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Abstract

The book Philosophy of Mathematics written by Linnebo is one of the recent and
useful books in this field. This book is written for undergraduate and graduate
students of philosophy and mathematics. One of the remarkable aspects of this book
is the simultaneous attention to classical and new philosophical perspectives on
mathematics. Unfortunately, the Persian translation of this book contains some
inadequacies. In this article, we will selectively review this translation to show some
of the mentioned shortcomings. It seems that the scientific and philosophical
community should show more responsibility in criticizing the existing translations
and providing the basis for better translations. In addition to reviewing the
translation, we will also have a look at some of the contents of the book. The address

of the original book and its translation is as follows:
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Introduction

Mathematics is the most rigorous of the sciences, and its development is cumulative
and steadily progressive. In philosophy, by contrast, no such consensus exists; some
of the greatest philosophers have rejected the work of their predecessors entirely.
Why, then, should one engage in the philosophy of mathematics at all? Questions of
this sort seem to presuppose that an answer must exist, treating the issue as a
misunderstanding or a pseudo-problem that will eventually be resolved. But is this

really the case?
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Since antiquity, mathematics has occupied an exalted position among human
forms of knowledge. The objects it studies have been regarded as existing at a
higher level than sensible things, yet one degree below purely immaterial entities. In
Islamic philosophy, mathematics was situated between metaphysics and natural
philosophy. This intermediate status has been the source of deep disagreements
about the nature of mathematics. Foundational mathematical objects—such as
number and line—are, on the one hand, non-sensory and immaterial like abstract
entities, yet on the other hand they are rooted in the observable world. Thus
mathematics has been viewed as both a priori and necessary, and at the same time as
practical and indispensable for the study of nature. The tension arises precisely from
this dual character.

An epistemic duality accompanies this ontological one. Mathematical theorems
are proved analytically, without reference to the external world, yet they yield
results that are entirely empirical and observable. Einstein captured this tension
beautifully: “As far as the laws of mathematics refer to reality, they are not certain;
and as far as they are certain, they do not refer to reality.” He also asked how it is
possible that mathematics—ultimately a product of human thought and independent
of experience—fits the structure of the physical world so remarkably well.

From a high-level perspective, views in the philosophy of mathematics can be
divided into two broad camps: those that emphasize the a priori and analytic
character of mathematics, and those that insist on its empirical and experiential
roots. The former must explain the applicability of mathematics, while the latter
must explain why mathematics appears necessary and certain.

If we consider elementary mathematics—basic facts of arithmetic and
geometry—we find that their necessity is comparable to that of elementary logical
truths. But in modern mathematics, which relies heavily on infinite concepts, this
clarity fades. How can the set of natural numbers be equinumerous with the set of
rational numbers? Why must two lines that never intersect remain equidistant
everywhere? These lines extend infinitely, far beyond our capacity for intuition.

Mathematicians have proposed the axiomatic method: selecting certain
properties of the objects under study as primitive assumptions, and then deriving
their consequences through logical reasoning. This methodology has been
remarkably successful. But it raises a further question: how are we to choose the
objects of study and the axioms governing them? There is no simple answer. It

seems that the creativity and intellectual intuition of mathematicians guide these
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choices, aided by a kind of aesthetic sensibility. Practical needs also play a role, as
in Newton’s creation of calculus for the study of physical laws.

Hartry Field has attempted to show that physical results can, in principle, be
derived without reference to abstract mathematical objects—thus explaining the
applicability of mathematics. Quine, by contrast, views physics, mathematics, and
related sciences as a single holistic web whose truth is determined only by empirical
testing. Both views face difficulties: Field’s work has applied to Newtonian physics,
and Quine’s holism cannot account for the special status of mathematics among
the sciences.

In what follows, I turn to @ysteinLinnebo’s Philosophy of Mathematics, along
with its Persian translation, as a contemporary point of departure for examining the
foundational issues outlined above. Linnebo’s work is particularly suitable for this
purpose, not only because it offers a clear and systematic overview of the major
positions in the philosophy of mathematics, but also because it proposes a distinctive
approach—thin realism—that seeks to reconcile the abstract nature of mathematical
objects with their apparent indispensability in scientific practice.

Linnebo begins by revisiting the classical debates between platonism,
nominalism, and structuralism, showing how each attempts to address the dual
character of mathematics. His analysis is noteworthy for its methodological clarity:
rather than committing prematurely to a single metaphysical stance, he reconstructs
the motivations behind each view and evaluates them in light of contemporary
logical and mathematical developments. This makes the book especially valuable for
readers who wish to understand not only the positions themselves but also the
conceptual pressures that give rise to them.

The book Philosophy of Mathematics by ysteinLinnebo has recently been
translated into Persian. In this article, we will review the original book and its translation.

In the second chapter, we will quote some parts of the introduction and the first
and second chapters of the book to show some translation deficiencies. We will also
have a close review of some of the material in these chapters. In the third chapter,
we will briefly mention some translation errors from other chapters of the book.

In this article, we will only look at translation from the perspective of conceptual
and fundamental errors, and we do not intend to find and mention literary
shortcomings in the translation.

In conclusion, I would like to emphasize that the purpose of this critique is to

take a small step towards improving the current, not very orderly, situation in the
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translation of philosophical works to Persian.The book An Introduction to the
Philosophy of Mathematics by Colyvan (Colyvan 2012) and its translation (Colyvan
1397) is another work that I have recently reviewed.
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Linnebo, Qystein (2017). Philosophy of Mathematics (Princeton Foundations of
Contemporary Philosophy), Princeton University Press.
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I pay more attention than is customary to the question of whether mathematical
objects can be accepted without fully embracing a so-called platonistic conception of
them. So I discuss some less demanding conceptions of mathematical objects. (p. 2)
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Space considerations have forced me to downplay some issues to make room for a
proper discussion of the themes just described. There is no systematic discussion of the
philosophy of mathematics before Frege’s pioneering works of the 1880s and 1890s.
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But if mathematical objects had spatio temporal location, then our ordinary
mathematical practice would be misguided and inadequate. (p. 10)
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A good example is the intermediate value theorem, which says a continuous
function that for some argument has a value less than some number ¢ and for another
argument has a value greater than ¢ must for some argument have value exactly c.

(p.22)
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“This suggests... that a statement of number contains an assertion about a concept”

(ibid.). When I assert “These are five trees,” for example, I am saying of the first level
concept TREE that it is quintuply instantiated. (p. 26)
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Classical Semantics. The singular terms of the language of mathematics are
supposed to refer to mathematical objects, and its first-order quantifiers, to range over
such objects. (p. 27)

sl sl 0bs ol Bl (55 llas (SedS liblias en 7
33 0,3l = sl 4 Sl gem (6l = 0T Ul g s 5 2L
(Ff o)
0S5l o san Ll 23l s YU s a8 KIS oliiline 350 Aaime o5 3 (4
il O Slagls ploml 8y pdin 1y 2l (slodlasr litlinn s 35
oS 45 53 o Ph) Sl s 4 U5 e Bl S ey



V¥ OL‘»&U}JL@ Al 3)\.«..'5 Al4 JL-“ ¢‘;@J2‘;k& YYY

2> Ll o e il Jhsbiae by OMer 3 b 51 s by sl b Lo gl
J‘iﬁ@‘)uﬂ‘“—ej"‘“"}:

Frege rejects this order of explanation. He takes questions about the meaning of
complete sentences to be explanatorily prior to questions about the reference of
singular terms. On this view, the existence of mathematical objects is to be explained
in terms of the objective truth-conditions of statements concerned with such objects
rather than the other way round. Mathematical objects are never “given to us” directly,
only via meaningful statements about them. (Page 32)
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Assuming this theory is consistent, it provably doesn't settle CH one way or the
other! (p. 170)
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