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Wedgwood9s cases of competent inference have been pointed to as 

paper, I9ll argue against Wedgwood by challenging one of the 

circumstances. As I9ll show, circumstances matter. For level

splitting response to one9s total evidence. One9s 
response to one9s total evidence is said to be a level
response whenever one9s response to one9s first and higher

(beliefs, or credences), that might take the form <
=; or even < , but I shouldn9t 

=.



initial onset. This is Christensen9s original case:

You9re alone, flying a small plane to a wilderness airstrip. 
You9re considering whether you have enough fuel to make it 

4
figure that you9ve got a fair bit more than the safety

you9re fully aware of the insidious effects hypoxia can have. 

wants to know whether <fuel is sufficient to 
get to the more distant airport= (

9s

9s high
doesn9t concern 



problematic about response 4, for even if one can9t actually 

is false. We9re 

ature as <the steadfast response=. It has been 

<the conciliatory response=. Scholars such as Richard Feldman 



reates an epistemic analog of Mark Twain9s story of Huckleberry 



icating that his inference wasn9t 

response an agent can give? In this paper, I9ll focus exclusively 
on the latter, the cases construed by Wedgwood, and I9ll argue 

2, I9ll present Wedgwood9s conception of competent inference. 
In sections 3 and 4, I9ll present two arguments against the 



an analysis of the cases doesn9t make it clear how, or why, it 

agent could give. I9ll conclude, in section 5, by summarizing 

2. Wedgwood’s view of competent inference

In a 2012 paper titled <Justified Inference=, Ralph 

(…) it is the real nature of this internal process4
4

Thus he purports that <(…) competent inferences are, 
without exception, always rational= (Wedgwood, 2012, p. 

It is not completely clear, from Wedgwood9s words 

He says that <on this conception, a competent inference 



accessible argument=, so that <(…) whenever one manifests 
such a disposition, one9s drawing the inference in question can 

= (Wedgwood, 2012, p. 

(1949). Rather, I9m thinking here in terms of Alvin Goldman9s (1979) 
process reliabilism. Goldman9s theory was aimed at explaining why, 

9m borrowing this 

He says: <Accepting an argument 
4

assumption(s) of the premise(s)= (Wedgwood, 2012, p. 278).



This proposal is what Wedgwood refers to as <Proposal 
3=, since it is the third in a series of proposals that make up 

3 3

such as < =. According to 
Wedgwood, if one9s belief that

Following Wedgwood9s line of reasoning, one9s 

New evidence won9t make it ir



3



argument, in that it tackles Wedgwood9s seemingly equating 

Wedgwood9s makeup of his view of competent inferences, a 

Wedgwood9s view was designed to account for actually 



Wedgwood9s view brings out a few problems. First, 

information one didn9t have. Here are two simple low level 



question might no longer be the most rational attitude. That9s 



3 3 doesn9t 

am9s awareness that there is one metal that is liquid 

when confronted with new evidence, we don9t typically know 

are <easy cases=, since 



Isaac Newton9s theory of universal gravitation. From this, Jim, 
astronomer in the 18309s infers that there must be an 

error within Newton9s theory of universal gravitation. As it 

explained Uranus9 deviating orbit within a Newtonian 

Here is a simplified and hypothetical outline of Jim9s 

that cannot be explained by Newton9s theory of 

If Newton9s theory of universal gravitation was 

Newton9s theory of universal gravitation is not 

Jim9s inference was drawn competently, since it obeys 



astronomy). Thus, even in Wedgwood9s more demanding 

reasonable scientific expectation (that Newton9s theory of 

Jim9s inference is actually not competent. But this objection 
doesn9t go a long way. The one who objects along these lines 

int in the future. Thus, holding that Jim9s inference is 

3

inference, whether it is competent or not; and Wedgwood9s 



skepticism, let9s take it, , that Jim9s inference is 

wouldn9t be.
Now, given the great empirical success of Newton9s 

theory for what was then more than two centuries, doesn9t it 

doesn9t it seem that he would have been more rational) had 

were seven, then Newton9s theory of universal gravitation 

Leverrier and J. Adams9 reasoning: 

cannot be explained by Newton9s theory,

disturbing its orbit, that we don9t know about.



Newton9s theory of universal gravitation is not 

Newton9s theory of universal gravitation is a 

planet, disturbing the orbit of Uranus. Let9s find it out.
Both Jim9s and Leverrier & Adams9 

therefore, competent inferences, even under Wedgwood9s 
more demanding standards. If Wedgwood9s claim that an 

to say that believing the conclusion of both inferences, Jim9s 
and Leverrier & Adams9, is equally rational, 

Leverrier & Adams9 rationale, this prognosis does not sound so 

and comes across a full coverage of U. Leverrier and J. Adams9 



they confirmed that it did and, thus, that Newton9s theory of 

Newton9s theory. That9s because what is reported in the 

relevant possibility he didn9t 

oning, that Newton9s theory of 

<Newton9s theory of universal gravitation is not empi
adequate, but the evidence shows it is=, which is a typical 

3



As I9ve just mentioned, this response 3 <Newton9s theory 

evidence shows it is= 3
the total evidence. For Wedgwood9s prognosis to stand, this 

confidence in one9s former conclusion, in response to higher

is not at all clear how believing that <Newton9s theory is not 
empirically adequate, but the evidence shows it is= could 
possibly be more rational for an astronomer in Jim9s position, 

as before) his conclusion that Newton9s theory is not 

hinges on the assumption that Newton9s theory of universal 

with the case of Mercury9s perihelion: for a long time, astronomers 

causing disruptions in Mercury9s orbit, as in Neptune9s. However, 



In fact, Wedgwood anticipated this type of objection I9ve 
3

This is the reason why, for him, <(…) a perfectly rational 

as perfectly rational= (Wedgwood, 2012, p. 

hence, of defeat. That there is no such thing as a <perfectly 
rational thinker= among us, at

<Newton9s universal law of gravitation is not empirically adequate= 
would be true. I9m grateful to an anonymous referee from 



premises prior to making an inference is <utterly 
unimpeachable=. Given that no particular epistemic agent is 

a weakness in Wedgwood9s assumption, 

in a situation like Jim9s, from neptune, since their assessment 
of the premises would be <utterly unimpeachable= 3

3

bat, which means they wouldn9t adduce it in reasoning, like 



3

3
Wedgwood9s embracing 

Jim9s position as the most rational response, if he is to remain 

rational response to one9s total evidence in cases of the like 3

far as we9re concerned, a discussion about whether level

there, or among us. Even so, issues remain. Say Wedgwood9s 



<whether or not a mental process (like drawing an inference) 
4

that process=(Wedgwood, 2012, p. 291, italics original). 

agent9s inferences, therefore, will be consistently competent; 

3 3



that they9re not a real clairvoyant and that their belief is 

situation by holding a belief such as < , but I shouldn9t be 
=.

within Wedgwood9s position. Let9s set aside for a minute the 

indicator is performing correctly, doesn9t it seem 
onal thinking on Wedgwood9s 

splitting response? It9s 



would have no reason to accept that he shouldn9t be confident 

access it, it won9t make a difference in terms of



3 3

Wedgwood9s recommendation is meant to apply becomes 

Wedgwood9s view. 

3
3 is reliable; which means evidence shouldn9t 

impact it. If evidence shouldn9t impact it, then no amount of 



bearing. With this, the set of cases to which Wedgwood9s pro

3
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