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Chapter 1

Introduction

Mathematics presents itself as a domain of necessity. Its
results appear independent of context, culture, or inter-
pretation, and are often regarded as the closest approx-
imation to objective truth available to human inquiry.
Formal logic, axiomatic systems, and symbolic precision
together create an impression of inevitability: once the

premises are accepted, the conclusions follow.

Yet this apparent inevitability conceals a prior layer of
determination. Before any formal system can operate,
there must exist an implicit agreement concerning what
entities are admissible, what operations are permitted,
and what forms of reasoning are considered valid. These
agreements are rarely stated explicitly. They are inher-
ited through education, embedded in notation, and sta-

bilised through repeated use.

This essay examines that prior layer. It proposes that
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mathematical systems are not grounded solely in logic,
but arise through a triadic process: commitment, consen-
sus, and admissibility. These elements operate beneath
formal reasoning, shaping the conditions under which

logic itself becomes meaningful.
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Chapter 2

Historical Context

The conditions under which mathematical systems arise
have not gone entirely unnoticed. Throughout the devel-
opment of modern mathematics, various thinkers have
approached aspects of what is here described as commit-
ment, consensus, and admissibility, though typically in
isolation and without unifying them into a single frame-

work.

The formalist programme of David Hilbert made explicit
that mathematics proceeds from chosen axioms, treated
as freely posited starting points. In this view, the va-
lidity of a mathematical system lies not in the intrinsic
truth of its primitives, but in the consistency of the struc-
tures that follow. This represents a clear articulation of
commitment, though framed as a matter of formal con-
struction rather than as a constraint grounded in external

reference.
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In a different direction, Henri Poincaré argued that many
foundational elements of mathematics and geometry should
be understood as conventions. These conventions are not
arbitrary, but are selected for their utility and coherence.
Here, commitment appears again, but as a pragmatic
choice embedded within practice rather than as an ex-

plicitly examined precondition.

The role of consensus, while less frequently acknowledged
within mathematics itself, was brought into sharp focus
by Thomas Kuhn in his analysis of scientific paradigms.
Kuhn demonstrated that communities of inquiry stabilise
around shared frameworks that determine what counts as
a valid problem, method, or solution. Although mathe-
matics often presents itself as independent of such dy-
namics, historical developments suggest that similar pro-

cesses of stabilisation are at work, even if less visibly.

Within the philosophy of mathematics, Imre Lakatos showed
that mathematical knowledge evolves through a process
of refinement, where definitions, proofs, and even foun-
dational assumptions are adjusted in response to coun-
terexamples. This suggests that consensus operates not
only at the level of acceptance, but also through ongoing

negotiation and revision.

Finally, questions of admissibility emerge most clearly in
the work of Luitzen Egbertus Jan Brouwer, who chal-
lenged the unrestricted use of classical logic and rejected

certain non-constructive methods. Brouwer’s intuition-
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ism can be understood as a redefinition of what consti-
tutes a legitimate mathematical object or proof. Simi-
larly, the incompleteness results of Kurt Godel revealed
intrinsic limitations within formal systems, indicating that

not all truths are accessible within a given set of rules.

Taken together, these perspectives suggest that mathe-
matics is not solely a self-contained logical enterprise, but
is shaped by underlying conditions that determine what
may be assumed, what is accepted, and what is permit-
ted. However, these conditions have not typically been
unified into a single conceptual framework, nor have they

been explicitly positioned as prior to logic itself.
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Chapter 3

Commitment

Every mathematical system begins, implicitly or explic-
itly, with an act of commitment. This commitment is
not a logical conclusion, but a selection of primitives and

assumptions that define the initial landscape of discourse.

Such commitments include, for example, the acceptance
of real numbers as a continuum, the validity of limits, or
the existence of infinite sets. These are not derived within
the system they support; rather, they are presupposed.

Once adopted, they constrain all subsequent reasoning.

Commitment therefore functions as an entry condition.
It establishes the initial boundaries within which math-
ematical thought may proceed. Different commitments
give rise to different mathematical worlds, each internally
coherent but grounded in distinct foundational assump-

tions.
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Chapter 4

Consensus

Over time, repeated use of a given set of commitments
leads to consensus. Results accumulate, techniques are
refined, and language becomes standardised. What was
once an explicit choice becomes implicit, and eventually

invisible.

Consensus transforms contingent commitments into ap-
parent necessities. Within a stabilised mathematical com-
munity, alternative commitments are no longer perceived
as viable starting points, but as deviations from correct-
ness. Disagreement is reinterpreted as error rather than

difference in foundational stance.

In this sense, consensus does not merely stabilise results;
it stabilises the very conditions under which results are
judged. It creates a shared cognitive environment in
which certain forms of reasoning are naturalised and oth-

ers excluded.

13



Commitment, Consensus, and Admissibility

14



Chapter 5

Admissibility

Admissibility is the deepest layer of the triad. It defines
what may be considered a legitimate object of mathe-
matical reasoning, what operations may be performed,

and what constitutes a valid result.

Crucially, admissibility is not derived from logic. Rather,
it precedes logic by determining the domain within which
logical operations are applied. Logic presupposes a set
of admissible objects and relations; it cannot, by itself,

determine their existence.

Once admissibility is fixed, the structure of the mathe-
matical system appears inevitable. Theorems follow from
axioms, and results acquire a sense of necessity. Yet this
necessity is conditional upon the prior acceptance of ad-

missibility criteria.

15
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Logic N
"\_Operates within admissible domain

Commitment
Selection of primitives and initial assumptions

!

Consensus

reinforces. reinforces

Contingent commitments stabilised as apparent necessity

l

-
Admissibility ‘

Prior to logic — defines what objects, operations, and reasoning are permitted

Figure 5.1: The triadic structure of mathematical foun-
dation. Admissibility is prior to logic, defining the do-
main within which logical operations apply. Commit-
ment and consensus arise above it, reinforcing and nar-
rowing admissibility over time.
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Chapter 6

On the Absence of a Unified Canon

If mathematics were solely a logical enterprise grounded
in fixed and universal primitives, one might reasonably
expect the existence of a single, unified canon: a defini-
tive collection of proofs derived from a common founda-
tion. Such a work would serve as a trunk from which all
mathematical results extend, providing a complete and

coherent account of the discipline.
— No such canon exists.

While there have been significant efforts to systematise
mathematics—most notably in formalist programmes and
comprehensive treatises—these works do not constitute
a universal foundation. Instead, they reflect particular
choices of primitives, structures, and methods. They are

internally coherent, but not uniquely authoritative.

This absence is not merely historical or practical: it is a

structural and measurable condition.

17
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The lack of a single “book of proofs” may be understood
as an exogenous observation: a measurable feature of
the mathematical corpus as it has developed over time.
Mathematics, as recorded in texts, journals, and mono-
graphs, does not converge toward a single unified system.
Rather, it exhibits a multiplicity of overlapping frame-

works, each stabilised within its own domain of practice.

From the perspective developed in this essay, this plural-
ity is not surprising. A universal canon would require a
prior agreement on admissibility—on what objects, op-
erations, and forms of reasoning are permitted. Yet no
such agreement exists at a global level. Different areas
of mathematics operate under different implicit commit-
ments, which have been stabilised through local consen-

sus rather than universal adoption.

Efforts such as formal axiomatisation or structural uni-
fication can therefore be seen as attempts to construct
a trunk within a particular admissibility domain. Their
success is necessarily limited to the scope of the commit-

ments they assume.

The observed absence of a universal canon thus reinforces
the central claim of this work: that mathematics is not
unified at the level of logic alone, but is conditioned by
pre-logical factors that determine what may be admitted

into its discourse.
In this light, the diversity of mathematical practice is

18
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not a deviation from an ideal unity, but an expression
of the underlying structure through which mathematical

systems arise and stabilise.

19
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Part 1

The Machinery of

Stabilisation
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Chapter 7

Curation and the Formation of Con-

SEensus

The emergence of consensus within mathematics is often
presented as a natural consequence of correctness. Re-
sults are proven, verified, and gradually accepted, leading
to a stable body of knowledge. However, this perspective
obscures the processes through which such acceptance is

mediated.

Consensus does not arise spontaneously. It is formed
through a distributed process of curation, in which math-
ematical work is selected, evaluated, and incorporated
into the broader corpus. This process operates across
multiple levels of organisation, including journals, edito-
rial boards, peer review systems, academic institutions,
and informal networks of influence within the mathemat-

ical community.
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These structures do not function as purely formal mech-
anisms. While criteria such as rigour and correctness are
central, the evaluation of new work also depends on align-
ment with existing commitments, familiarity of methods,
and the perceived legitimacy of the objects under con-
sideration. In this way, curation acts as a filter through

which admissibility is implicitly enforced.

Submission to a journal, for example, is not merely the
presentation of a result for verification. It is also an act
of positioning within an existing domain of admissibil-
ity. The work must be recognisable as meaningful within
the prevailing framework. Results that fall outside these
implicit boundaries may be regarded as unclear, unmoti-
vated, or lacking relevance, even when internally coher-

ent.

Through repeated cycles of submission, evaluation, and
acceptance, certain forms of reasoning become stabilised.
These forms are then taught, reproduced, and extended,
reinforcing the underlying commitments from which they
arose. Over time, the process becomes self-sustaining:
consensus appears as an inherent property of the disci-

pline, rather than as the outcome of ongoing curation.

This perspective does not diminish the achievements of
mathematical practice. Rather, it clarifies the mecha-
nisms by which admissibility is maintained and extended.
Consensus, in this sense, is not simply agreement, but

the result of a continuous process of selection operating
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within a structured social environment.

By recognising the role of curation, it becomes possi-
ble to understand how new admissibility domains may
emerge. Such domains do not arise solely from the intro-
duction of new ideas, but from the gradual establishment
of conditions under which those ideas can be recognised,

evaluated, and accepted.

In this way, the development of mathematics may be seen
not only as a logical progression, but as an evolving in-
terplay between conceptual innovation and the structures

that govern its admission into the corpus.
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Chapter 8

Access, Scale, and the Provenance

of Mathematical Development

The processes of commitment, curation, and consensus
do not operate in isolation. They are embedded within a
broader historical and institutional context that shapes
who may participate in the development of mathemat-
ics, and under what conditions new ideas may enter the

corpus.

Over the past century, the scale of mathematical activity
has expanded significantly. The number of researchers,
departments, journals, and publications has grown to
a level unprecedented in the history of the discipline.
Mathematical work is now distributed across a vast and
highly specialised landscape, with distinct subfields op-
erating under their own local conventions, methods, and

criteria of relevance.
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This expansion has brought both increased capability
and increased stratification. As domains become more
specialised, the conditions for admissibility become more
localised. What is recognised as meaningful within one
area may not be readily interpretable within another.
The result is a proliferation of partially overlapping frame-
works, each stabilised through its own processes of cura-

tion and consensus.

Access to these frameworks is not uniform. Participation
typically requires alignment with established methods,
familiarity with domain-specific language, and recogni-
tion by existing members of the field. These conditions
are not formalised as explicit rules, but are nonetheless
operative. They shape the pathways through which new
work is introduced, evaluated, and ultimately accepted

or excluded.

The growth in the number of journals and the increasing
specialisation of publication venues further reinforce this
structure. Editorial processes, peer review, and institu-
tional affiliations collectively act as gateways, regulating
the flow of ideas into the recognised mathematical cor-
pus. While these mechanisms serve essential functions in
maintaining rigour and coherence, they also contribute

to the stabilisation of existing admissibility domains.

From a historical perspective, these dynamics represent
an evolution from a more diffuse and less structured math-

ematical community to one characterised by scale, spe-
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cialisation, and layered access. Earlier periods of mathe-
matical development, often associated with individual or
small-group inquiry, operated under different conditions
of participation and dissemination. The contemporary
landscape, by contrast, is shaped by institutional density
and the distribution of authority across a wide network

of actors.

Within this context, the emergence of new admissibility
frameworks is influenced not only by conceptual innova-
tion, but by the conditions of access through which such
innovation can be recognised. Ideas that do not read-
ily align with existing structures may remain outside the
primary channels of curation, regardless of their internal

coherence.

This observation does not imply limitation, but rather
clarifies the provenance of mathematical development.
The evolution of mathematics is shaped not only by log-
ical progression, but by the scale and structure of the
community through which it is expressed. Access, in this
sense, is not external to the discipline, but constitutive of
the pathways through which admissibility is formed and

sustained.
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Chapter 9

Momentum, Weight, and the For-
mation of Mathematical Mythos

The structures through which mathematics develops—
commitment, curation, consensus, and access—do not
operate in a static environment. Over time, they give
rise to a form of accumulated momentum: a weight car-
ried not by individual results alone, but by the continuity

of the discipline as a whole.

This momentum is not reducible to the correctness of iso-
lated proofs. Rather, it emerges from the persistence of
foundational documents, canonical problems, and shared
narratives that define the identity of mathematics across
generations. Certain texts, results, and figures acquire
a status that extends beyond their immediate technical
content. They become reference points within a broader
story that situates the discipline in relation to its past

and its perceived direction of progress.
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In this sense, mathematics develops not only as a col-
lection of formal results, but as a historically grounded
narrative. Early stabilisations—those moments at which
particular commitments became widely accepted—carry
forward as enduring structures. They are reproduced
through education, embedded in notation, and reinforced
through repeated citation and application. Over time,
these elements form a coherent backdrop against which

new work is interpreted.

This process may be understood as the formation of a
mathematical mythos. The term does not imply fiction,
but rather a shared narrative framework that provides
continuity and meaning. Within this framework, certain
ideas are not continually re-evaluated from first princi-
ples. Instead, they are inherited as part of the estab-
lished landscape, their admissibility assumed rather than

examined.

The weight of this inheritance contributes to the stability
of the discipline. It enables cumulative development by
reducing the need to revisit foundational commitments
at each stage. At the same time, it introduces inertia.
Concepts that have become deeply embedded within the
mathematical narrative are less readily displaced, not
solely because of their utility, but because of their in-

tegration into the identity of the field.

From this perspective, the evolution of mathematics re-

flects not only logical progression and institutional struc-
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ture, but also the accumulation of narrative weight. The
early formation of stable frameworks exerts a continuing
influence, shaping both the direction of inquiry and the
conditions under which new ideas may be recognised as

admissible.

This observation completes the broader picture devel-
oped in this essay. Mathematical systems arise through
commitment, are filtered through processes of curation,
stabilise as consensus, and are shaped by conditions of
access and scale. Over time, these processes give rise to
a persistent narrative structure—a mythos—that carries

the accumulated weight of the discipline forward.

Understanding this momentum does not undermine math-
ematics. Rather, it clarifies how stability is achieved
across time, and how deeply embedded structures may
both support and constrain the emergence of new admis-

sibility domains.

oo
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Open, permeable
Multiple entry points

{ Entrenched commitments }
{ Stabilised consensus

L J

{ Fixed admissibility }
Closed, impermeable
No new entry points

Time

Formative phase Mature phase

Figure 9.1: The dynamics of stabilisation over time. In
the formative phase, admissibility boundaries are porous
and multiple commitments may enter. In the mature
phase, accumulated momentum thickens the boundary,
raising the threshold for new foundational commitments.
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Part 11

Asymmetry, Outsiders,
and Alternative

Foundations
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Chapter 10

Barriers to Entry and the Asym-
metry of Admissibility

The preceding analysis suggests that the development of
mathematics is governed not only by logical progression,
but by a set of stabilising processes that operate across
commitment, curation, consensus, access, and historical
momentum. When considered together, these processes
give rise to an important asymmetry: the conditions un-
der which new frameworks may emerge are not constant

over time.

In earlier stages of a discipline, commitments are fewer,
consensus is less entrenched, and admissibility bound-
aries are more permeable. Under such conditions, new
primitives, methods, and forms of reasoning may be in-
troduced with relatively low resistance. The formation
of a mathematical domain is therefore characterised by

a degree of openness, in which multiple possibilities may
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be explored before stabilisation occurs.

As the discipline matures, however, this situation changes.
Commitments that were once provisional become deeply
embedded through repeated use, institutional reinforce-
ment, and incorporation into the broader mathematical
narrative. Consensus becomes more robust, and admis-
sibility boundaries more clearly defined. The processes
of curation and access, operating at scale, increasingly

favour work that aligns with established structures.

The result is an increase in the effective threshold for en-
try. New proposals are not evaluated in a neutral space,
but against a background of accumulated commitments
and expectations. Ideas that do not readily map onto
existing admissibility domains may encounter difficulty
in gaining recognition, not necessarily due to internal in-
consistency, but due to their distance from the prevailing

framework.

In this context, the introduction of new commitments
becomes particularly challenging. Where foundational
assumptions have achieved long-term stability, the pos-
sibility of alternative starting points may not be read-
ily entertained. The absence of recognised entry points
for such alternatives further limits the pathways through
which new admissibility domains can form. Without ini-
tial acceptance, there can be no process of curation; with-
out curation, no consensus; and without consensus, no

stabilisation.
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This dynamic does not imply that mathematical develop-
ment ceases. Rather, it suggests that innovation becomes
increasingly localised within existing frameworks, while
more fundamental shifts face higher barriers to entry.
The very processes that enable coherence and cumula-
tive growth also contribute to resistance against changes

in foundational commitments.

From this perspective, the evolution of mathematics ex-
hibits a form of historical asymmetry. Early openness
gives way to structured stability, and the conditions that
once permitted the formation of new domains become
progressively more constrained. Understanding this asym-
metry is essential for situating the emergence of alterna-
tive frameworks, and for recognising the challenges asso-

ciated with their introduction into an established corpus.
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Chapter 11

The Position of the Outsider and
the Emergence of New Commit-

ments

The dynamics described in this essay—particularly the
roles of curation, access, and accumulated momentum—
bear directly on the position of those who operate outside
established mathematical structures. The development
of mathematics, especially in its contemporary form, is
closely associated with institutional pathways. Train-
ing, publication, and recognition are largely mediated
through systems of apprenticeship, in which participa-
tion is guided by immersion within existing frameworks

of admissibility.

This structure has proven highly effective in preserving
rigour and enabling cumulative progress. At the same

time, it shapes the conditions under which new ideas may
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be introduced. Work that emerges from outside these
pathways may not immediately align with established
expectations of form, method, or admissibility, and may
therefore encounter difficulty in entering the processes

through which consensus is formed.

The role of the outsider has been noted in broader analy-
ses of intellectual development, most notably by Thomas
Kuhn, who observed that significant shifts in perspec-
tive may arise from positions not fully embedded within
prevailing paradigms. In such cases, the distance from es-
tablished commitments allows alternative starting points
to be considered—commitments that may not be readily
visible or admissible from within the dominant frame-

work.

Within the context of mathematics, this raises an impor-
tant question. If admissibility is prior to logic, and if ex-
isting systems are grounded in historically stabilised com-
mitments, then the introduction of new commitments
cannot be evaluated solely by reference to the internal
criteria of the existing system. To do so would presup-
pose the universality of those criteria, effectively exclud-

ing alternative foundations by definition.

This does not imply that all new proposals are valid, nor
that established systems lack coherence. Rather, it sug-
gests that the evaluation of new frameworks must take
into account the possibility of differing admissibility con-

ditions. A proposal grounded in a distinct set of commit-
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ments may appear incompatible with existing mathemat-
ics, not because it is incorrect, but because it operates

within a different conceptual domain.

In this light, approaches that seek to ground mathemat-
ics in finite, measurable interactions—accepting uncer-
tainty as intrinsic and rejecting reliance on unmeasurable
constructs—may be understood as attempts to establish
an alternative admissibility framework. Such approaches
do not negate classical mathematics, but re-contextualise
it as an internally consistent, endogenous system defined

by its own historical commitments.

The significance of this perspective lies not in immediate
resolution, but in the opening of conceptual space. By
recognising that admissibility is neither fixed nor uni-
versal, it becomes possible to consider the emergence of
new mathematical domains grounded in different foun-
dational principles. The position of the outsider, in this
sense, is not external to the development of mathematics,

but a recurring component of its evolution.
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Chapter 12

Positioning Within the Mathemat-

ical Tradition

The framework proposed here does not seek to overturn
existing mathematical systems, nor to diminish their ef-
fectiveness. Classical mathematics, with its reliance on
infinite constructs, continuity, and formal abstraction,
has demonstrated extraordinary power across a wide range
of domains. Its internal coherence and capacity for gen-

eralisation remain among its greatest strengths.

One alternative direction worth situating within this frame-
work is Finite Symbolic Mechanics — an approach that
grounds admissibility in finite, measurable interactions,
treating uncertainty as intrinsic rather than as a limiting
case. It is mentioned here not as a resolution to the ques-
tions raised in this essay, but as an illustration of what a
distinct admissibility domain might look like in practice:

internally coherent, measurement-grounded, and operat-
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ing under commitments that differ from those of classical
mathematics without requiring their negation. Its fuller
development lies beyond the scope of the present work,
but its existence as a candidate framework helps make
concrete what has otherwise been argued in structural

terms alone.

Rather, the present work aims to clarify the conditions
under which such systems arise and stabilise. By mak-
ing explicit the roles of commitment, consensus, and ad-
missibility, it becomes possible to understand classical
mathematics as one realisation among many, defined by

a particular set of foundational constraints.

In this light, alternative approaches—such as those grounded
in finitude, constructability, or measurement—need not
be seen as competing with classical mathematics. In-
stead, they may be understood as operating within dif-
ferent admissibility domains, each with its own internal

logic and scope of application.

This perspective aligns partially with earlier challenges to
classical foundations, such as intuitionism, which sought
to restrict admissibility based on constructibility. How-
ever, the present approach differs in grounding admissi-
bility not in intuition or cognition, but in exogenous mea-
surement. This shift introduces a distinct criterion: that
mathematical objects and operations should, in principle,

be relatable to measurable interactions.
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Under this view, classical mathematics may be inter-
preted as an endogenous system—one that is internally
consistent and highly expressive, but not necessarily con-
strained by direct correspondence to measurement. Fi-
nite Symbolic Mechanics, by contrast, proposes an ad-
missibility framework in which such correspondence is

primary.

The significance of this distinction is not to establish hier-
archy, but to enable coexistence. Multiple mathematical
systems may be understood as valid within their respec-
tive domains, differentiated not by correctness, but by
the conditions under which their objects and operations

are admitted.

By situating admissibility as prior to logic, it becomes
possible to reconcile these systems without conflict. Each
operates within a defined conceptual boundary, shaped
by its foundational commitments and stabilised through

consensus.
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Classical mathematics Finite symbolic mechanics

Endogenous
Infinite constructs
Platonic commitments
Formal abstraction
Continuity assumed

Exogenous
Finite constructs
Measurement-grounded
Uncertainty intrinsic
Constructibility primary

distinct
trajectories

Separatrix
A structural boundary between admissibility domains,
not a hierarchy of correctness

Figure 12.1: Two distinct admissibility domains in co-
existence. Classical mathematics and Finite Symbolic
Mechanics occupy separate regions of conceptual space,
divided by a separatrix — a structural boundary arising
from differing foundational commitments, not a hierar-
chy of correctness.
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Chapter 13

Conclusion

This essay has examined mathematics not as a purely
formal or logical enterprise, but as a discipline shaped by
underlying conditions that precede and sustain its devel-
opment. Through the triad of commitment, consensus,
and admissibility, it has been argued that mathemati-
cal systems arise within a framework of pre-logical con-
straints that determine what may be meaningfully ex-

pressed, evaluated, and accepted.

These conditions are not static. They are formed and
maintained through processes of curation, mediated by
structures of access, and reinforced over time through
the accumulation of momentum and narrative continuity.
Together, these elements give rise to a stabilised mathe-
matical landscape in which certain commitments become
naturalised, and others remain outside the bounds of ad-

missibility.
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The absence of a single unified canon of mathematics re-
flects this structure. Rather than converging toward a
universal foundation, mathematical practice exhibits a
plurality of overlapping domains, each grounded in its
own set of commitments and sustained through localised
consensus. What appears as necessity within a given
framework is therefore conditional upon the admissibility

criteria that define it.

Within this context, the emergence of new mathemat-
ical frameworks must be understood in relation to the
conditions under which admissibility is formed. As com-
mitments stabilise and consensus becomes entrenched,
the threshold for introducing alternative foundations in-
creases. The position of the outsider, operating beyond
established pathways, becomes both more challenging and,
at times, necessary for the exploration of new conceptual

domains.

Recognising these dynamics does not diminish mathe-
matics. Rather, it situates the discipline within a broader
process of historical development, in which logic operates
within boundaries that are themselves contingent. By
making these boundaries explicit, it becomes possible to
consider the formation of alternative admissibility frame-

works without requiring conflict with existing systems.

One such possibility lies in approaches that ground math-
ematical reasoning in finite, measurable interactions, and

that treat uncertainty as intrinsic rather than exceptional.
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Whether such frameworks achieve stabilisation depends
not only on their internal coherence, but on the condi-
tions under which they may enter the processes of cura-

tion and consensus.

The perspective developed here does not seek resolution
in a single foundation. Instead, it offers a way of un-
derstanding how mathematical worlds arise, persist, and
evolve. In doing so, it leaves open the question of what
new forms of admissibility may yet emerge, and under

what conditions they may come to be recognised.
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