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Mathematical, Astrological, and Theological Naturalism

J. M. DIETERLE®

Penelope Maddy’s recent Naturalism in Mathematics contains & wmﬂm“““
argument for the claim that we ought to regard B..w,vew.ww_aﬁmm_% we ought
way that a Quinean scientific naturalist regards science; that 15, nd reject
to evaluate mathematics from a mathematical point of iew = that her
extra-mathematical standards. Maddy considers awn ac._mmnwﬂnwuﬁcmozm
uguments leave it open for an ‘astrological naturalist pomnw_mw the cvaluation
taim: that we ought to reject extra-astrological standar E_% ’s response to
of astrology. In this paper, I attempt to show that Maddy

this objection is insufficient.

1. Mathematical Naturalism

In her explanation of mathematical naturalism, Maddy says:

i atics, say from
To judge mathematics from any vantage-point outside mathematics,

he spirit that
the vantage-point of phiysics, seems to me to run occnupmh.amm—.wlm%ﬁun it ack-
mderlies all naturalism: the convietion that & mcnom&meﬂmgemn on it§ OWR Lerms,
ence or mathematics, should be understood and iticlsm from, and does not
that such an enterprise should not be subject to €n

point of view.
*waud in noed of support from, sowe external, Mah_m:_ prww %ﬂﬁ.ﬂm the same re-
What I prapose here is a mathematical natur .é%ﬁm«o%mn

spect to mnathematical practice that the Quinesn DACWS B0 5 by,
Practice..... Where Quine takes science to be indopandest B "r, T oy
Iny naturalist takes mathematics to be -:hnvmi—a:wgaa (Maddy [1998],
ggaﬁﬁwﬁmia...?%&.@dﬂéi% .

R 180 : , rization of nat-
For the purposes of this paper, I will w&o_u.. Maddy m%ﬂﬂ”ﬂ:ﬁ ions and/or
Uralism ag the rejection of supra-theoretic or mHm..ES%EEn of natural-
triticisms.] This may be a fairly nou-standard w;n: own terms.
0, but T wish to address Maddy’s arguments on special —why is it that

The question arises as to why mathematics s Mcmnvwﬁaon— to eriticism
Mathematical methods and practices should no .

. o 3 Ypsilantt,
. . . i hy, Michigan Universsty,
Enﬂ%u% Mﬂw mm M.ﬂaﬂmh%awuuml%ﬁrﬂaaiic hilosophy, but, of course, for
| Maddy equates this with the Quinean rejection of 78t P
Quine “firsy philoscphy is traditional epistemalogy-

. 129-135.
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m any exter .
tices should VM-“ mm»%w..n_vo.wﬁ_ but other ‘non-scientific’ methods and prae
brace astrological g:ﬂeﬂw Why, for example, can an astrologer Exﬁ e
arguments that Madd m and defend that view with the same sot o
responds to this objetion by defend mathematical naturalism? Moy
the scientific nay :E._H ‘__5_. vu_. saying that there are ‘good namwn..um from
natural science—to t s point of view—that is, from the point of cw%a
disciplines’ (Ibid rest mathematics differently from other not-sclentic
First of all Scw 204. Emphasis mine).
W_H_.M. Murm naturalist g%ﬁ» w_wmwam@gnn for an astrolge ¥
scien . To d i
temporal ummmﬁ .“.__WM m“m, the domain of :@».E.M&u&“.” anMﬂHMw %amhh
powers and makes =e= ire causal order. . . [and] astrology posits new causi
Thus, astrology sho _M predictions about spatio-temporal events’ (Did.-
dent of natura} man% not be viewed as a separate discipline E%RH_T
astrology is, in a sen ce, which has its own criteris of mi_hw%_.e Rather
themselves subject t, ¢, part of natural science and astrological claims
MWM .oﬁwmn hand, .rmhoa.”.ﬂ“ﬂnn.mn cvaluation and correction. Matlematics "
mﬁaw%uvrﬁﬁm mine), g to say about [the] domain jof natural sciente]
tsanalogy het
»Muog deals with mﬁﬂ”umu astrology and mathematics—namely, that &
about such events —is in space-time and mathematics has nothing W
matical naturalism bh%:n.voman_ to ground the difference between malbé
could reinterpret ast astrological naturalism. Maddy realizes that %
WMM&E that don't mm“wuaﬂc that it trepts of .amqiw McR:sEE i
B«nomu. Her earlier response causally with ordinary physical n—_muonxa,
Asty M.cmu. would no longer VMGEQ be blocked by this interpretation; §inee
it ology would seem to be seen as dealing with events in space-
would seem that analogous to mathematics in this c8% .
naturalism. wmvg—aummg— nat i . matics .=.— this a6, ”
uralism is on a par with Bwa_an_mn_a_

Again, however
mmms.:.:_ .m:-mmmnwm Mmuu‘whw_brm S.w.e there is a significaut disanaiofl
is no.«.mh Mu_ ndispensable, to th o—omu:. mathematics is staggeringly yeefh
matel id., pp. 204-5). So M-vnwnrnm of natural science, while astroloff
ity el s on Ind ispensability o defonse of mathematical naturslist 1
0, mathematijcal Eﬁ_c_uwu.sumamsaoa. Without the indispens®
ng n_.oEw»_ME and non-causal astrological naturals®
wanted to 4 oint of view of natural science. T0%,
be weleome to t ucs-owcm.%_.nnmvﬁ mathematical naturalist woil
the scientif, the pluralist or th, astrological naturalism, which ‘mié
The casual onper - (IDIc ummm.._m.zﬁ. but is unlikely to sit ¥
use of e T2der of Naturalism in A _
a_ﬁvnnm,g:a‘ SszWWMHhM g“ﬂ”ﬂw —nmmra%ﬁ”ﬂ ﬁ%&
, r:.r:»
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%thmﬂ-ﬂwﬂv%nm%?rﬁ arguments, However, on closer inspection, one
ccionce, but rather ﬂ-»&.uon %n& the indispensability of mathematics for
an argument, for Bwsuoﬁoq.” that Em__mvmnmmvm:@ considerations constitute
ematics in seionop d Bwﬁow.w realism, Her claim is that the use of math-
ezistence of math oes not m:.ﬁ. us a good reason to accept the objective
indispensabilit nawﬂom__.muﬁ:.._ﬁm. Nonctheless, I think Maddy’s use of
Mltimately a.;wuma-cﬂ.mamwwsc.um in the defense of mathematical naturalism
with only mﬁmsﬁmnu HH%M_EE& mathematical naturalism itsell, leaving us
unpalatable naturalis EM.— ism, or (2) leaves open the possibility of other

2. i e
IFthe usef, Indispensability and Mathematical Naturalism
5L .

st ought eM_MM&m of mathematics in science is the reason a scientific nstural-
naturalism 583 mathematical naturalism but not non-causal astrological
of those .: en we only have reason to accept the methods and practices
Maddy mwm ons of H.:w:unsmaﬁ that are applied and used. In a footnote,
A ot mn_:m to anticipate this objection; she says:
-Smoscmo _wa with fingering Quinean sentiments migl
reseon tostialy that part of mattemstics thak is actual
we have reason to study all of contemporary m

it conclude that we have
ly or potentially applied,
m athematics. [n contrast,
.s.M‘ ﬂ”om_ﬁn.““aw_ naturalist soes mathematics as a unificd undertaking which
mathematics =_..m_um‘€% as it is, and the study of the actual methods of
Epngwaﬁ_mﬂo —E“iob:mwm pure mathematics, n&nw—% _.méw_m that modemn
N b- 205, n15) goals of its own, apart from its role I acience. {Ibid.,
1t
{0 LMMWMHm__EmE F this section is that a scientific
why a mn._m””mmwrgmﬁgm naturalism. There is no reason
malhematics ¢ naturalist ought to secept those methods
Sﬁwnavﬁov_».rﬁ _55 no application; ie., there is no argument for the
Guote. Mad naturalism explained following the ‘in contrast’ in the above
does not d. mmnw merely asserts the mathematical naturalist position; she
i5m and no end it. If the motivation for accepting mathematical natural-
t non-causal astrological naturalism is just that mathematics is
atifie naturalists,

then we, 88 scie
of mathematics that are stag-
tyralism, it is

mathematical na:

naturalist has resson
given here as to
and practices of

ou_wmﬂwmnmw% useful and astrology is not,

gering] Ve reason to sccept those portions

Terel ¥ useful. But then the result is not
¥ scientific naturalism.

3. Other Unpalatable Naturalism3

the u_uwﬂsﬁ Maddy claimed that mathematics has nothi
Breatly m.c.naavouﬁ realm; it is for this reason
Bubject om Anm.rmmc astrology, and astrological

o sclentific correction whereas mathemat

ng to s4Y about

that mathematics differs so

methods and practices aTe
ical methods and practices
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are not. But if mathematies is s0 useful in natural science, then it ms
—..m«d something to say about the spatio-temporal realm. And if mathers
ties literally has nothing to say about that realin, how can it be ‘staggeringl
useful, seemingly indispensable’ to the practice of natural science? At kst
glance, it would seem that the second disanalogy between mathematicsand
astrology is undermined by the first disanalogy. This initial conclusionms
or may not be warranted; I will return to this point shortly.

Consider someone who takes a stand on theology analogous to Maddys
stand on mathematics; calf this person a ‘theological naturalist’. Qur I
gined theorist studies Qod’s ways, but does not posit any new causal powes
or make new predictions about spatio-temporal events. She advocates nit
uralism with regard to theology—she claims that the methods and practes
of theology are to be cvaluated by theological methiods alone, and any e
theologica! standards are to be rejected. OQur question is: given Ewﬁ_&_,
arguments for mathematical naturalism, would she have grounds to et
theological naturalism?

Our theological naturalist makes claims analogous to the non-canssl &
ﬁwo_o.maﬁ Raturalist, so she can easily avoid Maddy's first response: e
wrw.o 18 ot just a part of natural science. Furthermore, one can imagine thi
A logy could be extremely (even staggeringly) useful in natus! scer®

oything we could not explain could be attributed to God. .

But have I not just contradicted myself? Is it not inconsistent to céi®
(a) that theology does not posit any new causal powers or make 0w P’”
n_"nzou.m about spatio-temporal events, and (b) that God can figure 1! &
.ﬂw%g_cﬂm.w Not obviously. Theology may posit a new causal agenk w v
“,_5%3 Dot necessarily follow that this agent has ‘new causal power M

new predictions will flow from the theory. As long as the workin®

God are consistent with . i 1o have
problem, the claims of natural science, we seem

I imagine that many will be unconvinced by the foregoi gropt
going parBerr
mﬁc.u_ww&? many will think that (a) and (b) are inconsistent. But _snm
neturs Y- 27¢: then it looks a5 though Maddy's defense of mathems
Prvtie 2.3 18 Inconsistent as well, since she makes parallel claims; h.?___.m
at mathematics is usefyl in—seemingly indispensable for—12¥

ﬂwﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂ ””o:_m h it has nothing to say about spatio-temporal mMMW
. cological naturalist | i ith Maddy's
mswznsh:w?;:ﬂeﬁ nEm Bosmn:n:ooﬂsmi; =w9=av

is issue (from the standpoint of scientific
X.“W.Mm_””% m% _Kw_.a following: (1) Why Ewﬁrm.”wzom is useful in E.wﬁ
to momns_zmo 2 m.w mathematical methods and practices are E&. su e
relevant a.m.ccndn. lon. If the answer to either of these questions point$
‘erence between mathematical and theological naturalist: thes

Maddy's r, jons
in turs, o DCOUSC May be salvagesble. 1 will examine each of the quest’

L
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(1) Why is mathematies useful in natursl sclence? One might claim &.5“
mathematies is useful in natural science because particular mathematica
structures are exemplified in physical reality and we cal use Sm;muﬁrom
to study those structures. However, Maddy cannot say this because ﬁwﬁm.wm
from the fact that it would undermine her first disanalogy) she has sai
that ‘it could turn out that all applications of continuum .Ew:um-:.wﬁ@ “
natural science are actually instances of idealization’ (ibid., p- _.muvm. is
fact, for Maddy, it looks as though mathematics is just a tool for mn_Mu _M_B.
(See especially pp. 152-157.) Scientists merely use mathematics 70 (% F
predictions, to assist in explanations, etc. Naw, this may mark m..&%: tool
disanalogy with theology. But if mathematics (for mm_m.csmﬁmu 15 .“.., m..“— 1&2.“
then it scems that it is not really indispensable, 1t m.._cmn useful. rtion of
more, even if it is an indispensable tool, it looks as if the only v_wcmn e
mathematics that scientific naturalists are obliged to accept 8re ¢ lied.?
are useful; in other words, those portions of mathematics that are applied-
So we seem to be back with merely scientific naturalism.

. then
On the other hand, if mathematics is gnhﬂn ._MMM_“MMHMMMMQ ““amam.

. . ] S
It seems that it must have something to 58y & _wmnﬂ@ma mathematical and

This would undermine Maddy’s first disanalogy ,
astrological naturatism, wwsnw mathematics would r.wgn aoﬁmwﬁwﬂh mﬂow ”ww
about the domain of natural science. Furthermore, i ﬂéz_ﬂn.._oum But then
possibility of mathematics figuring substantively in explana ¢ claim that
the disanalogy with Lheology collapses. Perhaps Maddy cou ;
the way theology figures in explanations differs from ¢ Y s, then we
figures in explanations, but if she is going to rest her %@Em . and (b) does
ate owed some account of the difference that (a) is 0ot Eﬂ. Mﬂmgom of such
hot undermine the first disanalogy with astrology: It £ 00l oy
&1 socount, the analogy between mathematical and :.ﬂ_owiﬁm_wa.
5 sustained, and we have no grounds to reject armc_om.”. is not. If it is, then
In short, mathematics either is just 3 cmmm_._ tool 01 | but it alvo under-
this may undermine the thealogicsl naturalism mnwg,ﬁimmn paturalism.
lines mathematical naturalism. All weend up with mﬁwaa msthematics hes
1fit is more then just & tool, then Maddy caniot 83Y 1 we have no grounds
Nothing o say about the domain of natural scienoe, ﬂ:&rm,w& mathematics
to reject theologieal naturalism. Hence, regardless 0 argument for mathe-
B just a tool, we (as scientific naturalists) have 1o turslism. At least not
matical naturalism that can withstand theologiea! 1 i
yet. . iect to scientific
(2) Why are mathcmatical methods and pract c.ﬂ_.“ohww_wﬁqmwcﬂim that
correction? Maddy devotes a grest deal of space it

o from the
. ' objection oomes
? Recall that Maddy's résponse to the astrological naturalie™
Bandpoint of a scientific naturaliet.
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mathematicians do not take philosophical considerations into sccount wher
determining their methodology. Presumably, they would not take scientific
criticisms to heart either. Of course, these are descriptive claims. .og
might think that although mathematicians do not take these things into
account, they should. But that is just the position that Maddy's naturaliss
rejects. If one is a mathematical naturalist, one evaluates the methods axd
practices of mathematics from the point of view of mathematics, not from
some extra-mathematical vantage point.

However, one can imagine a theological naturalist who refuses to evalusit
the methods and practices of theology from an extra-theological standpoitt
In fact, the imagination does not have to stretch very far. 1am sure
are all familiar with people who remain steadfast in their heliefs no matie
what, and revise other parts of their theory when philosophical of mn_wa.”_mﬁ
criticisms seem to undermine those beliefs, For many, God and creationiat
are just a8 unquestionable as simple mathematical statements. Agsis, %@
are descriptive claims, but a theological naturalist would reject evatuativ
claims that come from an extra-theological standpoint. -

Of course, Maddy’s response to the astrological naturalism object®)
comes from the standpoint of a scientific naturalist, not a mathematio
naturalist. She claims that from the point of view of a scientific naturaléh
mathematies is not subject to scientific correction. But is she right? B35
Gm case that mathematical methods and practices are not subject 10 m..usﬂ
ﬁm..u evaluation and correction Jrom the standpoint of scientific naturalis™
This is a difficult question to answer. It is true that mathematical cloi™
that oceur within seience are not typically subjected to correction. MTM
hypothesis is disconfirmed, it is the empirical pourtion that is corrected, __M.
the Eﬁrmﬁmzﬁm part. But, again, this is relevant only to nE.mQ._.Bu"
matics. There is no evidence for the claim that a scientific naturslist aﬁ_
or ought to regard the methods and practices (and claims) of unsppl
mathematics as immune to correction,

So, from the point of view of a seientific naturalist, we only have groU he
to accept the methods and practices of applied mathematics. From ¢
pomt of view of & mathematical naturalist, we have reason to 8CceP! :m”
¢ Practices of all of mathematics, but no legitimate gro ___,"_,
t0 reject the methods and Practices of a theological naturalist, foF bo
view themselves a5 immune to philosophical and scientifie correction- Fro?

this standpoint, mathe . ' oo 8¢
’ Tnatical aturalis
an equal footing, naturalism and theological n

=%

4. Conclusion ast-
ave shown that Maddy's response to Gwa__a
lon is insufficient, for it either (a) __.a%u
leaving us with only scientific naturalism,

In conclusion I ho

: , pe to h
rological naturalism object
mathematipeg] naturalism,
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allows theological naturalism—the view that theology is mot subject to
extra-theological evaluation and criticism.?
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