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Abstract. The article presents and discusses Twardowski’s classificatory project in the 
context of Brentano’s idea that psychology ultimately leads toward a natural classifica-
tion of mental phenomena. The article is divided into five parts. Sect. 1 contextualizes 
the main aims of Brentano’s project. In Sect. 2, Brentano’s classificatory project is con-
textualized in regard to the main trends of 19th century psychology. Moreover, Brenta-
no’s main arguments for his classifications are to be analysed. In Sect. 3, Twardowski’s 
early writings and lectures from the Viennese period are discussed, including his doc-
toral dissertation, habilitation thesis, and early lecture course on logic. In Sect. 4, 
Twardowski’s account of presentations as composed of two sub-classes, images and 
concepts, is reconstructed. His differentiation between presentations/judgement and vo-
litional acts/feelings are also analysed. Sect. 5 serves to outline the main elements of 
Twardowski’s classificatory program in the context of Brentano’s psychology. 

Keywords: mental phenomena; descriptive psychology; presentations; judgment; feel-
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The article presents an overview of Kazimierz Twardowski’s (1866–1938) 
classificatory program in the context of Franz Brentano’s (1838–1917) philosophical 
project. In the scholarly literature, one can find widespread consensus that 
Twardowski’s thought was shaped by Brentano’s ideas1; after all, Twardowski studied 
 

1 See, e.g., Anna Brożek, “Franz Brentano and the Lvov–Warsaw School,” in Denis Fisette, 
Guillaume Fréchette, Friedrich Stadler (eds.), Franz Brentano and Austrian Philosophy, Cham, 
Springer, 2020, pp. 197–233, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-40947-0_10; Arianna Betti, “Brenta-
no and the Lvov–Warsaw School,” in Uriah Kriegel (ed.), The Routledge Handbook of Franz Brenta-
no and the Brentano School, New York, Routledge, 2017, pp. 334–340; Arianna Betti, “Twardowski 
and Brentano,” in The Routledge Handbook of Franz Brentano and the Brentano School, pp. 305–
311; Dariusz Łukasiewicz, “Polish Metaphysics and the Brentanian Tradition,” in Sandra Lapointe,  
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under Brentano in Vienna in 1885–1889, and participated in his lectures and seminars.2 
Under the all-encompassing influence of his teacher, Twardowski’s early writings 
clearly incorporate two central tasks of Brentano’s project, i.e., a descriptive analysis of 
the mind and the classificatory task. Both tasks are intertwined; they were pioneered by 
Brentano in his early discussions on the subject matter and aims of psychology 
understood as a philosophical discipline. The first task consists in a descriptive 
determination of the elements of the mind. As it is well known, this task ultimately 
enables one to formulate the thesis of the intentional directedness of the mind.3 The 
fulfillment of this task, however, does not end one’s investigation, as descriptive 
nuances form the basics for the second task of psychology, which consists in an 
attempt to classify the various parts of mental life. In this regard, one may agree with 
Kriegel, who states that “[a] central task of a serious theory of consciousness, 
according to Brentano, is to offer a ‘fundamental classification’ of conscious states.”4 
Thus, for Brentano, psychology starts with the analysis of mental phenomena by 
drawing descriptive differences among their parts, but its ultimate aim is to classify 
different types of mental phenomena. This task, as shown by Dewalque, is rooted in 
the central tendencies of 19th century philosophy, which aimed at formulating natural 
classifications. No other task of philosophy was pointed out by Auguste Comte (1798–
1857) and John Stuart Mill (1806–1873).5 Of course, both scholars shaped Brentano’s 
project as well.6  
 
Jan Woleński, Mathieu Marion, Wioletta Miskiewicz (eds.), The Golden Age of Polish Philosophy: Kazim-
ierz Twardowski’s Philosophical Legacy, Dordrecht, Springer, 2009, pp. 19–31, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-2401-5_2; Amadeusz Citlak, “The Lvov–Warsaw School: The Forgot-
ten Tradition of Historical Psychology,” History of Psychology 2016, 19 (2), 105–124; Amadeusz Citlak, 
“The Problem of Mind and Mental Acts in the Perspective of Psychology in the Lvov-Warsaw School,” 
Philosophical Psychology 2019, 32 (7), 1049–1077, https://doi.org/10.1080/09515089.2019.1647410; 
Amadeusz Citlak, “Brentano’s Psychology and Kazimierz Twardowski School: Implications for the Empir-
ical Study of Psychological Phenomena Today,” Psychological Research 2023, 87, pp. 1665–1681, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-022-01744-1; Jan Woleński, “Brentanian Motives in Kazimierz 
Twardowski and His Students,” in Anna Brożek, Friedrich Stadler, Jan Woleński (Eds.), The Significance 
of the Lvov–Warsaw School in the European Culture, Cham, Springer, 2017, pp. 47–64, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-52869-4_4. 

2 See Izydora Dąmbska, “François Brentano et la pensée philosophique en Pologne. Casimir Twar-
dowski et son école,” Grazer Philosophische Studien 1978, 5, p. 118; Anna Brożek, Kazimierz Twardows-
ki. Die Wiener Jahre, Wien, Springer Verlag, 2011, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-7091-0771-3. 

3 See, e.g., Arkadiusz Chrudzimski, Intentionalitätstheorie beim frühen Brentano, Dordrecht, 
Kluwer, 2001; Tim Crane, “Brentano on Intentionality,” in The Routledge Handbook of Franz Bren-
tano and the Brentano School, pp. 41–48; Uriah Kriegel, Brentano’s Philosophical System: Mind, 
Being, Value, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2018, pp. 51–70; Mark Textor, Brentano’s Mind, Ox-
ford, Oxford University Press, 2017, pp. 44–71. 

4 Kriegel, Brentano’s Philosophical System, p. 22. 
5 Arnaud Dewalque, “Natural Classes in Brentano’s Psychology,” Brentano Studien 2018, 16, 

pp. 111–142, esp. 118–119. 
6 Michel Bourdeau, Ion Tănăsescu, “Intentionality and the Classification of Phenomena and Sci-

ences in Comte’s Cours de Philosophie Positive and in Brentano’s Empirical Psychology,” in Ion Tănăse-
scu, Alexandru Bejinariu, Susan Krantz Gabriel, Constantin Stoenescu (eds.), Brentano and the Positive 
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Elsewhere, I have extensively discussed to what extent Twardowski 
incorporated the first task of Brentano’s project into his psychology, i.e., a 
descriptive analysis of mental life, and I have described the common points and 
differences between both projects.7 In the present study, in turn, I will focus on the 
second task of Brentano’s psychology, i.e., the classificatory project. As we will 
see in the following, Twardowski took over some elements of Brentano’s account 
of presentations, even though he criticized the possible confusion between the 
object and content of presentations. Furthermore, Twardowski followed Brentano 
in differentiating presentations and judgments, but he declined to classify the will 
and feelings as a unitary class of the love-and-hate phenomena. To show this, the 
article is structured as follows. In Sect. 2, I contextualize Brentano’s classificatory 
project in regard to the main tendencies of 19th century psychology. Moreover, 
Brentano’s main arguments for his classifications are also analyzed. In Sect. 3, I 
focus on Twardowski’s early writings and lectures from the Viennese period. Here, 
I discuss the main points of his doctoral dissertation and his lecture course on logic. 
In Sect. 4, I focus on Twardowski’s account of presentations as composed of two 
sub-classes, images and concepts. Here I also analyze Twardowski’s differentiation 
between presentations/judgments and volitional acts/feelings. Sect. 5 serves to list 
the main points of Twardowski’s classificatory program in the context of 
Brentano’s psychology. 

2. BRENTANO’S CLASSIFICATORY PROGRAM IN THE CONTEXT  
OF 19TH CENTURY PHILOSOPHY AND PSYCHOLOGY 

In “Book One” of his Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, Brentano 
famously declared that psychology is a science.8 This idea of comprehending 
psychology and, more generally, philosophy as a science was widely discussed 
among 19th century scholars.9 It was connected to attempts—popular at that time—
to seek a new paradigm for doing research. After the rise of idealistic tendencies 
with Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel’s (1770–1831) speculative thought, some, 
e.g., Otto Liebmann (1840–1912), Hermann Cohen (1842–1918), Wilhelm 
Windelband (1848–1915), postulated returning to Immanuel Kant (1724–1804), 
and thus they established different schools within Neo-Kantianism, though this was 
not a unified movement. Others, e.g., Comte and J.S. Mill, opted for positivism. In 
 
Philosophy of Comte and Mill: With Translations of Original Writings on Philosophy as Science by Franz 
Brentano, Berlin, Walter de Gruyter, 2022, pp. 185–221, https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110734645-008.  

7 Witold Płotka, “On the Brentanian Legacy in Twardowski’s Views on Psychology,” in Brentano 
and the Positive Philosophy of Comte and Mill, pp. 351–370, https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110734645-015. 

8 Franz Brentano, Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, A.C. Rancurello, D.B. Terrell & 
L.L. McAlister (Trans.), London, New York, Routledge, 1995, pp. 2–20. 

9 See Liliana Albertazzi, Immanent Realism. An Introduction to Brentano, Dordrecht, Springer, 
2006, pp. 83–121, https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-4202-7. 
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this context, Brentano took on an uneasy project to reawaken Aristotelianism and 
the scholastic tradition in order to define anew the basics of psychology. The idea 
of understanding 19th century attempts at defining psychology as a search for a new 
paradigm comes from Arens.10 In her opinion, this enterprise was at bottom 
determined by Kant who, as she puts it, “established the primary inclusion and 
exclusion rules of this discourse [on psychology] in establishing the categories of 
pure reason and applying them to anthropology.”11 Kant’s reformulation of the old 
paradigm consisted in introducing a scientific framework in defining the mind’s 
capacities, which arise in the interaction between the world and mind. As a result, 
“Kant’s psychology points the way to a new paradigm for psychology, focusing 
both on the activities of the mind and on the data which is to be processed.”12 In 
Kant’s philosophy, scientific procedure is held as reasoning on the basis of a 
limited number of broadly applicable and self-evident premises. Here psychology 
is defined mainly as a conceptual discipline that examines the notion of the mind as 
a faculty representing non-mental objects.  

This tendency was significantly enlarged by Gustav Theodor Fechner’s 
(1801–1887) psychophysics, which drew a parallel between the mind and natural 
processes.13 With this claim, Fechner has shown that psychology has to be founded 
on physiology and anatomy. In addition, he claimed that psychology has to adopt 
mathematics in an attempt to describe the mind-world relationship. Arens suggests 
that Fechner influenced Wilhelm Wundt (1832–1920) in his emphasis on the 
primacy of the environment in determining mental processes.14 For Wundt, 
psychology ought to be developed as an experimental science. Of course, Wundt’s 
concept of psychology is complex.15 Essentially, he understood psychology as an 
empirical science that is based on experience, wherein experience is understood in 
a twofold way: either as directed toward an objective content, i.e., the experienced 
objects, or in a subjective key. Natural sciences usually minimalize the subjective 
aspect of experiences and instead focus on objective content. Psychology, in turn, 
concerns subjective experience, which is realized as immediate (unmittelbar) and 
direct experiencing.16 By doing so, however, psychologists can address the 
question of the objective content of experience, only comprehended from a 
subjective point of view. The procedure adopted by the psychologist consists in 

 
10 Katherine Arens, Structures of Knowing: Psychologies of the Nineteenth Century, Dor-

drecht, Boston, London, Kluwer, 1989, p. 4. 
11 Ibidem, p. 44. 
12 Ibidem, p. 83. 
13 Ibidem, p. 107. 
14 Ibidem, p. 120. 
15 See Saulo de Freitas Araujo, Wundt and the Philosophical Foundations of Psychology: A 

Reappraisal, Cham, Springer, 2016, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-26636-7. 
16 See Wilhelm Wundt, “Über die Definition der Psychologie,” Philosophische Studien 1896, 

12, pp. 1-66. 
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gradual generalizations of laws regarding subjective experience. Thus, psychology 
is a discipline in a general sense, i.e., its aim is to synthetize facts.17  

The same non-idealist tendency can be found in Brentano. His emphasis on 
scientific psychology can be read, as shown by Huemer, as an attempt to criticize 
the dominant position of German idealism and system philosophy.18 In contrast to 
Fechner and Wundt, Brentano is skeptical of the attempt to include non-mental 
objects in psychic life.19 However, in accordance with them, Brentano 
comprehends experience as the basis of psychology. Thus, the scientific nature of 
psychology can be understood here as an attempt to found psychology on what is 
given, instead of creating abstract structures. To phrase it differently, Brentano’s 
psychology is “empirical” because it seeks a concrete basis for its studies. This is 
also the framework in which one can put Brentano’s classificatory program, which 
appears to be rooted in central tendencies of 19th century science. And thus, 
psychology (from Brentano’s point of view) explores mental life in order to 
classify its most basic types in the framework of species and genres. For Brentano, 
as Dewalque rightly points out, there is “no description without classification,”20 
since within descriptive psychology “[d]escribing implies naming; […] naming 
implies classifying; therefore, by transitivity, […] describing implies classifying.”21 
With these ideas in mind, it comes as no surprise that Brentano’s psychology 
adopts a classificatory program.22 

In “Book Two,” Ch. I of Psychology from an Empirical Viewpoint, Brentano 
introduces a general classification of, as he puts it, “[a]ll the data of our 
consciousness” as divided into “two great classes,” more precisely, “the class of 
physical and the class of mental phenomena.”23 The first group includes every 
presentation (Vorstellung) founded in sense perception or imagination,24 i.e., hearing 
a sound, seeing a colored object, feeling warmth or cold, thinking of a general 
concept, judgment, recollection, expectation, inference, conviction, opinion, doubt, 
and emotion, such as joy, sorrow, fear, hope, courage, despair, anger, love, hate, 
desire, act of will, intention, astonishment, admiration, or contempt. In turn, the 
 

17 To be clear, Wundt also accepted the thesis of psycho-physiological parallelism, but the the-
sis cannot be understood for him in a metaphysical manner as a thesis about two distinct realms of 
reality; instead, both elements—the psyche and the physical—refer to two perspectives on the world. 
By claiming this, Wundt can be regarded as a proponent of non-metaphysical tendencies of 19th cen-
tury psychology. 

18 Wolfgang Huemer, “Is Brentano’s Method a Unifying Element of the Brentano School?,” Rivista 
di Filosofia Neo-Scolastica 2019, 111 (4), pp. 897–910. https://doi.org/10.26350/001050_000151. 

19 Arens, Structures of Knowing, p. 174. 
20 Dewalque, “Natural Classes in Brentano’s Psychology,” p. 119. 
21 Ibidem. 
22 For more on Brentano’s classificatory program, see Uriah Kriegel, “Brentano’s Classifica-

tion of Mental Phenomena,” in The Routledge Handbook of Franz Brentano and the Brentano School, 
pp. 97–102.  

23 Brentano, Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, p. 59. 
24 Ibidem, p. 60. 
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group of physical phenomena includes, among other things, a color, a figure, a 
landscape that one sees, a chord that one hears, warmth, cold, an odor that one 
senses. Against this background, Brentano defines mental phenomena in the context 
of physical phenomena as follows: 

First of all, we illustrated the specific nature of the two classes by means of 
examples. We then defined mental phenomena as presentations or as 
phenomena which are based upon presentation; all the other phenomena being 
physical phenomena. Next, we spoke of extension, which psychologists have 
asserted to be the specific characteristic of all physical phenomena, while all 
mental phenomena are supposed to be unextended. […] Further we found that 
the intentional in-existence, the reference to something as an object, is a 
distinguishing characteristic of all mental phenomena. No physical 
phenomenon exhibits anything similar. We went on to define mental 
phenomena as the exclusive object of inner perception; they alone, therefore, 
are perceived with immediate evidence. Indeed, in the strict sense of the word, 
they alone are perceived. On this basis we proceeded to define them as the 
only phenomena which possess actual existence in addition to intentional 
existence. Finally, we emphasized as a distinguishing characteristic the fact 
that the mental phenomena which we perceive, in spite of all their multiplicity, 
always appear to us as a unity, while physical phenomena, which we perceive 
at the same time, do not all appear in the same way as parts of one single 
phenomenon.25  

Thus, Brentano ascribes to mental phenomena four distinctive features: (1) 
non-extendedness, (2) intentionality, (3) being perceived in inner perception, and, 
finally, (4) given as a unity. Regarding (1), Brentano is aware that one can argue 
that one’s experiences are admittedly localizable, e.g., in a certain part of the body, 
but this is done secondarily. It is so since one experiences a mental phenomenon in 
the first place, and only later does one ascribe the property of extension to this very 
experience. Regarding (2), Brentano famously defines intentionality as the mental 
inexistence of objects. This form of inexistence means that every mental 
phenomenon refers to a content and is directed toward an object, meaning it 
includes something as an object within itself. Brentano emphasizes that different 
mental phenomena do not “include” their objects in the same way, so there is a 
qualitative difference in presenting relevant objects. Notably, in “Book Two,” Ch. I 
of his Psychology, where the notion of intentionality is discussed, Brentano seems 
to identify the content of mental phenomena with a given act’s object.26 This thesis 
was later questioned by Twardowski. 

Next, in regard to (3), Brentano is clear that inner perception is characterized 
by immediate, i.e., infallible, self-evidence. As he puts it, “when we say that mental 
phenomena are those which are apprehended by means of inner perception, we say 

 
25 Ibidem, pp. 74–75. 
26 Ibidem, p. 68. 



7 Brentano and Twardowski on the classification of mental phenomena 23

that their perception is immediately evident.”27 Inner perception defined thusly 
stands in sharp contrast to external perception, which is fallible and cannot be 
proved true or real. Finally, regarding (4), Brentano draws a distinction between 
unity and simplicity. The former is given as a complex whole and thus does not 
appear as a simple object. Therefore, various acts are, following Brentano, “parts of 
one single phenomenon in which they are contained, as one single and unified 
thing.”28 In this regard, he specifies that “the parts which can be distinguished in [a 
presentation] are to be regarded as mere divisions of a real unity.”29 In short, 
mental phenomena are conceived as mereological objects, i.e., as wholes composed 
of their parts.30  

Nonetheless, the class of mental phenomena as defined in “Book Two,” Ch. 
I, is not homogeneous, as it encompasses three subclasses. Brentano’s three-class 
taxonomy of mental phenomena is developed in “Book Two,” Ch. VI-VIII, of his 
Psychology, and it encompasses (1) presentations, (2) judgments, and (3) love-and-
hate phenomena. Generally, class (1) covers phenomena in which something is 
presented, class (2) encompasses states in which something is accepted or rejected 
as true or false, and class (3) includes phenomena of interests directed toward 
something as good or bad. In what follows, first, I consider Brentano’s argument to 
divide (1) and (2), and, second, I summarize the argument in favor of combining 
feelings and the will into class (3).  

Brentano is clear that the difference between (1) and (2) is immediately 
perceived, and thus it is evident that both classes of mental phenomena are, as he 
puts it, “two entirely different ways of being conscious of an object.”31 Even 
though within (2) something is presented, and for this reason (2) is based in (1), 
Brentano identifies the moment of acceptance (as true) or rejection (as false) in 
regard to (2) that is absent in (1). Here, acceptance-or-rejection is to be understood 
as affirming-or-denying the existence of something. For Brentano, then, any 
judgment can be transformed into an existential judgment, and what is crucial in 
this regard is the fact that judgments are characterized as a particular kind of 
relation to the immanent object. While presenting, the object is merely presented, 
without acceptance-or-rejection understood as affirming-or-denying the existence 
of this very object. Therefore, (1) is different from (2). 

As shown above, class (3) includes both feelings and the will. To show this, 
first of all, Brentano argues that there is no clear-cut division between feelings and 
desires (or the will), but that they are strictly co-related. In this vein, he holds that 
 

27 Ibidem, p. 70. 
28 Ibidem, p. 74. 
29 Ibidem, p. 128. 
30 For more on Brentano’s understanding and use of mereology in his late project of psycholo-

gy, see ibidem, pp. 83–87. See also Arnaud Dewalque, “Brentano and the Parts of the Mental: A Mer-
eological Approach to Phenomenal Intentionality,” Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences 2013, 
12 (3), pp. 447–464, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11097-012-9293-8. 

31 Brentano, Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, p. 156. 
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both sub-classes present a full spectrum of different phenomena which only at their 
extremes seem to be distinguishable. He writes as follows:  

There are other phenomena which have an intermediate position between 
feelings of pleasure and pain, and what is usually called willing or striving. 
The distance between the two extremes may appear great, but if you take the 
intermediate states into consideration, if you always compare the phenomena 
which are adjacent to one another, there is no gap to be found in the entire 
sequence—the transitions take place very gradually.32  

To justify his claim, Brentano refers to the example of the following series of 
mental phenomena: “sadness—yearning for the absent good—hope that it will be 
ours—the desire to bring it about—the courage to make the attempt—the decision 
to act.”33 Of course, the extreme points of this spectrum clearly refer to a feeling 
and an act of will, respectively. Nonetheless, other elements of the series are, in his 
view, hardly distinguishable and categorizable into the sub-group of feelings and 
desires. Second, according to Brentano, the class of love-and-hate phenomena 
encompasses both feelings and the will since desires consist in experiencing 
something as good or bad, and as such it is a feeling. In his Psychology, Brentano 
holds that there is no clear-cut difference in the way one experiences feelings and 
desires. In this regard, he refers to the evidence of inner perception such as in the 
case of feelings and desires in which one experiences one’s object; in these cases, 
one refers to the object apprehended as bad or good. With these ideas in mind, now 
we can turn to Twardowski. 

3. TWARDOWSKI ON THE CLASSIFICATION  
OF MENTAL PHENOMENA IN HIS VIENNESE YEARS 

In his early texts and lectures, written and given during his stay in Vienna, 
Twardowski deals with the question of how one should classify presentations 
(understood as a basic mental phenomenon whose function consists in intending an 
object) in relation to judgments. The idea of presentations is widely explored in 
Twardowski’s well-known habilitation thesis, On the Content and Object of 
Presentations, originally published in 1894.34 However, his doctoral dissertation, 
Idea and Perception. An Epistemological Study of Descartes, is equally important. 
The text was formally supervised by von Zimmermann, completed in 1891, and 

 
32 Ibidem, p. 183. 
33 Ibidem, p. 184. 
34 See, e.g., Jens Cavallin, Content and Object. Husserl, Twardowski and Psychologism, Dor-

drecht, Kluwer, 1997, pp. 35–39; Robin D. Rollinger, “Brentano’s Psychology and Logic and the Ba-
sis of Twardowski’s Theory of Presentations,” The Baltic International Yearbook of Cognition, Logic 
and Communication, 2009, 4, pp. 1–23, https://doi.org/0.4148/biyclc.v4i0.130. 
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published in 1892. The text exhibits Brentano’s influence. After all, during his 
studies in Vienna, Twardowski participated in Brentano’s seminar on Descartes, 
organized in 1888/89.35 Generally, for Brentano,36 Descartes was an adherent of a 
three-class taxonomy of psychic phenomena, including (1) presentations 
(Descartes’s ideae),37 (2) judgments (judica in Descartes), and (3) feelings. Of 
course, this account of Descartes mirrors Brentano’s own three-class division of 
psychic phenomena. In any case, Brentano, following Descartes, identifies two 
basic forms of knowledge: ideas and perceptions. Whereas the former are simple 
presentations, the latter are founded upon presentations. Nonetheless, this clear 
division is blurred by Brentano who, in The Origin of the Knowledge of Right and 
Wrong, obscures the division: in his notes on the question of self-evidence and 
judgments, he remarks that perceptions are a form of presentations.38 Thus, the 
question arises: should one understand Descartes’s ideas and perceptions as a 
unified class of presentations or not? This is one of the central questions addressed 
by Twardowski in his dissertation. In this context, he explicitly refers to notes no. 
27 and no. 28 made by Brentano in The Origin of the Knowledge of Right and 
Wrong.39 Given this, one can say that in this early work, Twardowski examines the 
ambiguity of the term “presentation” in regard to Descartes’s (and Brentano’s) 
juxtaposition of ideas and perception.  

According to Twardowski, Descartes famously defined the criterion of truth 
as “clear and distinct perception,” but at the same time, he refers to “clear and 
distinct ideas,” which seems to suggest that both types of knowledge, i.e., 
perception and ideas, are different. By contrast, in Brentano’s writings, as shown 
above, one finds a suggestion that both forms of knowledge are identical. Given 
these differences, Twardowski’s main purpose is to determine whether perception 
and ideas have something in common or rather they present two irreducible types 
 

35 For more on Brentano’s account of Descartes, see Denis Fisette, “Le ‘cartésianisme’ de 
Franz Brentano et le problème de la conscience,” in Sandrine Roux (ed.), Le corps et l’esprit: pro-
blèmes cartésiens, problèmes contemporains, Paris, Éditions des archives contemporaines, 2015, pp. 
163–208; Arnaud Dewalque, “Conscience interne et connaissance de soi: Descartes et Brentano,” in 
Dominique Pradelle Camille Riquier (eds.), Descartes et la phénoménologie, Paris, Hermann, 2018, 
pp. 63–90, https://doi.org/10.3917/herm.prade.2018.01.0063. More on Twardowski’s account of Des-
cartes, see Wojciech Starzyński, “Révision du cartésianisme de Brentano dans Idée et perception de 
Twardowski,” Archiwum Historii Filozofii i Myśli Społecznej 2021/2022, 66-67, pp. 87–107, 
https://doi.org/10.37240/AHFiMS.2022.66.67.6. 

36 Franz Brentano, The Origin of the Knowledge of Right and Wrong, C. Hague (Trans.), 
Westminister, Archibald Constable & Co., 1902, pp. 13–14. 

37 Hague’s translation of this fragment of The Origin of the Knowledge of Right and Wrong is 
misleading, as he offers to translate Brentano’s “Vorstellungen” as ideas; in the German edition Bren-
tano writes about Descartes’s ideas understood as “Vorstellungen,” i.e., as presentations. Cf. Franz 
Brentano, Vom Ursprung sittlicher Erkenntnis, Leipzig, Duncker & Humblot, 1889, p. 15. 

38 Brentano, The Origin of the Knowledge of Right and Wrong, pp. 72, 83–84. 
39 See Kazimierz Twardowski, Idee und Perception. Eine erkenntnis-theoretische Untersu-

chung aus Descartes, Wien, Verlag von Carl Konegen, 1892, pp. 14, fn. 15, 18. 



 Witold Płotka 10 26

of knowledge.40 To do this, Twardowski first introduces an important distinction, 
namely that between a sentence (Satz) and a judgment (Urteil). Next, he holds that 
a sentence is a linguistic object correlated with a judgment on the side of the 
psyche. Judgments defined thusly are mental phenomena. Both types of 
phenomena, i.e., sentences and judgments, refer to a clear and distinct perception,41 
so it is impossible to identify a judgment with perception itself.42 Whereas a 
judgment can be true or false, perception cannot be true or false. In this very 
context, Twardowski clarifies that an idea should be understood as a presentation 
(Vorstellung), i.e., as the content of what is represented in an act, but for Descartes 
this definition is unjustified: 

For Descartes “idea” means presentation, he calls it “tanquam imago rei” […] 
and “res ipsa cogitate, quatenus est objective in intellectu” […]. If an idea is 
tantamount to a presentation and indeed in the presented fragments it is 
understood in the sense of the content of presentation, then, following Arnauld, 
perception is understood as the act of presenting. Yet, this also fails if one 
accepts that there exist contents of presentations which are presented by 
senses, while for Descartes presentation is an action of the soul, but not of the 
senses.43  

Twardowski’s key insight here is that judgments form a separate class of 
psychic phenomena though they refer to “ideas” (in Descartes’s sense). This 
means, however, (in the Brentanian language) that judgments are founded upon 
presentations or, speaking differently, presentations are parts of judgments. If ideas 
are indeed the objects of judgments, they cannot be the objects of perceptions. 
Against this background, Twardowski follows Brentano in claiming that perception 
in Descartes’s philosophy is undefined,44 though it cannot be understood as a 
presentation. Descartes binds perception mainly with external perceiving 
(Wahrnehmung); precisely for this reason, Brentano—in Twardowski’s view—is 
wrong when he attempts to translate the Latin term “perceptio” as the German 
“Vorstellung.”45 Perception is a complex act that is certainly founded upon 
presentations, but it cannot be identified with presentations.  

Interestingly, Twardowski still uses Brentano’s language in defining parts of 
Descartes’s philosophy. For instance, he defines “clear perception” as perception 
which is accompanied by attention, and which apprehends the perceived object as a 
whole together with all its parts.46 In turn, “distinct perception” is a clear 
perception that is additionally consciously divided from other perceptions. In 
 

40 Ibidem, p. 6. 
41 Ibidem, p. 10. 
42 Ibidem, pp. 13–14. 
43 Ibidem, pp. 14–15. 
44 Ibidem, p. 15. 
45 Ibidem, p. 18. Cf. Brentano, Vom Ursprung sittlicher Erkenntnis, p. 15. 
46 Twardowski, Idee und Perception, p. 21. 
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consequence, whereas “perception” in a broad sense refers to “external 
perception,” “clear and distinct perception,” i.e., “perception” in a narrow sense, 
designates (Brentano’s) “inner perception.” Thus, Descartes’s clear and distinct 
perception serves one’s perceiving mental phenomena and their immanent objects, 
and for this reason it guarantees the existence of these very objects. With these 
clarifications in mind, in § 7 of his Idea and Perception, Twardowski considers the 
question of the criterion of truth understood as “clear and distinct perception.” He 
states that perception as defined above is evident, and it motivates one to judge 
with certainty. If a judgment is based on evident perceptions, it excludes any error 
(Irrtum),47 and thus it is infallible. According to Twardowski, Descartes draws the 
difference between perception and judgment in order to comprehend evident 
perception as a criterion for true judgments.  

Twardowski also discusses the problem of how to differentiate presentations and 
judgments in his 1894/95 lectures on logic. In this course, Twardowski defines logic as 
a theory of correct judgments, whereas judgments are understood as acts of judging or, 
more broadly, as mental actions.48 Truth or falsity are properties of mental phenomena, 
and not of propositions. Thus defined, logic serves to verify and formulate correct 
judgments.49 Here, then, logic is based upon psychology, as all mental phenomena, 
including judgments, are explored through psychological analysis. In this regard, the 
ultimate aim of logic is to classify different types of judgments, and this taxonomy 
should be developed on the basis of descriptive analysis of parts of judgments. But, if 
judgments are indeed mental phenomena, the analysis should concern the contents of 
mental acts, and it is developed in the form of abstraction, leading one ultimately to 
identify relevant parts.50 Of course, logic is based upon psychology, and for this reason, 
it starts with psychological analysis; however, it is irreducible to psychology as it is 
later developed on the border with mathematics.51 By and large, psychology 
determines both the subject matter and method of logic which, in turn, becomes a 
purely practical discipline that helps one in formulating correct judgments.52 A crucial 
issue for us is how Twardowski understands judgments here.  

In § 7 of Part I, Chap. 1 of the course, Twardowski introduces judgments in 
relation to presentations. A presentation (Vorstellung) is understood as a phenomenon in 
which something appears (etwas erscheint).53 To illustrate this, Twardowski formulates 
some examples that show experiences as based upon presentations: if one sees a color, 
one presents it to oneself; if one imagines something, one presents to oneself the 
imagined object, etc. In general, this idea seems to mirror Brentano’s thesis that mental 
 

47 Ibidem, p. 25. 
48 Kazimierz Twardowski, Logik. Wiener Logikkolleg 1894/95, ed. by Arianna Betti, Venanzio 

Raspa, Berlin, Walter de Gruyter, 2016, p. 12. 
49 Ibidem, p. 17. 
50 Ibidem, p. 57. 
51 Ibidem, p. 8. 
52 Ibidem, p. 9. 
53 Ibidem, p. 25. 
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phenomena are presentations or are based upon presentations.54 For Twardowski, it is 
clear that presentations are necessary for judging, just like for willing, but the question 
arises whether judgments form a separate class of mental phenomena different from 
presentations.55 Brentano indeed classifies judgments and presentations as different 
groups of mental phenomena, and he draws a sharp division between both classes. 
Twardowski seems to agree with Brentano in this regard since they both reject the idea 
that judgments are mere combinations of presentations, and they hold that judgments are 
either acceptance (Anerkennung) or rejection (Verwerfung) of certain objects.56 
Judgments are therefore described by Twardowski as an intentional relation 
(intentionaler Beziehung) with an object. In short, judgments are not built of 
presentations, but if one wishes to formulate judgments about a certain object, one has to 
present the object to oneself first. Against this background, Twardowski defines names 
and expressions (§ 8), and he identifies three parts of every judgment: (1) acceptance or 
rejection, (2) a content, and (3) an object,57 wherein the object is understood in a broad 
sense as a thing, a property, a relation, etc. Given this, in his lecture course, Twardowski 
defines a taxonomy of judgments that is based on different relations between these three 
elements. Twardowski’s detailed results are unimportant in the present context,58 but the 
point of his analysis is clear: judgments are understood as a class of mental phenomena 
different from the class of presentations.  

4. TWARDOWSKI ON THE CLASSIFICATION  
OF MENTAL PHENOMENA IN HIS EARLY YEARS IN LVOV 

In 1895 Twardowski moved to Lvov, and during the first decade of his stay 
there, he widely discussed Brentano’s question of how to classify mental phenomena. 
In 1898, Twardowski published a book—Images and Concepts—which extensively 
discussed the theory of presentations.59 As already stated above, for him descriptive 
psychology has first and foremost a classificatory task that consists in defining 
different classes of mental phenomena. In this regard, in his Images and Concepts, 
Twardowski attempts to formulate a unified theory of presentations that encompasses 
 

54 Brentano, Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, pp. 74–75. In addition, Twardowski 
follows his Vienna teacher in claiming that (1) mental phenomena are perceivable in inner experience 
(inner Erfahrung), (2) they are given as a unity (though not as a simple object), and (3) they have an 
immanent object or a content. See Twardowski, Logik, pp. 24–25. 

55 Twardowski, Logik, p. 26. 
56 Ibidem, p. 30. 
57 Ibidem, p. 34. 
58 Twardowski’s theory of judgments and a development of this theory is discussed by Arianna 

Betti, “The Road from Vienna to Lvov. Twardowski’s Theory of Judgement Between 1894 and 1897,” 
Grazer Philosophische Studien 2004, 67, pp. 1–20, https://doi.org/10.1163/18756735-90000821. 

59 See Kazimierz Twardowski, Wyobrażenia i pojęcia, Lvov, H. Altenberg, 1898. The text was 
partly translated in: Kazimierz Twardowski, “Imageries,” A. Lekka-Kowalik (Trans.), Axiomathes 
1995, 6 (1), pp. 79–104. 
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both concepts and images. To some extent, Twardowski’s project mirrors Brentano’s 
attempts to divide the class of presentations into images and concepts.60 
Twardowski’s ultimate aim in the 1898 book is to show that images are a necessary 
condition for concepts, as they both, i.e., images and concepts, have the same content 
which, however, is experienced differently. Twardowski states that images consist 
neither in restoring impressions nor in recollecting perception, but they can be 
understood—at least as a provisional definition—as a synthesis of impressions. 
Twardowski explains this point as follows: 

As a synthesis of impressions, imagery still remains something distinct from 
impression. The difference between imagery and impression, however, is not 
that an impression occurs under the influence of external stimuli and without 
such stimuli. It consists in the fact that it describes wholes which are combined 
from elements, and impressions are just these elements. The relation of 
imagery to impressions is that of a whole to its parts.61  

For Twardowski, images are wholes composed of impressions, wherein 
impressions are parts of certain wholes.62 As he puts it, parts are unified into one whole 
or they conjoin with each other. Thus, the whole which is composed of its parts has a 
different character, as, to reiterate, wholes are different from their parts, and they 
cannot be comprehended as a mere sum of their parts. Against this background, one 
might rephrase Twardowski’s point here as follows: impressions are inseparable from 
images, but they are still distinguishable (as identified due to a description). On the 
basis of this preliminary definition, Twardowski formulates a key insight of his theory 
of presentations: if images are indeed syntheses of impressions, it is possible to define 
different types or classes of imageries depending on the status of impressions. After all, 
as already stated, impressions build the contents of presentations, and they can be 
experienced differently while presenting objects. Twardowski’s classification of 
images, however, is not our concern here.63 In any case, Twardowski ultimately offers 
the following general definition of images: 

Thus, one can say that all imagery, of mental and physical objects alike, is an 
integration, synthesis, complex of numerous elements, in which the objects 
imagined are given to us in their parts. For physical objects, these elements are 
called impressions; for the corresponding elements in mental object imagery, 
we have no name.64  

 
60 “Every idea or presentation which we acquire either through sense perception or imagination 

is an example of a mental phenomenon. […] I also mean by it the thinking of a general concept.” 
Brentano, Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, p. 60. 

61 Twardowski, “Imageries,” p. 87. Translation slightly modified. 
62 Ibidem. 
63 For more on Twardowski’s classifications of images, see Witold Płotka, The Philosophy of 

Leopold Blaustein: Descriptive Psychology, Phenomenology, and Aesthetics, Cham, Springer, 2024, 
pp. 78–84, 88–92, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-63685-1. 

64 Twardowski, “Imageries,” p. 94. 
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Finally, in his theory of presentations, Twardowski accepts the following 
features of all classes of images: (1) concreteness, i.e., a compact integration of 
elements synthetized in images, (2) manifestness, i.e., “the relation of any imagery, 
concrete as it is, to experience (perception) as the primary source of imagery,”65 and 
(3) sketchiness, i.e., “[t]he property by which imagery brings out some features of 
imagined objects more vividly, others less vividly.”66 The last feature means that an 
image is always a sketch, which cannot present its object absolutely adequately. To 
phrase it differently, one cannot refer to every aspect or feature of the presented 
object since the object is presented only in a vague way. For Twardowski, then, 
images consist in unifying or synthetizing features or aspects of the presented object. 
When presenting something, one creates an object (image) that presents something 
due to its content. Therefore, the synthesis of elements is understood as the process 
of ascribing some features to an object, which is grasped as a unity or a whole. For 
instance, if one wishes to imagine a round square, one fails as it is impossible to 
unify the features of being-round and being-a-square as a whole. In this very context, 
Twardowski introduces his understanding of concepts as images that fail in unifying 
themselves as wholes.67 Therefore, if the attempt to imagine a round square fails, one 
can still refer to this very object with a concept. One cannot combine an image of 
something round and an image of something square into a coherent image of 
something round and square, but these separate images somehow help one to 
understand the concept of round square. For Twardowski, it is in exactly this sense 
that images are necessary conditions of concepts. Twardowski apprehends the image 
of a round square that failed to be presented as a basic presentation which, together 
with a presenting judgment, builds a unified whole. The whole defined thusly is a 
concept.68 Importantly, Twardowski’s understanding of concepts as defined in the 
1898 book resembles the results of Brentano’s 1884/85 lectures on Elementary Logic 
and the Reforms Necessary in It. After all, Brentano did comprehend concepts as so-
called abstract presentations, just like Twardowski in his Images and Concepts.69  

After his move to Lvov, Twardowski published another text that addressed the 
question of how to classify mental phenomena. This short text, “On the Classification 
of Mental Phenomena,” is important for two reasons. First of all, the text clearly 
shows that Twardowski accepted one of the central claims of Brentano’s psychology, 
according to which mental phenomena are presentations or are based upon 
presentations.70 Second, it marks Twardowski’s break with Brentano’s idea of a 
 

65 Ibidem, p. 96. 
66 Ibidem, p. 98. 
67 Twardowski, Wyobrażenia i pojęcia, pp. 66–136. 
68 See also Maria van der Schaar, Kazimierz Twardowski: A Grammar for Philosophy, Leiden, 

Brill, 2015, pp. 81–83. 
69 See Robin D. Rollinger, Concepts and Judgment in Brentano’s Logic Lectures: Analysis and 

Materials, Leiden, Boston, Brill, Rodopi, 2021, pp. 233–234.  
70 Brentano, Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, pp. 74–75. 



15 Brentano and Twardowski on the classification of mental phenomena 31

three-class taxonomy of mental phenomena, i.e., into presentations, judgments, and 
love-and-hate phenomena.71 Instead, Twardowski listed four classes of mental 
phenomena, i.e., presentations, judgments, feelings, and manifestations of the will.72  

Generally, in his “On the Classification of Mental Phenomena,” Twardowski 
critically discusses the three-class taxonomy of mental phenomena, which was 
formulated for the first time in the 18th century, and defended by, among others, 
Kant. And thus, this traditional classification lists (1) cognition or thought, (2) 
feelings, and (3) the will. According to Twardowski, however, this classification was 
questioned for good reasons by, for instance, Mill, Sigwart, Ueberweg, and Brentano 
who all have shown that class (1) is more complex than it seems to be, and 
encompasses both presentations and judgments. Curiously enough, Twardowski does 
not question the division made between classes (2) and (3), but, as suggested above, 
this fact shows that he does not accept Brentano’s three-class taxonomy. In any case, 
Twardowski states that “[t]he first group embraces under the common title of 
‘thinking’ or ‘cognizing’ a very rich stock of mental phenomena. It includes: 
sensations or sensory impressions, perceptions, all sorts of representations, concepts, 
ideas, judgments, and inferring or reasoning.”73 Judgments are commonly understood 
as a juxtaposition of concepts or imageries. However, as Mill and Sigwart have 
argued, the juxtaposition or combination of concepts or images is insufficient in 
describing this mental phenomenon, as there is an additional element called 
conviction. In his text, Twardowski describes the mental phenomenon in which a 
mere juxtaposition or combination of concepts or images is insufficient to understand 
this very phenomenon as judging. He writes as follows: 

In making the judgment “Gold is yellow,” I am not in essence merely joining 
together the concept of gold with the image of a yellow color; had I done 
nothing beyond that, I would certainly have in my mind a representation or 
concept of yellow gold, but there would be no judgment. Similarly, one may 
simultaneously have in mind the concept of a dog and of a mammal; one may 
even attach to these the concept of species, and yet there will be no judgment 
that dogs are members of a species of mammal. Only when the conviction 
wells up in me that gold truly is yellow, that dogs in fact are members of a 
species of mammal, does the judgment exist in my mind; but there is then also 
present in the mind something in addition to the mere conjoining of 
representations or concepts.74 

In Twardowski’s view, which does not differ from Mill’s, Sigwart’s, 
Ueberweg’s, and Brentano’s positions in this regard, judgment is irreducible to 
images or concepts alone. On the contrary, judgments are different from presen-

 
71 Ibidem, p. 206. 
72 Kazimierz Twardowski, On Actions, Products and Other Topics in Philosophy, J.L. Brandl, 
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73 Ibidem, p. 66. 
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tations, even though the former are essentially founded on the latter. As a result, 
Twardowski argues in favor of an idiogenetic theory of judgments which accepts 
judgments as a separate class of mental phenomena.75 Of course, judgments are 
impossible without presentations, i.e., without images or concepts, but they are 
essentially different from presentations. Moreover, as Twardowski concludes (in 
accordance with Brentano’s psychology), presentations are necessary conditions of 
feelings and the will.76 After all, without presenting something, one cannot 
experience the relevant feeling or an act of volition. Finally, the traditional three-
class taxonomy of mental phenomena should be replaced by the four-class taxonomy 
in which the vague class of “cognizing” should be divided into two classes: (1) 
presentations (with two subclasses: images and concepts) and (2) judgments.  

As noted above, in his “On the Classification of Mental Phenomena,” 
Twardowski does not elaborate on the distinction between feelings and the will, and he 
does not explain why he rejects Brentano’s unitary class of love-and-hate phenomena. 
This problem, however, is broadly discussed by Twardowski in his early lecture 
courses on this topic, i.e., in his 1896/1897 course entitled “The Psychology of 
Feelings,” which was repeated and extended in the winter semester of 1903/04, 
followed by the lecture entitled “The Psychology of Desires and the Will”77 (from the 
summer term of 1903/04). In these lectures, Twardowski includes Brentano in the 
context of philosophy that goes from Augustine of Hippo through Schopenhauer, who 
combined feelings and the will into one class of mental phenomena. Twardowski states 
that Brentano follows this line by defining the class of love-and-hate phenomena. 
Twardowski quotes and subsequently analyzes the fragment of Brentano’s Psychology, 
“Book Two,” Ch. VI.78 Against this background, Twardowski criticizes Brentano’s 
arguments in favor of binding both subclasses into one class.79  

Basically, in his lectures, Twardowski questions Brentano’s idea that feelings 
and the will form a spectrum of different phenomena among which no distinction is 
experienced as deep and incisive. According to Twardowski, however, this idea is 
problematic for three reasons.80 First, a spectrum of feelings and desires can be 
ordered in such a way that one can distinguish between them. Next, because there is 
a smooth transition between different elements of a spectrum, it does not follow that 
there is no difference in the kinds between these elements. Finally, a spectrum of 
feelings and desires is impossible because there is no desire without feelings, and no 
extreme cases of the spectrum are possible. Moreover, from Twardowski’s point of 
view, Brentano’s arguments are questionable, as he appeals to an everyday, 
 

75 Ibidem, p. 69. 
76 Ibidem, p. 71. 
77 The text was published in the Polish edition as: Kazimierz Twardowski, Wybór pism psycholo-
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78 See Brentano, Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, pp. 153–154. 
79 Twardowski, Wybór pism psychologicznych i pedagogicznych, pp. 212–216. 
80 Ibidem, p. 218. 
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colloquial understanding of the word “good” while writing about good-or-bad; 
however, colloquial language is vague and ambiguous.81 As a result, Brentano’s 
examples illustrating his point are imprecise, as they are founded on ambiguous 
descriptions of “good” objects. All things considered, Twardowski rejects Brentano’s 
thesis that feelings and the will form a unitary class of love-and-hate phenomena. 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

The central task of this article was to provide an overview of Twardowski’s 
classificatory program by juxtaposing it with Brentano’s philosophical project, and by 
doing so, its ultimate aim was to determine to what extent their classificatory programs 
are similar, or alternatively, to identify their fundamental differences. Among scholars, 
there is widespread consensus that Twardowski’s philosophy was shaped by 
Brentano’s ideas.82 The present article contributes to this ongoing research by 
examining the classificatory program as formulated by Brentano and then juxtaposing 
it with that of Twardowski. To these ends, the article presented the basics of Brentano’s 
classificatory project in the context of 19th century philosophy and psychology (Sect. 
2). As shown, the project stemmed from the main trends of that time which led toward 
the idea of a scientific reform of philosophy, which had been corrupted by Hegel’s 
idealism. Brentano’s classificatory program was the very center of his descriptive 
psychology within which two main classifications were discussed in more detail, i.e., 
the divide between physical-mental phenomena and the three-class taxonomy of 
mental phenomena (presentations, judgments, love-and-hate phenomena). Next, 
Twardowski’s early accounts of how to classify presentations and judgments were 
presented (Sect. 3). In this regard, Twardowski’s criticism of Brentano’s account of 
Descartes’s ideas was reconstructed, as well as the main parts of the 1894/95 lecture 
course on logic. Finally, I reconstructed Twardowski’s ideas that he formulated in the 
first decade of his stay in Lvov (Sect. 4). More precisely, his account of the class of 
presentations as encompassing two sub-classes, i.e., images and concepts, was 
discussed. Moreover, I analyzed Twardowski’s arguments in favor of the division 
between presentations and judgments, and in favor of splitting Brentano’s class of 
love-and-hate phenomena into two separate classes, i.e., feelings and the will.  

This contribution allows for formulating more general conclusions regarding the 
question of Twardowski’s account of the basics of Brentano’s classificatory program. 
And thus, for both of them, the program was crucial within psychological studies that 
start with descriptive analysis of mental life understood as a whole-part structure that 
leads ultimately toward the classification of analyzed items. Next, Twardowski seemed 
to accept the basic classification of mental/physical phenomena, even though he 
redefined some particular features ascribed to both classes. For instance, Twardowski 
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did not accept Brentano’s idea to comprehend the object as existent immanently, and 
he drew a sharp division between the object and the content of presentations.83 
Nonetheless, Twardowski still accepted Brentano’s idea that concepts have to be 
founded on images (to some extent), and they both operated with the concrete/abstract 
division of presentations. Furthermore, they both formulated comparable arguments in 
favor of distinguishing presentations and judgments. What marked a clear division 
between them was the problem of the class of love-and-hate phenomena: Should one 
comprehend it as a unitary class (Brentano) or as two classes of phenomena of feelings 
and the will that cannot be combined into one class (Twardowski)? This disagreement 
marked a clear point of disagreement between Brentano and Twardowski. Thus, in 
conclusion, we can verify Albertazzi’s thesis that “Twardowski took from Brentano the 
triple division of psychic phenomena—that is, the three ways in which we can refer to 
an object.”84 However, Albertazzi’s position is misleading, and as a result, one should 
adopt the thesis that Twardowski used a four-class taxonomy of mental phenomena. 

 
83 See Kazimierz Twardowski, On the Content and Object of Presentations. A Psychological 
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