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(A)  Didactics  

 

1) List of institutional or curricular courses  

• LLC talks (Center for Logic Language and Cognition)  

• Reading group (Turin) 

 

 

(B) Research and diffusion 

 

1) List of seminars and conferences you have participated to 

• Science and More Talks (LLC) 

• WIP seminars, FINO consortium 

• SEP/FEP 2020, Society for European Philosophy, 30-31 October 2020, 6-7 

November 2020 

• Philosophy Student Symposium 2020, Slovenian Society for Analytic Philosophy 

and Philosophy of Science, University of Maribor,17-18 November 2020 

• Roman Ingarden and Our Times. An International Philosophical Congress, 

Jagiellonian University, 12-15 April 2021 

• BSPS Annual Conference 2021, British Society for the Philosophy of Science, 7-9 

July 2021 

• Final Workshop, “Scientific Models and Scientific Inference”, 7-11 July 2021, 

Castelveccana (VA) 

• EPSA21, European Philosophy of Science Association, 15-18 September 2021 

(forthcoming) 

     

2) List of Talks (in some of the above-mentioned conferences)  

• “The subjective rational choice of scientific theories: Sen meets Bayes”, Science 

and More talks (LLC) 

• “The subjective rational choice of scientific theories: Sen meets Bayes”, SEP/FEP 

2020 

• “The subjective rational choice of scientific theories: Sen meets Bayes”, 

Philosophy Student Symposium 2020 

• “Scientific rationality is and can be silent”, Roman Ingarden and Our Times. An 

International Philosophical Congress 



PhD Program in Philosophy 
North Western Italian Philosophy Consortium 

 

University of Eastern Piedmont- University of Genoa – University of Pavia- University of Torino –  

• “The Old Evidence Problem in the Inference to the Best Explanation”, WIP 

seminar 

• “The Old Evidence Problem in the Inference to the Best Explanation”, BSPS 

Annual Conference 2021 

• “The Old Evidence Problem in the Inference to the Best Explanation”, EPSA21, 

(Poster presentation, forthcoming) 

 

3) List of published or submitted papers 

 

Theory Choice and Social Choice: Two Proposals to Escape from Arrovian Impossibility 

for ‘Large Scale’ Theory Choices Based on Kuhn’s Criteria (submitted paper). 

 

(C) Project of the dissertation 

 

The dissertation consists of three chapters structured as follows. 

 

Chapter 1  

Samir Okasha (2011) applies Arrow’s impossibility theorem (1951) for social choice to 

scientific theory choice. Thus, he concludes that there is no theory choice rule that 

satisfies Arrow’s conditions, as these cannot be simultaneously satisfied.  

The only escape route relies on Amartya Sen's work for social choice (e.g. 1970). 

Namely, if criteria of theory choice permit inter-criterion comparisons, there are theory 

choice rules that meet Arrovian conditions.  

But, from considerations made by Stegenga (2015) and Okasha (2011, 2015), it seems 

that choices among ‘key theories’ which imply a change of paradigm based on Kuhn’s 
criteria (1977) cannot escape from impossibility. This is because such criteria do not 

allow for inter-criterion comparisons.  

The aim of the chapter is to propose two solutions to such a conclusion. The first one 

suggests, by proposing an example, that inter-criterion comparability may be possible 

when Kuhn’s criteria are used in the aforementioned kind of choices.  

The second one proposes to use Kuhn’s criteria to evaluate the prior probability and the 

likelihood in Bayes’ theorem, whose rule is not subject to Arrovian impossibility thanks 

to Sen’s escape route (Okasha, 2011).  

However, an objection to the second solution may arise. According to Stegenga, a rule 

that translates the information provided by Kuhn’s criteria in prior probabilities should 

satisfy Arrow’s conditions. So, it suffers from Arrovian impossibility. I highlight that this 

is not the case as we cannot ask whether the rule Stegenga considers should satisfy or not 

Arrow’s conditions.  

Finally, I propose another rule, associated with Stegenga’s one, for which such a question 

makes sense, and I tackle the issue.  

 

Chapter 2 

The second solution proposed in chapter 1 is based on the recognition that criteria can 

help to evaluate the prior probabilities in Bayes’ theorem. However, there is a particular 

criterion, that is explanatory power, for which an incompatibility with Bayesianism has 

been underlined.   
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According to this criterion, best known as Inference to the Best Explanation (IBE), 

explanatory considerations have a confirmational import. Such a feature of IBE suggests 

a comparison with Bayesian confirmation theory, the dominant view on confirmation.  

As mentioned, some philosophers argue that IBE and Bayesianism are incompatible. For  

example, Salmon highlights that Bayesianism is not guided by the concept of 

explanation. Van Fraassen, instead, points out that a probabilistic version of IBE is in 

contrast with Bayesian rationality.  

The most popular attempt to reconcile the two is heuristic in the sense that it shows that  

explanatory considerations help to determine the terms in Bayes’ theorem. That is, IBE is 

framed in Bayesian terms.  

The aim of the chapter is twofold. Firstly, I show that framing IBE in Bayesian terms  

sometimes leads to the Problem of the Old Evidence (POE). According to this, Bayesian  

confirmation theory cannot explain why a piece of evidence already known confirms a 

scientific theory. To do that, I point out that the same pattern that gives rise to POE can 

be found in some examples of IBE.   

As for the second aim, I investigate if the solutions proposed to the dynamic and static  

dimensions of POE work when they are expressed in best explanatory terms.  

In the dynamic POE in best explanatory terms, we want to explain how discovering that  

theory H best explains evidence E raises our degree of belief in H. After having 

acknowledged the flaws of the classic approaches, I point out that the second of the two  

models proposed by Eva and Hartmann work well in this regard. Conversely, the first one 

does not as it relies on a particular condition that does not capture IBE core idea  

concerning the confirmational role of explanatory considerations.  

In the static POE in best explanatory terms, on the other hand, we want to explain how E  

confirms the best explanatory theory H more than the other theories which do not explain 

E as well as H does. I highlight that the success of the standard counterfactual approach 

to the static POE in dealing with the latter expressed in best explanatory terms is based on 

the results showed by the heuristic conciliatory approaches. 

 

Chapter 3 

Chapter 2 focuses on IBE, namely the use of explanatory considerations to justify 

hypotheses (context of justification). Conversely, chapter 3 focuses on ‘Abduction’, i.e. 

the use of explanatory considerations to generate hypotheses (context of discovery). 

Specifically, its aim is to investigate the descriptive use of abduction in the context of 

Covid pandemic. 

 

While chapter 1 and 2 are finished, pending some minor revisions, chapter 3 needs to be 

developed. Thus, the dissertation is not ready to be sent to the evaluators.  
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