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Anna Brożek
Maria Kokoszyńska-Lutmanowa (1905–1981) was one of the
most outstanding female representatives of the Lvov-Warsaw
School. After achieving her PhD in philosophy under Kazimierz
Twardowski’s supervision, she was Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz’s assistant. She was also inﬂuenced by Alfred Tarski whose results
in semantics she analyzed and popularized. After World War
II, she got the chair of logic in University of Wrocław and she
organized studies in logic in this academic center.
In the 1930s, Kokoszyńska kept in contact with members of the
Vienna Circle and became a kind of connecting factor between
Polish logicians and the Viennese group. In Poland, she presented the views of members of the Vienna Circle. In Vienna,
she emphasized the results of her Polish colleagues.
In the present paper, some of Kokoszyńska’s results connected
with the matters discussed in the Vienna Circle are presented,
namely with the problem of metaphysics, the status of logic and
the idea of unity of science.
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1. Introductory Remarks
Maria Kokoszyńska was a Polish logician and philosopher of
science, one of the female members of the Lvov-Warsaw School.
Kokoszyńska may be called ‘an ambassador of the Vienna Circle
in Poland’ and—maybe to a greater degree—an ‘ambassador of
the Lvov-Warsaw School in Vienna’ (or, speaking more broadly,
in Western Europe).1 In Poland, she presented the views of
the Vienna Circle (below ‘VC’), discussed its strong and weak
points, and indicated points that are common to both analytic
movements. In her papers presented abroad and published in
Erkenntnis, she reported the results of her colleagues from the
Lvov-Warsaw School (below ‘LWS’), emphasized that these results may signiﬁcantly change the evaluation of the VC and that
some of the problems discussed in the VC had already been analysed and resolved in Poland. She emphasized the importance
of Tarski’s semantics and the ‘Polish’ vision of philosophy and
metaphysics (which diﬀered signiﬁcantly from the ‘Viennese’
one).
Before going into detail regarding her analyses, let me present
some facts about Kokoszyńska’s life and her personal connections with representatives of the LWS and of the VC.
1Tałasiewicz wrote: ‘Kokoszyńska became one of the leading polemists of
the Lvov-Warsaw School engaged in the debate with logical positivism. She
reviewed books and articles of Moritz Schlick and Carnap, Neurath, Hempel
etc., kept track of the controversies among them and with the evolution of
their standpoint’ (Tałasiewicz 2001, 130).

Maria Stanisława Kokoszyńska was born on the 6th of December, 1905, in Bóbrka near Lvov, and died on the 30th of June, 1981,
in Wrocław. Between 1923 and 1928, she studied philosophy at
the Jan Kazimierz University in Lvov under Kazimierz Twardowski, the founder of the LWS, and Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz,
one of main representatives of the School. She also participated
in courses in philosophy by Roman Ingarden and in mathematics
by Stefan Banach, Stanisław Ruziewicz and Hugo Steinhaus. She
belonged to the third generation of the LWS, together with three
other female philosophers: Daniela Tennerówna-Gromska, Izydora Dambska
˛
and Seweryna Łuszczewska-Romahnowa.
Among the philosophers of the School that inﬂuenced her
to the greatest degree were the aforementioned Twardowski,
Ajdukiewicz and, from the thirties on, also Alfred Tarski. Twardowski was the supervisor of Kokoszyńska’s doctoral dissertation entitled Nazwy ogólne i wieloznaczne [General and ambiguous
names], defended in 1928.2 Her cooperation with Ajdukiewicz
became closer in 1930 when she became his assistant (he was
granted the chair of philosophy in Lvov in 1928).3 She was
probably the ﬁrst person that appreciated the philosophical signiﬁcance of Tarski’s deﬁnition of truth for formal languages. She
developed Tarski’s results in semantics and helped to popularize
them.4
At the end of her studies, Kokoszyńska visited Cambridge
and met Wittgenstein there. In the thirties, she was part of the
2Twardowski noted in his Diaries: ‘November, 22, 1927. In the morning, 2hours rigorosum of Maria Kokoszyńska—excellent’ (Twardowski 1999, vol. 1,
p 334). ‘March, 24, 1928. In the morning, I promoted Maria Kokoszyńska’
(vol. 2, p. 18). In some biographical sketches of Kokoszyńska, Ajdukiewicz
is wrongly indicated as the supervisor of her dissertation (cf. Feferman 1999;
Tałasiewicz 2001).
3She was Ajdukiewicz’s assistant until 1933 or 1934 (see Jadacki 2002, 150).
4For instance, she helped to translate Tarski’s article on truth into German,
working on it together with Popper (see Kokoszyńska 1935c). Since the role of
Tarski in the further development of logic cannot be exaggerated, the role of
Kokoszyńska is sometimes seen through the prism of being Tarski’s assistant.
Here, I want to present her as an independent and original thinker.
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group of members of the LWS which came into close contact
with philosophers of the VC. In 1934, she took part in the 8th
International Congress of Philosophy in Prague and in discussions of the pre-conference to the 1st International Congress for
Unity of Science. Thanks to a scholarship, she spent ﬁve months
in Vienna (from November 1934 to April 19355) and four months
in Paris (from May to September 1935; see Kokoszyńska 1935a).
Two days after arriving in Vienna, she wrote to her Lvov mentors
and colleagues:6
After arriving at the university the next day [22 November], I went
to Schlick’s lecture (he lectures on logic and the theory of cognition
four hours a week). The lecture was a closed whole and concerned
the problem of whether intuitive cognition exists and what it consists of. . . . I like the way he lectures. He speaks a little bit carelessly
and unemotionally but clearly and with sense of humor. . . . Prof.
Schlick, when I presented myself to him after the lecture, invited
me for the ﬁrst meeting of the Circle after over a year of a break
5About a month later, in January 1935, Alfred Tarski came to Vienna on a
Rockefeller Fellowship. Since both Kokoszyńska and Tarski were Poles, they
knew each other and had similar scientiﬁc and extrascientiﬁc interests (they
both loved mountain climbing), they naturally spent a lot of time together.
However, I am not sure whether these are enough arguments for suggesting that they had a love aﬀair, as Feferman and Feferman do: ‘Obviously
something else was happening. Alfred and Maria were having a full-blown,
completely open “aﬀair” that everyone surely knew about, including her husband and his wife’ (Feferman and Feferman 1999, 90). At least, it is not true
that ‘she [Kokoszyńska] would go with him [Tarski] to Vienna in Winter and
Spring of 1935’. Moreover, she went to Paris at the beginning of May and he
at the end of August (see Kokoszyńska 1935c). By the way, spending time in
the mountains was very popular among Polish philosophers in the interwar
period. For instance, Twardowski went with his family every year to Poronin
(near Zakopane) where he met with his students and friends. Leśniewski,
Czeżowski and Ajdukiewicz were mountain climbers and they used to go to
the mountains with their colleagues. One of Twardowski’s favorite students,
Bronisław Bandrowski, held trips in the Tatra Mountains, together with her
sister and ﬁancée; during one of such trips he died falling into the abyss.
6Kokoszyńska (1934a). The letter, from 23 November, was addressed to
Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz, Kazimierz Twardowski and other Lvov philosophers.

which took place the evening of the same day. Of course I attended
this meeting.

In Kokoszyńska’s letters to Twardowski, she reported this and
subsequent meetings of the VC.7 She met there, among others,
Egon Brunswik, Karl Menger and Friedrich Waismann. From
the Prague meeting, she also kept in touch with Rudolf Carnap
and, after the conference in Paris, with Otto Neurath.8
During her stay in Paris, in September 1935, Kokoszyńska
participated in the 1st International Congresses for Unity of Science. In the following years, she also took part in the 2nd , 3rd
and 4th congresses (successively in Copenhagen, Paris and Cambridge). At the latter, she presented the paper ‘Bemerkungen
über die Einheitswissenschaft’. She also met with representatives of the VC at the 9th International Congress of Philosophy in
Paris (1936), for which she prepared the paper ‘Sur les éléments
métaphysiques et empiriques dans la science’.
In 1932, she married Roman Lutman, a lawyer, historian
and journalist.9 From this moment on, she used the name
Kokoszyńska-Lutmanowa, Lutman or Lutman-Kokoszyńska.
Kokoszyńska and her husband spent most of the years 1936–
39 and 1945–47 in Katowice (Upper Silesia).10 However, she
spent World War II in Lvov, working as a secretary in a local
insurance company. In 1947, she and her husband moved to
Wrocław (Lower Silesia). The same year, she habilitated at Poz7Rojszczak (1998) expresses the opinion that Kokoszyńska’s attendance at
the VC meetings in fact started the philosophical inﬂuence of the VC on the
LWS.
8They probably met in the congress in Prague (September 1934) for the ﬁrst
time (see Carnap 1908–1935, 1169).
9In the letter to Twardowski, she informs him that she decided with her husband that she will work independently for her maintenance; see Kokoszyńska
1935b. This attitude at that time was not common in Poland.
10In 1928–30, Roman Lutman took part in the work of the Sejm Ślaski
˛
[Silesian Parlament] in Katowice. Then he was appointed secretary of the Instytut
Bałtycki [Baltic Institute] in Toruń. In 1934 he came back to Katowice and got
the position of director of the Instytut Ślaski
˛
[Silesian Institute].
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nań University on the basis of the thesis W sprawie wzgl˛edności i
bezwzgl˛edności prawdy [On the relativity and absoluteness of truth].
The following year, she started to work at Wrocław University.
She was invited there by Henryk Mehlberg who was the chair
of logic in Wrocław for a short time (he emigrated to Canada in
1949). She became an ordinary professor in 1951. From 1950
to 1976, Kokoszyńska held the Chair of Logic and Methodology
of Science in Wrocław; in fact she organized teaching and research in logic and the philosophy of science in this academic
center. During 1951–54, she was the dean of the Faculty of Philosophy, and during 1955–58, she was the vice-chancellor of the
University.
Out of ﬁve scholars who prepared doctoral dissertations under the supervision of Kokoszyńska, three are of international
reputation. These are Tadeusz Kubiński (PhD 1952), Witold A.
Pogorzelski (PhD 1960) and Ryszard Wójcicki (PhD 1962).

2. The Lvov-Warsaw School and the Vienna Circle
Of these two groups—the LWS and the VC—the ﬁrst is much
less known. That is why I feel obliged to generally characterize
the school and its relations with its Viennese partner.11
The LWS is the greatest Polish school of philosophy (so far)
and an important branch of analytic philosophy. It came into existence in Lvov, after Kazimierz Twardowski, a student of Franz
Brentano, came there from Vienna in 1895. It was Twardowski’s
personality and charisma which made the rise of the School
possible; another fact was that he had many talented students
who developed his ideas in many directions. Over 20 of Twar11Recent monographs on the LWS in English are Brożek, Chybińska, Jadacki
and Woleński (2015), Coniglione, Poli and Woleński (1993), Jadacki (2009),
Kĳania-Placek and Woleński (1998), Woleński (1989a) and Murawski (2014).
A monograph on the relationship between the LWS and the VC is Szaniawski
(1989). An interesting notice of the diﬀerences between the two groups is
Nagel (1936).

dowski’s students later became full professors (of philosophy
and other disciplines). Their inﬂuence on Polish philosophy
and humanities cannot be overestimated. The school originated
in Lvov. In 1915, when the Polish university was reopened in
Warsaw, Jan Łukasiewicz, one of Twardowski’s students and a
brilliant logician, was appointed to the chair of logic. Soon, other
members of the school joined him in Warsaw: Kazimierz Kotarbiński (philosophy), Stanisław Leśniewski (logic), Władysław
Tatarkiewicz (history of philosophy), Władysław Witwicki (psychology). In this way, two cities, Lvov and Warsaw, became the
school’s center. However, the LWS spread into other scientiﬁc
centers as well: Twardowski’s students—and students of his
students—worked also in Cracow (Zygmunt Zawirski), Poznań
(Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz), and Vilna (Tadeusz Czeżowski) and,
after the World War II, also in Łódź, Toruń and Wrocław.
A philosophical school is usually characterized by some
shared views. This is not the case with the LWS. Members of the
School were very varied from the point of view of philosophical
positions, as well as with respect to political convictions, attitudes towards religion, nationality, etc. They counted among
them nominalists and realists, priests and atheists, socialists and
conservatives, Poles, Ukrainians and Jews. Another characteristic feature of the school is the relatively large amount of talented and original female thinkers. These were, among others,
Izydora Dambska,
˛
Daniela Tennerówna-Gromska, Janina Kotarbińska, Janina Hosiasson-Lindebaumowa, Maria KokoszyńskaLutmanowa and Seweryna Łuszczewska-Rohmanowa.
So, what—besides the common roots in Lvov and Twardowski
as a mentor—was the reason for calling such a group ‘a school’?
The reason was that all members of this group shared a methodological position. This position may be characterized, most generally, by two postulates: the postulate of precision and the postulate of justiﬁcation.12 These postulates sound like elements
12The LWS did not provide any manifest similar to that of the VC. However,
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of any good work in science. But members of the school took
them extremely seriously and carried them into many branches
of philosophy.
It is not always stressed13 that the School, out of the philosophical trunk, had two branches: the psychological and the logical.
(The logical is much better known, since Polish logicians have
inﬂuenced logic broadly; the output of psychologists has had a
much less international dimension.) The psychological branch
had its origin in Twardowski’s approach to philosophy which
was Brentanian in spirit. Despite the fact that Twardowski rejected psychologism in the metaphysical meaning of the word,
he remained a psychologist in the methodological sense: he was
convinced that psychology and logic were basic branches of philosophy and that philosophy consisted in analyzing the content
of consciousness. This conviction was accompanied by a postulate to treat philosophy as a strict science in which every thesis
should be justiﬁed.
The logical branch of the LWS was initiated by Jan Łukasiewicz, who, fascinated by the results of formal logic, proposed the
program of making philosophy an axiomatized science. Studies
in logic as such initiated by Łukasiewicz bore fruits in the origin
of the Polish School of Logic which is a part of the LWS. However, members of the LWS also applied logic to many branches
of philosophy: the methodology of sciences, metaphysics, epistemology and ethics.
Kokoszyńska belonged to the logical branch of the LWS,
however she held philosophers from the psychological branch
in high regard, especially Twardowski, whose results she expressed through the use of modernized, logical tools.
there are some important papers in which these methodological postulates
are expressed. These are Twardowski (1904, 1919), Łukasiewicz (1912), and
Ajdukiewicz (1935).
13The psychological branch of the school is omitted both in encyclopedic
entries, for instance Woleński (2015), and monographs (including monographs
listed in note 11).

Kokoszyńska’s analyses of the ideas which appeared in the
works of Schlick, Carnap and Neurath are good testimonies of
diﬀerences between the VC and the LWS. Before going into some
detailed analyses, let me provide a general comparison of the
two groups.
Let us start with the period of their activity. Various dates of
the beginning of the VC are mentioned in the literature but usually it is claimed that the circle sensu stricto was formed in 1924;14
the manifesto, Wissenschaftliche Weltauﬀassung: Der Wiener Kreis
(The Scientiﬁc Conception of the World), was published in 1929. In
1924, the LWS had already existed for almost 30 years: the 1920s
and 1930s were its blooming phase.
Schlick’s tragic death in 1936 is commonly considered to be the
end of the VC; thus the VC ‘lived’ about twelve years. The LWS
has a much longer history. Even according the most ‘ascetic’
historical view, the LWS persisted up to the beginning of World
War II; thus the LWS lived over forty years. Speaking ironically,
the only similarity was here that the main cause of decomposition of these two intellectual groups was the outbreak of World
War II.
The LWS also had many more members than the VC: there
were a dozen or so (the number oscillates around 15 people)
members of the VC; there were several dozen members of the
LWS. (One may add that among representatives of the VC only
one or two were women15 whereas in the LWS there were a
dozen or so; see Simons 2017.)
14Take the following passage as an example: ‘The Vienna Circle was a group
of scientiﬁcally trained philosophers and philosophically interested scientists
who met under the (nominal) leadership of Moritz Schlick for often weekly
discussions of problems in the philosophy of science during academic terms
in the years from 1924 to 1936’ (Uebel 2016).
15Neuraths’s wife, Olga Hahn-Neurath, and Rose Rand are mentioned here.
One may stress here that Rose Rand was born in Lvov and that her PhD concerned the philosophy of a member of the LWS, namely of Tadeusz Kotarbiński.
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Let us now come to the main ideas of these two groups.
The common feature of the LWS was—let us stress it once
again—a methodological attitude. Some elements of this attitude, such as making use of logical tools and respect for the
results of empirical sciences, were also present in the philosophy of the VC. However, no material theses accepted in the VC16
were accepted in Poland. Views of the members of the LWS
were diversiﬁed, but these words of Polish philosophers—from
the middle thirties—speak for themselves:
There are in Poland no absolute adherents of the Vienna Circle. I
do not know any Polish philosopher who would have assimilated
the material theses of the Vienna Circle. The aﬃnity between some
Polish philosophers and the Vienna Circle consists in the similarity
of the fundamental methodological attitude and the aﬃnity of the
problems analyzed. (Ajdukiewicz 1935, 151)
Professor Ajdukiewicz was right, writing about logistic antiirrationalism in Poland; he wrote that he did not know any Polish
philosopher who would accept the material theses of the Vienna
Circle as his own. We are, it seems, too sober to do so. (Łukasiewicz
1936, 233)

Among the most important ‘material’ diﬀerences between the
two groups, the attitude towards language, physicalism and the
status of metaphysics are listed (cf. Woleński 1989a, 296–301).
Despite these diﬀerences, there is no doubt that both groups
inﬂuenced each other. In 1930, Tarski gave three lectures in
Vienna. The same year Carnap visited Warsaw. He then wrote
in his autobiography:
In private discussions I talked especially with Tarski, Leśniewski
and Kotarbiński . . . . Tadeusz Kotarbiński’s ideas were related to
our physicalism. . . . Both Leśniewski and Kotarbiński had worked
16I am, of course, aware that speaking of ‘material theses of the VC’ (as a
whole) is a simpliﬁcation. Members of the VC diﬀered in many respects and
their positions evolved. However, the ‘Manifesto’ (1929) was signed jointly by
Hahn, Neurath and Carnap and it was not only of a methodological character.

for many years on semantical problems. I expressed my regret
that this comprehensive research work . . . was inaccessible to us
and to most philosophers in the world, because it was published
only in the Polish language, and I pointed out the need for an
international language, especially for science. I found that the
Polish philosophers had done a great deal of thoroughgoing and
fruitful work in the ﬁeld of logic and its applications to foundation
problems, in particular the foundation of mathematics, and in the
theory of knowledge and the general theory of language, the results
of which were almost unknown to philosophers in other countries.
I left Warsaw grateful for many stimulating suggestions and the
fruitful exchange of ideas which I had enjoyed. (Carnap 1963, 30)

Both groups participated in the congresses ‘for uniﬁed science’
organized by the VC; in particular, Polish logicians and philosophers participated in meetings in Prague (1935) and Copenhagen (1936). Moreover, young members of the LWS visited
Vienna thanks to scholarships and participated in Schlick’s seminars.17 One of them was Maria Kokoszyńska.

3. Kokoszyńska’s Work
Kokoszyńska was interested in the theory of language and in the
methodology of science. In the area of semantics, she provided
an interesting analysis of sentential functions, of the concept
of analyticity and of the concept of truth. She is known for
appreciating the philosophical signiﬁcance of Tarski’s semantic
results early on. In the area of the methodology of science,
she concentrated on the distinction between deductive and nondeductive sciences, the idea of the unity of the sciences, and on
the status of metaphysics.18
17One of them was another female representative of the LWS, Izydora
Dambska.
˛
Later, she discussed with Carnap and suggestively argued that the
assumption of similarity of sensual impressions is not a necessary assumption
of science. See Dambska
˛
(2016).
18Her most important works are listed in the references section.
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Below, I concentrate on those elements of her views that directly refer to the problems discussed in Vienna and show the
diﬀerences between the VC and the LWS.19 Kokoszyńska referred to the works of Carnap, Neurath and Schlick, noting
diﬀerences between them, aware that the VC was not an ideological unity. Most often, she discussed Carnap’s approaches
to the problems discussed in Vienna.
I will start from Kokoszyńska’s analysis of the relations between metaphysics and science. Generally speaking, Kokoszyńska claimed that a speciﬁc attitude of the VC towards metaphysics is connected with a particular understanding of metaphysics which is not the only possible understanding of this
discipline.
Secondly, I will reconstruct Kokoszyńska’s criticism of the
conception of philosophy understood as the logic of science.
She argues that the logic of science cannot be limited to syntax.
Finally, I will reconstruct Kokoszyńska’s views on the problem
of the unity of science. Kokoszyńska provided a detailed analysis of this vaguely formulated issue (distinguishing, among others, descriptive and normative aspects of it) and indicated some
methodological diﬃculties connected with the idea of unity in
this context.

4. Kokoszyńska on Metaphysics and Science20
Rejection of metaphysics as a set of senseless sentences is one of
the most characteristic elements of the VC’s program. Among
sources of this anti-metaphysical attitude, there are Ernst Mach’s
positivism and a speciﬁc interpretation of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus. The most characteristic manifestation of the VC’s atti19I omit other areas of her interests, such as the concept of analyticity, the
concept of deduction, the concept of truth, etc., which deserve a separate
analysis.
20Kokoszyńska presents her analyses of this problem in Kokoszyńska
(1937a) and (1938a).

tude towards metaphysics is probably Carnap’s paper ‘Überwindung der Metaphysik durch logische Analyse der Sprache’
(1931). Carnap’s thesis is that ‘logical analysis reveals the alleged statements of metaphysics to be pseudo-sentences’ (61).
A pseudo-sentence is a sequence of words that looks similar
to sentences sensu stricto but is in fact meaningless: it does not
express any proposition. There are, according to Carnap, two
possible sources of the lack of meaning of pseudo-sentences.
Firstly, one of the words of the sequence may be meaningless.
Secondly, even if all words in the sequence are meaningful, the
sentence may be meaningless because it violates the rules of logical syntax, that is, it has been formulated in a counter-syntactical
way.
Let us recap Carnap’s characteristics of the meaningfulness of
words:
Let “a” be any word and “S(a)” the elementary sentence in which
it occurs. Then the suﬃcient and necessary condition for “a” being
meaningful may be given by each of the following formulations,
which ultimately say the same thing:
1. The empirical criteria for a are known;
2. It has been stipulated from what protocol sentences “S(a)”
is deducible;
3. The truth-conditions for “S(a)” are ﬁxed;
4. The method of veriﬁcation of “S(a)” is known.
(Carnap 1931/1957, 64–65)

Words that do not fulﬁll these (equivalent, at least according to
Carnap) conditions are meaningless. Carnap gives some examples of such words that appear in metaphysical treatises: ‘principle’ (in its metaphysical sense), ‘God’ (in its theological sense),
‘the Idea’, ‘the Absolute’, ‘the essence’, etc. Pseudo-sentences
containing similar words occur often in metaphysical treatises
but do not have empirical content. Thus, they do not belong to
the meaningful language of science.
Carnap’s examples of meaninglessness of the second kind are,
for instance, ‘Caesar is a prime number’ and Heidegger’s famous
‘Das Nichts nichtet’.
Journal for the History of Analytical Philosophy vol. 5 no. 2

[24]

Kokoszyńska refers in her papers to the ﬁrst kind of ‘meaninglessness’ in the Carnapian sense since she focuses on the empirical content of sentences. By the way, one of Kokoszyńska’s
mentors, Twardowski (1894), anticipated Carnap’s analysis of
the term ‘nothing’ (Twardowski’s analysis had, of course, nothing to do with Heidegger; see van der Schaar 2017.)
Kokoszyńska (1937b, 1938a) starts the analysis of the status of
metaphysical sentences from a classiﬁcation of sentences with
respect to three factors. She distinguishes (a) determined and
undetermined sentences, (b) analytic and synthetic sentences,
and ﬁnally (c) conﬁrmable and non-conﬁrmable sentences. She
characterizes these types of sentences as follows.
In order to accept or refute determined (strictly speaking:
language-determined) sentences, it is suﬃcient to compare them
with accepted rules of language.21 It is not so in the case of undetermined sentences. The logical value of analytic sentences does
not depend on the content of extralogical terms occurring in
them. This is so in the case of synthetic sentences. Conﬁrmable
sentences are observational sentences or sentences which follow
from observational sentences or entail them. Non-conﬁrmable
sentences do not have such a connection to observation.
When we cross these classiﬁcations, we get 8 classes of sentences: (1) determined, analytical, conﬁrmable; (2) determined,
analytical, non-conﬁrmable; (3) determined, synthetic, conﬁrmable; (4) determined, synthetic, non-conﬁrmable; (5) undetermined, analytical, conﬁrmable; (6) undetermined, analytical,
non-conﬁrmable; (7) undetermined, synthetic, conﬁrmable; (8)
undetermined, synthetic, non-conﬁrmable.
Some of the distinguished classes are empty, in particular
classes (2), (4), (5) and (6), since all determined sentences are
21Kokoszyńska accepted the conception of language in which it is composed
of (1) a set of expressions and (2) a set of rules of forming complex expressions
and of transforming one expression into another. She might also have had in
mind Ajdukiewicz’s conception of meaning (Ajdukiewicz 1934).

conﬁrmable and all undetermined sentences are synthetic. It
may sound surprising that Kokoszyńska states that languagedetermined sentences, namely axioms of a given language and
their negations, are conﬁrmable. Let us repeat that conﬁrmable
sentences follow from observable sentences or entail them. Determined sentences are conﬁrmable, since axioms follow from
any observational sentence (or from an inﬁnite set of such sentences) and any observational sentence (or inﬁnite set of such
sentences) follows from negations of axioms. This is because axioms follow already from the empty class of sentences (and from
observational sentences, in consequence), while the negations of
axioms entail all sentences (observational sentences included).22
Undetermined sentences which are conﬁrmable have a socalled empirical content. The case is diﬀerent for undetermined
sentences which are not conﬁrmable: they have no empirical
content and no connection to experience. No ﬁnite set of observational sentences follow from them and they do not follow
from any ﬁnite set of sentences.
Classes (1), (3), (7) and (8) are not empty. What sentences do
they include?
The class (1) includes axioms (accepted without proofs), theorems (sentences which follow from axioms), and contradictions.
These sentences are determined, analytic and conﬁrmable. The
class (3) contains, for instance, laws of movement in classical
mechanics and deﬁnitions through postulates occurring in natural sciences. Kokoszyńska called them ‘synthetic a priori sentences’23 (but she emphasized that she uses this term in a sense
22For instance, the sentence ‘Kokoszyńska was a philosopher or Kokoszyńska was not a philosopher’, which is a substitution of a tautology and
belongs to determined sentences, following from any observational sentence.
On the other hand, the sentence ‘Some philosophers of the LWS were women’
is entailed only by some sentences, like ‘Kokoszyńska was a woman (and
member of the LWS)’, but not, for instance, by the sentence ‘Kotarbiński was a
man (and member of the LWS)’.
23It seems to be surprising that laws of mechanics may be interpreted as a
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diﬀerent from the Kantian one). The class (3) diﬀers from the
class (1) in that in order to accept or refute a sentence of the
class (3) one has to understand extralogical terms. The class (7)
includes sentences which are observational sentences, their inductive generalizations and hypotheses which have empirically
veriﬁable consequences. They are undetermined, synthetic and
conﬁrmable. The class (8) is composed of sentences called by
Carnap ‘pseudo-sentences’. They are undetermined, synthetic
but non-conﬁrmable—they can be neither accepted nor refuted
on the basis of the rules of language and they have no connection
to experience.
Sentences of metaphysics are often considered to be diﬀerent
from sentences of other disciplines. Kokoszyńska asks what the
ground of this diﬀerence is and notices that various answers are
given to this question.
A. The ﬁrst possible answer is that metaphysics is composed
of sentences of class (7). In this approach, from a methodological point of view, sentences of metaphysics are conﬁrmable
as much as sentences of every empirical science. The only
diﬀerence is that metaphysical sentences are much more general. Kokoszyńska indicates Zygmunt Zawirski, a member of
the LWS, as a representative of metaphysics so understood. According to him, metaphysical sentences are generalizations of
sentences formulated in particular sciences.
B. Secondly, it is claimed that metaphysics is composed of
sentences of type (1) and (3), namely of determined sentences.
Metaphysics understood in such a way is either a branch of
logic or a separate domain with its own primitive terms and
speciﬁc axioms. Metaphysical sentences have in such a situation
the character of axioms and their consequences. Kokoszyńska
emphasizes that this is the conception of metaphysics proposed
priori sentences. However, in the spirit of conventionalism, one may say that
some laws of physics are treated as principles which are in fact not sensitive
to falsiﬁcation and are sometimes interpreted as deﬁnitions.

by Jan Salamucha, Jan Franciszek Drewnowski and Józef Maria
Bocheński (from the so-called Cracow Circle, CC; for details see
Bocheński 1989). These philosophers tried to give the form of
axiomatic systems to some parts of traditional metaphysics.
C. Finaly, according to members of the VC, metaphysics is
composed of sentences of class (8). According to them, metaphysics as a set of non-conﬁrmable sentences is devoid of (empirical) sense and—as a consequence—not interesting from a
theoretical point of view. Such sentences are called by them
‘pseudo-sentences’.
Kokoszyńska did not give any particular examples of metaphysical sentences of the types (A), (B) and (C). Let us try to
analyse some examples of our own.
Concerning (A). Let us assume that in physics, there exists a
law stating that every physical event has a cause, and in psychology there exists a law stating that every psychological event
(act) has a cause. One may generalize these two statements into
a more general hypothesis: ‘Every event has a cause’. As a generalization of scientiﬁc laws, such a sentence is a good example
of a sentence belonging to metaphysics of the type (A).
Concerning (B). Let us assume now that one wants to prove a
thesis that there exists the First Mover. In order to do that, one
may interpret it in a certain logical calculus and look for some
axioms (which seem obvious) and deﬁnitions, from which this
thesis may be drawn by the use of rules of transformation accepted in this calculus. This is what members of the CC did with
some theses of classical metaphysics. By this procedure, metaphysical sentences like ‘There exists the First Mover’ become
determined sentences, based on some language conventions.
Concerning (C). Let us take the thesis ‘Things in themselves
are unknowable’ as an example. Let us assume that this thesis
has no empirical content: it may not be inferred from any ﬁnite
set of observational sentences and no ﬁnite set of observational
sentences follows from it. Let us also assume that this thesis

Journal for the History of Analytical Philosophy vol. 5 no. 2

[26]

may not be proved on the basis of axioms and deﬁnitions of our
language. In this case, the analysed thesis is undetermined and
non-conﬁrmable and it belongs to the metaphysics of the type
(C).
Now, is metaphysics in the senses (A), (B) and (C) a science?
According to Kokoszyńska, there are no reasons for the claim
that metaphysics understood as (A) or (B) is not a science. Metaphysical sentences understood as (A) are conﬁrmable (and falsiﬁable) just as sentences of empirical science are. The only diﬀerence is that they are very general, usually accessible empirical
data conﬁrm more than one metaphysical hypothesis, and it
is not possible to choose between them using rational criteria.
Metaphysical sentences understood as (B) also have their place
in science: their logical value is guaranteed by appropriate conventions (axioms accepted unconditionally and deﬁnitions of
some terms, the logical calculus used as a basis for the proof).
Only metaphysics understood as (C) may not be counted among
the sciences. In this respect, Kokoszyńska agrees with members
of the VC. But she stresses that this is not the only possible view
of metaphysics.
Moreover, in Kokoszyńska’s opinion, the VC’s thesis that
metaphysical sentences are non-conﬁrmable may be interpreted
in two ways: as a tautology (stating that non-conﬁrmable sentences are non-conﬁrmable) or as a postulate to construct an
ideal language in which it is impossible to formulate nonconﬁrmable sentences. She adds that the possibility of formulating non-conﬁrmable sentences may be eliminated from
language only by an arbitrary decision.
Kokoszyńska supplements these analyses with some comments on scientiﬁc methods and with an original view of science. According to her, there are only two justiﬁed methods of
accepting theses in science: the method of aprioristic proof and
the empiricist method. In practice, scientists often make use of
other methods, ﬁrst of all the dogmatic method which consists in

accepting certain theses with no regard to experience and with
no regard to any premises and also not providing these theses
with a determined character. Metaphysics in method consists
just in dogmatism of various kinds. And there is no place for
such a metaphysics in science.
According to Kokoszyńska, the view of science proposed in
the VC is too restrictive. She proposes her own vision which is
much less restricted and reﬂects well the tendencies occurring
in the LWS. This is her proposal:
[Science] is limited with respect to the methods used to justify
theses but it is not limited with respect to the variety of concepts
and terms which may be used in it. Such a deﬁnition of science
may seem to be dangerous, because it does not make any limits
for conceptual obscurity in science. But this danger becomes less
strong when we notice that this deﬁnition foresees strict rules in
accepting anything as scientiﬁc truth. For this conception speaks
the fact that it provides the researcher with some kind of freedom
which is necessary to make a progress in science. (Kokoszyńska
1938a, 24)

Generally, Kokoszyńska’s analyses are correct. She rightly
paid attention to the fact that the Carnapian understanding of
metaphysics is not the only one possible. Carnap was, of course,
aware that other senses of the term ‘metaphysics’ exist, in particular that it is sometimes understood as a generalization of the results of various sciences.24 He limits his analyses to metaphysics
understood as attempting to say something beyond experience.
When one accepts such a terminological convention, his claim
24In a remark to the English translation of his paper, Carnap wrote:
This term [“metaphysics”] is used in this paper, as usually in Europe, for
the ﬁeld of alleged knowledge of the essence of things which transcends the
realm of empirically founded, inductive, science. Metaphysics in this sense
includes systems like those of Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Bergson, Heidegger.
But it does not include endeavors towards a synthesis and generalization
of the results of the various sciences. (Carnap 1931/1957, 80–81)
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that this kind of metaphysics does not say something based on
experience in fact looks like a tautology. What Kokoszyńska
tried to show was that the anti-metaphysical campaign of the
VC was not so destructive to traditional metaphysics as it may
seem. She indicates at least two ways of practicing metaphysics
that should be accepted as fulﬁlling the criteria of science.

5. The Status of Logic

Kokoszyńska’s opinion, the concepts of truth, reference, etc., are
satisfactorily explicated by Tarski. She emphasized that Tarski’s
semantic results (which are, as Kokoszyńska emphasized, older
than Carnap’s book) are an important complement to Carnap’s
results.
Summarizing, Kokoszyńska writes:
In the light of these comments, the question ‘Is the logic of knowledge a science?’, which was interesting for members of the VC, has
to be resolved positively. However, it should be stressed that it is
impossible to reduce the whole of logic to the logical syntax of language, which was, according to Carnap, a purely formal science.
(Kokoszyńska 1937a, 156)

Members of the VC considered philosophy to be a logic of science, namely a theory of expressions used in scientiﬁc languages
and relations between them. Is philosophy so understood a scientiﬁc discipline, is it a part of science? If yes, what are its theses
and methods?
Kokoszyńska mentions that in the beginning of the development of the VC, this question was answered negatively. In
particular, Schlick denied that the philosophy practised by him
was a science: it aimed at an explanation of scientiﬁc theses but
it cannot be expressed in a system of such theses. The situation changed after Carnap published his Die logische Syntax der
Sprache. Kokoszynska wrote:

It must be stressed that ‘purely formal’ means here ‘noninterpreted’. The point is that besides syntactic problems, according to Kokoszyńska, the logic of knowledge should include
also the (formalized) theory of semantic issues. Further development of logic in the 20th century showed that Kokoszyńska
was right here.

The turning point was Carnap’s Die logische Syntax der Sprache,
referring to the works of Hilbert as well as some Polish logicians,
in particular of Ajdukiewicz, Leśniewski, Łukasiewicz and Tarski.
Carnap tried to justify the thesis that the logic of knowledge has
a certain right to be called a science and that theses of logic may
aspire to the status of scientiﬁc claims: science, to which all logic of
knowledge, and the whole of philosophy in the sense of the Vienna
Circle, may be reduced, is—according to Carnap—the theory of
scientiﬁc language, called by him a logical syntax of language.
(Kokoszyńska 1937a, 153)

The idea of the unity of science was one of the most important
parts of the program of the VC and was present in the VC from
the very beginning. It was Neurath and Carnap who stressed its
importance to the greatest degree. Neurath focused on it from
the perspective of the social sciences. This interest later evolved
into the idea of an encyclopaedia of uniﬁed science. Carnap,
on the other hand, tried to clarify the issue and provide formal
tools to make its realisation possible.
The idea of the unity of science appeared also in the VC’s
manifesto:

Kokoszyńska presents Carnap’s idea of a formal language,
pointing out the fact that this conception meets with diﬃculties
when it comes to the concept of truth. She writes: ‘Generally
semantic concepts obstruct here’ (Kokoszyńska 1937a, 156). In

6. Uniଏed Science25

We have characterised the scientiﬁc world-conception essentially by
two features. First it is empiricist and positivist: there is knowledge
25This issue is analyzed by Kokoszyńska in (1937a), (1938b) and (1973a).
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only from experience, which rests on what is immediately given.
This sets the limits for the content of legitimate science. Second, the
scientiﬁc world-conception is marked by application of a certain
method, namely logical analysis. The aim of scientiﬁc eﬀort is to
reach the goal, uniﬁed science, by applying logical analysis to
the empirical material. Since the meaning of every statement of
science must be statable by reduction to a statement about the
given, likewise the meaning of any concept, whatever branch of
science it may belong to, must be statable by step-wise reduction to
other concepts, down to the concepts of the lowest level which refer
directly to the given. If such an analysis were carried through for
all concepts, they would thus be ordered into a reductive system,
a ’constitutive system’. Investigations towards such a constitutive
system, the ’constitutive theory’, thus form the framework within
which logical analysis is applied by the scientiﬁc world-conception.
(Hahn, Neurath and Carnap 1929, 309)

The unity of science is here presented as the goal of the group.
The passage also expresses the belief that science may and
should be uniﬁed. It seems that, at least at the beginning, members of the VC believed that science may attain terminological,
methodological and theoretical unity.
Kokoszyńska noticed that the concept of unity of science appeared in investigations of the VC very often but it was never
satisfactorily explicated.26 She proposed an explication of the
idea of unity of science and presented her reservations to this
idea.
She noticed that this idea has two parts: positive and negative.
The negative one is once more a consequence of the VC’s view
of metaphysics:
The denial of cognition in the area of metaphysics, which is proposed in the Vienna Circle, consists not in considering metaphysi26Kokoszyńska noticed it in 1938 but it remained true afterward. After
World War II, the discussion on the unity of science had new directions: ‘The
characteristic feature of the new view of unity was the ideas of consensus
and subsequently . . . cross-fertilization. These ideas were instantiated in the
emphasis on scientiﬁc operations (operationalism) and the creation of warboosted cross-disciplines’ (Cat 2013).

cal statements false but considering them senseless. . . . Philosophy
in the traditional sense of the world, which is identiﬁed with metaphysics, is a set of apparent sentences which only appear to refer to
something and predicate something, in fact they are not sentences
at all. ‘There are not sentences outside science’—this is how the
negative aspect of the idea of unity of science may be expressed in
formal language. (Kokoszyńska 1937a, 160)

The positive aspect of the idea of the unity of science has, again,
many diﬀerent shades. Firstly, it was formulated as a claim that
all sciences have in fact the same object and that this object is de
facto explored by the same methods:
Objects of diﬀerent sciences are of the same kind. . . . The method
applied is also the same: one infers theorems by some simple
sentences of an empirical character. History which ultimately
refers to its sources does not diﬀer in this respect from physics.
(Kokoszyńska 1937a, 159)

In Kokoszyńska’s opinion, the thesis that all sciences have the
same object is paradoxical. However, she admits that the positive aspect of the idea of the unity of science also has a diﬀerent,
formal formulation:
There is one language such that all scientiﬁc terms belonging to
it may be deﬁned by terms of this language and all sentences of
science may be translated into it.
Every scientiﬁc sentence may be expressed by a certain logical or
empirical sentence in one and the same language but despite these
sentences there are not expressions which may pretend to be true
or false. (Kokoszyńska 1937a, 159)

Carnap was convinced that the language of physics is such a
universal language.27
27Let us mention that according to Tadeusz Kotarbiński (1929), reistic language fulﬁls such a function—that is why Carnap saw in reism an idea ‘related
to physicalism’ (see quotation above). According to semantic reism, proposed
by Kotarbiński, a sentences is meaningful if the only names occurring in it are

Journal for the History of Analytical Philosophy vol. 5 no. 2

[29]

Let us now come to Kokoszyńska’s criticism of the idea of the
unity of sciences. She points to the fact that it is not certain
whether the theses of the VC should be understood as theses
concerning the existing language or as a ‘masked decision that
no expressions, except for scientiﬁc ones, will be treated as sentences’. Kokoszyńska writes explicitly : ‘If this thesis is to be
understood as a thesis about the existing language, it certainly
would be revealed to be false’ (Kokoszyńska 1937a, 162). So, as
a charitable interpreter, Kokoszyńska proposes to treat the idea
as a postulate. However, as a postulate, the idea of the unity of
science is not a thesis and may not be discussed with respect to
its logical value.
A positive thesis of the unity of science should be, according to Kokoszyńska, treated as a claim concerning the existing
language, since:
By claiming that all scientiﬁc knowledge may be expressed only by
empirical and logical sentences in one language, logical positivists
pretend to refer to factually occurring dependencies between scientiﬁc concepts and theses. (Kokoszyńska 1937a, 162)

According to Kokoszyńska, the question of whether all scientiﬁc
concepts are explicable on the ground of physics is by no means
resolved, so the thesis of the VC may only be understood as a
hypothesis, an anticipation of future results.
Kokoszyńska was convinced that the most doubtful element
of the idea of the unity of science is the claim that all scientiﬁc
sentences may be expressed in only one language. That such
a claim is false was easily shown already by semantic analyses
names of things (such sentences are reistic sentences) or it may be paraphrased
into such a sentence. Names of abstracta (properties, relations, processes,
states of aﬀairs etc.) are called ‘onomatoids’ and are not allowed in reistic language. For instance, the sentence ‘The redness of this rose is intense’, in which
an onomatoid ‘redness’ occurs, is meaningful only because it may be paraphrased into ‘This rose is intensively red’. One of the main methodological
problems of reism is the problem of justiﬁcation of a determined paraphrase.

proposed in the LWS: in order to deﬁne even the simplest semantic concepts, one needs a metalanguage which is something
diﬀerent from the object language.
These [semantic] concepts, or in particular problems and theorems in which these concepts occur, are by no means a part of
our knowledge. Whichever language we take, we are not able to
express problems concerning this language in this language without falling into contradiction. The conviction of the possibility of
closing of all science in one language has to be considered false.
(Kokoszyńska 1937a, 163)

Summarizing, Kokoszyńska writes that the positive thesis of
supporters of the unity of science in the ﬁrst interpretation has
to be treated as unjustiﬁed, and in the second interpretation as
simply false.
Kokoszyńska’s analysis of the slogan ‘unity of science’ was
based mainly on Carnap’s papers. In discussion with Kokoszyńska, Neurath (1938) noted that her interpretation of this
idea is not the only one and that it is also not the most important
one. According to him, by the use of the expression ‘unity of science’, members of the VC tried to show reducibility connections
between sciences. It is well known that Neurath’s interpretation
of the idea of unity of science was diﬀerent from Carnap’s and
that also Carnap’s position evolved from the postulate of the
unity of science to the analysis of the problem of reduction (of
one science to another; see Creath 1996).
How should we evaluate Kokoszyńska’s analysis? On the one
hand, she is obviously right that when we want to speak about
an object-science O-S, we should use a metalanguage; thus our
statements concerning statements of O-S should create a certain
meta-science M-S with respect to O-S. Of course, this M-S can
be neither a proper part of O-S, nor identical with O-S. On the
other hand, I am convinced that the intention of the members
of the VC was to construct one object-science, and they would
probably agree that for such a uniﬁed object-science we need a
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separate (probably singular?) meta-science. What is interesting,
the idea of the unity of science gradually lost its central place in
investigations of the members of the VC, and they changed its
originally radical meaning.28

7. Final Remarks
Analysis of Kokoszyńska’s works serves as evidence of the fact
that she was a typical representative of the LWS. She starts
her paper with precise conceptual distinctions, proposes logical analyses of the discussed problems and analyses diﬀerent
formulations of the investigated theses in order to ﬁnd the most
adequate one. She makes use of the results of formal logic, semantics and methodology. She reconstructs and develops the
results of the other representatives of the School, such as Twardowski’s refutation of relativism and his classiﬁcation of sciences, Ajdukiewicz’s theory of meaning and analyticity, Tarski’s
conception of truth for formal languages, Hossiasson’s conception of induction, etc.
Her papers are not numerous but do represent the highest
methodological standards, and show her command of formal
tools as well as her ability to see the essence of problems.
Kokoszyńska’s papers also show her deep familiarity with the
philosophy of the VC, and that of Carnap in particular. Natural
questions arise here: (1) Did Carnap and other philosophers
of the VC know Kokoszyńska’s results? (2) Could she have
inﬂuenced members of the VC to some degree?
There is some evidence for a positive answer to question (1).
Firstly, Kokoszyńska presented her papers at symposia in which
Carnap and other members of the VC took part. For instance,
28In the sixties, Carnap made a distinctive reinterpretation of the idea: ‘The
thesis about the unity of science, sustained by me and Neurath . . . aimed to the
refutation of a division of empirical science into natural and social sciences . . . ,
the division based on a dualistic metaphysics which dominated in Germany
of that time’ (Carnap 1963, 34).

in 1936 she presented her views in the section L’unité de la science which also included papers from Carnap, Reichenbach,
Rougier, Schlick, Jampoler and Fisher. Secondly, three papers
of Kokoszyńska were published in Carnap’s journal, Erkenntnis.
Thirdly, Kokoszyńska corresponded with Carnap and Neurath
on problems of their interests.
The answer to question (2) may only be an object of conjecture. However, there are some facts that may support a positive
answer. The ﬁrst fact is that Neurath, under the inﬂuence of
discussion with Kokoszyńska, expressed his own conception of
truth in a more precise way than he did before (see Mancosu
2008). The second fact is that Carnap was gradually changing
his position: he accepted the area of semantics as a domain of science and softened his criticism of metaphysics. Kokoszyńska’s
argumentation could be one of the impulses of this evolution.
Let me quote a passage from one of Carnap’s letters (from 19 June
1935)29 which is a testimony of Carnap’s esteem for Kokoszyńska
and his gradual inclination towards accepting her (and Tarski’s)
position:
Mr. TARSKI gave me your manuscript ‘About the concept of absolute truth’ in Vienna and I have read it with interest. I would
consider it very suitable if you would present this essay, or at least
its main idea, at the Paris Congress. It may then be published in
the proceedings of the Congress. If it is not the case, I would like
to publish the essay in Erkenntnis.30
In general, I want to say that I agree with your remarks on the
whole. Some points could still be discussed. But generally, our
views are more similar than it seemed. After I have read and seen
some proofs of Tarski in which he presented a correct and full
deﬁnition of the concept of truth, I agree with you that terms such
as ‘true’ and related ones are scientiﬁcally sound.
29The letter was originally written in German.
30It was published in Erkenntnis. In Paris, Kokoszyńska presented another
paper, ‘Syntax, Semantik und Wissenschaftslogik.’
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My own and other people’s earlier scepticism with respect to these
terms was historically grounded, as no deﬁnition was known,
which would be formally correct and avoided antinomies. The theory which uses these terms, the semantics in Tarski’s sense, seems
to me to be an important domain of science. I think it is a great
merit of Tarski that he has opened this new territory. Whether we
want to include semantics within the logic of science, is a matter
of terminological utility, on which I do not have any ﬁxed opinion.
Maybe it would be emotionally closer to me, if only purely logical
propositions (i.e. those without descriptive signs) would belong to
the logic of science. In this case, one would consider semantics as
a part of the theory of knowledge but not as a part of the logic of
science. But I will also accept another language convention.

World War II and the events that preceded and followed it had
a decisive inﬂuence on the history of the LWS. Tarski went to the
USA just before the outbreak of the war but many members of
the LWS were killed, and others lost their property or scientiﬁc
output. In 1944 Warsaw was completely destroyed by the Nazi
Germans during the Warsaw Uprising. As a result of the Yalta
Conference, Lvov became a part of the Soviet Union. Thus, the
LWS lost its two important centers. Moreover, for many years,
the only oﬃcial philosophy in Poland was Marxism-Leninism
and philosophers of the School were essentially allowed only to
teach ideologically neutral logic.
What about Kokoszyńska’s career? The upside of the story
is that after World War II, thanks to the help of Ajdukiewicz,
she received the habilitation and a few years later, the chair of
logic in Wrocław (German name: Breslau), a Silesian city incorporated, as a result of the decision of the Big Three (Churchill,
Roosevelt and Stalin), into the territory of the Republic of Poland.
The downside is that, working behind the iron curtain, for many
years she was in fact cut oﬀ from direct international cooperation.
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