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the construction of regular dodecahedron and the proof of the existence of incommensurables.
Both these discoveries are ascribed to Pythagoras. However, the authors of the written data
that inform us about this come at least five centuries after Pythagoras, so the reliability of the
data can be doubted.

The oldest surviving written evidence of the use of the indirect method comes from
Parmenides’s pen, so it is not impossible that the method was developed in the Elean school
for the needs of philosophy, not mathematics. However, judging by the wording of proposition
VIII.14 in which Euclid proves the irrationality of the square roots of non-square numbers,
the proof of the irrationality of the square root of number two comes from the arithmetic of
pebbles, developed in the earliest period of Pythagoreanism. There is no reason to doubt that
this is Pythagoras’s proof because the Pythagorean interest in arithmetic “cannot have been
wholly the work of a school, it must have originated with some great man, and there is no one
but Pythagoras to whom we can refer it.”

JeneHa Mujuh | Jelena Miji¢
Hnciuuinyiu 3a punozoujy @unosoghcku gpaxyninei Yuusepsuitei y beoepady
Institute for Philosophy Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

HAYYHA CASHAHA U DUNTO30DUIA:
C/ZTY4A) MOPAJTHE OAArOBOPHOCTU

Kaxo y cBakogHEBHOM >KHBOTY, TaKO H Y NpaBy, BEhWHY JbyIU cMaTpamMo OJrOBOPHAM
3a MOCTYTKE MPETIIOCTaBIbajyhul 1a Cy TO Huxo6u MOCTYIIH, Y CMHUCITY Ja Hall lbFMa UMajy
koHTposy. [IpeTmocraBka Kkoja JAOMUHHpA TPaJULIUOHATHAM (GHI030(CKUM pacrpaBama
0 MOpaJTHO] OJITOBOPHOCTH W TeopHjaMa KaszHe jecTe na he ce ocoba cMarparu MOPaIHO
(TpaBHO) OATOBOPHOM 32 MOYMEGEHH ITOCTYINAK aKO Taj MOCTYINAK 3aBHUCH Ol He Ha TaKaB
HauuH n1a Ou 3acaysxcuna ocymy (KasHy) OIHOCHO ToxBany (Harpanmy). Pacmpase o mojmy
MOpaJHE OIrOBOPHOCTH Cy Y HYTHOBCKOM KOHTEKCTy oOnmKoBaHe y (opmy mpobiema
KOMITQaTHOMITHOCTH: MOKEMO JIU OWTH MOpPAJIHO OJITOBOPHH Yy JIETEPMHHUCTUYKOM CBETY?
HM3a30B Koju IpUPOIHE HAYKE ITOCTABIbajy MPE OBAKBO pa3yMeBambe MOPATHE OATOBOPHOCTH
HE 3ayCTaBJba C€ HA KJIIACHYHO] MeXaHWIM Beh CBOj HOBHM, KOMIUIEKCHHjU OONHK 3amobuja
WHTepIIpeTanjamMa KBaHTHEe MEXaHUKe, aJTi U pa3BOjeM HeypOoHayKe 1 TICHXOJIOTH]e.

PeneBanTHOCT WCTpakmBama TNPUPOJHUX Hayka 3a ¢dumo3odcke mpobdiaeme
o0janrmaBaMoO YHLCHAUIIOM J1a Cy APYTY MOJOBHHY XX BeKa 00€NeKIIa HaTypaIMCTUIKA
MeTadu3ndIKa U eMMCTEMOIIOINIKA HacTojama Grro3oda. Harypamuszam rpyoo oapelyjemo kao
IJIeuIITe TpemMa KoM (rT030(CcKo UCTpaknBame Tpedba aa Oyae yckiah)eHo ca IpUpOIHIM
Haykama. Ha oBaj Ha4MH je OTBOPEHO HOBO MOTIaBJbe onHOCA (prmo3oduje M MPUPOTHIX
HayKa, a MH T'a Y OBOM pagy HCIHUTYjeMO KpO3 pa3Marpame MmpobdiemMa KOMIATHOHITHOCTH
JICTEPMUHH3Ma ¥ MOPAITHE OJITOBOPHOCTH.
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Llwb pazna je 1a NCIMTHBAKbEM eMITUPH]CKUX apryMeHara KojiMa ce y TIHTambe JOBOIU
MOpaJHa OAATOBOPHOCT, air Pr1030(hcKUX aprymMeHaTa Koju pUrypupajy y OBHM JIUCKyCHjaMa
YKa)XEMO J1a pe3yJITaTH HayYHHX HCTPaKMBarkha MOTY OUTH IIJIOIOHOCHH Y KOHTEKCTY paciipaBa
0 c100oaM BOJbE, MOpAJTHE OJrOBOPHOCTU M TEOpHja Ka3HEe MCKJbYYHMBO aKO Ha aJeKBaTaH
Ha4YMH KOMYHHIIMPA]jy ca pe3yiararnmMa Guiao30()CKUX UCTpaKMBamba 3aCHOBAaHUX HA IPUMEHH
(n1030CKUX METOA TOITYT ITOjMOBHE aHAJN3E.

SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE AND PHILOSOPHY:
THE CASE OF MORAL RESPONSIBILITY

Both in everyday life and law, we hold most people responsible for their actions,
assuming that they have control over them. The assumption that dominates traditional
philosophical debates about moral responsibility and theories of punishment is that agents
are morally (legally) responsible for their actions if those actions depend on them in such
a way that they would deserve blame (punishment) or praise (reward). In the Newtonian
context, discussions on the concept of moral responsibility gain their prominence through
compatibility problem: can one be morally responsible in a deterministic world? The challenge
natural sciences pose to moral responsibility does not stop at classical mechanics, but acquires
its new, more complex form due to quantum mechanics and the development of neuroscience
and psychology.

The relevance of natural science research for philosophical problems lies in the fact
that the naturalistic metaphysical and epistemological efforts marked the second half of the
20th century. Naturalism is roughly defined as the view that philosophical research should be
in accordance with the natural sciences. Thus began a new chapter of the relationship between
philosophy and natural sciences, and we explore it in this paper by considering the problem of
compatibility of determinism and moral responsibility.

This paper aims to examine not only the empirical arguments that call into question
moral responsibility, but also to consider the philosophical arguments appearing in these
discussions. Hopefully, those considerations will show that the results of scientific research
might be fruitful in the context of discussions of free will, moral responsibility, and punishment
theory, only if they concur with the philosophical results based on the application of methods
such as the philosophical method of conceptual analysis.



