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Ajdukiewicz on Anti-Irrationalism, Foundation
and Self-Evidence

ABSTRACT. This paper aims to examine Ajdukiewicz's underdiag of anti-irrationa-
lism through foundational systems and the concemioself-evidence. The epistemic
status of basic statements or axioms of foundatisystems are problematic. A long-
lasting tradition considers these primitive statets@s self-evident. Looking for a precise
conception of foundation, Ajdukiewicz rejects thetion of self-evidence. Instead, he
proposes a conventionalism based on formalism.
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It may be seen that around the time of World Wdhére was a strong
tendency in Polish Philosophy about certainty. Oinne paradigms of the
demand for certainty that occurred in Polish Plojissy was Ajduk-
iewicz’'s conception of anti-irrationalism, which rislated to the clarifica-
tion of cognition. Despite anti-irrationalism beiagconception of Ajduk-
iewicz, he states that before him there had alrdsin a tendency from
the age of enlightenment towards anti-irrational[2®01, p. 242]. By his
own estimation the tradition of anti-irrationalisment back to the late 18
century. The early form of anti-irrational knowlexlgyas a reaction to Kant
and romanticism. Its main characteristic was beagginst irrational
knowledge, which is proposed to be gained from swgiaral sources. But
this characteristic is not sufficient for Ajdukiexzi so that he offers a com-
prehensive anti-irrationalism which has additiofestures: [Ajdukiewicz,
1975, p. 46]
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(a) Content of anti-irrationalist knowledge can cmmmunicated to

others in words understood literally.

(b) Correctness or incorrectness of anti-irratimbdnowledge can be

decided in principle by anybody who is appropriatethe topic.

(c) Anti-irrationalist knowledge must be commurilsaand control-

able.

(d) Anti-irrationalist knowledge must be clearbyriinulated.

As seen above, due to the anti-irrational thessvidrbal expression of
cognition should be conveyable to others. Alsordahis no need for any
superficial faculty for justifying the truth. Sodbretically knowledge must
be clearly expressed and by any means comprehenbibhddition to the
above mentioned points Ajdukiewicz gives anothgri@aation as such:

Anti-irrationalism, i.e. [is] the postulate statitigat only such propositions can be
acknowledged which are justified in a way that barverified, and [with] linguis-
tic precision. Apart from these two hallmarks, afeuld also stress the third ele-
ment, i.e. accepting the logistic conceptual apgparand the powerful influence of
[the] symbolic. [Ajdukiewicz, 2001, p. 241]

Consequently, it is the relationship of the symbadi logic which exam-
ines the truth of a proposition.

Within this frame a problem occurs related to thengpses of infer-
ences, especially deductive inferences. What gtegarnhe truth of the
premises of a deduction?

How to found a deductive system?

For Ajdukiewicz there are two ways of founding aldetive system.
One requires reference to other deductive systemes,does not. In a de-
ductive science, which is not constructed by refeego any other science,
there must be some accepted primitive statementatich there are not
any proofs. The statements, which are accepteduiitproof, are axioms
of that deductive science. Also the primitive termssuch a deductive
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system should be listed obviously. If not the ptivei terms, do the con-
stant terms occur in the axioms?

A deductive system may also be constructed witeregice to other
systems. This kind of a deductive system has twispthe theorems
loaned from other deductive systems and the statisnuontained within
specific terms particular to that system. The latatements are the axioms
of the system. For instance, when an axiomaticegysif geometry is con-
structed, there is reference to logic and the metit of real numbers

A deduction is a process of deriving a conclusiamf premises. But
what are these premises? Surely, some of thenhareonclusion to other
premises. What about those that are not derived? étowe know these
underived premises which are considered to be a@om

The problem of foundation

Every foundational effort must be related to sommnjpive statements.
The status of primitive statements is a long-rugrdiscussion in the his-
tory of philosophy. In the traditional philosoptetanswer to the question
regarding the truth of a premise is the notionaif-avidence. According
to the self-evidence approach, any foundation gitemust start from the
premises that are self-evident. Ajdukiewicz, howeisone of the pioneer
philosophers of the ﬁbcentury who was against the notion of self
evidence.

Philosophers appeal to the notion of self-evidemlen there is no ar-
gument for the underived premises of a deductiois. isually understood
that a self-evident proposition is the one thatsdoat need any assistance.
One knows immediately that a self-evident proposiis true and it is not
derived from any other propositions. But what itoitbe self-evident? To
whom is a statement self-evident? Is it self-evidieneveryone? Does
a self-evident statement have relativeness? Haow jfossible that some
propositions are thought to be self-evident, wtiike same propositions are
being evaluated as not self-evident. Ajdukiewicntobuted to this con-
troversy with his viewpoint of anti-irrationalisnmiticizing the assessment
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which indicates the primitive truths as self-evident. He criticises the notion
of self-evidence. So the debate about self-evidence is related to the prob-
lem of foundation and anti-irrationalism.

Ajdukiewicz analyses the concept of foundation and concludes that it is
not clear and precise. [Ajdukiewicz, 1978, p. 295] He begins with the cases
which are thought to be the examples of precise foundations before him.

In the first case, a statement is substantiated if it is accepted during
a procedure which assures the truth of the statement. Related to a state-
ment, if one uses a method and always gets the same results, then the
statement is said to be substantiated. This is a vague and unsatisfactory
definition for Ajdukiewicz because if this definition is accepted, he de-
clares, most of the scientific statements become unfounded.

In the second case, which is a modified version of the first, a statement
is substantiated if it is accepted as a result of a procedure which ensures the
truth of the statementtid. s. 295]. This argument is not satisfactory too,
because we would have to appeal to the inability to recognise which state-
ments are founded and which are not! [Ajdukiewicz, 1978, p. 296]

In the third case,

the procedure which led the other scientist to the assertion of a statement substanti-
ates this statement if the procedure applied by the other satisfies the criteria he
himself respects in deciding whether or not to assert a statement. [Ajdukiewicz,
1978, p. 296]

This is not sufficient too because the term 'founded' may be used with-
out being definedSo “the term 'founded' has in the language of scientists
an operational meaning, but it does not possess a definitional meaning”
[Ajdukiewicz, 1978, p. 296]. The consensus of scientists about a procedure
resulting in the assertion of a statement may be called foundation. None-
theless, this is a factual problem for Ajdukiewicz: “it is not an attempt
at making precise some vague, intuitive concept of foundation” [Ajduk-
iewicz, 1978, p. 297].

In the fourth case, in a deductive science a statement is well-founded if
and only if it has been derived by means of a deductive proof. But for
Ajdukiewicz this is not sufficient for a precise conception of foundation,
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since for a deductive science it is not clear vehdeductive proof is. Still
there may be a precise definition of the proof,ibshould be relative to an
assumption. That assumption is arbitrary. So fatukjewicz a proof that
is “relative to some arbitrary assumptions and gute not sufficient to
render a statement well-founded” [Ajdukiewicz, 19[8298].

In the fifth case, it may be said that the prooddtatement depending
on some rules, renders it well-founded only if thkes have certain prop-
erties. But what are these properties? Ajdukiewiefines the problem as
‘proper choice of axioms’ which may be acceptechaitt proof and the
problem of the choice of appropriate rules of iafere [Ajdukiewicz,
1978, p. 298]. First he proposes a solution topttedlem via hypothetico-
deductive systems. At first sight, for Ajdukiewitzere is no problem of
foundation for hypothetico-deductive systems beeanghis type of sys-
tems nothing is claimed so that there isn't anyuiegnent to justify any
assertion and no need for the foundation of thegersents [Ajdukiewicz,
1978, p. 299].

But at a second glance, there is also a problemhjfgrothetic-
deductive systems related to distinguishing appegrules of inference
For instance, in mathematics there are the deovatiles of a statement
which one must follow in order tbe accepted by mathematicians as
a proof justifying the assertion of the statement

For Ajdukiewicz the solution was provided by fornhadjic in its sys-
tematization of the methods of inference given mthematicsBut even
the arrangement here is problematic, namely:

There are many logics: there are multivalued logilcgside the bivalued one;
there is the logic of material implication and tbgic of strict implication; along-

side the classical non-constructivist logic therehie constructivist logic of intui-
tionists. Which of them is respected by mathematisi when they prove their
statements? [Ajdukiewicz, 1978, p. 299]

After presenting the vagueness of the notion ohéation for Ajdu-
kiewicz, we are now ready to address his criticsr ®elf-evidence as the
foundational attempt.
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Self-evidence

It may be said that there are two main kinds dfe@dent statements:
mediate and immediate. Immediate self-evident states are those whose
truths are grasped without any inferential grourfes. instance, a state-
ment as “Every a is @”, or ‘a = a’ is an immedistatement which can be
easily understood by reflection on it. The mearifithe statement is such
that fully understanding is enough to grasp itshtriAnalytic statements
are examples of this kind of immediacy. On the othand, there are
statements such as “Any straight line segment eaextended indefinitely
in a straight line”. The apprehension of such allofh statements requires
a mediate in order to combine concepts togethethdtlevel of the phi-
losophical controversy, both immediate and somedypf mediate state-
ment are considered to be self-evident.

Why is a statement considered to be self-evidehttélare several as-
pects about the origin of self-evident stateme®tsne philosophers argue
that it is experience that makes a statement s&lent. Being confirmed
by experience many times, a statement becomesddint. Even though
the statement in question can be not directlyfijastiin experience, it is
related to experience. According to empiricistés ixperience which sub-
stantiates the primitive theorems. This aspecetbevidence is hamed as
‘psychological empiricism’ by Ajdukiewicz.

For some philosophers the psychological empiricgspect is not sat-
isfactory. Statements depending on experience cagatisfy certainty and
irrevocability. So it is not experience that makestatement self-evident
but the meaning of the terms which the statemetdiisposed of, such that
the truth of a self-evident statement cannot beighbto be without any
contradiction. And a statement of this kind is analgtic statement. The
problem of self-evidence depending on the meanintgrons is that the
meaning of the terms are so vague that it is nesipte universally to get
a fixed incoming. The intensions of the terms wocthdnge from time to
time, and person to person, so that the self-ecelerh a statement would
change too.
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Some of the philosophers claim that the denialxadras does not re-
sult in contradiction. They title the statementssgmthetic’. Also, a state-
ment cannot always be composed by the meaningedetims. They assert
that because of the cognitional faculties in oundnwe have self-evident
propositions. For instance for Kant the truth ahd foundation of the
statement ‘Any straight line segment can be exwnuelefinitely in
a straight line’ depends on our faculty of sengihilwhich produces intui-
tion. It is intuition which mediates two separatencepts to compose
a judgement. Together with the forms of sensibdityl the faculty of under-
standing, we construct a priori statements. Thesheave intuitions, which
enable us to think of objects and construct statésnd he self-evidence of
statements depends on the inter-subjectivity offdlcalties. This aspect to
self-evidence called is ‘psychological apriorisrg’ Ajdukiewicz.

The pre-axiomatic intuitive stage

According to Ajdukiewicz, the deductive sciencesveénaevolved
through a number of stages: starting from the tiniistage, going through
to the abstract stage. The intuitive stage consistsvo stages: the pre-
axiomatic stage and axiomatic stage. The pre-axiomatuitive stage
corresponds to the ‘dawn’ of science in Europe stiilimany deductive
sciences are in progress in this way for Ajdukiewh/e may itemize the
properties of the pre-axiomatic intuitive stagefakows [Ajdukiewicz,
1974, p. 194]:

1. A statement is self-evident if only it is corsied to be so. Without
any proof, common consensus over a statement nitadel&evident.

2. Any statement which follows self-evidently froather accepted
theorems is accepted as a derived theorem.

3. Terms are used without definition.

4. Primitive theorems are accepted without a proof.

5. The vocabulary of a given deductive science bwynade richer by
the inclusion of new terms without their definit®if only they seem to be
universally comprehended.
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6. At any level of a deduction one may use a ndivessdent state-
ment joined to earlier accepted self-evident statém

So in this stage one may at any time refer to artima which they con-
sider to be universally self-evident. There mayaeous terms which may
be used at any time if the term is self-evidentf-&ddence is a criterion
of the acceptance of primitive theorems.

What is crucial to this stage is the ‘confidenae’statements which
seem self-evident. Since proof is not used, théaicgy of statements is
a matter of confidence. A counter-example, whictakemed the confi-
dence in self-evidence, was the example of inconsomable line seg-
ments. When Greek mathematicians understood tea¢ ik no common
measure between the side of a square and its dihgoneed for restruc-
turing geometry occurred according to Ajdukiewicz.

The axiomatic intuitive stage

The conversion of the pre-axiomatic stage to theraatic stage in-
volves the transition of the statements and teorfixéd ones. In the pre-
axiomatic stage theorems are accepted without paodf the primitive
terms are used without definition. After the traiosi to the axiomatic
stage, no self-evident statement may be acceptdtbuti proof and no
universally comprehended term may be used withefinition.

There is a restriction about the list of primitileorems and primitive
terms in the axiomatic approach. At the axiomatiégs, there are axioms
and theorems from the logical deduction of explidisted axioms. Refer-
ence to any other premises accepted without pafot allowed. The
same applies to terms. The terms that need nottdefined are those
loaned from logic and the arithmetic of real nunshemnd also those spe-
cifically geometrical terms which occur in expligitlisted geometrical
axioms. Any other term may be used if only it hagrb definition of any
reduced to the primitive terms of the theory insjic.

Still for Ajdukiewicz there is a similarity betweeghe pre-axiomatic
stage and axiomatic stage: the role of intuitiortuition dominates the
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occurrence of premises. Also, the meanings of ¢hmg are taken from
daily use. Additionally, the axioms peculiar to @esice are self-evident
because of the meanings of the terms they contain.

The abstract axiomatic stage

Ajdukiewicz proposes a two-fold approach to abstdedluctive theo-
ries. On the one side the terms of the deductigeenyreceive their mean-
ings according to their success in satisfying tkieras of the system. On
the other side, nothing is decided about the meaofithe terms.

Consequently Ajdukiewicz, regards the intuitivegstaas the ‘dead
past’ and underlines the difference of the inteitstage and the abstract
axiomatic stage as follows:

At the intuitive stage of the deductive sciencé® primitive terms. i.e. those
which are used undefined, are taken in their regkimeanings and it is required
that the primitive theorems, i.e., axioms, be seifient for the received mean-
ings of the terms they contain, i.e., that theycbevincing without proof for an-
yone. The basic difference between the intuitive e abstract approach is that
in the latter case the received meanings of theiipéerms are disregarded, and
the meanings of these terms are established afAydtikiewicz, 1965, p. 201]

So at the abstract axiomatic stage, we are facéld avkind of for-
malism. At the first phase of this stage of dedwetsystems, the re-
ceived meanings of the specific primitive terms aeglected. For in-
stance, >’ is interpreted as ‘is bigger than’, ardis interpreted as
‘equal to’. These interpretations are thought tosk#-evident and do
not require any proof for accepting their truth.r Bgdukiewicz, for
transition to the abstract stage, one should almmding the terms in
their received meanings. The terms should be thoughe constituents
of systems which satisfy the conditions expose@iioms. So a term
such as > is not interpreted just as ‘is biggeart’ but also ‘is later
than’ or ‘is more complex than’ etc. depending ba e€xposed axioms.
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This approach does not allow any fixed meaninghef terms. So “the
terms of a deductive science in the abstract sésg@blish their mean-
ings anew by deciding that the said terms are tootke such objects
which satisfy the axioms of a given theory i.etig the conditions
formulated in those axioms.” [Ajdukiewicz, 1965,205].

At the second phase of the abstract stage of dedusststems nothing
is decided about the terms of the system. Theytraaed as variables
whose meanings are undefined. Since the meanitigesé terms are unde-
fined as such in an abstract axiomatic deductiwstesy, the axioms and
theorems are neither true nor false. They aregjssthemata of statements.
They don't state anything. So in this approachdfastract deductive theory
does not consist of anything that could expressctreviction of the re-
searcher who is concerned with that theory” [Ajéwkicz, 1965, p. 206].

Since in the abstract deductive approach nothingsserted, there is
not any output which contributes to the knowled@¢he real world. Yet,
for Ajdukiewicz these axioms of the abstract denhectheory are highly
important in the scientific study of facts.

So concerning the self-evidence of mediated stattsnéike the axi-
oms of Euclides, Ajdukiewicz proposes a formaligrherefore, he omits
the notion of self-evidence, leaving aside all tine ontological and epis-
temological questions accompanying the self-evidenamely ‘To whom
is something self-evident?’, ‘How a statement beesself-evident etc. ?'.

But what about the statements we mentioned abovienaediate?
Ajdukiewicz offers two close approaches. One isthie text which he
wrote in 1935 [Ajdukiewicz, 1978, p. 111]. He preps anew attitude to
immediate statements banning the notion of setfanie. Ajdukiewicz
uses language for grounding immediate statemém®halytic statements.
In a language there are meaning rules which deterjoidgements com-
posing concepts. Thus, the meanings of the statsnwéra language in-
clude certain norms to which one must conform icegting or rejecting
statements. For Ajdukiewicz the reason for the piecee of a sentence
like ‘Every a is an a’ is a meaning-rule. This meave don’t accept the
statement because of its self-evidence, but daemteaning-rule. He states
that there are three kinds of meaning rules [Ajdukcz, 1978, p. 112]:
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1. axiomatic meaning-rules or axiomatic meaningsulvhich require
an unconditional readiness to accept certain seesenThe sentences,
formed by axiomatic meaning rules can under nauoistance be rejected
as long as they are used in the mentioned language.

2. deductive meaning-rules “demand a readinessdeph certain sen-
tences, not unconditionally, but only on the sufipws that certain other
sentences are acceptedtidl.].

3. empirical meaning-rules “demand the readinesacept certain
sentences in the presence of certain data of exyeri.

The totality of meaning rules determines all thatseces of a lan-
guage. Ajdukiewicz calls this totality as the ‘wiperspective of that
language’.

Later in a 1958 essay Ajdukiewicz again emphasiaaguage con-
cerning rules. This time he prefers to use the teonventions’. Language
is the base for explaining the self-evidence of adrate statements. Lan-
guage is composed of terminological conventionsiclwimake two per-
sons deal with the same rules. Thus Ajdukiewiczegghes analytic sen-
tences via terminological conventions. A terminddad convention is
‘a declaration of intent concerning the use certaiis’ [Ajdukiewicz,
1978, p. 254]. He offers two terminological convens. One is semanti-
cal; the other is syntactical. A semantical coni@ntoncerns the relation
of a term and the object designated by it. Ajdukiis instance is such.
“| decide to use the word ‘centimeter’ as a nanrettie length of one hun-
dredth of a meter” [Ajdukiewicz, 1978, p. 254]. pngactical convention is
a relation between two expressions as: “| decidestthe term ‘centime-
ter’ in the same sense as ‘one hundredth of a thefdren for Ajduk-
iewicz a semantic convention inLalanguage is a postulate in He de-
fines the postulate as follows: “a sentence Spsdulate of the language
L if in L there is a terminological convention whidetermines that a term
A occurring in S is to denote an object which $atisS in place of A”
[Ajdukiewicz, 1978, p. 254]. An example of a postel in English is
“A centimeter is one hundredth of a meter’. Hencecoading to
Ajdukiewicz “a sentence S is analytic in the lamggid. in the semantic
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sense if it is a postulate of L or a logical consequence of the postulates of L.”
[Ajdukiewicz, 1978, p. 256].

Consequently Ajdukiewicz rejected the notion of self-evidence on be-
half of his anti-irrationality because the notion of self-evidence includes
the defects of being subjective, unjustifiable and psychological. So for
a precise foundation, one can not depend on the self-evidence of premises.
What he proposes is, rather, a hypothetical formalism based on the satis-
faction of the aims concerning the discourse and conventionalism.

Bibliography

Ajdukiewicz K., (1974)Pragmatic Logi¢ Dordrecht, D. Reidel Publishing Company.

Ajdukiewicz K., (1975),Problems and Theories of Philosophyondon, Cambridge
University Press.

Ajdukiewicz K., (1978), “The Scientific World-Perspective”, [in;] K. Ajdukiewicz,
The Scientific World-Perspective and Other Essays 19311663 J. Giedymin,
Dordrecht, D. Reidel Publishing Company, pp. 111-118.

Ajdukiewicz K., (1978), “The Problems of Foundation”, [in:] K. Ajdukiewicz,
The Scientific World-Perspective and Other Essays 19311663 J. Giedymin,
Dordrecht, D. Reidel Publishing Company, pp. 296-305.

Ajdukiewicz K., (1978), “The Problem of the Foundation of Analytic Sentences”, [in:]
K. Ajdukiewicz, The Scientific World-Perspective and Other Essays 19311963
[ed.] J. Giedymin, Dordrecht, D. Reidel Publishing Company, pp. 255-268.

Ajdukiewicz K., (2001), “Logistic Anti-Irrationalism in PolandPozna Studies in the
Philosophy of the Sciences and the Humanitiek 34, pp. 241-249.

Ozgii¢ Guven,
Istanbul University, Department of Philosophy, Turkey
ozguc@istanbul.edu.tr



