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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

According to a popular version of Inference to the Best Explanation

Article history (IBE), the hypothesis that provides the best explanation for a group
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Revised: 7 January 2019 of phenomena is probably true. One of the key objections against this
Accepted: 28 January 2019 line of thought is Voltaire’s objection. According to this objection,
Published online: 21 March 2019 we have no reason to believe that the criteria for selecting the best

explanation provide the likeliest explanation. In this paper, we
address Voltaire’s objection from probabilistic (Bayesian) point of
view. To be exact, we scrutinize this question: based on probability
axioms and their consequences, including Bayes’ theorem, is it
K . justified to think of the best explanation as the likeliest one?
ey words: R ) ) ]
IBE; Voltaire’s Objection; Conﬁlderlng.thls question, ﬁrs.t ot.‘ all, we shO\.zv-th.at, although I.BE is
Explanation; Probability; Bayes a prima facie caselof Bay.esmnlsm, probablhlstlc.approach is not
fundamentally consistent with IBE. Secondly, it will be argued that
the best explanation which is favored over its rivals by scientists is
not always the likeliest one. Moreover, we show that Bayes’ theorem
overlooks the evidence for which the explanatory hypotheses in IBE
compete. Thus, probabilistic approach is unable to settle Voltaire’s

objection.
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