure in, for instance, the activity of
using an instrument. A skill such as hammering does not presuppose a cognitive act about
hammering as hammering. There is a specific understanding of practical knowledge
(phronesis), but it precedes every cognition or conscious comprehension (theorein)
(Wrathall 2013; Gordon 2013). In a radical sense, there is understanding that does not
actually understand. Alternatively, hermeneutic readings focus on the pervasiveness of
interpretation, in so far any understanding already implies an unthematic as-structure
(Gadamer 1994; Ricoeur 1974; Hoy 1993). In this view, every practical skill already
implies a latent interpretation, because it takes, for instance, the hammer as hammer.
Articulation is just the thematic unfolding of an already inhered semantic content.

Heidegger explicitly says that intelligibility in general, including attunement and
understanding, is, Balways already articulated before its appropriative interpretation^
(Heidegger 1996, 150). Elsewhere, he stresses that the as-structure is common to both
understanding and interpretation and that they represent in this sense a Bunitary
phenomenon^ (Heidegger 1996, 151). Therefore, the true dispute concerns the relation
between articulated as-structure and unarticulated meaning. To what extent can we
consider as meaning a horizon of intelligibility beyond or before articulation?
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Heidegger defines meaning as, Bthat wherein the intelligibility of something main-
tain itself^ (Heidegger 1996, 142). Hence, meaning enables something to appear as
something. It is disclosed in understanding and can consequently be articulated. But
this does not imply that there is inarticulable meaning. Although the articulation is not
necessary, meaning is basically articulable sense and in some way intrinsically already
articulated. Heidegger’s view hinges on the idea that interpretation and understanding
are mutually dependent. Based on a charitable interpretation, this means that there is no
understanding without articulability. To be sure, interpretation does indeed require the
articulable in order to unfold meanings. But then unarticulated meanings exist only
because they already presuppose articulability. This assumption does not imply that
every attuned understanding comprises a latent interpretation. Rather it points to the
commitment that there is meaning out there because, although not yet articulated, or
even inarticulable, it could virtually be articulated.

In line with this, articulability is to some extent a condition of meaningfulness.
Heidegger leaves room for this commitment when he, for example, outlines the relation
between silence and articulated discourse: BAuthentic silence is possible only in genuine
discourse. In order to be silent, Da-sein must have something to say^ (Heidegger 1996,
154). An unarticulated semantic content is thus possible on condition of articulation.
Oddly enough however, Heidegger seems to suggest that it is not words which make
meanings and understanding possible, given that words Baccrue to significations^ and not
the other way around (Heidegger 1996, 151). This paradoxical claim indicates
Heidegger’s reservation about conceptual unfolding of semantic contents. It could also
point to his belief that the specificity of attuned understanding is lost when articulated.

2.3 Attuned Semantics

Moods personify the paradox described above, namely, that of an understanding that has
the need and urge to express itself, often without the possibility of articulation. We find
ourselves in a mood because we are always making sense of our experience. Part of being
in a mood involves searching for expressions that would expand and complete it, not
subsequently, but immanently, as constitutive part of that affective experience. In articu-
lating moods, we do not make something else out of them, but we let them manifest as
such. As Heidegger would put it, understanding is not estranged in articulation, but, quite
the contrary, it ‘becomes itself’ and ‘appropriates’ its own semantic content when it is
unfolded in interpretation (Heidegger 1996, 139). However, remaining silent sometimes is
precisely what fulfils the way of being in a mood and its attuned understanding.

The silence is not a mere phenomenological point, but it concerns a crucial question
for Heidegger: how could meanings be authentically articulated, if judgments are
always prone to an ontology of simple-presence? Heidegger is skeptical of a concep-
tuality that could faithfully render the semantic content of moods. Concepts would
overlook the semantic particularity that moods bring to understanding. If understanding
cannot be fully conceptually explained, then not only silence, but also a particular
language is required, which goes beyond the deficient epistemology of presence-at-
hand. This language should describe moods in their concrete dynamic process and
suggest their semantic particularity rather than define it. Nevertheless, this still raises
the question of whether moods have an independency in their participation to semantic
disclosure or if they are themselves fruits of semantics. In the latter case, they would not
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be isolated phenomena, but part of an overarching horizon of meaning. Concepts do not
distort attuned understanding, but render it possible. As Hegel argues, conceptualiza-
tion fulfils affective states by integrating them into the entirety of mind.

3 Sketching Hegel’s Account

3.1 Self-Awareness of the Body

Hegel’s description of, Bthe feeling soul^ in his Philosophy of Mind, the third part of the
Encyclopedia (1830), offers a fruitful perspective on the topic of moods. Hegel
maintains there that the semantic content of affective experiences does not only
postulate articulability, but is intelligible only within the frame of an aware and
encompassing account of oneself. Remaining within the coordinates set by the analyses
of Heidegger’s view on moods, we shall consider to what extent Hegel’s reflections
could make an essential correction to it.7

To begin, Hegel has earned a reputation as detractor of immediacy. Accordingly, he
is thought to be critical of the self-determinacy of affective experiences and to
emphasize the cognitive background which conditions and mediates every mental state,
regardless of how immediate this might seem. As a result, concepts and words would
not be subsequently added to moods in order to translate their comprised meaning, but
would determine their condition of possibility from the very beginning.

Nevertheless, I go beyond this perceived Hegelian norm and turn the tables by closely
analyzing the mentioned passage in his Philosophy of Mind (§403-§408). Here Hegel
takes feelings very seriously, examining, for example, the psychic relationship of the child
with its mother in the womb and the question of animal magnetism. First and foremost, in
this particular chapter, Hegel grasps the paradox of emotional life; to Hegel, although the
‘feeling soul’ (i.e., the emotional self) virtually represents the substrate of the entire mind,
feelings alone cannot give an account of their inherent individuality and intelligibility.

The capacity to feel is considered in this passage as the genesis of individuality. To feel
means to feel oneself sensing and is as such the most basic faculty of the mind’s self-
reference. Sensitivity is thus the source of an implicit self, of an underlying substrate for
subjectivity, in so far it embraces and holds together thoughts, memories, and ideas as
belonging to oneself. In this sense, Hegel asserts that in sensitivity Bthe whole mental life
is condensed^ (Hegel 1984, 29). However, although the stage of feeling gives birth to an
abstract I, or, in Hegel’s words, to a Bsingle-souled inner life^, this kind of self-feeling
individuality lacks self-consciousness. The merely feeling soul is caught in an immanent
inwardness which it has to elaborate and exteriorize in order to truly relate to itself.

Sensitivity alone mainly embraces the corporeal. The body is considered here as,
Bone simple, omnipresent unity^ of the soul, whose immediate expression or self-
awareness is a, Bspecial state of mind^ (Hegel 1984, 26ff). Along these lines, moods
can be considered a medium through which the implicit self becomes aware of itself.8

7 In the following, I will use either William Wallace’s translation of 1894 or the Wallace & Miller version
much revised by Michael Inwood in 2007 depending on their proximity to the original text.
8 This account is reminiscent of Ratcliffe’s description of mood as, Bbodily feelingB or, Binternal stateB
(Ratcliffe 2010).
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However, this self-reference seems to be tangled in an insulated internality of sensing.
The virtual solipsism of emotional life is in fact the reason why Hegel eventually
considers the self-feeling sensitivity as a Bstage of darkness^ (Hegel 2007, 89).

This standpoint does not hinder him from acknowledging the rich content of
feelings. On the contrary, he suggests that our emotional life not only includes
unconscious or congenital features such as temperament, but also, to a greater degree,
anticipates our character, therefore predetermining the self-conscious life. 9 Hegel
exemplifies this hypothesis with the psychical, through the physical tie between the
child in the womb and its mother, referring to, Bthe striking effects communicated to
and stamped upon the child^ by the mother’s emotions, in addition to, Bother predis-
positions of form, temperament, character, talent, idiosyncrasies^ which the child
inherits (Hegel 2007, 90). This sensitive predisposition is a constitutive dimension of
the human mind. What is meant by it is suggested, according to Hegel, in common
expressions such as being in good heart or to be good at heart. It is present in
atmospheric experiences which Hegel describes as identity with surroundings or in
mental states such as homesickness.

Yet the sensitive life is, Bnot the free mind which wills and thinks^ (Hegel 2007, 95).
Although it determines other aspects of the mind and is thus a decisive part of its
entirety, for Hegel there is the imperative to rise out of the Binarticulate mass of mere
sensitivity to free consciousness^ (Hegel 1984, 31).

3.2 The Solipsism of Affectivity

Hegel’s main argument is that a consciousness which expresses itself by means of pure
sensing manifests some kind of disease. A self-consciousness should dispose of
conceptual and linguistic means to relate to itself and to share its emotions. The
enterprise of relating to a semantic content of affective states by means of mere self-
sensing appears, to Hegel, radically enough, as a form of insanity.

If we unfold his reasoning, his first worry about inward self-sensing relates to the lack
of differentiation. Accordingly, there is a fundamental confusion in mere sensing which
can pervade to such extent, Bthat all varieties of sensation^ or, Bthe particularities of feeling
have disappeared^ (Hegel 1984, 35; Hegel 2007, 97). Feelings become on this account
redundant. Moreover, there can be no talk of understanding in such a blurry state of mind,
since comprehending means tracking a phenomenon to its cause and relating it to
conditions and other phenomena. In addition to this, he considers the expectation of a
semantic content from a purely sensing account, as in the case of clairvoyance or of
sensing, Bwith the pit of the stomach^, to be Bfoolish^ (Hegel 2007, 97ff).

Against this mere immediacy, Hegel claims that sensations must be developed and
articulated consciously and intelligibly. Only then, Bthe subject as such gives these
feelings a place as its own in itself^ or, as another translation reads, Bposits them within
itself as its feelings^ (Hegel 1984, 36; Hegel 2007, 114). Feelings come to their full
extent when they are discriminated as such and located within the entirety of mind:

9 BThis sensitive nucleus includes not merely the purely unconscious, congenital disposition and temperament,
but within its enveloping simplicity it acquires and retains also […] all further ties and essential relationships,
fortunes, principles— everything in short belonging to the character, and in whose elaboration self-conscious
activity has most effectively participated^ (Hegel 1984, 29).
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BThe self-possessed and healthy subject has an active and present consciousness of the
ordered whole of his individual world, into the system of which he subsumes each
special content of sensation, idea, desire, inclination, &c., as it arises, so as to insert
them in their proper place^ (Hegel 1984, 37). Disease, in turn, is seen by Hegel as the
rebellion of a part against the whole. This is why, if the self-sensing feeling takes over
the task of conceptual articulation, the mind is in a pathological state.

Affective experiences are fulfilled through their intelligible articulation. Feelings
alone cannot give an account of their semantic content and risk in this way to lose their
particularity and to become superfluous. If indistinct and obscure, affective states don’t
actually have a semantic content. By contrast, for a self-conscious subject to feel means
to articulate one’s feelings and to reckon them as such. We cannot actually share
affective states by sensing alone, but only by differentiating and describing them. This
amounts to the idea that affective states have to be articulated with the aid of other
features of the mind.

3.3 The Integrity of Mind

Hegel’s account goes further than Heidegger’s ambiguous approach to the relation
between the intelligibility and the articulability of moods. According to Hegel, emo-
tional life and intelligible articulation are inseparable features of the mind. Strictly
speaking, the existence of moods already presupposes other dimensions of mind such
as self-consciousness, social interaction and conceptual articulation. In order to feel a
mood as being ours we must be self-conscious. In order to state the unintelligibility of
an emotional state, we must have already understood something about that experience.
We are in fact always already articulating states of mind, even when we state their
inarticulability. The interpretation of affective states does not come subsequently, as if it
were imposed on an original and intangible content, but is already present as an integral
part of our entire mind.

On the downside, Hegel seems to advocate the philosophical tradition concerning
the priority of intellect over affections. To that effect, he asserts that feeling has to rise
to self-consciousness in order Bto take possession^ of its own Bsubstantiality^ and Bto
realise its mastery over its own^ (Hegel 1984, 25). In other words, by articulating,
differentiating and classifying affective experiences, the mind as a whole gains the
upper hand over its own emotional life, which still represents a determining portion of
itself. In this spirit, we can read Hegel’s considerations as a plea, not for the sway of
cognition over affection, but rather for the integration of affections in the entirety of
mind. If we believe him, feelings would become in this way, Bliberated and made
independent^ (Hegel 2007, 87).

Finally, affective states cannot have an independent and self-determining semantic
content beyond its articulation. The reason for this is that understanding always requires
distinctive conceptualization. The attempt to make sense of feelings by feeling alone
represents for Hegel the reduction of themind to a singular feature. By contrast, the human
soul is not made of feelings alone. This statement involves two aspects. On the one hand,
the necessity of articulating moods is based on the completion of the mind. On the other
hand, feelings are always already mediated by a theoretical background. This does not
deny the particularity of affective states, but points to the fact that they are generally
entangled with a narrative.
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4 Conclusion

This paper tackled an assumption about the semantic purport of moods, according to
which such affective states represent a particular understanding skill that does not
require either cognition or conceptual articulation. Correspondingly, the intelligibility
of moods is said to differ from or even exclude their articulability.

This paper has inquired to what extent this hypothesis could implicitly be made by a
view appealing toHeidegger’s influential conception ofmoods. If moods are pre-intentional
states that disclose an entire horizon of meaning (Ratcliffe 2010), then being in such and
such a mood may seem to predetermine certain beliefs. However, this picture rests upon a
dualistic paradigm by assuming that affective states can ground understanding, while they
are themselves, in turn, groundless. Moods are thus believed to disclose, from outside the
hermeneutic horizon, what is meaningful to us. Since this position seems to claim epistemic
value for a non-epistemic state, I have raised against it the objection of it being a Bmyth of
the given^. In contrast, it may be argued that moods have a semantic content only by
belonging to an overarching horizon of intelligibility and not by preceding it.

Employing the principle of charity, in this paper I have maintained that Heidegger, in
Being and Time, does not describe moods as a particular understanding ability, but
rather makes the point that understanding is always attuned. Moreover, in his view the
semantic content of an attuned understanding is not distorted, but appropriated in
elaborated interpretation. However, I have questioned Heidegger’s belief that a con-
ceptually articulated frame is not able to grasp the intelligible content of such affective
experiences. This belief makes room for the assumption that moods are immediate and
self-determining experiences.

I then argued with reference to Hegel’s remarks in his Philosophy of Mind that moods
are deeply and ineluctably entangled with the activity of understanding and interpreting.
This thesis should be understood in two different ways. On the one hand, if the urge of
expression and the need to articulate what we sense to understand belong to the experience
of affective states, then there is no expression, sharing or shaping of feelings by feeling
alone. As this would be an indistinctive and redundant account of affective experiences,
moods fulfil themselves when they are articulated. On the other hand, a conceptual
framework is a possibility condition for semantically charged moods. We are in a mood
because we happen to understand a complex of significance, even if we cannot immedi-
ately articulate it. Moods entail an interpretative narrative and come to their full extent
when their meaning is articulated.Wemight feel that we sometimes cannot understand our
disposition, but this does not mean that we can understand by feeling alone.
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