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“Small Steps and Great Leaps in Thought:
The Epistemology of Basic Deductive Rules”

Christopher Clark, a specialist in United States history, is a Professor of History at the
University of Connecticut and currently heads the History department. Before coming to
Connecticut in 2005 he taught at the University of York and then the University of
Warwick, both in England. Among his publications are The Roots of Rural Capitalism:
Western Massachusetts, 1780-1860 (1990); The Communitarian Moment: The Radical
Challenge of the Northampton Association (1995); a volume (co-authored with Nancy
Hewitt) of the American Social History Project’s Who Built America? (2000; 2007); and
Social Change in America from the Revolution through the Civil War (2006), which was
his project while he was a UCHI External Fellow in 2002-3.
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in inferring from “It is raining outside” and “If it is raining outside then the streets will be wet”
to “The streets will be wet.” By contrast, we are not justified in inferring from the relevant
axioms of arithmetic to some difficult mathematical theorem in a single step. Such an inferential
step is intuitively "too large" to count as justified. What accounts for this difference?

Joshua Schechter is Associate Professor of Philosophy at Brown University. He

received an AB from Princeton University and a PhD from New York University. His research
ranges from epistemology, to the philosophy of logic and mathematics, to metaethics. He is
currently at work on a book on the justification of our most basic patterns of reasoning.

