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Abstract 

In recent years, some books on the philosophy of mathematics have been translated into 

Persian. Unfortunately, in some cases, these translations are insufficient and even 

misleading. It seems that reviewing and criticizing these translations can help to correct 

and improve this situation. In this article, after a brief review of the book "Philosophy of 

Mathematics" written by Colyvan, we will give a selective review of the translation of 

this book. Colyvan’s book Philosophy of Mathematics is an introductory text in the 

field of philosophy of mathematics. This book was written for both undergraduate and 

graduate courses in universities in Australia and the United States of America. Although 

the main audience of this book is philosophy students, it seems that it does not require 

much philosophical prerequisites and it can be used for mathematics students as well. 
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My apologies to anyone who is disappointed by the relatively superficial treatment of 

the early 20th century philosophy of mathematics. But very good discussions of these 

topics abound, yet entry-level accounts of contemporary philosophy of mathematics are 

rare (pp 3-4). 
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Second-order logic is logic that allows quantification over predicates as well as over 

individuals. First-order logic is logic that quantifies only over individuals (p. 7). 
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This has ramifications for both the style of proof that is acceptable in mathematics and 

the domains of mathematical objects one can work with. Unless there is a procedure for 

delivering the mathematical objects in question, they are committed to the flames (p. 7).  
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Indeed, it would seem that numbers are just the wrong kind of thing to be causing 

anything, let alone beliefs (p. 11).  
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Benacerraf’s point is that if the natural numbers are sets, at most one of Johnny and 

Ernie is right (they might both be wrong—the natural numbers might be some entirely 

different set-theoretic construction) (p. 13). 
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Rather, philosophy is continuous with the scientific enterprise (p. 14). 
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Indeed, I hope this book prompts many such side trips into the mathematical material in 

question (p. 17). 
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Axiomatic systems such as those under consideration give rise to a kind of relativity. 

But with this relativity in place, we find that the alleged paradox turns on an equivocation: 

we are supposed to conclude that the mathematical theory in question has both countable 

and uncountable models under the very same interpretation of the mathematical terms in 

question. But that is a mistake (p. 29). 
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The first of these, known as the Gödel’s first incompleteness theorem, says that any 

consistent axiomatic system, rich enough to be of mathematical interest, will have 

recognizably true sentences that are not provable in the system in question (p. 29). 
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Gödel’s second incompleteness theorem states that any consistent system of sufficient 

complexity to be of mathematical interest cannot prove its own consistency (p. 30). 
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Lucas starts by noting that the blind spots of mathematics, such as the Gödel sentence 

are not blind spots for humans. After all, by mere inspection we can see the truth of the 

Gödel sentence but, on pain of inconsistency, mathematics cannot deliver the truth of the 

Gödel sentence (p. 32).  
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 But this is not to say that another system or machine will not be able to derive the first 

system’s Gödel sentence (p. 32).  
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Mathematical objects are places in structures (p. 45). 
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To determine our commitments, we need to be able to ferret out all traces of non-

literality in our assertions (p. 79). 
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However, I resist suggesting that all reductio proofs are unexplanatory (p. 90). 
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One line of response to Wigner is to deny that mathematics is all that effective in 

physical science (p. 120). 
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