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 (A)  Didactics   

  

 -  List of institutional or curricular courses   

  

 -  List of working papers written in those occasions  

  

 -  List of other courses you have followed  

    

(B) Research and diffusion  

  

 -  List of seminars and conferences you have participated to  

  
(1) MUMBLE Talks,  
  Online, 2021-22  
(2) Science & More Talks,  
  Online, 2021-22  
(3) LLC’s Talks of Logic Language and Cognition,  
               University of Turin, 2021-22  
(4) EPILOG Reading Group on the Semantics of Negative Expressives,  
           Hybrid, Dec 2021-Feb 2022  
(5) 2022 Summer School at the University of Italian Switzerland on Truthmakers Semantics, 

Lugano, 13-17 Jun 2022  
(6) Workshop-Seminar “Indexicals and Demonstratives II”,   
               University of Warsaw (online), Jun 30-Jul 1 2022  

(7)          DIP Colloquium “Revisiting the attributive-referential distinction with gesture semantics”, 

               University of Amsterdam (online), Jan 21 2022 

(8)          9th Experimental Pragmatics Conference, 

               IUSS Pavia, (upcoming) Sep 2022 

(9)          WIP Seminar, 

               Online, Apr-Jun 2022 

  

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

  
(10) “Expressive Presuppositions”,  
               University of Genoa, Jan 2022  
  EPILOG Reading Group  
(11)        “An Experimental Approach to Definite Descriptions”,  
  Online, May 2022  
  WIP Seminar  

  

 -  List of published or submitted papers  
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(C) Project of the dissertation  

  

 -  Update of the planning of your research program  

  

In what follows, I provide an update on my research project: I will discuss the outputs of my 
second year of research and how I plan to proceed with the work.  
  

The purpose of my project is to shed new light on a centuries-old philosophical debate, namely, 
the (in)famous Russell-Meinong debate; my work aims to experimentally test Russell’s Theory of 
Descriptions, by focusing on the existential presuppositions of sentences containing definite 
descriptions, which fundamentally lie at the core of the debate between the British and the 
Austrian philosopher.    
  

Some experimental work on the subject has been already carried out (Abrusán & Szendroi, 2013, 
et. al); however, the results discussed in the afore-mentioned work do not seem to be satisfactory, 
in that the authors themselves acknowledged the possibility of some flaws in their experiments, 
which could have led to misguiding outputs. This is due to the fact that, in a truth-value judgment 
task as the one in Abrusán & Szendroi (2013), the presence of three possible responses to the test 
(TRUE – FALSE – CAN’T SAY) may confuse the participants. It is not clear whether the CAN’T 
SAY response stands for ignorance about the actual state of the world (e.g., I don’t know if 
France is a monarchy, hence I can’t say if the present king of France is bald) or for a failure in the 
existential presupposition of the sentence (e.g., I can’t say if the present king of France is bald, 
because he does not exist).  
  

In this first year of research, I have investigated the reasons behind the outcomes in Abrusán & 
Szendroi (2013) and tried to sketch the setting of my experiment, by reasoning on the exact 
formulations of the critical sentences to analyze. I’ve focused my attention not only in the features 
of definite descriptions – by reading the philosophical and linguistic literature from Strawson to 
von Fintel to recent years – but also on the features of the verb which occurs in the sentences 
under discussion, following some suggestions found in Karttunen’s works. During this year, I 
have filled the gaps I had in my knowledge of the subject, and I have had the opportunity to have 
different and new insights on it, thanks to the discussions I’ve had with my tutor and other 
teachers of FINO.   

 
In the second year of research, I have extended my study on the literature on definite descriptions, 
by focusing on some parallel but strictly connected topics like indefinite descriptions, the 
pragmatic distinction between attributive and referential use of descriptions and demonstratives. 
These new topics, as for definite descriptions, have been scrutinized under an experimental point 
of view, in that some empirical investigations have been carried out in previous years; what 
emerged from this analysis, also thanks to the discussion with my new supervisor and with my 
colleagues during the WiP seminars, is that the pragmatics underlying descriptions, in the form of 
the attributive/referential distinction and the topichood feature of sentences containing empty 
descriptions, has not been clearly studied in the philosophical – and experimental – literature, 
hence my attention shifted towards this issue, in accordance with my supervisor. This has been 
done in my own WiP Seminar, in which I have presented a draft of (what I plan to make) the first 
chapter of my thesis. 
  



PhD Program in Philosophy  

North Western Italian Philosophy Consortium  

  

 

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

During this second year, I was forced to change my supervisor, due to some unfortunate and 
external circumstance; this somehow had an impact on my project, in that it slowed down the 
work I had already begun with my previous supervisor. However, Prof. Carlo Penco is an 
exceptional teacher and supervisor, and has helped me a lot in selecting the relevant bibliography 
for my ongoing work. In addition to that, I had the opportunity to attend a summer school in 
truthmakers semantics (see point B); Professor Kit Fine, who was the lecturer for these five-days 
school, has provided me with new insights on the topic, since this semantics could also be 
fruitfully applied to the study of definite descriptions. Moreover, confrontation with PhD students 
I met in Lugano has helped me establish a network from which my work will surely benefit.  

 
This being said, the outline of my final dissertation should be as follows: 

 

- Chapter I: introduction on the philosophical literature on (in)definite descriptions; analysis of 
the semantic and pragmatic theories of descriptions, with an addendum on demonstratives. 
The chapter will end by arguing in favor of an empirical investigation of the subject matter. 

- Chapter II: study on the experimental literature on descriptions, from a linguistic and a 
psychological perspective. I will argue that the tests previously carried out on descriptions 
lack some fundamental philosophical insights which bring to mixed and unwelcome results; 
this represents my motivation for proposing new experiments. 

- Chapter III: presentation and discussion of my own experiment on descriptions. Being this an 
empirical project, I am not yet in the position to confirm what my predictions are on the 
experiment; therefore, the discussion will be based on the outcomes I will obtain. 


