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NOTUKA U NAPAOOKCH

Hajcrapuja on uetnpu rpaHe JIOTHKe, TEOpHja CKyIIOBa, HACTAj€ CElaMIECEeTHX TOANHA
XIX Beka y pamosuma ['eopra Kanropa. thena pana ucropuja oOenexeHa je mapajokcuma.
Huje meljyTum cacBuM jacHO KakBa je Ta4HO FH-MXOBa yiora OWiia y pa3Bojy OBe TeopHje,
Kao M JIOTHKe yomuiTe. [Tienuira o ToMe 4ecTo Cy MpeHamianieHa na ce \bUXoB YTHLA] Wil
npenemyje, Kao Kaaa ce Kaxe aa je orkpuhe PacenoBor mapamokca noseno 1o Llepmenose
aKcHOMaTH3alije Teopuje CKyNoBa, WM MaK MOTHEIYje Ma ce MapaJoKCH CBOAC HAa HHUBO
JIOTMYKUX 3aTOHETKH, HeYera IITO Ba3Ja OCTaje BaH IIABHUX TOKOBA JIOTHKE.

[Ipumepa paau, Maso je IO3HATO Jia TapajoKe Koju Hocu nMe bypanu-DopTuja oBaj
WTAJIMjaHCKA MaTeMaTH4ap yOIIIITe HUje pa3yMeo Kao Mapajjoke HUTH Kao KpUTHKy Kantopose
TeopHje, MaKo ce TBPAM JIa je Taj pe3yaTar oaMax OJ[jeKHYyO M M3a3Ba0 BEIMKY MOMETHY y
MaTeMaTHYKUM Kpyrosuma. Harportus, bypanu-®optu je cBoj apryMeHT, koju je nmao OpojHe
HeJlocTaTKe, pa3yMeo Kao OIr0BOp Ha HeKa OJ1 MuTama koja je Kantopos pax u3 1895. ocraBno
oTrBopeHnM. JlaHac OucMo pekiH Ja je To jemaH (Heycreo) MOKyIaj aa ce Hal)y opauHaim
0 ¥ [} Koju Cy HEYIOpEIWBH Y OIHOCY Ha CBOje MPHUPOAHO ypeheme, Tj. Ja ce MmoKaxke 1a
TPUXOTOMHja He Bakd 3a opauHaie. KacHuje Te ucre roamue, kafa je u3 KantopoBor Tek
00jaBJbEHOT pajia ca3zHao Jia TUIIOBH A0OpUX ypehema 3a/10B0JbaBajy TpUXOTOMH]Y, bypamnm-
®optu HYje 3akipyuno ga Kanrtoposa Teopuja TpaHCHUHUTHUX OpAWHATA BOAH MTAPaTOKCHMA.
HamportuBs, 3akibyuno je (cacBUM TadHO) Ha HHje H00po pasymeo KaHTopoBy mepuHHUITH]Y
nmo0po ypehenux ckymosa. OHO MTO JaHAC 30BeMO MapagokcoM bypamun-dopTrja HA OH a HA
Kanrtop, xome je cnmrgaH apryMeHT Ouo 1mo3Hat u npe 1897. ronuHe, HUCY HUKaIa CMaTpan
rapaJoKCcoM, HUTH 030MJFHOM MPETHOM 110 KaHTOopoBy TeopHjy.

Ha npenapamy hie Outu pedn o napaoKkCuMa, bbHXOBOM 3Ha4ajy 3a JIOTUKY Kao U j€JHO]
aNTEepHATUBHO] TEOPHjH CKYIOBa YHja JUPEKTHA MOTHBalMja jecitie 6o PacenoB mapaokc.
Peud je o KBajuoBoj Teopuju NF koja ce OnmKu CBOjOj OCaMIECET METOj TOAUIIHUIN. 3a CBe
TO BpeMe OBa TeOopHWja HUje NPUBYKJIA BEIUKY Naxmy (uinozoda, MOK je y MareMaTHuKoj
3ajeTHUIN HeH MprjeM 01o Tek Maiio 60spu. [Tokymahemo makap nemom ga 06jacHUMO 3a1ITO
je To cityuaj.

LOGIC AND THE PARADOXES

Set theory, the oldest of the four branches of logic, was created during the 1870s in the
works of Georg Cantor. Its early history was marked by paradoxes. It is not however clear what
precisely was their role in the development of this theory, and similarly in the development



of logic in general. Views concerning this matter are often either overstated, as when it is
said that Russell’s paradox led to Zermelo’s axiomatization of set theory, or understated with
paradoxes being brought down to the level of logical riddles or pastimes.

For instance, it is not so well known that the paradox bearing the name of Burali-
Forti was not taken as such by this Italian mathematician, nor did he consider it a defect of
Cantor’s theory — although it is claimed that this result immediately aroused the interest of
the mathematical world. On the contrary, Burali-Forti understood his argument, flawed in
more ways than one, as an answer to some of the questions left open by Cantor’s 1895 paper.
We would characterize it today as an (unsuccessful) attempt to find a pair of ordinals o and 3
that are incomparable with respect to their natural ordering, i.e. showing that the trichotomy
does not in general hold for ordinals. Later during that same year, while reading Cantor’s
newly published paper, Burali-Forti discovered that the order types of well-orderings do
indeed satisfy the trichotomy. He did not however conclude that Cantor’s theory of transfinite
ordinals leads to paradoxes. On the contrary, he did (rightly) conclude that he misunderstood
Cantor’s definition of well-ordered sets. What we today know under the name of Burali-Forti
paradox neither him nor Cantor, who was aware of the similar argument even before 1897,
took as such, nor did they find it particularly troublesome for Cantor’s theory.

In the lecture we will consider paradoxes, their logical import and also a certain
alternative set theory that was indeed directly motivated by the paradox of Russell - Quine’s
NF, which is closing in on its 85" birthday. This theory did not attract much attention from
philosophers and it fared only somewhat better within the mathematical community. Some of
the reasons for this will be given during the lecture.

Crawa Ba6uh | Stasa Babi¢

Ooemerve 3a apxeonozujy @unozopcku paxynitend Ynusepsuiteid y Beoepady
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OA TN JE APXEOJIOTNJA HAYKA?

[lomynapHa ciuka apxeojioruje, 4ak M Mely cTpydmanuMa U3 OJHCKHX 00JacTh
UCTPaXUBambha, YECTO CE€ CBOAM HA INPEJCTaBy O TEPEHCKOM pajy, OTKpuhy IparoneHocTu
WK, TIaK, TOTBPIY MojaTaka Beh mo3HaTux U3 mucaHux u3Bopa. Mehy camum apxeono3uma,
MehyTuM, o modeTaka akaJeMCKOT MCTpaKMBama BOAU ce febara o xapakTtepy rpahe Ha
K0jOj C€ 3aCHMBA HCTPAXKHUBAIE — MAaTEPUjaTHUM TParoBUMa JbYICKOT AeJama, MOJJIOKHUM
nocMaTpamy pazIfduTIM METoJaMa M Ha OCHOBY pa3iMYMTUX KOHIENara, OMUCKUX Y MCTO
BpeMe M IPUPOJHUM (HIpP. PU3MUKA U XEMH]jCKa CBOjCTBa MMPEIMETa) U IPYIITBEHUM HayKama
(amp. cumOonMUKa yiora mpeaMera y ApyITBeHoj KomyHuKanuju. OTyxa ce mocTaBibajy Ba
paznnunTa, ainu Mel)ycoOHO moBe3aHa MUTama:



1. Jla 1u je apxXeonoruja yommTe CTPyKTyHUpaHa CTpaTerdja CTUIAaka HAYYHOT 3Hamba
WIN TIPaKca NPUKYIJbakha U KaTaJlorH30Bamha MaTePHjajIHUX TParosa JbYICKUX pajibu
y IpOLUIOCTH?

2. Jla nmu apxeosyoruja (Mopa /1a) paTu MoJelle 3aKJbydnBamba pa3BUjeHe y odomacTuMa
MPUPOIHUX Hayka?
Onrosop Ha 006a MUTama MOXKE CE TPAKUTH MTPEUCITUTUBAHLEM EMTUCTEMUIKUX HOPMHU
apxeoJioTHje M HaYhHa Ha KOjH Cy ce OHE MeHaie KPO3 HCTOPH]Y AUCIUTUIHHE.

IS ARCHAEOLOGY A SCIENCE?

The image of archaeology, widespread even among the specialists in kin fields
of research, is often reduced to the ideas about fieldwork, discovery of treasures or data
supplementary to the already known information gained from written record. On the other
hand, archaeologists themselves have been debating the character of their sources — material
traces of human activity, equally prone to interpretation by methods and concepts derived
from both natural (e.g. physical and chemical qualities of objects) and social sciences (e.g.
symbolic manipulation of objects in social communication). Two interlinked questions are
thus raised:

1. Is archaeology a structured strategy of relevant knowledge, or a practice of gathering
and describing material traces of the past?
2. Does archaeology (have to) obey the models of inference developed in natural
sciences?
Both these questions may be addressed by reconsidering the epistemic norms of
archaeology and the ways they have been changing through the history of the discipline.

[OuBHa BykcaHnosuh | Divna Vuksanovié
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Faculty of Dramatic Arts University of Arts in Belgrade

®UN030PUIA MEAUIA VS TEOPUIE MEOUIA:
JEAHA XYMAHUCTUYKA KPUTUKA

VYHyTap koplyca JpYIUTBEHUX M XyMaHUCTHMUKMX Hayka pasBUila €€ HOBa
Teopujcka aucimiuinHa — (uiozoduja meamja. Mcropujar HBEHOT HAacTaHKa Besyje ce
MPBEHCTBEHO 33 00JIACT €CTETUKE, Majia Cy HhEeHE aKTyellHe TEOPHjCKE MPETCH3Uje YIIIaBHOM
MHTEPAMCIUIUTMHAPHOT KapakTepa. Kao TakBa, puo3oduja Mmeauja ycrocrasiba pehIeKCUBHI



OJTHOC TIpeMa eCTETHIIH, Tj. CBEMY OHOME IITO je apTHU(HUIHMjeTHO (MEIH]CKH) TeHEPUCaHO U
MIpHITajIa IOMEHY YyJTHOT ca3Hama. Takohe, hunozoduja Mearja ycMepasa cBoja HCTPaKHBamba
(a moceOHO KPUTHKY) M Ha CBE OHE TEOpHje Mearja Koje Hemajy ayTopeqiieKCHBHA 3Hamba
U TpeTeH3Hje (penrMo, KOMYHHKOJIOTHja, COIMOJIOTHja Me/uja, IICHUXOJIoTHja Meawja, U
ci.). W nHajzan, ¢punozoduja Menuja HACTOjU KPUTUYKHU J1a OCBETIIM OHE IO33JIMHCKE HayKe
U TEOpHje Koje Cy y OCHOBM HACTaHKa M pPa3Boja KOMYHHUKAIMOHHX TEXHOJOTHja, OJHOCHO
CTapuX W HOBUX Menuja. Kputuuku opujeHTHCaHa, Qrto3oduja Menuja TonpuHOCH 00JbeM
pasyMeBamy ¥ MO3UIHMOHUpPAkhY XyMAaHCTHYKMX BPEJHOCTH Y JAaHAIIHEM TEXHOJIOUIKH
YMPEIKEHOM OKPYIKCHY.

MEDIA PHILOSOPHY VS MEDIA THEORIES:
A HUMANISTIC CRITIQUE

Within the corpus of social sciences and humanities, a new theoretical discipline has
developed — the philosophy of the media. The history of its origin is primarily related to the
field of aesthetics, although the current theoretical pretensions are mostly of an interdisciplinary
character. As such, the philosophy of the media establishes a reflective attitude towards
aesthetics, ie. to everything that is artificially (media) generated and belongs to the domain
of sensory cognition. Also, the philosophy of media directs its research (especially criticism)
to all those media theories that do not have self-reflexive knowledge and pretensions (for
example, communication theory, sociology of media, psychology of media, etc.). Finally,
the philosophy of the media seeks to critically re-examine those background sciences and
theories that underlie the emergence and development of communication technologies, that
is, old and new media. Critically oriented, the philosophy of the media contributes to a better
understanding and positioning of humanistic values in today’s technologically networked
environment.

Daunujena Mpyjuh | Danijela Gruji¢
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OAHOC ®U/TO030PUIE U HAYKE Y CBET/TY 3ABOPABA JIOTOCA

[Tocrojanoct ¢unozoduje y HEHO] KPUTHYKO] OPHjEHTALUjU TpeMa BIACTUTOM
CaMOYCIIOCTaBJ/batby M TOCTOJaHOCT HAyKe y JOCIICIHOM IpPUAPKaBamby HAy4YHOT METOJa,
Kao o0elexja Koja cy MOBECHO OApENWIIa YjeIHO U HHX U €BPOIICKY KYJITYPY, CBOj€ JaJIeKO



UCXONIUIITE MMAjy y XEJICHCKOM OTKpully jioroca. ¥ TOM JalleKoM 3ajeHUYKOM MOYETKY,
y TOCEOHOM CMHCITy 33 MHIUBEHE KOje Ce IMOABpraBa oOpasiaramy, 3aMETHYT je THIIOC
MeljycoOHor otHOCa puto3oduje n Hayke. [[pomuisbajyhu H3BOPHOCT JTOTOCKOT OTIOYHbAHHA
¢unozoduje n Hayke, y OBOM pajay ce pa3BHja MHCAOHO MCKYCTBO OHOT HEMHIJBEHOT ajn
JEJaTHOT y TOjMy JIOTOCa — MHIUBEHa Koje MUTa. 3a0dopaB JIOroca, HEroBo Tako Iyro
MOBECHO NpeOMBamke y TUIIMHM, MHCAOHA CTPAHOCT OHTO-JIOTMYKOI NPBEHCTBA NUTAbA,
Tako jeqHako O0NHO THIITH W Quiro3odujy U HayKy. W jeaHa u apyra y CBOjUM TEeMEJHHHM
KapakTepucTHKaMa ocTajy HemoBpuieHe. duio3oduja je HeMohHa 1a MUCIH OHO KPUTHYKO
came cebe, ocrajyhu y 4exxmu 3a BnactutuM Omhem. Hayka, mak, He ycreBa Jja IOCTyIaK
HAy4YHOT MCTPaKUBaba YYUHU TEMEJbEeM MPUCTYNa CBOM IPEIMETHOM IOAPYYjy, TE jOj
ce Bogehu oONMK HAyYHOT MHILBEHA OAPKaBa y MPHPOTHOM JIpPKAmby CBECTH CBHUKIO)] Ha
naroct. HarmocneTky, Ha TUM 3acaiMa craca M akTyelIHa KHOEPHETCKO-TeXHHYKA YCMEPEHOCT
ayTOMaTH30BaHOT CaBPEMEHOT CBETa M3TyOJHEHOI Y TOKOBHMA IOCTBApEHa U CBEICHOI Ha
camopasymJpuBy naroct. Ctpana oBoM 100y, ¢uio3oduja ynpkoc ToMe MOXKe A2 MPEKUHE
THUIIMHY 3a00paBJbEHOT JIOTOCA U UCTAKHE 3aXTEB 32 MPONHUTHBABEM MUIIJBEHA KOj€ TIHTA.

THE RELATION BETWEEN PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE
IN THE LIGHT OF OBLIVION OF THE LOGOS

The persistence of philosophy in its critical orientation towards its own grounding
and the persistence of science in consistent adherence to the scientific method, as features
that have historically determined both of them, as well as European culture, have their distant
origin in the Hellenic discovery of the /ogos. In this distant common beginning, that is heavily
linked to reasoning, the type of mutual relation between philosophy and science was noticed.
Reflecting on the /ogos-based originality of beginning of philosophy and science, this paper
develops the thought of the unthinkable, but active in the notion of /ogos — the thought
that asks. The oblivion of the /ogos and its long historical sojourn in silence as well as the
foreignness of the onto-logical primacy of the question strongly oppresses both philosophy
and science. Both of them in their fundamental characteristics remain unfinished. Philosophy
is powerless to reflect on its critical feature, remaining longing for its own being. Science, on
the other hand, fails to make the process of scientific research the basis of its approach to its
subject area and its leading form of scientific thinking is maintained in the natural attitude of
consciousness accustomed to the given facts. Finally, the current cyber-technical orientation
of the automated modern world, lost in the course of objectification (die Verdinglichung)
and reduced to a self-evident fact, grows on these foundations. Perhaps uncommon for our
age, philosophy can nevertheless break the silence of the forgotten /ogos and emphasize the
demand for questioning the thought that asks.
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XEYPUCTUKE KOTHUTUBHOTI CUCTEMA

,,KOTHUTHBHCTHYKA peBONyNHWja” y TICUXOJIOTHjU je y CYIITHHH 3Hauuia Ja cy
TICHXOJI03H TIOYEITH J1a MOZIENTY]y KOTHUTHBHH CHCTEM (Ha30BUMO TO ,,yM”’) 4OBeKa onoHamrajyhu
apXUTEKTYpPy ¥ (PYHKIMOHAITHOCT padyyHapa IIe3/1eCeTHX U ceJaMIeceTHX TOANHa, O]l MOjeia
MeMOpHje 10 KOMIUICKCHHMX KOTHHTHBHHUX IIpolieca, Kao IITO Cy OUTy4dHBame, cyheme,
3aKJpyurBame. [Icuxononika win OMxejBUOpaIHa TEOPH]ja OUTyYHBatha OIICHKH TPABUITHOCTH
y KOjUMa KOTHUTHBHH ITPOIIECH OJICTYIIA]y OJf HOPMaTUBHCTHYKE PAIIMOHATHOCTH, Ie(HHICAHE
JIOTUKOM, TEOPHjOM BepoBaTHONE, TEOPHjOM OYeKHBaHE KOPUCHOCTH, a KOje Cy YHHBEpP3aJHe,
U HHCY y BE3W ca HOp. 00pa3oBameM, IOJOM, MHTCIUTCHIMjOM. [JlaBHE MCHXOJIOIIKE
KOHIIENTyaIn3alije PaluoHaTHOCTH Cy HeOrpaHW4eHa parroHanHoct (Homo economicus),
OTpaHMYEHa PAIMOHAIHOCT, omnTu3Mu3anuja mox orpannuemnMa (KT maH) u ekonomika
paronanHocT (Homo heuristicus). Ilponecupame okpyxema (HIIp. o0paaa uH(opMaImja)
U WCXOAHUW Tporecu (OTyKe, 3aKJby4Id, CYJOBH) Ha OCHOBY TaKBOI MPECIHKABaba
npenMeT Cy JIMHHje HCTPaXMBamba y OKBUPY IICHXOJOIIKOT IIPHCTYNAa XEYpUCTHUKA H
KOTHUTUBHHUX HPUCTPACHOCTU WM WITy3Hja, 0 MOJENA TyaHOT MPOIEeCUparmha U SKOJIOIIKE
panMoHaTHOCTH. Mojenu IyaiHOT Ipolecupama mnoctynupajy Cucrem 1 (€BOMyTHBHO
CTapuju, TpyoJbH, OpXKH, XEypUCTHUKH aiaropuTtam) u Cructem 2 (TIperu3Hu, KOpak-1mo-Kopakx,
npopadyHcku yMm). [IpBu je jeptunuju, anu y3 Behy BepoBatHOhy Trpellke, a IpyTrH CKyIJbH U
MPETIIOCTaBFEHO MPEIH3HMjH, 03 rpemnike. EMmprjom ce oaroBapa Ha muTama: GyHKIuja/
cBpxa Tumna 2;CTpyKTypa/KOTHUTUBHA apXUTEKTypa: [ JIM MOTHYY M3 PA3IMYUTHX CUCTEMa
WIN Cy KOHTHHYYM; NUCTUHKTHBHE KapaKTepHCTHKE (pajHa MEMOpHja, METAKOTHHUIIWja);
NpoLeCHpamke: MapalellHo WIN CEpUjaliHoO; default-interventionist Mopmenu; o d4era ce
cactoje tun 1 u Tim 2; moctoju o TN 3; mythical number two; mindware; ycioBu 3a THUI
2; MHTEIHMTeHIMja, CTPYKTypa JIMYHOCTH; OJUTyYHBAFE Y TIPYIH; €KCHEPTCKE HHTYHIH]e.
ExcnieprMeHTaTHO CUMYITUpPahe K MEPEH-E OBHX aITOPUTaMa MOXKE J1a C€ OCIIOHH Ha JOTIPHHOC
U3 110Jba MAIIMHCKOT YU€Hha, a He HIIP. CaMO HeypOHayKa, ycliell KOMIUIEKCHOCTH CTUMYJIaluje
KOjOM C€ Y eKCIIEpUMEHTY MaHUIYIIUIIe, T0Ce0HO Y OKBUPY Haj3HauajHUje rapanurme dual
response tasks (KOHEKIIMOHU3aM OBJIC HHj€ IPUMEIHHBAH, jeCTEC HA yUCHe, alld HE Ha YUCHC
xeypucrtuka). [lcnxonomky, 1a O ManiHa OMila MHTEIUTEHTHA U peaiHa, Tpeda MOJIeI0BaTH
JbY/ICKY HHTYHILIU]Y U TIPHCTPACHOCTH KOJU HAcTajy 300T BUX, a 10 Cy eBOJIYTHBHOT anapara
YOBEKa, a He MHTEIHUICHIIN]Y Y YKEM, IICHXOMETPHjCKOM CMHCITY.



HEURISTICS IN COGNITIVE SYSTEM

“Cognitive revolution” in psychology essentially meant that the psychologists began
to model the human cognitive system (let’s call it “mind”) mimicking the architecture and
functionality of the computers of the sixties and seventies, from the models of memory to
the models of complex cognitive processes, such as judging, decision-making, thinking,
reasoning. For example, psychological models of memory confide in concepts such as the
working memory, ROM, central processing unit, the associative memory, processors and data
and information processing. At the same time, psychology penetrated the theory of decision-
making, in an effort to describe and to predict how complex cognitive processes appear in reality.
Behavioral models of decision making observed regularity and systematic deviations in which
cognitive processes differ from normative rationality, rotted in logic, probability theories,
and the expected utility theory, and which are universal, in terms that they are not casually
dependent on education, gender, intelligence. The main psychological conceptualizations of
rationality are full rationality (Homo economicus), bounded rationality, optimization under
constraints (KT man), and ecological rationality (Homo heuristicus). In the symbolic tradition,
empirical psychology as a fundamental cognitive science, focuses on how the environment is
represented in the cognitive system — and without cognitive paralysis too. Managing oneself
in the complex environment and cognitive processes based on these assumed representations
are subject of the psychological research approach heuristics and cognitive biases or illusions,
with the contemporary iterations of models of the dual processing. Dual processing models
postulate System 1 (evolutionarily older, fast and frugal, heuristic algorithm) and System
2 (precise, stepwise, computational mind). The first is cognitively cheaper, with a higher
probability of erroneous outcome, because of the feature called cognitive miserliness. The
second is more expensive and presumably more accurate, without error. Empirical approach
strives to answer the questions: what is the function and purpose of the Type 2, structure/
cognitive architecture; are those two different systems or are they continuous; what are
distinctive characteristics (working memory, metacognition); is processing parallel or serial;
default-interventionist models; is there a type 3; concept of mindware; conditions for type 2;
intelligence, personality structure; decision-making in a group; expert intuitions. Experimental
simulation and measurement of these algorithms relies on contributions from the fields
of machine learning, sometimes from neuroscience, due to the complexity of stimulation,
especially within the prolific paradigm of “dual response tasks”. Furthermore, connectionism
is not applied in the field of learning heuristics. Finally, psychologically, in order for the
machine to be intelligent and realistic, it is necessary to model human intuition and the biases
that arise because of it, they are presumably part of the evolutionary adaptive toolbox, and not
only intelligence as defined in the narrower psychometric, although very precise, terms.

1
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Kaitieopa 3a cogitieepcro undicerbepciuso
Daxynitieiti opeanuzayuonux Hayka Ynusep3suiieii y beoepaoy
Department of Software Engineering Faculty of Organizational Sciences University of Belgrade

BELUTAYKA UHTE/IUTEHLUUIA? JECTE I CUTYPHWU?

Jlanac Brmaza OTpOMHO HWHTEpECOBare¢ 3a BemTauyky uHTenureHImjy (Artificial
Intelligence, Al). O ®0j cBH npuyajy — UCTpa)XMBauu, HACTABHUIM, CTYICHTH, KOMIIAaHH]E,
npeny3eha, monuTHyapu, MeInju, YaK U OOWYHHM JbYIH y CBOjuM HeopMarHauM hackamuma.
[TocToje yTutajHu Jbyiu Koju TpoMoBHIITY A/ y CBOjUM H3jaBaMa, IOCTOj€ U IPYTH KOJH CTAITHO
yI030paBajy APYIITBO Ha MHOTE ITOTSHIIN]aJHE OMTACHOCTH O] FheHOT JTaJber Pa3Boja, MOCToje
CTpaTeUIKH JOKYMEHTH Be3aHH 3a A/ koje 00jaBibyjy BlIajie pa3iMuuTHX 3eMalba, a MOCTOje U
BU3MOHAPCKH IOTVIE/IN KOjH CE OTHOCE Ha TEXHOJIOIIKH Pa3Boj Y HApETHUM JCLICHHjaMa U KOjH
Al cmarpajy jemHuM ox cTyOoBa Tor pa3Boja. Mmak, 1ena o0macT BelITa4ke WHTEITUTCHITH]e
je myHa xkoHTpoBep3u. [lonazehn on HemocTarka mupoko npuxeahene nedUHUII]e 00IACTH,
NPEeKO HWCTO Tako Hene(pMHUCAHWX TpaHuIa A, Tpeko HepasyMeBama INTa je JbYJACKa
MHTEIIUTCHIMja — a OIeT U JI0 HeKHX CIIEKTAKyJIapHUX TEXHOJIOTHja Koje ce Ha3uBajy Al —
MOCTOjM 3aHMMJBUB NApaZoKC Koju obaBuja Ty obmact: ,,OBne ce HewrTo foraha, aau BU HE
3Hare mTa je To*“. OBO IpeaBame roBOPU O TOM MapaJOKCy U Jaje KPUTUYKU OCBPT Ha CTabe
CTBapH y 00JIaCTH BEIITa4YKe HHTEIUTCHIIN]e U BEHOT JIaJber Pa3Boja.

Al? ARE YOU SURE?

There is an unprecedented hype about Al today. Everybody’s talking about it — researchers,
teachers, students, companies, businesses, politicians, general press, even common people in
their informal chats. There are influential people who promote Al in their statements, there
are also other influential people who keep warning the society about many potential dangers
of further development of Al, there are strategic documents related to Al published by the
governments of different countries, and there are visionary onlooks pertaining to technological
development in the forthcoming decades that view Al as one of the one of the pillars of this
development.

Still, the entire field of Al remains full of controversies. Starting from the lack of a
widely accepted definition of the field, to the likewise undefined boundaries of Al, to the lack
of understanding of what human intelligence is - and yet to some spectacular technologies that
are labeled Al - there is an interesting paradox that shrouds the field: “Something is happening
here, but you don’t know what it is.” This talk addresses this paradox and makes a reality
check with regard to the state of the art in the field of Al and its further development.



Dejan Aumutpujesuh | Dejan Dimitirjevic
Hetiapiuman 3a ¢usuxy [pupoono-maiiemaiiuurxu gaxynige y Huuty
Physics Department Faculty of Science and Mathematics, Nis

MEHTAJTHA Y3POYHOCT U PUSUKA

Onronomku craBoBd BehmHe aHAIUTHUKUX ¢uio3oda, aad M HCTpaXUBada Ha
noJjby U3MKe M IPYrux NPUPOAHUX HayKa, JaHac Cy ONMCKU (DU3UKAIM3MY — PaJHKaIHO
MOHHCTHYKO] OHTOJIOIIKO] TE3H, MpeMa K0joj ce CaapikKaj CBETa y KOME KHBHUMO HCIPIIbYje
y MarepHju, JIOK C€ 3aKOHH KOjU HhUME YIIPaBJhajy MOTY CBECTH, Y Kpaji0j JIMHUjU, HA
¢dyHnameHTanHe Quinyke 3akoHe. [TTaBHM OCIIOHAIl OBE JOKTPHHE INPEACTaBJba IPHHIHIT
y3pOYHE 3aTBOPEHOCTH (PM3MUYKOT CBETA: CTAB JIa CBAKU (DPU3MUYKH eeKat, yKOIHKO HMa Y3pOK,
MMa JI0BOJbaH (PM3HYKH Y3pOK; IPYTHM pednma J1a, mparehu y3pouHu 1aHar Ma Kor (pu3nakor
norahaja yHasaz kpo3 BpeMe, HHKaa Hehemo Mopartu 1a HanycTuMo (pU3NYKU TIOMEH.

[MpuHIM y3poyHe 3aTBOPEHOCTH (U3MYKOT CBETa [OYHMBA HA IOTPEIIHO]
MPETIOCTABIIH JIa C& MEHTAITHA Y3POYHOCT MOXKE MaHH(DECTOBATH UCKIbYUYHBO JIEjCTBOM CHJIA,
KOje — Kao 1 Ma Koja (PM3n9Ka CHiIa — N3a3HMBajy aHOMAaITHO, OTHOCHO (PM3WYKU HEOOjalTmhHBO,
yOp3ame yecTuIia yHyTap HEpBHOT CHCTEMa, IPBEHCTBEHO MO3ra. Y CBOM HM3jaramy OpaHuhy
Te3y Jia je 3aMHCIIMBO J]a C€ MEHTAIHA Y3POYHOCT MaHH(ECTyje MOCPEACTBOM aHOMAITHUX
Kopenaiyja HEypOJOmIKAX Jorahaja, OIMHOCHO KpoO3 Tpepacronely BepoBarHohe crama
YHyTap CHCTEMa, U MOKa3aTh Jia OBaKkaB Mojel Mopa OuTH npaheH JOKATHUM HapylICHheM
Jpyror 3akoHa TepMoauHAMUKe. Yka3zahy Ha HEKE 01 OCHOBHUX CBOjCTaBa KOja OBaKaB MOJICI
Mopa J1a 33JI0BOJbaBa Kako OM OMO MHTETUTUOMIIAaH, Ka0 M Ha HEeKe Of 3HAYajHUjUX (PU3UIKIX
1 MeTadhM3UYKUX IOCNIEeIUIa JO0 KOjux he HOBECTH €BEHTyaJlHO IMOTBpPhHBamE HETOBE
3aCHOBAHOCTH.

MENTAL CAUSASTION AND PHYSICS

The ontological views of most analytical philosophers, as well as researchers in the
field of physics and other natural sciences, are close to physicalism — a radically monistic
ontological thesis, according to which the content of the world we live in is exhausted in
matter, while its governing laws can be reduced to the fundamental laws of physics. The
mainstay of this doctrine is the principle of causal closure of the physical world: the view
that every physical effect, if it has a cause, has a sufficient physical cause; in other words, by
following the causal chain from any physical event back in time, we will never have to leave
the physical domain.

The principle of causal closure of the physical is based on the erroneous assumption
that mental causation can be manifested exclusively by the action of forces, which — like
any physical force — cause anomalous, i.e. physically inexplicable, acceleration of particles
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within the nervous system, primarily the brain. In my presentation, I will defend the thesis
that it is conceivable that mental causality is manifested through anomalous correlations of
neurological events, i.e. through the redistribution of state probabilities within the system,
and show that such a model must be accompanied by local violation of the Second Law of
Thermodynamics. I will indicate some of the basic properties that such a model must satisfy
in order to be intelligible, as well as some of the more significant physical and metaphysical
consequences implied by the eventual confirmation of its validity.

AnekcaHpap fo6pujesuh | Aleksandar Dobrijevi¢

Ooemerve 3a unozoujy Qunoszopceku axynitienni Ynusepsuiteid y beoepady
Philosophy Department Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

EBO/TYUUOHO OBJALLUKEHE MOPAJTHUX BEPOBAHA U
CULIBUKOB AYAZIU3AM MNMPAKTUYKOI YMA

[Ipema BehmHM caBpeMEeHHX eTHYapa, TAaKO3BaHH TMPOOIEM ,,Iyaju3Ma MPAKTHYKOT
yMa‘“, KaKko Ta je KpajeMm JieBeTHaecTor Beka (opmynucao Xenpu CHUIBHK Y CBOjOj KEU3U
Meroau eTrke — Ha3BaBILIHU I'a IPUTOM U ,,HAjyOJbHM €THYKHM MPOOIEMOM™, U J1aJbe Hema
aJICKBaTHO TEOPHjCKO peliewme. [IpodiieM ce, yKpaTKo, CaCTOjU y MPETIOCTABIM Jia HaIll
MPAKTUYKU YM TCIKU IBaMa HO,HJ CAHAKO palluOHAJIHUM U OIIPpaBAaHUM HUJbEBHUMA — COIICTBECHOM
n00py | ommreM A00py — M Jla HUje yBeK MOryhe padyHaTd Ha YCICIIHO pa3pelicme
EBEHTyaJIHOT cyko0a u3mel)y Opure 3a concTBeHo n100po u Opure 3a omiire 100po. To Ou, y
KpajEeM CITyuajy, BOIUIIO CYCIICH3UjU PAllMOHAITHOT OTyunBama. Melyytum, [Tutep Cunrep
u Karaxxuna ne Jlazapu Panek, nuciu 3anaxene mMonorpaduje o CUIIBUKY, cMaTpajy Aa ce
npobieM ayanu3Ma MPakTHYKOT yMa KOHAYHO MOXKE PEHIMTH YKOJIUKO MPUOETHEMO jeHOM
BUY €BOJIYLIMOHOT 00jallikhelha MOPATHUX BEPOBAbA.

EVOLUTIONARY EXPLANATION OF MORAL BELIEFS AND
SIDGWICK’S DUALISM OF PRACTICAL REASON

According to most modern ethicists, the so-called problem of “dualism of the practical
reason”, as formulated by Henry Sidgwick in his book Methods of Ethics in the late nineteenth
century, calling it the * the profoundest problem of ethics”, still does not have an adequate
theoretical solution. The problem, in short, is the assumption that our practical reason strives
for two equally rational and justifiable goals — our own good and universal good — and that
it is not always possible to count on a successful resolution of a possible conflict between
the concern for our own good and the concern for universal good. This would ultimately



lead to the suspension of rational decision-making. However, Peter Singer and Katarzyna de
Lazarie Radek, authors of a notable monograph on Sidgwick, believe that the problem of the
dualism of the practical reason can finally be solved if we resort to one kind of evolutionary
explanation of moral beliefs.

Dejan Hophesuh | Dejan Dordevi¢

Axademuja inexnuuxo-eacuiutiauxux cidyouja — Oocex Iupoi
Academy of technical-educational studies — Section in Pirot

®UNN030PUIA NMCUXUIATPUIE U KOMIMETEHUMWMIE
»HUCTUX” PUNTO30PA

Ha mouetky pajma ce ykasyje Ha TO Jila ce jelHa O] JUMEH3HWja ofHoca usMehy
Hayke ¥ ¢uio3opuje OJHOCH Ha KOMIETeHIHWje ,.9ucTux ¢uinozoda na ¢uinozodcekoj
aHAJIM3U TIOBPraBajy TEOPHjCKO-TIPAKCEONOMKY CTPYKTypy Heke Hayke. (Ilox ,umcTum
¢dunozopomM™ ce opae mompasymeBa Qo300 Koju HE IMOCEAYje HU aKaJeMCKa 3Bamba HU
oarosapajyhe pagHO M CTPYYHO MUCKYCTBO M3 JIOMEHa Hayke KOjy TMoiaBpraBa (uio30(cKoj
aHaym3n). Taj mpobseM J0mas3u J0 u3paxaja u Kajua je y nuramy Gpuino3odcka IUCIUILIIMHA

3

1o3Hara noj| Ha3usoM (usnosoduja ncuxujarpuje.llocroje, HapaBHO, IICUXUjATPH KOJU YCIIE]
noMamKama ojropapajyher oopazoBama WM HEKOT JPYror pasjiora cMarpajy ¢gpuio3odceky
aHanu3y ncuxujarpuje HenorpeoHoM. Ca apyre cTpaHe, MOCTOje NICUXHUjaTpU KOJU MPHU3HAjY
HEOINXOAHOCT HaBe/eHe aHanm3e. Bpio je BepoBatHo, mehytum, na Ou wak u Behuna
NCUXUjarapa U3 JIpyroHaBelleHe TPpyIe 3acTymnana Te3y Aa cy ,,uuctu’ ¢unozodu y nemnocrtu
HEKOMITETCHTHH 3a TakaB jefaH moayxBar. OBy Te3y OMCMO MOIJIM O3HAYMTH Kao ,.le3y o
MOTITYHO] HEKOMIIETEeHTHOCTH “urcTux’ (uiozoda” (TIIHD). um pana je, mehytum, na ce,
MPUMEHOM aHATUTUYKO-EMITHPH]CKE METO/IC JIOKaKe HEMCTHHUTOCT HaBeneHe te3e. TITHD,
HauMe, MOoYrBa Ha ,,APTYMEHTY Hay4HO-CTPYYHOT HCKYCTBa . AyTOp CTOTra Yy HacCTaBKy TeKcTa
BPILH JIOTHYKY PEKOHCTPYKIH]Yy HABEACHOT apryMeHTa. AHaJIN3a TI0Ka3yje Aa OBaj apryMEeHT
MOYMBa HAa HEHCTUHHTUM IIpeMKcaMa, Te cTora He Moke OWTH moy3faH. HewctuHuTOCT
npeMuca ce JIoKasyje pasMarpameM MUTamka Kao IITO CYy OHTOJOUIKH CTaTyC HO30JOLIKUX
KaTeropuja y NCHXHjaTPHUjH, yJI0ra BPeJHOCHHX CyAOBa Y TEOPHjU M MPAKCH MCUXHUjaTpHje,
SIUCTEMOJIONIKY aCIeKT T3B. ,,Mapra Muuen edekra”, uta. Crora ayTop U3BOAM 3aKJby4aK
Jla TOCTOje BeoMa OpOjHH CIIyuajeBU Yy Kojuma Cy ,,uucTu’ U030y KOMIICTCHTHU Jia
¢u1030(CcKOj aHANHM3H TIOIBPTABAjy TEOPHjCKO-IIPAKCEOIIONIKY CTPYKTYpY MCUXHjaTpHje.
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PHILOSOPHY OF PSYCHIATRY AND THE COMPETENCE
OF “PURE PHILOSOPHERS”

At the beginning of the paper the author points out to the fact that one of the dimensions
of the relation between philosophy and science bears on the problem of the competence of
“pure” philosophers to subject the theoretical-praxeological strukture of a particular science
to philosophical analysis.(“pure” philosopher is a philosopher who does not posses academical
titles nor working experience from the domain of the science he/she wants to analyse). This
problem comes to the fore too in the case of the philosophical discipline known as philosophy
of psychiatry. There are, of course, psychiatrists who, due to the lack of proper education on
their part or some other reason, believe that philosophical analysis of psychiatry is useless
and unnecessary. On the other side, there are psychiatrists who recognize the necessety of
such analysis. However, it is very probably that even the latter psychiatrists would advocate
the thesis that “pure” philosophers are incompetent for such analysis. This thesis could be
labeled as “The complete incompetence of a ‘pure’ philosopher thesis” (TPNF).The goal
of this paper is, however, to prove, by using the analyticial-empirical method, that TPNF is
false.Namely, TPNF rests on “Scientific expertise argument”. Therefore the author conducts a
logical reconstruction of the argument. It turns out that the argument rests on premises which
are not true and thus cannot be sound. The falsehood of the premises is proved by examination
of problems such as ontological status of nosological categories in psychiatry, the role of value
judgments in psychiatry, epistemological aspect of “Martha Mitchell effect”, etc. Finally, the
author concludes that there are numerious cases in which “pure” philosophers are completely
competent to subject psychiatry to philosophical analysis.

Oparo hypuh | Drago Durié

Ooemerve 3a ¢hunozoghujy Qunozopcku axyneis Ynusepsuiieini y beoepady
Philosophy Department Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

HACTAHAK HAYKE Y AHTULUU

loBoputn 0 HacTaHky Hayke u (uno3oduje y aHTUIM 3HAYH, 3aIPaBO, TOBOPUTH O
OHOME IITO ce OOMYHO Ha3MBa IPYKUM 4yoM. 300r Tora ja Hehy rOBOPUTH O YCIOBHMA 32
BUXOB HacTaHak. [oBopuhy caMo 0 HEKMM Ba)XHUM AOCTHTHyliIMMa Koja Cy BakHa 3a Pa3Boj
HakKe, a 10 KOjuX Cy JOLUTH HajpaHuju jJOHCKU Gu3nuapu. Maza ce CKopo HEM30CTaBHO TBPAU
Jla 32 pa3lIMKy O, PelrMO, TEOTOHH]CKHX NpeACTaBa O MPHUPOAM, PaHHU JOHCKH (U3UUapu
npesase Ha BEeHO PalMOHANIHO pasMarpame. Ja hy Ty Te3dy kputukoBatn. Moja Te3a je aa ce
OCHOBHA pa3JiiKa CacToju y TOME IITO C€ MPOMEHE Y CBETY Y TEOTOHMjCKUM TpercTaBaMa
o0jammasajy MEepCOHAIHO, OMHOCHO aHUMUCTHYKH, OK HajpaHuju (uno3zodu u Gusnyapu



CBE NPOMEHE MOKyIlaBajy O0jaCHUTH IUXOBOM PEAYKLHMjOM Ha MEXaHHYKO KpETame
CJIEMEHTApHUX YeCTHLA. YKa3zahly Ha joIl HEKe METOoAe MPUCTYNa pasMarpamy Hpupoe
Koje cy OBHM (hu3n4apy pa3BHIIM, Kao ILITO Cy: PE30HOBAKE HA OCHOBY MOJENA M aHAJOrHja,
eKCTparojanyja jeJHOCMEPHUX 1 HeTIOBPAaTHUX MPOILeca U MUCAOHU EKCIICPUMEHTH.

THE ORIGIN OF SCIENCE IN ANTIQUITY

Abstract: To speak of the origin of science and philosophy in antiquity means, in fact,
to speak of what is commonly called the Greek miracle. Therefore, I will not talk about the
conditions for their emergence. I will only talk about some important achievements that are
important for the development of science, which were reached by the earliest [onian physicists.
Although it is almost inevitably claimed that, unlike, say, theogonic notions of nature, early
Ionic physicists moved on to its rational consideration. I will criticize this thesis. My thesis is
that the basic difference is that changes in the world in theogonic representations are explained
personally, ie animistically, while the earliest philosophers and physicists try to explain all
changes by their reduction to the mechanical motion of elementary particles. I will point out
some other methods of approaching the consideration of nature, which these physicists have
developed, such as: reasoning based on models and analogies, extrapolation of one-way and
irreversible processes and thought experiments.

JeneHa bypuh | Jelena Djuric
Hnciuuinyiu 3a punozoujy u opywiteeny iieopujy Yuueepsuiueiu y beoepady
Institute for Philosophy and Social Theory University of Belgrade

O OAAHOCY ®UJ1030PUIE U HAYKE

®unoszod nayke, Exyap Jlepoj (Edouard Le Roy) caukoBuTo je 06jacHHO 3amITo je
CTPYKTYPH JbYICKOT yMa HeonxoaHa (puio30(huja: oHa YHOCH y HayKy HELITO IITO je JbyAHuMa
Ba)XKHO, a UUME CE HayKa, Kao TakBa, He 0aBu. Punozoduja, Haume, omoryhasa pazymeBame
ONnmITUX NpuHUUNa Hayke. OnHoc Quinozoduje n Hayke ce UCTOPH)CKH MEHhao. Y aHTUIM je
010 UBpCT W yjeaumyjyhu, oK je MoAepHO 100a ca3laHo Ha pa3rpaHnyueby HayqHHUX Teopuja
(koje cy M3BOIMBE M3 ONAa3MBHX UYMI-CHUIA) 07 (QHIO30(QCKUX Teopuja (Koje M3paykaBajy
OIIITE U pa3yMJbUBE MpHHLUIE). VicTopuja nmokasyje na npeTxoqHo npuxBaheHn pa3yMibUBU
MPUHIMIIN MOTY J1a OyAy YpyLICHH Ka/1a HOBE Hay4HE TEOPH]j€ OCTBApy]jy MPaKTUUHE pe3ynTare.
BpemenoMm, npuMmemnBe HayyHe HCTHHE OWBajy IMpero3HaTe Kao pasyMJbUBU MPHHIUIIH.
MehyTumM, Kako HHMjeHA HaydHa TEOpHja HUjEe CAMOCBUACHTHO PasyMJbHUBA, HEONXOAHA je
¢unozoduja ga mporymaun u oMoryhu pasymeBame KOHCEKBEHIM HAyYHHMX OICEpBalHja.
[TouctoBehuBame HayuHEe HCTHHE Ca HEHOM TEXHHUYKOM (YHKIHM]OM AOBOAM OIHOC HAayKe U
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¢dunozoduje y kpuzy. Mehytum, HaydHa UCTHHA MOXKE J1a TIPY>KU CaMO TEXHHYKO 3Hame. Jla
01 OHO TIOCTaJIO Pa3yMJBUBO, HEOITXOIHA je (hrio3oduja.

ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE

The philosopher of science, Edouard Le Roy, vividly explained why philosophy is
necessary for the structure of the human mind: it introduces into science something that is
important to human beings, and with which science, as such, does not deal with. Namely,
philosophy enables the understanding of general principles of science. The relationship
between philosophy and science has changed historically. In antiquity it was solid and
unifying, while the modern age was built on the demarcation of scientific theories (which
are derivable from observable facts) from philosophical theories (which express general and
understandable principles). History shows that previously accepted understandable principles
may collapse when new scientific theories achieve practical results. Over time, applicable
scientific truths become recognized as understandable principles. However, as no scientific
theory is self-evidently understandable, it is necessary that philosophy interpret and enable the
understanding of the consequences of scientific observations. The identification of scientific
truth with its technical function brings the relationship between science and philosophy into
crisis. However, scientific truth can only provide technical knowledge. In order for it to become
understandable, philosophy is necessary.

Urop Xusanosuh | Igor Zivanovié
Unciuuinyiu 3a punozopujy @unosogpcku axynineii Yuusepsuiuein y beoepady
Institute of Philosophy Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

EBOZTYUUOHA BUONTOTUIA U HEOAPUCTOTEJ/IOBCKU
MOPANTHU HATYPAZTUSAM

Jenan ox neHTpanHux npoOiema caBpeMeHe €THKEe THYE Ce OfiHOca OMOJIOTHje Kao
npuponHe Hayke u Mopajia. Mana mehy ¢uno3zodrma noctoju roToBO ONIUTH KOHCEH3YC A2
Ouonoruja v eBOIyLHOHA MPOLIIOCT YOBEKA UMajy HEKAKBY YJOTY y OOJIHMKOBamkY MOPAIHOT
pacyhuBama 1 MoHamIama, oBa Be3a CE UIAaK cMarpa 3aroHETHOM, jep HeMa KOHKIY3MBHHUX
J0Ka3a Ja OWOJIOMIKO YCTPOjCTBO jEJMHKE M IEHO EBOJYHHOHO TOPEKIO IUPEKTHO
JCTEPMUHHITY OHMIIO KOjH OOJMK MOHAIlamka, I1a HU MOPAJIHO MoHammame 1 cyheme. C apyre
CTpaHe, CTBap je OTBOpeHe nedare aa Jin OMOJIOTHja MOXKE A2 MPYKU OJATrOBOP Ha MHUTAE
0 00jEeKTUBHOCTH MOpAJIHUX BPEAHOCTH, a paclpaBe Ce YIIaBHOM BOJIC OKO NHTama Ja JIu
Ha OCHOBY Hay4YHMX Ca3Hama O €BOJIYLMOHOM IIPOLECY M HETOBUM YUHMHIMMa MOXKEMO Ja



NPYKAMO OTIPaBAak-e MOPalIa, OHOCHO JIa JIU MTO3HABAKE EBOJTYLIHOHE HCTOPH]jE TIPEICTaBIba
MOTIIOPY MOPAITHOM peajii3My, TO jeCT OCeOHO] BApHjaHTH MOPATHOT peain3Ma — MOPaTHOM
HatypanmusMy. Mako je MOMHMHAHTHAa CTpyja y €BOJIIMOHOj METaeTHIM Ta Jia TeopHja
eBOJyIIMje TIpyKa MmojpuBajyhe apryMeHTe MPOTUB MOPAHOT pealiu3Ma, jeflaH 0poj ayropa
cMaTpa Ja je W3 YHMICHUIIA NPUPOIHE WCTOpHje OpraHu3mMa Mmoryhe m3BecTH BpeJHOCHE
CYIOBE KOjH PETYJIHIIY JbYJCKO IMOHAIIame U Mel)ysbyacke OfHOCE WM Y IPUPOIH JbYICKUX
ouha oTkputH onroBapajyhe HOpMaTHBHE KapaKTEPHUCTUKE KOje 0CO0y YWHE MOPAITHOM.
OBu ayTOpH ce MaxoM I03HMBajy Ha APHCTOTENA, a lETOB apr'yMEeHT Ha OCHOBY (DyHKIIHje U3
HuxomaxoBe eTnke cMaTpa ce IpeTedoM OBaKBoT mpuctymna. V3 Tor pasnora, ¢pokycupahy ce
Ha HE0apUCTOTEIOBCKH MOPAJHU HAaTypasli3aM, KOjH je 3a4eT MoJoBUHOM 20. BeKa y paloBUMa
Enuzaber Enckom m ®unmne @Dyt, xpuehm myTt 3a peBHTANM3annjy HEOAPUCTOTEIIOBCKE
eTUKe BpiHMHE. JelaH o] HAjUCTAaKHYTHjUX 3arOBOPHUKA HEOApHCTOTEIOBCKOI MOPAIHOT
Hatypamu3ma y 21. Beky je Bumujem KejcOup, koju HacToju 1a apuCcTOTEIOBCKY MOPAHY
¢unozodujy Harypanusyje ociamajyhu ce Ha pyHKIIMOHATHA o0jalmema y Ouosoruju. Kako
ce 0OMYHO cMarpa Ja OUoIIorHja U eKCIUTaHATOPHA yiora ()YHKIIMOHAITHOT je3hKa y OMOIoTHj!
He Wje y MPWIOT HaTypaju3allju eTuKe, Mokymahy 1a mokaxem 300r 4era je oBaj IMpojeKar
TEIIIKO OCTBApUB.

EVOLUTIONARY BIOLOGY AND NEO-ARISTOTELIAN
MORAL NATURALISM

One of the central problems of modern moral philosophy concerns the relationship
between biology as natural science and morality. Although there is consensus among
philosophers that biology and the human evolutionary past have some role in shaping
moral reasoning and behavior, this relationship is still puzzling, as there is no conclusive
evidence that the inner biological structure of an individual and its evolutionary origin
directly determine any behavior, be it moral conduct or judgment. On the other hand, there
is an ongoing debate about whether evolutionary biology can answer the question about the
objectivity of moral values. These discussions are centered around the questions of whether
we can justify morality relying on scientific knowledge about the evolutionary process and
its effects, or whether knowledge of evolutionary history supports moral realism, that is, a
variant of moral realism - moral naturalism. The dominant course in evolutionary metaethics
is that the theory of evolution by natural selection offers debunking arguments for moral
realism. But several authors oppose this current, believing that it is possible to derive value
judgments that regulate human behavior and interpersonal relationships from the facts of the
natural history of the organism or to discover the corresponding normative characteristics in
human nature that make a person moral. These authors mostly refer to Aristotle’s function
argument from Nicomachean Ethics as a precursor to this approach. For that reason, I will
focus on neo-Aristotelian moral naturalism, originated in the mid-20th century in the works of
Elizabeth Anscombe and Philippa Foot, paving the way for the revitalization of Aristotelian
virtue ethics. One of the most prominent proponents of neo-Aristotelian moral naturalism in
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the 21st century is William Casebeer. He attempts to naturalize Aristotelian moral philosophy
by relying on functional explanations in biology. Given that it is usually considered that the
explanatory role of functional language in biology does not support the naturalization of
ethics, [ will try to show why Casebeer’s or any other project of this kind is difficult to achieve.

Cpha Jankosuh | Srdja Jankovi¢

VYuueepsuitietticka deuja kiunuxa, Beoepao
University Children's Hospital, Belgrade

MOJAM EBOJIBABM/THOCTU Y CABPEMEHOJ TEOPUIU
EBOJIYLIUIE

[Ton eBonBaOMTHOIINY OMOJOIIKOT CUCTEMA MOApPAa3yMeBa Ce CBEYKYITHU MOTEHITH]jall
3a IPOMEHY OJUIMKA TOT' CHUCTEMa KpO3 €BOJIYIIMOHE Tporiece. Mako 3a eBoIBaOMIIHOCT 3acaj
HE MMOCTOjU jeJMHCTBEHA WJIM er3aKTHA METPHUKA, CTENICH €BOJIBAOMIIHOCTH JaTOT OHOJIOIIKOT
CHCTEMa 3aBHCaH j€ O/ IPETXOIHO MOCTOjehnX peryaaTopHux MpeKa, pa3InduTHX MOBPATHUX
crpera, XpoMO30MCKE METAaCTPYKType M APYruX (DyHKIMOHAIHHMX €JIeMEHATa IOJJIOKHUX
JICJIOBakY IPUPOJIHE CeNEKIIH]je. 3aHUMIBUBO j€ JIa j€ KOHIICTIT €BOJIBAOMIIHOCTH HAJITPE YBEICH
y uH(pOpMaTHIIH, 1a 0¥ TeK ToLHHU]je Oro npuxBaheH 1y eBOyLIMOHO] OMOJIOTH]H, TIIE IaHaC CBE
BUILIC YHHH JIC0 ,,[IPOLIMPEHE CUHTE3e™ y pa3yMeBamby eBOIYLHOHKX mpoiieca. CBe je, HauMme,
jacHuje, 1a mope crpere eBoiynuje u paspuha (,,eB0-7eB0 ), U €BOJYIIH]jE U SKOJIOTH]E (,,eKO-
€BO"), MOTIYHO 00jalllkhECHE TOKOBA EBOJIYIIN]jE U3UCKY]€ U UCTPAKUBAE TIOBPATHOT yTHUIIAja
eBOJTYIIMje €BOJIBAOMIIHOCTH HA HACTAHAK U JOCTYIHOCT JaJber €BOJYLIMOHOI MOTCHIIM]jaja

,»€B0-¢B0). Ta uumeHHIIA j¢ U caMa MOTCHIUjaJIHU MOBOA 3a (uiIo30(cKa pa3Marpama
creru(GUIHOT JIOTPUHOCA KOHIIENTa eBoynpajyhe eBOJIBAOMIIHOCTH €KCIUIAaHATOPHO] Mohu
MpoIupeHe (MM MPOLIMPEHEe-IPOIIMPEHE) CHHTE3€ eBOTYIIOHE Teopuje. TakBa pa3Marpama
MMajy MoCeOHO BaKHY YJIOTY Y KOHTEKCTY F'eHepalin3aliije MojMa eBOJIBAOMITHOCTH Ha YKUBOT Y
Bacuonwu; 30upHa eBonBabmitHOCT Onocdepe Kao nenuHe Takohe je KJby4HHU eleMeHT TeKyhux
MOKyIIaja, yiju je 3aueTHUK Bummjem ®opn dynuti, na ce mojequHe BapHjaHTE XHIIOTE3e
Iaje (mocmarpama untaBe onocdepe 3eMibe, WM OUIIO KOje JIpyre HacTambeHE MIaHeTe Kao
CBOJEBPCHOT CyIIepOpraHU3Ma) U3MHPE U YCKIIaJIe ca HaueIruMa TEOPH]je eBOIyIIH]e.

THE CONCEPT OF EVOLVABILITY IN THE MODERN THEORY OF
EVOLUTION

The evolvability of a biological system refers to total potential of the characteristics
of that system to change by means of evolutionary processes. Although there is, as yet, no



single or exact metric for evolvability, the degree of evolvability of a given biological system
is dependent on pre-existing regulatory networks, various feedback loops, chromosomal
metastructure, and other functional elements amenable to the action of natural selection.
Notably, the concept of evolvability has originally been introduced in informatics, and
only later accepted in evolutionary biology, where it is increasingly becoming a part of the
“Extended Synthesis” in the understanding of evolutionary processes. Namely, it is becoming
increasingly clear that, apart from the connection of evolution and ontogeny (“evo-devo”) and
that of evolution and ecology (“eco-evo”), a complete explanation of the comings and goings
of evolution also requires an investigation of mutual influences of the evolution of evolvability
on the creation of, and access to, further evolutionary potential (“evo-evo”). This fact is itself
a potential basis for philosophical considerations of the specific contribution of the concept
of evolvable evolvability to the explanatory power of the extended (or extended-extended)
synthesis of evolutionary theory. Such considerations play a particularly important role in
the context of generalization of the concept of evolvability to life in the Universe; overall
evolvability of a biosphere (as a whole) is also a key element of current attempts, initiated by
William Ford Doolittle, to reconcile and align certain variations of the Gaia hypothesis (an
outlook on whole biosphere of Earth, or any other inhabited planet, as a sort of superorganism)
with the principles of the theory of evolution.

Bojucnas Jenuh | Vojislav Jeli¢
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Dipartimento di Lingue classiche Facolta di Filosofia Universita di Belgrado

KATHOLOU U KATHEKASTON U1 O MOIYRUM TPAHULAMA
U3SMEBY ®U/T030PUIE U HAYKE

[TojmoBe katholou v kathekaston, kao 1mTo je m03HaTO, APUCTOTEN KOPUCTH Y CBOJO]
[Moetunu na mobnmke 03Ha4YM TPAHUIy U3Mel)y TeKCTOBa MUCAHUX Y TIPO3H Y OJHOCY Ha OHE
MUCaHe y CTUXY. APHCTOTEN NOKasyje /la OBE IPaHHMIIE 3allpaBo HE MOCToje. AJM Y pa3roBop
YBOJIM TOPETIOMEHYTE MojMOBe katholou, 1a ’yMe 03HAYH OHO OTIIITE O YeMY TOBOPH M0e3Hja
kao Buie Gpuiozodcka, u kathekaston, na 03HauM OHO IOjeIMHAYHO YMME ce OABU UCTOPH]a.
Huje notpe6HO noceOHO HaIIaIaBaTy Jia Cy IIOjMOBH LICIMHA U JICIIOBU IIPUMEPCHU]U 3HAYCHY
TPYKHUX TEPMUHA Y OBOME KOHTEKCTY. A O TOME CBEJIOYHU U jeJlaH CPIICKH MECHUK U (Hri030¢
Mowmuuno HacracujeBuh koju y CBOjuM ecejuMa 0 YMETHOCTH KOPHCTH YIPaBO OBE TEPMHHE
Jla oOMIbKe MPOTyMauu MoeTtudapcko Haveno budonoBo — crtun je yoBek. Hacracujeruh
TBPJIM Jla HEMa CTHJIa CBAKM YOBEK KOjH muiie, Beh caMo OHaj KOju UBPCTO CTOjU M3a CBOjUX
CTaBOBa O KojuMa nuiie. HaBoau 3aHUMIBMBE MITYCTPAaTUBHE IPUMEPE KOjU TIOKA3Yjy Pas3jIuKy
n3Mel)y 1ojMOBa LIEIMHA C Je/IHE U JICJIOBH, C JIPYTe CTPaHE.
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KATHOLOU E KATHEKASTON O DEI POSSIBILI CONFINI TRA
FILOSOFIA E SCIENZA

I termini katholou e kathekaston, come ¢ ben noto, Aristotele usa nella sua Poetica per
indicare adeguatamente il confine tra i testi scritti in prosa rispetto a quegli scritti in poesia.
Aristotele dimostra che i confini in realta non ci sono. In colloquio lui pero introduce sopra
menzionati termini katholou per indicare quello che ¢ universale del quale parla la poesia che
¢ piu filosofica, e kathekaston per indicare quello individuale del quale si occupa la storia.
Non ¢ necessario particolarmente sottolineare che i termini ’intero e le parti sono piu adatti
al significato dei termini grechi in questo contesto. Di questo testimonia anche il poeta e il
filosofo serbo Momcilo Nastasijevi¢ il quale nei suoi saggi sull’arte usa appunto questi termini
e presenta esempi interessanti e illustrativi che mostrano la differenza tra i termini 1’intero
dall’una, e le parti dall’altra parte.

fopaaHa JosaHosuh | Gordana Jovanovié
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MCTOPUICKE MPOMEHE Y OAHOCY NCUXOJIOTUIE U
®UT030PUIE

[Ipeamet oBor pazmarpama cy HCTOPH]jCKE U TEOPH]jCKE TPOMEHE Y OHOCY IICUXOJIOTHje
u ¢unozoduje. [Ipennoxkena ananuza Tpedano OU Aa MOCIYXKH U 3a MOCTABIHABE OIMIITHjUX
npobnema 0 caMopasyMeBamy IICHXOJIOTHje Kao HayKe M O HEHOj YJAO3M Yy MOIEPHOM
cery. llpeonal)yjyhe pasymeBame TOr ogHOCA, HAPOYUTO W3 MEPCIEKTUBE IICUXOJIOTH]E,
apTHKYJMCAHO je KAao M3BEJCHO M CBAKaKo TPajHO MOXKEJbHO ociodahame mcuxonoruje o
¢unozoduje, unme ce nMoTBphyje MOAEPHO BEPOBAKE y MPOIPEC, YHjU je TIABHU HOCHIIAL]
yIpaBo Hayka. 3acTylHHKa TaKBUX yBepema Omio je u mely ¢gunozodpuma — HIp. MO3HATH
uctopuuap ¢unozoduje Bunpenbann (Windelband) To omucyje meradopom mncuxosoruje
kao Hajmiahe hepke Koja je mocienma HarycThIa 3ajeHnuKy kyhy — dunosodujy. Haparus
,»ocio0ahama” HajBaXHUJU je MOTHB y KJIACHYHO] HCTOpUOrpadHju IICHUXOJIOTHje Koja
NepCOHANN3Y]je HAaCTaHAK IICUXOJIOTHje Kao Hayke naeHTudukyjyhu ra ca Bynrosum (Wundt)
OCHHUBambeM Jlaboparopuje 3a eKCIepUMEHTaNIHy ncuxonorujy y Jlajnuury 1879. romuse.
MelyTiM, Taj ICUXOJIOLIKH ,,0CI000ANIAYKA OCHUBAYKH MHT’, TApalOKCATIHO, KOHCTPYHIIIE
Bynra kao oua ncuxosoryje npunucyjyhu My yBepema CynpoTHa OHHMa Koja je OH 3acTyIIao.
ByHr je uHcucTHpao Ha NOCEOHOM, HECBOJMBOM HPEAMETY ICHXOJIOTHje (HEmoCpegHO
HCKYCTBO) UUME C€ yTeMeJbyje IeHa Pa3IMIUTOCT y OFHOCY Ha MPHPOAHE HAayKe KOje UMajy



apyraunju npeamer. Penenmmja je, melyTuM, HameTHysa, PUPOTHOHAYYHO Pa3yMEBarbe
McuXoJoruje. ByHT je MCHXOJOTHju MpUnucao MoceOHO MecTo Mel)y AyXOBHHM HayKama
(Geisteswissenschaften). Peneriiija BynTa nyro je uraopucaia BeroBy Apyry HCHXOJIOTHjY
— Vélkerpsychologie, xojy je OH cMmarpao HEOIXOJHHUM KOMILJIEMEHTOM WHJIWBUyaTHE
(bM3HOIIOIIKE TICUXONIOTHje. Y3 TO, CYIIPOTHO JIOMHHAHTHO] pelentiuju, ByHT je 6uo nmpoTuB
oJBajama ncuxonoruje oxa ¢pmrozoduje. [llTapume, HoBuje uHTEpNpeTanyje ByHra yka3syjy
Ha T0 11a je ByHTy ncuxonoruja Ouia norpedHa 3apaj gpuno3oduje, Tj. 32 3aCHUBAKE HAy4YHE,
Tj. anTuMeTadusnuke Guozodpuje. Y cBakom ciydajy, ByHT je cmarpao na cy ¢uirozoduja
W TIcUXoJioruja morpeOHe jemHa apyroj. Anm npukpuBajyha m uckpuBibyjyha pereniuja
Bynta omrydyjyhe je oOnmkoBana MOTORBM pa3Boj NMCHXOIOTHjE, FEHO caMOopa3yMeBame U
yJIOTy y caMopa3yMeBamy MOJIEPHOI YOBEKa. Y3 MPUPOJHOHAYYHY HHAWBHUIYATUCTUYKY
eMMCTEMOJIOTH]Y, EMITUPUIIM3aM, auCTOPHU3aM IICUXOJIONIKOT 3Hamba MIE W OpHjeHTalHja Ha
KOHTpOJIy W TipeaBubame, ynMe ce rcuxonoruja npeodpaha y cpeactBo HepeduieKToBaHE
(dykooBcke TexHoioruje comcrBa. O Temkohama pasBujama ageKBaTHOI CamMOpa3yMeBamba
NICUXOJIOTHje Kao TMOCJEIMIEe JOMHHAIMje (HeaJeKBaTHOT) IMPUPOJHOHAYYHOI MOeia
CBEZOYE YaK M AyTOPH KOjH y CXBaTamy CBOJUX INPEAMETa IPeBa3miia3e MO3UTHBUCTUYKU
o0jektnBH3aM — Tako [Iujake, WHa4Ye KOHCTPYKIMOHWCTA Yy CXBaramy Ca3Hamba, IOIyIIe
WHCIIMpUCAH OMOJOTHjOM, onpuue (Guio30(puju yomnmTe MOTyYNHOCT BalUJHOT Ca3Hama, a
®poja, ucTpaxkuBad TyOMHCKE XepMEHEYTHKE ICHXE, 3amaja y CHUjeHTHCTHYKO IOTPEIIHO
caMmopasyMeBame, Ha IIITa je KPUTHYKH yKa3zao Xadepmac.

AKO ce TpaguIlMoOHalTHA HCTOpHOrpaduja OCIOmeHa Ha WCTOPHjY Hjeja MPOITHPH
YKIJbYYHBAKHEM HCTOPHjCKOT, COIUJjaTHOT M KYJITYpHOT KOHTEKCTa TeHe3e Hay4YHOI 3Hamba,
OHJIa C€ TOYEIN TICUXOJIOTHje MOTY HIAeHTH(UKOBATH Beh y peHecaHCHOM CBETy, Jakje, He
y JabopaTopHju HETO y pealHOM XKUBOTY Jbymu. Ha Taj MHOTO paHUjH, TUTypaTHCTHIHH]H
ToYeTaK TICHXOJIOTHje W Ha HeH 3Hadaj 3a (uimo3odujy ykazyje Kimemme (2020) y cBojoj
KEHHU3H, TI07] POBOKATHBHIM HACJIOBOM M ITOHACIIOBOM Tracing the emergence of psychology
1520-1750. A sophisticated intruder to philosophy.

V 3akibyuKky, MOKe ce pehu 1a ce Kpo3 pasyMeBame OJHOCA MCHXOJIOTHjE MpemMa
¢$uno3ohuju uckasyjy TeMeJbHA SIUCTEMOIIOIIKA YBEPEHAa, aJTh U OIIITH]E pa3yMeBamke HayKe
U ICHE YIIOTe Y OOJMKOBakY U CaMOpa3yMeBarby MOJIEPHOT CBETa.

HISTORICAL SHIFTS IN RELATIONSHIP OF PSYCHOLOGY AND
PHILOSOPHY

The subject-matter of this article is historical and theoretical changes in relationship
of psychology and philosophy. The suggested analysis should also serve to raise more general
questions on self-understanding of psychology as science and its role in modern world. The
dominant understanding of this relationship, especially from the perspective of psychology,
considers psychology as already free of philosophy and such its status is seen as a desirable
one for the future. In this way a modern belief in progress, with science as its main vehicle,
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has been supported. There are representatives of such views also among philosophers — for
example, a well known historian of philosophy Windelband used the metaphor of psychology
as the youngest daughter who was to last one to leave the common house — philosophy.
The narrative of “liberation” is the most important topic in the classical historiography of
psychology which personalize emergence of psychology as science identifying it with Wundt’s
establishment of a laboratory for experimental psychology in Leipzig in 1879. However,
this “liberation founding myth”, paradoxically enough, constructs Wundt as the father of
psychology ascribing to him beliefs which contradict his own views. Wundt insisted on a
specific, irreducible subject-matter of psychology (immediate experience), which grounds
psychology as different from natural sciences which have their own subject-matter. However,
reception of Wundt imposed a natural-science model of psychology. Wundt ascribed to
psychology a special role among other human sciences (Geisteswissenschaften). Reception of
Waundt ignored for a quite a long time his second psychology - Volkerpsychologie, considered
by him an indispensable complement to the individual physiological psychology. Additionally,
contrary to the dominant reception, Wundt was against a separation of psychology from
philosophy. Moreover, some new argue that Wundt’s psychology served his philosophical
purposes, i.e. purposes of founding a scientific, i.e. anti-metaphysical philosophy. In any case,
Wundt claimed that psychology and philosophy need each other. But, the concealing and
falsifying reception of Wundt has substantially shaped the further development of psychology,
its self-understanding and its role in shaping self-understanding of modern human beings.
Additionally to natural-science model of individualistic epistemology, reductionist empiricism
and ahistorical approaches psychology is dominantly oriented toward control and prediction,
transforming psychology in that way into a non-reflective foucauldian technology of self.
As a consequence of the dominant (inappropriate) natural-science model it is indeed very
difficult to acquire an appropriate self-understanding of psychology. This prove even authors
who in conceptualizations of their research subject-matters overcome positivist objectivism
- Piaget, a constructionist in understanding cognition, however inspired by biology, claims
that philosophy is not able to acquire a valid knowledge, while Freud, a researcher into depth
hermeneutics of psyche, adopted a false scientistic self-understanding , as critically pointed
at by Habermas.

If one broadens the traditional historiography based on history if ideas to include
historical, social and cultural context of genesis of scientific knowledge, then one can identify
origins of psychology already in the Renaissance world, i.e. not in a laboratory, but in real
life of human beings. This much earlier and more pluralistic origin of psychology and its
importance to philosophy has been analysed by Klempe (2020) in his book under a provocative
title and subtitle Tracing the emergence of psychology 1520-1750. A sophisticated intruder to
philosophy.

Concluding, it could be said that understanding the relationship of psychology
and philosophy reveals both fundamental epistemological beliefs but also more general
understanding of science and its role in shaping and self-understanding of our modern world.
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NMPOBNEM CBECTU:
MHTEPOUCUUNNITNHAPHA NEPCNEKTUBA

VY npyroj moyioBUHH, a HAPOUUTO KpajeM XX Beka, JIOILIO je /IO 3HAYajHUX MOMaKa
y pa3yMmeBamy CyOjeKTUBHOI MCKYCTBa — pellaBame MpodieMa CBECTH YCMEPEHO je Ha
MoTpary 3a HeypaaHuM ((PU3UYKKAM) KOpenaToM MEHTAIHUX Mporeca. MehyTuM, HakoH 1TO
je yrunajau punozod Yammepe (D. Chalmers) npe oko 25 roauHa npoOieM cBeCTH 03HAYUO
,,TEIIKUM TIpoonemMom* (the hard problem of consciousness), a npe nap roguHa 4 ,,MeTa-
poOJIEeMOM‘, HUICMO MMAJIU TPUIMKY Jia BUJUMO JIOBOJEHO YOCIJBHB MPEIIOr 00jallmhema
CIIOKEHOT OJJHOCA (PU3UYKHUX M MEHTAJIHUX I10jaBa, WM MEHTAIHE y3POYHOCTH. TpEeHyTHO
Bonehe teopuje nmonyt T (Integrated Information Theory) okpenysie Cy ce MaHIICUXHU3MY, 1a
YaK H T3B. ,,MUCTEPHjaHU3MY ", y3 OnarocioB Yanmepca, 0K JIpyre XUIore3e, Kao Ha MpuMep
oHe koje cy u3Henu HayuHurm Kpuk (F. Crick) u Kox (C. Koch), unu Ilenpoy3 (R. Penrose),
HUCY HaWIIe Ha JIOBOJHHO INIUPOKY peneniujy. Ho, Moxma cam mpobsiem HHje Haj0oJbe
MOCTaBJbEH. YMECTO Jia CBECT MOCMATpPaMo Kao CBOjCTBO CIIOKEHUX OMOJIOIIKHUX CTPYKTYpa,
Ous10 OM Pa3NoKHO Ja MPBO 00jaCHUMO Mpeia3ak of HeKUBE Ka KMBOj MaTe€puju, OJHOCHO,
MEXaHU3aM Ha OCHOBY KOjeI' C€ HEOpPraHCKa Marepuja camMOOpraHusyje, ma OM CMO Ha Taj
HAYMH CTEKJIM ¥ O0JbU yBH] Y MEXaHHM3ME CBECTU. Y TOM CMHCIY, IpodieM abuorenese u
npoOieM MCKyCcTBa MPBOT JIMIA, Tj. CyOjeKTHBHOT MJICHTUTETA, MOKa3yjy HaM Ce Kao BeoMma
Omucku. HeomxonmHo je, maknie, U3rpaguTd ,,MOCT n3Mel)y OHONOIIKUX TEOopHja O MOPEKITY
JKHBOT CBeTa, Kakee cy nauiupany Onaput (A. Omapun) u Xanzaeju (J. B. S. Haldane), o61ba
SKCIIEPUMEHTAJHUX Pe3yJTara KOjUM PaclosiaXy OMoXemHja M MOJeKyJdapHa OHOIorHja C
jeAHe cTpaHe, U CaBpeMEHHX IICHXOJIOIIKUX UCTpaKuBama ¢ apyre crpane. [lpumepa paau,
ncuxoananutudap biaanko (I. M. Blanco), ®pojnoB ciendenuk, umajyhu mpe csera y BUIy
otkpuha MofepHe (pusuKe, MojaM HECBECHOT JOBOAM y BE3y ca CTPYKTYypaIHOM CHMETPH)OM,
WM TIPUPOJIOM HCTOT, JIOK T0jaM CBECHOT JOBOAM y BE3y Ca aCHMETPHjOM, Tj. CIIOHTAaHUM
HapylaBamkbeM CHMETpHje, IITO MPEeMa HEeroBOM MHIIUBEHY OATOBApa MPUPOAN Pa3IuIUTOL.
Bynyhu na ,nmpuponmanm™ cnabuje Bianajy MCUXONOTHjOM, a (QHUI030pH M IICHXOJO03U
HEIOBOJHPHO TO3HAjy MPHUPOAHE HayKe, OMJ0 OM BeoMma 3HauajHO yCIIOCTABUTH MHTEH3MBAaH
arjanor u3Mel)y oBux oOnmacTu. YKOJIMKO OMCMO yCHeldW Ja OTKpHjeMo OapeM jenHy
Kopenanujy uzmely cTpykType MaTepuje U CTPyKType MCHXe, MOTIIM OMCMO ce HajaTH 00JbeM
pasyMeBamy MPUPOJE MEHTAHHX IPOIeca, Ma ¥ €BEHTYAJIHOj alIMKAIMji TaKBOT MoJela
Ha moJby MeauuuHe. PemaBame mpobnema cBecTH HM3HCKYje, 3alpaBo, ,,BElHKY CHHTE3Y™
MOJIEKyJIapHe Ouoinoruje, ouoxemuje, pusuke, rncuxonoruje u Gunozoduje, rae Ou yrnpaBo
¢unozoduja ogurpana nosesyjyhy ynory.
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THE PROBLEM OF CONSCIOUSNESS:
INTERDISCIPLINARY PERSPECTIVE

In the second half, and particularly at the end of the 20™ century, there were significant
shifts in the understanding of subjective experience - solving the problem of consciousness
was focused on the quest for a neural (physical) correlate of mental processes. However,
since the influential philosopher D. Chalmers called the problem of consciousness a “hard
problem” around 25 years ago, and a couple of years ago a “meta-problem”, we did not
have an opportunity to see a sufficiently convincing explanation of the complex relationship
between physical and mental phenomena, or mental causality. Currently, the leading theories
such as T (Integrated Information Theory) have turned to panpsychism, and even the so-
called “mysteryanism”, with Chalmers’ blessing, while other hypotheses, such as those put
forward by the scientists F. Crick and C. Koch, or R. Penrose, have not found a sufficiently
wide reception. But, perhaps the problem itself is not formulated in the best possible manner.
Instead of looking at consciousness as a property of complex biological structures, it would be
reasonable to first explain the transition from inanimate to living matter, that is, the mechanism
by which inorganic matter self-organizes, and thus gain better insight into the mechanisms
of consciousness. In that sense, the problem of abiogenesis and the problem of first-person
experience, ie. subjective identity, appear to be very closely related. It is necessary, therefore,
to build a “bridge” between biological theories of the origin of the living world, such as those
initiated by A. Oparin and J. B. S. Haldane, the abundance of experimental results available in
biochemistry and molecular biology on the one hand, and modern psychological research on
the other hand. For example, the psychoanalyst I. M. Blanco, a follower of S. Freud, having in
mind primarily the discoveries of modern physics, relates the notion of the unconscious to the
structural symmetry, or the nature of the same, and the notion of the conscious to asymmetry,
ie. spontaneous symmetry breaking, which in his opinion corresponds to the nature of the
different. Since the “naturalists” have a weaker interest in psychology, and philosophers and
psychologists do not know enough about the natural sciences, it would be very important to
establish an intensive dialogue between these research areas. If we could discover at least one
correlation between the structure of matter and the structure of psyche, we could hope for a
better understanding of the nature of mental processes, and even the possible application of
such a model within the field of medicine. Solving the problem of consciousness requires,
in fact, the “Great synthesis” of molecular biology, biochemistry, physics, psychology and
philosophy, where philosophy would play an interconnecting role.
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NOJAM EMEPTFEHUMIE Y DUNTO30DUIU BUONOTUIJE:
OPYITA4YUIE PASYMEBAKE XKUBUX CUCTEMA

YoOuuajeHo pa3yMeBame MOjMa SMEpIeHIIMje je Jla OHa IMPEJICTaB/ba MHXCPEHTHY
npupoay oapeheHnx KOMIUIEKCHUX CHCTeMa TJie LeIHHa caJpKu 0cOOMHE KOje He Hala3uMO
y TPOCTOM CKYITy HGHUX IOjeIMHaYyHKX JenoBa. /lpyrauuje peyeHo, eMepreHTHOM Ou ce
Ha3Bajla OHA IIeJIMHA KOJ Koje, mojiazehu jeIMHO OJ] ’EeHUX CACTAaBHUX JIEIOBA U IMpaBUIIa
(YHKLIMOHHUCAKA, HICMOY CTamby a (pe)KOHCTPYHUILEMO, TPAKTUYHO My CMHUCITY 00jalllbeba,
BEHY KOMIUIEKCHOCT. OBako JeuHUCAHy eMepreHHjy Ha3uBaMO EIHCTEMOJIOIIKOM, jep
npezcTaBba eMUCTEMONIOIKN M3a30B ONHMCHBAaba M U3padyHaBama Oyayher KOMILIEKCHOT
MOHAaIlIakha KOje je TEIIKO, ajdu He W Hemoryhe mnpensuietu. HheHW KOHBEHIMOHAIHO
npuxBaheHn TpUMepH Cy MOJICNIN 32 PENpe3eHTOBAE TEHETHUYKHX PEryJaTOPHUX Mpexka
(random Boolean networks), v KOJIOHH]CKM UHCEKTH. Y HyTap aHAIM3e OMOJIOIIKKX CUCTEMA U
eBoiynuje Ouocdepe, HEOMXOHO je U JTy0Jbe, CI0KESHU]E pa3yMeBambhe IPUMEpa eMepPIeHITUje
KOjy OBJIC Ha3MBaMO OHTOJIOMIKOM. OHTOJIONIKY EMEPreHIN]y Je(hUHHUIIEMO KA0 OJUIUKY: a)
oapeheHe BpcTe cucTeMa Jia Cy, He caMo MPaKTHYHO, Beh 1 NPUHLIUIN]ETHO, HEMTPEABUIUBH U
HENOHOBJBUBH (nonergodic), u 0) IETOKYITHE KOCMOJIOIIKE €BOIYIUjE KOja ce 0JIBHja HA TaKaB
HAYMH J1a CBaKH cliefichu HUBO ocTojama (0Haj KOjU YjeHO IpeicTaBiba U (pa3Hu mpesa3 y TOM
KOHTEKCTY, Kao ILTO je CTBapamke HOBE OMOJIOLIKE BPCTE U/HIIM OTBOPEHE €KOJIOIIKE HUILE),
KapaKTepHIly HOBE 3aKOHHTOCTH (YHKIHOHHCamka (HOBa TEPMOJUHAMHUYKA [TPABUIIA), TAKBE
Jla ce He MOT'Y HU HAUYEJHO Pa3syMETH IyKOM PEeIyKIMOHUCTHYKOM YHNOTpeOOM (DU3HMYKHX U
XEMH]jCKHX 3aKOHA, 0apeM He OHMX Koje JJaHac umMamo. OHTOJIOIIKA eMEPIeHIINja je paiKaIHa
y TOM CMHCITY JIa HA Y IPUHIIMITY HE MOYKEMO JIa MpeIBUANMO cBa Oyayha crama Ouocdepe: kao
YKYITHOCT TOTEHIUjAIHUX aKTyalln3allija, HUTH Ka0 YKYIMHOCT OCTBApUBOT — OJIHOCHO, Kao
OHO IITO MOXE JIa CE IOTOJM M OHO IITO he ce JOroAuTH. ApryMeHTallja y MpUIoT paJluKaiHe
eMepreHIrje He CMe Ja Ce CXBAaTH M MIOMCTOBETH Ca EKCINIAHATOPHUM HUXHMIITM3MOM, 3aTO LITO
E€MEpreHTHE CHUCTEME MOKEMO J1a MOJEIUPaMO U TaKBM MOJENH pachonaxy oxpeheHom —
Majia orpaHudeHoM — Mohu npeukije. Takohe, muTame cTeneHa eproAuyHOCTH OHOJIOIIKIX
cucTeMa, KajJa je KOHTEKCT LieJie BACHOHE Y UTamby, HEPAaCKUIUBO je MMOBE3aHO Ca MUTAhEM
€BOJIYL[IOHE KOHBEpreHIuje cnpaM KoHTureHunuje. CynpoTHO OJ CTaBa Jja HUCMO y CTamby
Jla TOTITYHO Pa3yMEMO KHUBE CUCTEME 3aTO IITO CY PAJUKATHO €MEPIeHTHH, Hallla aHalln3a
MMa 3a Wb Ja HCTaKHe MOoTpeOy 3a HOBUM U IPYyTavrjuM METO[aMa UCTPaXKUBaba U HAUMHA
BUXO0BE yrnoTpede, 1a OMcMo ce IpUOIIKIIIN 00JBbUM U MOTITYHUjUM 00jallllbelhbMa )KUBOTA
Ka0 KOCMOJIOHIKOT (peHOMEHa KOjH je paAuKaIHO eMepreHTaH. JJuckycujy o Tome 1a 1 HaM
j€ KOHIIENT pajJyKIaHe eMEpPreHIlMje HeOomxoJaH y Ouoyoruju 0OasupahemMo Ha mopammuma
eKCIIepUMEeHaTa M CUMYJIallija O MOPEKITy )KUBOTa. Ham 1k je 1a aHaimM30M mojiaTaka Koje
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HaM OTKpHUBajy TEOpHje O MOPEKIly XHMBOTA, U AHAJM30M IOjMa paguKalHe eMepreHiuje,
YYECTBYjEMO Yy, Makap 1 MaJIMM KopaluMma, Kpeupamwy HOBe napaaurme 3a ouosorujy. Taksa
napaaurmMa he MmoTeHUMjamHO OTBOPUTH YT Ka APyraudjuM OONMIMMa MHTETpaluje CBUX
HayYHUX JUCLUIUIMHA KOje yUYeCTBYjy y HCTpaKuBamy Ouocdepe, pasymMeBamby HAaCTaHKa
KHMBOTA U NpeIBuhambuMa MOIyhHOCTH W HaYMHA 3a OTNICTAHAK HA HAIIO] MJIaHETH.

THE NOTION OF EMERGENCE IN PHILOSOPHY OF BIOLOGY:
A DIFFERENT UNDERSTANDING OF LIVING SYSTEMS

The most common understanding of the notion of emergence is that it represents the
inherent feature of particular complex systems where the whole contains properties that we
do not find in a simple set of its separate parts. In other words, an emergent whole would be
the one in which, starting only from its constituent parts and rules of its functioning, we are
not able to (re)construct, in a practical sense or terms of explanation, its complexity. We call
this kind of emergence epistemological, because it represents an epistemological challenge
of describing and calculating future complex behavior that is difficult, but not impossible to
predict. Its conventionally accepted examples are models for representing genetic regulatory
networks (random Boolean networks), and colonial insects. Within the analysis of biological
systems and the evolution of the biosphere, a profound, more sophisticated understanding of
the examples of emergencies is necessary. This kind of emergence we call ontological and
define it as a feature of: a) certain types of systems that are, not only practically, but also
in principle, unpredictable and unprestatable (nonergodic), and b) the entire cosmological
evolution taking place in such a way that each subsequent level of existence (the one that, at
the same time, represents a phase transition in that context, such as the formation of a new
biological species and/or open ecological niche) is characterized by new laws of functioning
(new thermodynamic regulations), such that they cannot be understood in principle by the
mere reductionist use of physical and chemical laws, at least not the ones we have today.
Ontological emergence is radical, because we, in principle, cannot predict all future states
of the biosphere: as the totality of potential actualizations, nor as to the wholeness of the
achievable - that is, as what can happen and what will happen. The argument favoring radical
emergence must not be understood and equated with explanatory nihilism, because we can
model an emergent system, and such models have certain - albeit limited - predictive powers.
Further, the question of the ergodicity degree of biological systems, when the context of
the whole universe is in question, is inextricably linked with the problem of evolutionary
convergence versus contingency. Contrary to the view that we are unable to understand living
systems fully because they are radically emergent, our analysis aims to highlight the need
for new and different research methods to approach better and more complete explanations
of life as a cosmological phenomenon that is radically emergent. The discussion of whether
the concept of radical emergence is necessary for biology, we base on experimental data and
simulations on the origin of life. Our goal is to participate, even in small steps, in creating a
new paradigm for biology, analyzing the latest data on the origin of life and the concept of



radical emergence. Such a paradigm will potentially pave the way for qualitatively different
forms of integration of all scientific disciplines involved in biosphere research, understanding
the origin of life, and predicting possibilities and ways to survive on our planet.

Buwra KHexkesuh | Visnja KneZevi¢
Huciauiayia 3a gunoszogujy @unozopcru paxynieni Ynusepsuiieii y Beoepady
Institute for Philosophy Faculty of Philosophy Belgrade University

YTUUA) MEOUUUHE HA AHTUYKY TPYKY ®UJTI030DUJY:
CNIYHAJ NNATOH

Y aHTHYKOM rPYKOM MHIIIbEHY, PHII030(H]ja U HayKa Cy Ol CAMHUX IOYeTaKa OHiie yCKO
MoBe3aHe. 3anpaBo, Y jeJJHOM CMHUCITy MOIVIO OU ce Ka3aTH Ja je aHTh4Ka rpuka (uio3oduja
M 3amouelsia Kao KPUTHYKH OTKJIOH O]l XOMEPOBCKOT MECHUIITBA Ka HCTHHUTOM O0jalllibeHy
npupojie — o0jalIkbemby Koje je, MaJia YBEK MPOKETO U PEIMTHO3HUM aclleKTHMa, y OUTH HITaK
Ouio Ommke Haynu Hero noesuju. OTyaa HUMAalo He YyAd HITO Cy PaHu Tpuku Guino3opu
(Tanec, [Murtaropa uta.) Owim yjenHo W npBu rpuku Hayunuim. OJ Taja ma Hajalbe, Tpuka
¢unosoduja u Hayka passujahe ce y mehyonHocy u taj TpeH 3aapkahe ce kao JOMHUHAHTAH
CBe JI0 TI0jaBe XpUIIhaHCTBa, Kajia he ynory Hayke cMEHUTH OOTOCIOBIbE.

VYTHuuaj aHTHYKe Tpuke Hayke Ha (uiao3odcko MHUILBEHE A00pO je BUAJBUB Y
ciyuajy Ilnarona. Hayka o k0joj je peu cBakako je MareMaTHKa, Koja je 3HauajHO JeioBaia
Ha apTukyiauujy [lnaToHOBe MeTomosoruje y Aujano3uma Cpeamer nepruoaa, KOCMOJIOTHje
y IWjaso3uMa MO3HOT Meproa, Ma YaK U JSTUMUYHO OHTOJIOTHj€ HEerOBOT HajIIO3HM]ET, T3B.
HEHAIMMUCAaHOT yuema (dypapa 60ypota). Takolhe, mpBy KpUTHUKY pediieKcH]jy HayKe Hala3uMo
omet kox [Inarona, y /[porcasu, y x0joj oH, ontupajyhu 3a Gpuno30¢pcKku METo, HCTOBPEMEHO,
Mehytum, aje u npBy (unozodujy HayKe y aHTHULH.

Ho ocum maremaruke, jolr je/lHa HayKa yTHIIaja je HA apTUKyJIaujy Qrio30]cekux
uzaeja oBor muciuona. Ped je o xunokparckoj meauuunu. Ctyauje koje ce 0aBe mpoydaBambeM
TOT yTHIIaja U3y3eTHO Cy MAJIOOpOjHE U He padyHajyhu map u3y3eraka, yrilaBHOM Cy HOBHjeT
naryma. CHCTEeMCKUX CTy[AHja jOII YBEK HeMa. Y TOM CMHCIY, Yy OBOM pajay HCTPaxyjem
yIpaBo YTHIAj XUITOKPATCKUX upaeja Ha [lmaroHa,  TO mpe cBera Ha HEroB IO3HM JIUjajior
Tumaj. Xumotesa Kojy 3acTynam jecTe Ja je MeIWIMHA jelHAKO BaKHA Ka0 MaTeMaTHKa 3a
peneBanTHe mojMoBe 7umaja. To HACTOJUM Ja TMTOKaXeM YIOpeaHoM aHaiau3oM [lnaroHoBuX
mojMoBa JUVOUS (MoryhHOCT; KBajuTeT) W Ydpo (MPOCTOp) Yy CBETIAY XHIIOKPATCKE
KOHIIeNIje OVVOpIG-a Uy CBETITy XUIOKparcke ruaekonoruje. [Tokasahe ce nma ce oBa 1sa
M3Y3€THO OICKypHa TMojMa u3 Tumaja Ha OBaj HAYMH MOTY NMPUOIMKUTH ¥ YIHMHUTH JaJIeKO
jacHWjuM, TO OM Tpedayio Ja OTBOPU MPOCTOp 3a Oyayhe cucTeMaTHYHUje UCTPaKUBAHE
yTHUIIaja aHTHYKE MEANIMHCKE Hayke Ha [laroHOBY Mucao.
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THE INFLUENCE OF MEDICINE ON ANCIENT GREEK PHILOSOPHY:
THE CASE-STUDY OF PLATO

One could say that, from the very beginning, philosophy and science were closely
interconnected in ancient Greek thought. Ancient Greek philosophy, in fact, represents a critical
departure from Homeric poetry towards a more accurate explanation of nature. The early
philosophical explanations did include some religious elements but still they were essentially
closer to science. Thus, it is not at all surprising that the early Greek philosophers (Thales,
Pythagoras, etc.) are also the first ancient Greek scientists. From then on, Greek philosophy
and science develop in interaction. This will remain a dominant trait of their development until
the emergence of Christianity, when the role of science will be replaced by theology.

One could particularly well observe the former interaction in the case of Plato. The
science that influenced Plato is certainly mathematics, and the influence is evident in the
following fields: 1) Plato’s methodology (the Meno), 2) cosmology (the Timaeus), and even
3) the ontology of the so-called unwritten doctrines (dypapa d6yuata). What is more, one
finds in Plato the first critical evaluation of scientific method and thought: in the Republic,
he differentiates the mathematical method from the philosophical one, and while he indeed
choses the latter as “the one true method,” Plato delivers at the same time the first actual
philosophy of science in Antiquity.

Nevertheless, the scientific influence on Plato does not end with mathematics. Another
science had great impact on his philosophical ideas, i.e., the Hippocratic medicine. This topic
has been rarely and scantly researched by the contemporary scholars, who are predominantly
interested in the interconnection between the Hippocratic and the Pythagorean thought. In
this paper, however, | shall analyze precisely the influence of Hippocratic ideas on Plato. My
focus will be particularly the late cosmology of the 7imaeus. 1 hold that the ancient Greek
medicine is as important as mathematics for the relevant notions of the Timaeus and I shall
intent to prove my point by delivering a comparative analysis of Plato’s notions of dvvapug
(quality) and yodpa (space) in the light of the relevant Hippocratic notions. Particularly, I shall
intent to show that the notoriously obscure Platonic concept of space can be accessed through
the Hippocratic gynecology and embryology. I hope that the analysis I proved will open some
space for a more systemic research into the influence of the ancient medical science on Plato’s
thought in the future.
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®UN1030PUJA BUBEHHA HEBUOJBUBOT: LIPHE PYNE

ABaHTapJHa Hayka IocMarpa OHO IITO je HEBHIJBMBO U OCIIMKAaBa HE3aMHCIIHBO.
Benuka Hayuna xomaOoparuja Xopusoniu doeahaja (X/[) HanpaBuia je MPBY CIUKY CEHKE
CylepMacHMBHE LpHE pyme, BeK HAaKOH INTo cy AjumrajH u IIBapummy ycrmocraBuin
TEOpHUjCKe OCHOBE I[PHUX pyma. PasymeBame eKCcTpaBaraHTHHX JI€Tajba OBOT UCTOPHjCKOT X /1
HayYHOT [TOCMaTparma MOJCTHYE HAC Jia Pa3MHUIIJBaMO O I[PHUM pyliaMa Ha HOBU Ha4YMH, Kao
0 cTaHAapAy 3a MHTepakiujy usmMel)y dusuke u punoszoduje.

Lpre pyne cy HajKOMIAKTHHjH M HAjeKCTPEMHHUJU  OOjeKTH Koje TMO3HajeMo
y cBemupy. Cmarpa ce Jla cy OHE y CBEMHPY KJby4yHE 3a HACTAHAK IIUPOKOT CIIEKTpPa
HajCTPaxoBUTHjHUX Jorahaja koje mo3HajemMo, Of JIBOjHUX 3Be3/1a KOje Cy M3y3€THO CjajHe Y
PEHIICHCKOM JIOMEHY 3paveiha a CBE JI0 aKTUBHUX raIAKTHYKUX je3rapa 4uja JIyMHUHO3HOCT
HaJjadaBa JyYMHHO3HOCT Iielie Tanakcuje. GU3ndKu nporecH y ONM3WHA [IPHAX PyTIa HACTA]y
Y PSKUMY EKCTPEMHE IPABUTAIIMjE TEOPH]je OIITE PEIATUBHOCTH. Y TAKBUM YCIIOBHMA HaIIe
penpesenTanyje GU3NIKUX 3aKOHA, MPOCTOPa W BPEMEHa JOCEKY CBOje T'paHUIle, U3 KOjuX
MPUPOJHO TpoucTudy ¢uo3zodceka mutama. OBre heMo TUCKYTOBaTH O HEKMM KJbYYHUM
yiorama Koje IpHe pyIie UMajy y CBeMUpy M HeKHM (prii030()CKUM MUTAmHMa MPOCTOpa U
BpEMEHA KOje MPOU3WIIA3e U3 HHUXOBUX HCTPAXKHBAKA, Y3 OCBPT HA HAyYyHE apryMEHTE KOjU
Wy y IPHUIOT €TEPHUCTUYKOT CXBATAMbA.

PHILOSOPHY OF SEEING THE UNSEEN: BLACK HOLES

The avant-garde science is seeing what could not be seen and imagining the
unimaginable. The Event Horizon Collaboration (EHC) achieved the first image of a shadow
of the supermassive black hole, a century after black hole’s theoretical foundation by Einstein
and Schwarzschild. Understanding the extravagant details of this renowned EHC observation
has inspired us to think about black holes in a new way, as touchstones for physics and
philosophy.

Black holes are the most compact and extreme objects known in the Universe. They
seem to be crucial in the Universe, powering a wide variety of violent events, from X-ray
binaries to active galactic nuclei. Physical processes in the vicinity of black holes arise in
a regime of the extremely intense gravitational field. Under such conditions, our portrayal
of physical laws, space and time reaches its limits in these objects. In such a situation,
philosophical issues naturally arise. Here we will discuss some key role black holes have
in the Universe and some philosophical questions on space and time that arise from their
research, with reference to scientific arguments that support the eternalism.
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ANXEMWIA KAO NAPALUIMA U ®A3A Y PA3BOJY
MOZEPHE HAYKE

TenaeHMja 1a ce Ha ajnXeMHjy IieAa MCK/bYYMBO Kao Ha mpeBasuheny dasy y
pas3Bojy xemuje Beh 1ye Bpeme TpIU KPUTHKE CaBPEMEHUX UCTOpuYapa u Guiio3oda Hayke,
KOjU TakBy Te3y BHJE Ka0 HCYBHIIE IOjeJHOCTABIbCHY, PEAYKIIMOHUCTHYKY U auCTOPHYHY.
[Ipobsiem je y ToMe IITO MOCMATpame allXeMHUje MCKJBYYMBO KpO3 MpoOieM JeMapkaiiuje,
OJIHOCHO PAa3JIMKOBakbha IMCEYJIOHAYYHOT U HAYyYHOT 3HAHa, MOXKE TOBECTU 10 HEIPaBEIHOT
onbalyBama WM 3aHEMapHBama cariefaBamba 3Hayaja M YJIore aJixeMHje Kpo3 pa3induTe
HCTOPH]jCKE KOHTEKCTe. Y onpel)eHrM KOHTeKCTHMA aJIXeMUja je TIPeJICTaB/balla jeIHy Off FpaHa
npupojHe rio3oduje, mapagurmy y Kojoj cy jAeiiaie Heke off KJbydyHUX (pUrypa y HaCTaHKy
MoziepHe Hayke, nonyT Vcaka tbyTHa, a He caMo POTOHAYKY Y 00J1aKy MHUCTHIIM3MA HTI.

byTH je y cBOjuM AenuMa M UCTpaKHMBambUMa MOJIa3u0 MPUMAPHO U3 UICATUCTUYKE
OJIHOCHO aJIXxeMHjecke mapaaurme. Hamepa mor usnarama je ja Kpo3 (OrpaHHYeHe) yBUIC
y pan Hcaka IbyTHa McTpaku MOTEHIMjAIHE SMUCTEMOJIOIKE ,,IIPEJHOCTH alIXeMHje Kao
napagirmMe y KOHTEKCTy Hay4HOT paja, y OJHOCY Ha MeXaHW4Ky (uio30odujy Tor neprona.
VY XepMEHEyTHYKOM CMHCIy MOXKE OUTH IUIOJHO Carie[]aTH CMUCTEMOJIONIKY KOPHUCHOCT
eleMeHaTa TaIallbe alIXeMHjCKe apaurmMe y KOHTEKCTY IIPOMEHa Koje Cy y MOJICPHY HayuHY
napajnrMy yIie 3aXBajbyjyhu HCTpaXKHUBAmbUMA U3 PA3TMYUTHX HAyYHUX 00JIACTH, KO IITO
je mukpoduzuka Hrp. (bamap).

ALCHEMY AS A PARADIGM AND A PHASE
IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF MODERN SCIENCE

Tendency to view alchemy only as an obsolete phase in the development of chemistry
has been criticized for some time by contemporary historians and philosophers of science, who
view such thesis as one that is too simplified, reductionist and ahistorical. The problem is that
examining alchemy only through problem of demarcation, i. e. distinguish between pseudo-
scientific and scientific knowledge, could lead to unjust rejection or neglect in perceiving
of importance and role the alchemy had in different historical contexts. In certain contexts
alchemy was not only a protoscience in the cloud of mysticism, but one of the branches of
natural philosophy, paradigm in which some of the key figures in the creation of modern
science were operating, such as Isaac Newton.



In his research and works Newton primarily started from idealistic, that is alchemist
paradigm. The intention of my presentation is to, through limited insight in the work of Issac
Newton, research potential epistemological “advantages” of alchemy as paradigm in the
context of scientific work, in relation to mechanical philosophy of that period. In hermeneutical
sense it could be fruitful to observe epistemological usefulness of alchemy paradigm of that
time in the context of changes that entered modern scientific paradigm due to research in
different scientific fields, such as microphysics. (Bachelard)

Huna KyneHosuh | Nina Kulenovi¢
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OA TN JE COUNOKYNTYPHA AHTPONOJIOTUJA HAYKA?
OoAroBoP CA CTAHOBULLUTA (HAYYHOT) OBJAWLUHEHA Y
COUUOKYNITYPHOJ AHTPOMOJIOTUIUN

[Iurame ma U je aHTPOTIOJIOTHja HayKa WU je OHA TMakK (Z1a TOMEHEMO caMo HEKE Off
pacmonokuBUX MOTYhHOCTH) yMeTHOCT, ymehe, anar 3a iabaBbeHmhe €THOCTTMCTEMOIIOIIKIX
cTera, KOMITApaTHBHO COYMBO 3a carjieflaBarbeé aJTepPHATHBA COTNICTBEHOM HAdWHY >KHBOTA,
opyhe 3a KynTypHY KPUTHKY CONICTBEHOT JIPYIITBA, MTUTAKE j€ KOje, y OpOjHNM HHKapHaIjaMa
Y C Pa3IMYUTHM CTETICHOM Y3aBPEJIOCTH, MPATH CONMOKYITYpHY aHTPOIOJIOTH]Y Ol BpeMeHa
IbCHE aKaJeMCKe WHCTUTyIHOHanm3ardje. OQroBop Ha OBO NMHTAKE 3aBHCH TOHAJIIPE OJ
HCTOPHjCKH TIPOMEHJFUBHUX OJITOBOPA HA MHUTAKE KOjU C€ KPUTEPHjyMH JIeMapKallije HayKe
0]l HEHayKe y3uMajy Kao perneBanTHH. OAroBOp HA MPBO MUTAE 3aBUCH M O OJIrOBOpa Ha, C
MIPETXOIHUM MTUTAHEM BPJIO TECHO MCIIPETUIETEHUM, MMUTAkEM TpeOa JIM OHTOJIONIKH CTaTycC
MojaBa Koje MpoydyaBajy JIPYIITBEHO-XyMaHHCTHYKE HAyKe CMATpaTd MCTOBETHHM CTaTyCy
MojaBa Koje Cy MpenMeT MpoydaBama MPUPOIHUX HayKa M, YKOJIHMKO je OIrOBOp HETaTHBAaH,
J1a JI1 €BEHTYATHO APYTaylji OHTOJIOUIKK CTATyC 3a COOOM HY>KHO TOBJIAYX U METOAOJOIIKY
nrdepeHIjanujy ApymTBeHO-XyMaHUCTHYKUX JTUCIMIUIMHA Y OJHOCY Ha MPUPOTHE HayKe.
Yak u ako je TPeTXOJHH OIrOBOp OApPWYAH, TOCTaBJba ce, MehyTUM, W THUTame Ja JH je
MpeaAMET MPOoyvaBamka CACBUM MPEJICBaHTaH KaJl je ped O HayYHOM KapakTepy IOjenHaYHe
JWCIUTITIHE, WM TIaK KPUTEPHjyMe HAYYHOCTH Tpe Tpebda MOTpaxxuTd y (opMmanuzanuju
MOJUTO’KHOM, aJIeKBaTHO HOPMHPAHOM, HATKOHTEKCTYaJHOM, YHHBEP3aJTHOM W JIOCIEIHO
npuMemeHoM Metony? L{nie oBOr m3narama jecTe /Ja MOMEHYTE MOJIEMHUKE Pa3MOTPU KpoO3
pU3My TOJIEMHKa O aJeKBAaTHOM MOJIEIy HaydHOr o0jalliibera Koje Cy BoljeHe y OKBUPY
COIIMOKYJITYpHE aHTPOIOJIOTHje OJ BpEMEHa IhEHE aKaJeMCKe WHCTUTYIHOHAIU3AIH]e.
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PacmpaBa 0 ajjekBaTHOM MOJIEITy HayYHOT 00jalllieha y COIIMOKYIITYPHO] aHTpoNoioruju Ouhe
rocMarpaHa Kpo3 Mpu3My IIUpe pacrpaBe 0 HAyYHOM KapakTepy IpyIITBEHO-XyMaHUCTHYKHX
HayKa y K0joj ce CylnpOoTCTaBJbajy /B Tpaauiuje koje je ®oH BpukT clIMKoBUTO 03HAYMO Kao
MEXaHULUCTUYKY, ,,[AJINIICJEBCKY" U TEJCONOIIKY, ,,apUCTOTENOBCKY " Tpaguuujy. Ciyxehn
Ce HMCTOPH]CKOM PEKOHCTPYKILMjOM aHTPOIOJIOMIKMX TeOpHja W Merozaa, Ouhe ocBeTibeHa
CTPYKTypa OBE pacipaBe ¥ CHCTEMaTH30BaHN apI'yMEHTH Y IIPUJIOT, C jeTHE CTPaHe, TBP/bHU 1a
Ou aHTpormonoruja Tpedano aa Oyne Hayka Koja MPOU3BOAN HHTEPCYOjEeKTUBHO MPOBEPJHHBO
3Hame, Ipy’kKa o0jalIkbekha MpoyYaBaHuX (eHOMEeHa OroBapajyhu Ha mUTama ,,3aITo, 1aje
npensulhama 1 N3HaIa3M OIIITE 3aKOHE KOjU YIPaBJbajy COLHMOKYITYPHHM JTIOMEHOM U, C JIpyTe
CTpaHe, TBP/H 1a OU aHTpoIoIorja Tpedaito aa Oyae AMCIMIUINHA KOja TeKH KOHTEKCTYaTHO
crieru()UIHOM pa3yMeBarby HIM HHTEPIIPETALNj1 KOji He MOTY IPETEH I0BAaTH Ha YHUBEP3AITHY
BayHOCT. Ha Kkpajy, m3narame he MOHYIUTH €KCTEPHAIMCTUYKO CaIvielaBame CaMe OBE
pacnpaBe ¥ U3HETH TBPIIbY Ja CY U CaMH €KCIUIAHATOPHU MOJIETH KOjH Cy TOKOM HCTOpHje
COIIMOKY/TYpHE aHTPOHOJIOTHje HyheHH Kao OATOBOp HA MUTAME JIa JIM jé aHTPOIOJIOTH]ja
HayKa CBOjCTBO KOHTEKCTa Y KOM MHCIIE, PaJie ¥ CTBApajy CaMH COLMOKYIITYPHH aHTPOIIOIO3H.

IS SOCIOCULTURAL ANTHROPOLOGY A SCIENCE?
AN ANSWER FROM THE STANDPOINT OF (SCIENTIFIC)
EXPLANATION IN SOCIOCULTURAL ANTHROPOLOGY.

The question as to whether anthropology is a science or (to mention but a few
possibilities) an art, a skill, a tool for loosening ethno-epistemological restraints, a
comparative lens for looking at alternatives to one’s own way of life, a tool for the cultural
critique of one’s society, has, in different incarnations and with different degrees of passion,
accompanied sociocultural anthropology since its academic institutionalization. The answer
depends most of all on the historically variable answer to the question as to what criteria for
the demarcation between science and non-science are taken to be relevant. The answer also
depends on the answer to yet another question, closely tied to the previous one. Namely:
should the ontological status of phenomena studied by the social sciences & humanities be
seen as being identical to the status of phenomena studied by the natural sciences and, if the
answer is negative, does a different ontological status necessarily lead to the methodological
differentiation between the social sciences & humanities and the natural sciences? Even if
the answer is negative, the question arises whether the subject of study of any one discipline
is completely irrelevant when it comes to its scientific status, or the criteria for scientificity
should rather be found in formalizable, appropriately standardized, supracontextual, universal
and consistently implemented method. The goal of this paper is to look at this debate from
the perspective of the debates that have been running within sociocultural anthropology
since the time of its academic institutionalization. The debate on the appropriate model of
scientific explanation in sociocultural anthropology will be looked at from the standpoint of
a broader debate on the scientific character of the social sciences & humanities between two



opposing traditions, illustratively described by Von Wright as mechanistic, “Galielean”, and
teleological, “Aristotelian”. Based on a historical reconstruction of anthropological theories
and methods, the paper will shed light on the structure of this debate and systematize the
arguments for two different sets of claims: one, that anthropology should be a science which
generates intersubjectively verifiable knowledge, offers explanations of phenomena under
study by answering the “why” questions, gives predictions and discovers general laws that
govern the sociocultural sphere, and the other, that anthropology should be a discipline
seeking to attain specific understanding or interpretation which cannot lay claim to being
universal. Finally, this paper will take an externalist look at the debate itself and posit that
the explanatory models proposed in the course of the history of sociocultural anthropology
in response to the question whether anthropology is a science are themselves a feature of the
context in which sociocultural anthropologists themselves think and work.

YuBaH Nazoeuh | Zivan Lazovié

Ooemerve 3a unozogujy Qunoszopceku axyrimieni Ynusepsuiteii y beoepady
Philosophy Department Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

CKENTUUU3ZAM Y HAYLIU U DUNTO30PUIN

Kao mro je mo3naro, Hekn (uino3odu Cy CKeNTHUIM3aM KOPHCTHIM Kao METO[
3a cTHLame 3Hama ([ekapr), TOK cy ra Ipyrd 3acTynaid kao (uio3odceko rmieauiiTe
koje mopude Moryhnoct 3Hama (IIupoH). 3a pasznuky on ¢uimosoduje, ckenTuiuzaMm je y
Hayld caMoO METOJ, He W cTaHoBUIUTe. HamMe, HaydHUIM KOPUCTE CKENTHYKE apryMeHTe
Kao0 METOIOJIOMIKO CPEICTBO KPUTHUYKOT MPEUCIHUTHBAKkA KOHKPETHHX CIydajeBa 3Hama.
[okymahy fa Ha HEKOJIMKO MpUMepa MOKaKeM Jia C€ CKENTHYKH apryMeHTH y Guio30huju u
y HayllH HE Pa3jIMKyjy IO CBOjOj JOTUYKO] CTPYKTYPH, HETO [0 TUIIOBUMa MOTYNHX MOTPEIKH
Ha Koje ynyhyjy. Y HacTojamy Aa y3IpMajy Halle LEJTOKYITHO 3Hambe, GHUI030()CKU CKENITHIN
ce 10 MpaBHJIy T031Bajy Ha MOTYNHOCTH MOTpeIIKe KOje HUKAKO He MOXKEMO J1a HCKJbYYUMO,
aJIv 3a KOje HEMaMO HUKaKBe moceOHe pas3iore J1a BepyjeMo J1a cy akryaiau3oBane. Ha apyroj
CTpaHM, CKETITHYKE CyMHbE Y HaylIH TIOAJIEKY HCTHM OHUM 3aXTE€BHUMa KOj€ MOCTaBIbaMo H IPe]
yoOu4ajeHe cazHajHe TBPIE: Kaa M3HOCE CBOjY CyMIbY, HAYYHHIIU HE CaMo Ja CIIeHUHKY]y
Mmoryhe norperuke, Beh ykasyjy U Ha KOHKpETHE pasjiore Ha KojuMa Ta CyMiba IOYHBa.

SKEPTICISM IN SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY

As is well known, some philosophers have used skepticism as a method of acquiring
knowledge (Descartes), while others have advocated it as a philosophical view that denies
the possibility of knowledge (Pyrrhon). Unlike in philosophy, skepticism in science is only a
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method, not a position. Namely, scientists use skeptical arguments as methodological means
of critically re-examining particular instances of knowledge. I will try to show with a few
examples that skeptical arguments in philosophy and science do not differ in their logical
structure, but in the types of error possibilities to which they refer. Aiming to undermine our
knowledge in general, philosophical skeptics usually appeal to the error possibilities which we
can in no way rule out, but which we have no reason to believe have been actualized. On the
other hand, skeptical doubts in science are subject to the same requirements as the ordinary
knowledge claims: in addition to specifying possible mistakes, scientists usually indicate the
reasons on which their suspicion is based.

3opaH Jlyuuh | Zoran Lucié

Maitiemaimiuuxu gaxynitieii Ynueepsuitieini y beoepady
Faculty of Mathematics University of Belgrade

MHOWPEKTAH AOKA3 Y MATEMATULU U DUNT030DUIN

Eykmun ciobomgHo u yecto ynorpedsbaBa MHIUPEKTHY METOAY JOKa3HBarba, OYEB
ox crasa .6 ¢ mouerka npse kwure Enemenara, na cBe 10 10Ka3a TBPAHE O MOCTOjamby MET
MPaBUIHUX MOJIHMEAAPa Ha CaMOM KpPajy TPUHAECTE KibUre. YIoTpeda 0Be METO/E OJ] IPECYAHOT
je 3Hauaja 3a KOHCTPYKUHMjy MPaBUIHOT AOJEKaeapa M 3a J0Ka3 [I0CTOjalba HecaMepJbUBUX
BennunHa. O6a otkpuha npunucyjy ce Ilutaropu. Melhytum, ayTopu nucaHux mnojaraka Koju
Hac 0 ToMe oOaBelTaBajy nonase Oap ner Bekosa nocie [Iurarope, Te ce y moy3naHoCT OBUX
1ojiaTaka MOXKe CyMEbaTH.

Hajcrapuje cauyBaHO IECaHO CBEJOYAHCTBO O YIIOTPEON HHIUPEKTHE METO/IE 013U
n3 [lapmeHnoBa niepa na crora Huje HeMoryhe /1a je MeTona pa3BHjeHa y eJejcKoj IIKOIH 13
norpeda dunozoduje, a He maremaruke. Mnaxk, cynehn npema dopmymanuju crasa VIIIL.14
y kojeM Eykmma nokasyje MparoHATHOCT KBaJpaTHUX KOPEHOBA HEKBAJIpaTHUX OpojeBa,
JI0Ka3 UPAIMOHATHOCTH KBaIpaHOT KOpeHa Opoja /iBa 1ojla3n U3 apUTMETHKE O0ITyTaka Koja
je pa3BHjeHa y HajpaHHjeM IMeproay muraropejctsa. Hema pasnora ga cymMmaMo 11a je OBaj
nokas [luraropun jep nuraropejcka 3aMHTEPECOBAHOCT 332 apUTMETHKY ,,HHje MOIJIa OUTH Y
HOTITYHOCTH JIEJI0 IIKOJIE; Y j€ MOpao 1a MHUIMpPA HEKH BEJIUKH YOBEK, a jeJMHU Ha KOra
MOXKeMo yryTutu 6uo je [luraropa.*

INDIRECT PROOF IN MATHEMATICS AND PHILOSOPHY

Euclid applies the indirect method of proof freely and frequently, starting from the
proposition [.6 at the beginning of Book I of the Elements, till the proof of the existence of
five regular polyhedra at the very end of Book XIII. The use of this method is essential for



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.



BouH Munescku | Voin Milevski

Ooemerve 3a unozoujy Qunoszopceku axynitienni Ynusepsuiiein y beoepady
Philosophy Department Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

LUTA HAYKA U ®U/TI030GUIA MOTY A HAM KAXKY
O MPUPOAM BOJNA?

[aBHU 1IMJB OBOT TIpe/iaBama MpeJICTaBba pa3Marpame ojHoca usmely unozoduje
W HayKe Ha TpUMepy JbYICKOT HCKycTBa Oosia. [Ipema TpamunuoHamHoM (uio3oQckoM
CXBaTamy — KOje ce KapaKTepHILe MOTIYHUM CKJIaI0M ca 3ApaBOPa3yMCKUM H CBAKOJHEBHUM
WHTYHIHjaMa — OOJI CYIITHHCKHM TPEe/ICTaBJba HENpHjaTaH OCEeT KOjU HAC MOTHBHILE Ha
y3muLame npen omrehyjyhum mwmm norenuujanto omrehyjyhum crumynycuma. ¥V cknagy ¢
OBaKBHM CXBaTambeM, TBP/H ce Jja 00J1 Ha OCHOBY TI0JMOBHE HY)KHOCTH IPE/ICTaBIba HEIIPHjaTHO
ucKycTBO. Mnak, 0BO TpaJuIIMOHATHO IIIEAUIITE 030MIBHO je JOBEAICHO Y MUTAE TPUACCETUX
TOIMHA TPOILIOT BeKa, OTKpuheM peTKOr M, y OKBHpPHUMAa BEIUKOI Opoja (Hio30(pCcKux
00J1aCcTH, U3y3€THO 3HAUajHOT CHH]IPOMa, TO3HATOT Kao acuMOoJIrja 3a 00J1. Y TOKY Npe/iaBama,
HamepaBaM Jla TOKa)XeM Ha KOjU HAuWH OBaj CHHIPOM MOXKE Jia Ce€ YKIONU y OCHOBHE
¢uno3opcke TOCTaBKE NEPUENTHBUCTHUKOL, CYOjeKTUBUCTUYKOL, (YHKIHOHATUCTUYKOT
W, TOCIE’BUX TOAMHA CBE TOMYyJIApHHUjer, NMIIEPaTHBUCTHYKOT CXBaTama MPHUpOAE Oona.
[open Tora, jenan aeo npenaBama hy MOCBETUTH aHAIM3U CaBPEMEHHX Jie0ara Koje ce Boje
nzmel)y Hayunuka u Quinozoda y momieay T3B. MOTUBALMOHAIHMCTHYKE TE3€, MPEMa KOjoj
MOTHBALIMOHA CHAara NpeJCcTaBJba MHTPUHCHYHO CBOjCTBO CBUX OonoBa. LleHTpamHu neo
npeaaBama he pasMarpary CynpoTcTaB/beHa TIIANIITA Y MOIIely UCTIPaBHE HHTEPIIpETallHje
HEYPOJIOLIKUX y3poka acuMOomnuje 3a 6on. Haume, nok ce Behuna ¢unozoda cnaxke aa Ham
Jocafallmba HeypoHayyHa UCTpaKMBamba OMOryhaBajy HCIpaBHO pa3yMeEBambe OBUX Y3pOKa,
CKopallimbe Quiio3odceke pacipaBe Cyrepuiny ja CMO jOll yBEK BeoMa JIaJIeKo OJ1 jeJIMHCTBEHE
HHTEpIpeTaluje oBor HeoouuHor cunapoma. [Topex Tora, naxo je 1o HegaBHo BehuHa ayTopa
3acTyrnajna cXBaTame IpeMa KojeM je acuMOoiuja 3a 0011 y CYIITHHU OUCOYUJATUUEHY CAHIPOM
—Tj. CacToju ce y AUCOLUjalltj1 HITH pa3/iBajarby CeH30PHO-ANCKPUMUHATUBHUX U a()eKTHBHO-
MOTHBAIIMOHUX KOMIIOHEHTH 00Ja — M, Yy TOM CMUCITY, TIPEICTaBiba CyuU ceHepuc nopeMehaj
y JbYIICKOM HCKYCTBY Ooisa, cBe Behm Opoj ¢uinozoda TBpau na oBaj CHHApPOM Mpe Tpeda
CXBaTHTU Kao IMOJBPCTY MHOTO OMIITHjer nmopeMehaja, Koju ce, y3 MHOTE JIpYI'e CUHApPOME,
cacroju y aenepcoHanmzanuju. [IpeacraBpame W aHamM3a CBUX OBHUX NMHTarmba MOCTyxkuhe
MH Kao OCHOBa 3a HW3Boheme 3ak/byuka NpeMa KojeM je ogHoc u3Mmel)y HeypoHaydHUX
UCTpaXuBamba U PHUI030CKUX AUCKYCHja O MOjMy 00Jia 3HATHO KOMILJICKCHU]H HETO IITO Ce
0OMYHO TIPETIIOCTAaBIba, Ka0 U JIa je Ped 0 OJHOCY KOjH HUKAKO HUje jeAHocMepaH, Beh ce mpe
cactoju y Mel)ycoOHOM HaJoMmymaBamy U MPOKUMamby OBUX 00JIACTH NCTPaKUBabha Ha IIYTY
710 TIOTITYHH]ET CXBaTamba OBOT MOjMa.
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WHAT CAN SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY TELL US ABOUT THE
NATURE OF PAIN?

This lecture discusses the relationship between philosophy and science by focusing
on human pain experience. According to the traditional philosophical view — which concords
with our commonsensical intuitions — pain is essentially an unpleasant sensation that motivates
us to react to damaging or potentially damaging stimuli. This traditional view faced a serious
challenge in the 1930s, with the discovery of a rare dissociative syndrome, known as pain
asymbolia. During the course of the lecture, I will present the immense difficulties that this
syndrome poses for the conceptual framework of the perceptivist, subjectivist, functionalist,
and imperative theory of pain. In addition, one part of the lecture will be dedicated to the
contemporary debate between scientists and philosophers about the so-called motivationalist
thesis, according to which motivational force is an intrinsic property of all pains. The central
part of the lecture will discuss opposing views on what is the correct interpretation of the
underlying neural structures of pain asymbolia. Namely, whereas most (although not all)
philosophers agree that neuroscientific research provides us with sufficient data to properly
understand and assess the neurological causes of pain asymbolia, recent philosophical
discussions strongly suggest that we are still quite far from a univocal interpretation of this
unusual syndrome. Furthermore, although most authors endorse the view according to which
pain asymbolia is essentially a dissociative syndrome — i.e. that it is essentially characterized
by the complete dissociation of the sensory dimension of pain from its affective components
— and that it represents a sui generis deficit of human pain experience, a growing number of
philosophers argues that this syndrome should be understood as a species of depersonalization
disorder; i.e. it is claimed that asymbolics have lost a general capacity to care about their bodily
integrity. The overall conclusion of the lecture is that the relationship between neuroscientific
and philosophical research of the concept of pain is much more complex than is typically
assumed, and that it is by no means one-sided, but rather that these research areas are closely
interconnected on their path to a better understanding of this perplexing concept.

MumsaHa Munojesuh | Miljana Milojevi¢

Ooemerve 3a ghunozoujy Qunoszopcku axynimeini Ynusepsuiiein y beoepady
Philosophy Department Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

®UN030PUIA, KOTHUTUBHA HAYKA, TEXHOJIOTUIA U NMPABO

Y oBOM H3Naramy KEIIUM Ja ITPEACTaBUM jeIaH UCTPAKUBAYKH IPOjEKaT KOjU TTOBE3Yje
(buno30dgujy, KOTHUTHBHY HAyKy M TIpaBo. Taj mpojekar je MOTUBHCAH jeTHUM OpojeM TIPaBHUX



NHUTamkba Koja ce THYy XMOPUIHHUX U BEIITAaYKHX areHaTa, a KOPUCTH Pe3ylTare eMITUpPHUjCKH
nHpopmucane punozoduje Kako Ou MPYKUO OATOBOPE HA HUX.

Havime, TEXHOJIONITKY HAITPEAAK Y POOOTHUIIN M NCTPAXKUBAY BEIITAYKE HHTEITUTCHIIN]E,
Kao W CBe ydecTalija yrnorpeda TelecHe W KOTHUTHBHE MPOCTETHKE, TIOCTOjaHO 3aMaribyjy
rpaHMIle HAIIMX Teja W, Kako he ce apryMeHTHCaTH, Haller nepconanutera. CBelonu cMo
cBe Behe u yemrhe nHTErpaIyje ONOIOMIKAX OpraHu3ama U apredakara 1 MOKEMO CJI000IHO
pehu na cy xubpumne ocobe Beh mehy nama. C nmpyre cTpane, Beluke KOIMYUHE ITOJIaTaKa
Y CBe HampeaHuja WHPPACTPyKTypa padyHapcTBa y o0Omaky omoryhaBajy KOHCTPYKIIHjy CBe
CHOCOOHMjUX W MOTEHTHUjUX HEYPATHUX MPEKa, IIITO HaM MPYKa OTPaB/Iamke 3a BEPOBakE Ja
hemo y 6mmckoj OymyhHOCTH ONTH cBefoIn pol)erha MOTITYHO BEMITaYKUX IPAaBHUX CyOjeKara.
TakaB HayYHM W TEXHOJONIKHM Hampenak paha n Hu3 Gmio30(CKH U MPaBHO peIeBaHTHUX
niTama: Jla v 1 Mo KojuM ycIIoBUMa Tpeda J1a TpeTupamo omTeheme BHCOKO HHTETPHUCAHOT
BEIIITAYKOT TTOMaraja Kao JUYHA Hamax?, Moske i jegHa ocoba ma mocenyje XapaBep Koju
AMITIEMEHTHPA APYTY 0co0y?; [la i cy BemTauke 0co0e BUIIETPYKO pean3adwIHe, MOTY JIH
ce YMHO)KaBaTH U Kako Tpeda perynucaru TakBy MOTYhHOCT?; UT/.

Jenan HauMH Ja ce TakBa MUTama CHCTEMATCKU 00yxBare OMO OU MyTeM U3rpajiibe
MOJMOBHOT OKBHUPA, TAKBOT KOji OW MIOYMBAO HA ONPABIAHOM U KOXEPEHTHOM CKYITYy TBPAU
KOje HEIBOCMHUCIICHO ACHUHUINY MPUPOAY W (PU3NUKE TpaHUIlEe cybjexara peleBaHTHUX
npasa u obaesa. Jlako ce MOXKe IOMHUCIHTH Jia Cy TeMeJbU TaKBOT OKBUpA MPHUCYTHHU y Beh
noctojehinM hpro30pCKUM U ETUIKUM TeOpUjaMa 0coda U MopaiHuX cyOjekara. Mnak, BehuHa
nocTojehinx TeopHja ce UCKIbYUIHBO ycpeacpelyje 010 Ha OHOJIONIKY HHIMBUIYAIH]y 0c00a,
Koja MITUTH BUXOBa Tella M (QoKycupa ce Ha Jbyacka Omha, OMII0 HA FHHXOBO IMCHXOJIONIKO
onpeheme, Koje je yCMEepEeHO Ha LEeTPaliHO Mpoliecupame HH(pOpMaIja U Koje 3aHeMapyje
YTCIIOBJbCHE 0c00a. JIOK NpBH CKyIl TEOpHja YCIEIIHO IITUTH JIMYHA IIpaBa JbYJACKUX
cyOjekara, 300r yera ux mnpedepupa MO3UTHBHO MPABO, OH HCTOBPEMEHO Y MOTIYHOCTH
UCKJbYUyje MoryhHoCT Bemradkux ocoda. C apyre crpane, Apyry MPUCTYI je O1aroHaKIIoOH Ka
Hajpa3InIUTHje PeaTU30BaHUM CY0jeKTHMA, aJld My HEJ0CTa]y CPEICTBA KOJUM OH 3aIlTUTHO
TeJjla CBOjUX CyOjekara, jep OHa 3a Hhera HUCY KOHCTHTYTHBHA 32 JIMIIA.

OBo Mecto cykoba wm3mel)y JBe BpcTe Teopuja JIMIA je MECTO IJe Pe3yiTaTd
CaBPEMEHHX yTEJIOBJbEHUX MPUCTYIIAa KOTHUIM]U MOTY Jia IOHY/IE Pa3peliehe ropeonrcaHor
uctpajasajyher kongnukra. [IpemMa TakBUM CTaHOBUIITUMA TICUXOJIOIIKE CIIOCOOHOCTH, KOje
CYy TpaJMIIMOHATHO BUl)eHE Kao 3aTOueHE y IiaBama cy0jekara, mocTajy 1yOOKO yTelOBJbEeHE
M KOHCTUTYHCaHE OJI CEH30PHO-MOTOPHHX CHCTEMa 3aje[JHO Ca MPOLECHHM jeIMHHIIAMa
BHCOKHX nepopMaHcH. YCBajame TaKBOT MMOTJIe/1a Ha KOTHHUIIN]Y U ICHXOJIOIIKE CIIOCOOHOCTH
omoryhaBa mpeko moTpedHO MOMHUPEHE OMOJOIIKUX U MCHXOJIOIIKUX CTAHOBHIITA OBOJOM
NPUPOJIE JIMIAa — OHA Cy TCUXOJIOMIKK ojpel)eHa, ajau KOHCTUTyHCaHa HHXOBHM TelHMa, a
THUME Takol)e Hy/IM M HEOIXO/IHE SJIEMEHTE 3a U3TPaJiby IPABHOT OKBHPA Y KOJeM M OHOJIOIIKH
1 HEOMOJIOIIKY areHTH MOTyY J1a OyAy TPETUpaHH Kao Cy0jeKTH pelieBaHTHHX IIpaBa 1 00aBe3a.
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PHILOSOPHY, COGNITIVE SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND LAW

In this talk I will present one research project which connects Philosophy, Cognitive
Science, and Law. This research project is motivated by a number of legal issues with respect
to hybrid and artificial agents, and uses results from empirically informed philosophy to
resolve them.

Namely, technological advancement in robotics and Al research and the growing use
of bodily and cognitive prosthetics steadily blur the boundaries of our bodies and, arguably,
our personhood. We are witnessing the rising integration of biological organisms and artifacts,
and we can say that hybrid persons are already walking among us. On the other hand, the
large supply of data and the growing infrastructure of cloud computing are enabling the
construction of more capable and potent neural networks, which gives us reasons to believe
that in the near future, we can witness the birth of fully artificial legal subjects. Such scientific
and technological advancement is giving rise to a number of philosophically and legally
relevant questions: Should we, and under what conditions, treat the demage of an artificial aid
as a personal assault?; Can one person own a hardware that implements another person?; Are
artificial persons multiply realizable, can they be duplicated, and how should we regulate such
possibility?; etc.

One way to systematically treat these questions is to build a conceptual framework,
one that rests on sound and coherent set of claims that unambiguosly define the nature and
physical boundaries of the subjects of relevant rights and obligations. The foundation of this
framework, one might think, should already be present in existing philosophical and ethical
theories of persons or agents. Nevertheless, most of the existing theories focus either on
biological individuation of persons, that protects their bodies and focuses on human beings,
or on psychological determination of persons, that is “CPU-centric” and disregards the
embodiment of persons. While the first set of theories successfully protects personal rights of
human agents, which is the reason why positive law prefers such determination, it blatantly
excludes artificial and hybrid systems, in principle, from the scope of “persons”. On the other
hand, the second approach is sympathetic to all kinds of differently realized subjects, but does
not have the means to protect their bodies as they are in no way constitutive of personhood.

This is where the results of novel embodied approaches to cognition come to resolve
this long-standing stale-mate. According to such view psychological capacities, that were
traditionally seen as brain-centric or as functions of isolated parts of our biological bodies,
are in fact deeply embodied and constituted by our sensory-motor systems together with high-
performance information processing units. Adopting such a view on cognition and psychological
capacities enables the much needed reconciliation of biological and psychological views on
persons — they are psychologically determined, but constituted by their whole bodies, and
offers the neccessary elements for the creation of the legal framework in which both biological
and non-biological agents can be treated as subjects of relevant rights and obligations.
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PACT APXEOJIOLWLWKUX 3HAHKA Y JYTOCNTABUIN

VYemepaBajyhu ce Ha TpaHCT@HEepalMjCK MEXaHU3aM yCBajamba 1 MIPEHOLICHA 3Haba,
Ipe3eHTalrja uMa 3a b eBaJTyalujy KyJATypHe H 00pa3oBHE TOMUTHKE HaKoH 1945. ronnHe
y JyrocnaBuju, y cBpxXy OaBibema pa3BOjeM apXeOJIOIIKOT 3Hama. Lub je ycmocraBuTH
pasyMeBame U KOHTEKCTyaJM3alljy OHOTa INTO Ce Mperno3Haje Kao yBoheme KyJITypHO-
UCTOPHjCKE MapajurMe y apxeojorujy y KOHTeKCTy IpyIITBEHUX mpoMena. Huje ped camo o
MIPOMEHH TTapaurme, Beh u 0 eMuCcTeMOIIONIKOj TpaHC(hopMaIlHjH Koja je pe3ynTupalia HOBUM
TPETMaHOM apXEOJIOIIKE eBHCHIIH]jE, KA0 M PEOPTraHN3aIMjoM apXEOJIOKUX 3ajeIHHUIIA.

JyrocnaBuja je Omna mel)y HajHepa3BHjeHHjUM €BpPOIICKHUM 3eMJbama mpe [[pyror
cBeTckor para. Exonomcko crame 1920-ux m 1930-ux moBeno je 10 aJIMHHUCTPATHBHUAX
n3MeHa W KoHconmnamuje y KpasseBuHH JyrocnaBuju, 4MMe Cy Ha YHHUBEP3UTETHMa
noHete Mepe mTenme. Kao pesynrar, 6mio je m3pasuTo Mano apxeoiora (mely apyrum
aKkaJIeMCKUM paJHUIMMa) TOKoM Iiene mpBe monoBuHe 20. Beka. Ilocme Jlpyror cBerckor
para, Commjamuctnuka dDeneparnBHa PemyOnmka JyrocmaBmja 3abenexwiia je U3y3eTaH
WHCTHUTYIIMOHAIHU PACT Y TOTJIEly apXEOJIOUIKOT 3HAKA.

[NoctynmHo yxumajyhu ambOujeHT mpe Jlpyror cBeTckor para, OHM KOjH Cy OWIN
oOpa3oBanu Kpo3 mkoicke wHTyuruje COPJ mocTtemeHo cy cTBapajidl jyrocilOBEHCKY
apxeoJyorujy kao MehyHapomHo mpu3HATy HayKy, Ydja je CBpXa OWia eMaHIUTAIfja H
MOJIEpHHU3alIMja JApKaBe U APYIITBA. Y CKJIaay ca Ap)KaBHUM [MJbEBMMA je Omiia M 3BaHUYHA
MOJIUTHKA ,,0paTCTBA U JeIMHCTBA" 38 YOJIa)kaBame TCH3H]ja CTBAPAHEM 3ajeTHUYKE IPOIILIOCTH
Mely eTHHYKUM 3ajeHuIlamMa Koje Cy YMHWJIEe OpKaBy y LENWHHU. VIeoyomku yTuiaj Ha
apXxeoJIoTHjy AOCTUTAO0 je BPXYHAI[ MEIECETUX M IIe3/IeCeTUX rONHA MPOIUIOT BeKa, Kaja je
Y IeHTpaNr3anrja Apkape Ouia Ha HajBuIIeM HUBOY. OcamieceTux rofMHa MpOIUIOT BeKa
apXeoJI03u Cy TIOYEIH J]a MEHhajy CBOj IPUCTYT CTPYIIH, K0 M MHTEPIIPETAIH]e — Y CKIIaIy ca
I00aTHUM TPOMEHaMa, HAIIMOHATHOM HareTolny ¥ pachajioM JApiKaBe.

[Iponctuue muTame — Kako Cy MPOMEHE Yy TOJUTHYKOM OKpYXKEHy yTHIale Ha
HPOU3BOY 3HAKA Y apXeoaoruju?

OBaj pax HacToju Oa OATOBOPH Kako Cy MEXaHM3MH pacTa HayyHOT 3Hama H
eMHUCTEMOJIOLIKE TPOMEHe (PYHKIIMOHHUCAIN Yy KOHTEKCTY MOJIUTUYKOT mpuTucKa. [la ou ce 1o
YUUHHIIO, Ka0 TEOPHjCKa OCHOBA 3a HCTPaXKMBame y3eTa je puno3oduja Hayke Jlynsuka Drieka.
Marepujai 3a HCTpaXHBambe MPUKYIJbEH je y ApxuBy Jyrocnasuje y beorpany, Cpouju.
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THE GROWTH OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE IN
YUGOSLAVIA

Focusing on the trans-generational mechanism of adopting and transferring
knowledge, the presentation aims to reassess state policy on culture and education after 1945
in Yugoslavia in order to address the development of archaeological knowledge. The aim is to
establish an understanding and contextualization of what is recognized as the introduction of a
cultural-historical paradigm into archaeology in the face of social change. This was not merely
a paradigm shift, but an epistemic change resulting in the novel treatment of archaeological
evidence as well as the reorganization of archaeological communities.

Yugoslavia was among the most undeveloped European countries prior to WWIL.
Economic contraction in the 1920s and 1930s led to administrative changes and consolidation
in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, whereby austerity measures were enacted across Universities.
As a result, there was a distinct paucity of archaeologists (among other academics) for the
entire first half of the 20" century. Post-WWII, the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
saw monumental institutional growth in archaeological knowledge.

Phasing out the pre-WWII environment, those who were processed through
educational intuitions of the SFYR gradually came to forge Yugoslavian archaeology as
internationally recognized science adopted for the emancipation and modernization of state
and society. In line with the aims of the state was the official policy of “brotherhood and unity”
to ease tensions by assuring a common past among the ethnic groups composing the state as a
whole. The ideological impact on archaeology reached its peak in the 1950s and 1960s when
centralization of the state was also at its highest. In the 1980s, archaeologists changed their
approach and interpretations to reflect global shifts, as well as national tension and the decline
of the state.

The question then is how did shifts in the political environment affect knowledge
production in archaeology?

This presentation seeks to answer how the mechanisms of growth in scientific
knowledge and epistemological change function under political pressure. In order to do so, as
a theoretical basis, the research is undertaken from Ludwik Fleck’s philosophy of science. The
material for the research is gathered from sources at the Archive of Yugoslavia in Belgrade,
Serbia.



Credpan Muhuh | Stefan Micic

Qunosopcku axynitienni Ynusepsuitein y beoepady
Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

HOPMATUBHOCT, HATYPAJZIUSAM U L. E. MYP

MypoBu [lpunyuiiu eitiuke CBAKaKO CIAIajy y jeIHO O HajyTulajHUjux nema 20.
Beka y obmactu ¢uino3oduje mopana. Harypanmuszam y (MeTa)eTHIN je CTAHOBUINTE 110 KOME
Cy MOpaJTHa CBOjCTBa 3aIllpaBO MPHPOIHA CBOjCTBA. MypOBO yKa3HBame Ha ,,HaTypaTUCTHUKY
TpelKy”’ cMarpa ce jeMHUM OJ HajyOe/UbMBHjUX TOOHjama HaTypaiuzMa, OapeM y OHUM
(dopmama HaTypan3Ma Koje Cy Oniie mpeMeT BeroBor HCTpakuBama. Hekn ayropu 3actymajy
craB 112 je MypoBo noOujame HaTypain3Ma Hy>KHO J1a O MOPAJIHHU Cy/IOBH YOIIITE MOTIIH A
Oy1y HOpMaTUBHH. lako mOCTOje eIeMEHTH 3a TaKBO 3aKJby4HBambe 1 MypoBO HCTPaKHUBAbHE
HpHKasyje ,,HarneTocT” n3Mel)y HOpMaTHBHOCTH U (HEKUX?) HaTypaTMCTHYKUX MPETIIOCTABKH,
MOCTaBJba CE MUTAME J1a JIM je 3aucTa Taj ,,eKCKIY3UBUTET  HOPMAaTUBHOCTU U HATypalu3Ma
OIpaBJIaH.

Lnse oBOT M3Marama je Aa MpeiCcTaBH W MCIWTA JIa JIM M Ha KOju HaunuH je MypoBo
nmoOujame HaTypalin3Ma HYXKHO Ja OM ce YCIOCTaBHJIO U 3aXBaTHJIO OHO INTO €THKY YHHU
HOPMAaTHBHOM.

NORMATIVITY, NATURALISM AND G.E. MOORE

Moore’s Principia Ethica was undoubtedly amongst the essential books in ethics in
the 20" century. Naturalism in (meta)ethics is a theory in which moral properties are, in fact,
natural properties. Moore’s “naturalistic fallacy” is considered to be one of the most persuasive
rejections of naturalism, at least the rejection of forms of naturalism that were part of his
argumentation. Some authors hold that Moore’s rejection of naturalism is essential if ethics
is to be normative. Although there are some elements to purport that opinion and Moore’s
argumentation shows “tensity” between normativity and (some?) naturalistic assumptions, the
question arises whether that “exclusivity” is justified. This presentation aims to present and
examine if Moore’s refutation of naturalism is neccessary in order to establishes and capture
what makes ethics normative.
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EKOUEHTPU3AM — USMEBY ®UJT030PUIJE U HAYKE

VY npBoj u apyroj noaouHH 20. BeKa KUBOTHA CPEANHA, IEHA 3aLITHUTA, OAPKAbE U
00HOBa TIOCTaJH Cy jeJiHa OJ] HajaKTYESIHUjUX TeMa, KaKko 3a Quiro30(]Hjy, Tako U pa3IuanuTe
obnacTu Hayke, JPYLITBEHE aKTHBUCTE U MOKpeTe. MoxkeMo pehu aa je aHTpOomoLeHTpr3am,
Koju je Omo JoMWHAHTaH y (WIo30pHjU ¥ HAYIW OJ] PeHecaHce, Tj. OX Mpuiuke ox 16.
BEKa, CaJa TMOCTENEHO OHMO 3aMEMBAaH Yy Pa3IMYUTUM IMOAPYYjUMa EKOLICHTPU3MOM, KOjU
MocTaje BakKHA TeMa 3a pa3nuuuTe obmactu (unosoduje n Hayke, IPyIITBEHE MOKPETE, Kao
1 aKTHBHOCTH Ha Mel)yHapOTHOM IJIaHy — pa3jIMYUTE CIIOpa3yMe U areHjae Npu YjeAnHbeHUM
HaIjama, Be3aHe 3a 3allITUTY )KUBOTHE CPEIMHE WM OPKUBH Pa3Boj (Tj. pa3Boj koju Hehe
YIrpoXaBaTu KMBOTHY CpPEeIMHY — Kao ITO je ATeHJa olpkuBor pas3soja no 2030, ycBojeHa
2015. on crpane I'enepanne ckymnmruHe YH). Mehytum, yBua y ucropujy ¢unozoduje
OTKpMBa HaM Jia ce MOy HahlM ¥ 3aHUMJbMBA €KOLIGHTPUYHA CTAHOBUINTA MK (uiio3oduje
MOTIYHO NMPOXKETEe EKOLEHTPU3MOM H3JIOKEHUM Ha JIWjaJIOIIKH HAYMH, Ca HU30M IOYYHHUX
puMepa, a Koja je caja nmoceOHo 1o0uia Ha 3Ha4ajy, y BpeMEHY KaJla eKOI[eHTPU3aM T10CTaje
BaxxaH. [IpumMep exoneHTpu3Ma Hanazumo y punozoduju YUyanr llea (Kuna, 4. B. cT. €.), Tj. ¥
HErOBUM TEKCTOBUMA (IIMjaio3nMa), koje hemo oBae moceOHO m3nokuTH, Oynyhu na je oH o
TOME TOBOPHO MHOTO BHILIE HETO JPYTH aHTUYKU MUCIIHOLH.

ECOCENTRISM — BETWEEN PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE

In the first and second half of the 20th c. the life environment, its protection and
sustainability have become one of the most important issues, for philosophy, and for various
sciences, social activists, and movements. We can say, that anthropocentrism, which was
dominant in the philosophy and science since the Renaissance, i.e. approximately from the
16th c., now has been gradually replaced, in various fields, in philosophy and science, by
ecocentrism, which becomes an important issue for various parts in philosophy and science,
social activists, on local and international level — for various agreements, and agendas
promoted in United Nations, related to the protection of the natural environment, or sustainable
development (i.e. development which will not be dangerous for the natural environment — like
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, promoted by the UN General Assembly in
2015). However, the insight into the history of philosophy, shows us that we can find interesting
ecocentrism views, of philosophies based on ecocentrism, expressed in dialogues, with many
thoughtful examples, which have now become more important, in time when ecocentrism
is becoming important. Such an example of ecocentrism we can find in the philosophy of
Zhuang Zi (China, 4th c. BC), i.e. in his texts (dialogues), which we will analyse, since he
spoke about it much more than other philosophers from ancient times.
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ENUCTEMOJIOLLKU ACNEKTU ‘BENTUKE HAYKE’ (BIG SCIENCE)

W nentuduroBarme ONTHMATHUX HAYMHA OPraHU30Baba UCTPAKNBamba Y T3B. ,,BEIINKO]
Hay'’, Ha IpUMep y Merajgadoparoprjama y o0nacTu (pU3HMKe YeCTHIa N3a30BaH je 3a/1aTaK
KOjH 3aXTeBa KOMOWHAIIM]y aHallM3e 3aCHOBAHE Ha CTyAWjama I0jeIMHAYHUX CIIy4ajeBa U
(opMaTHO-eNMCTEMOIIOIIKOT MpucTyna. Pasmorpuhemo na a1 Ou 1 Ha KOjU HAuYMH YCIIOB 32
eMMCTEMOJIONIKOM e(hUKaCHOIINY MOCPEACTBOM MMIUIEMEHTAIIN] € MaJIHX, ICIIEHTPATH30BaHUX
Y Pa3HOJIMKMX THMOBA KOj€ PE3y/ITaTH Hallle KBAHTHUTATUBHE aHAJIHM3e (M Pe3y/ITaTh CIMYHUX
CTyIWja U3 pa3INuUTHX HayKa) UMILIALUPA]Y, MOTa0 OUTH HCIYHEH y CaBPEeMEHO] (QU3UIN
BUCOKHMX €HEpruja Ha (M3MYKH M TEXHOJIOUIKHM NMPUXBaT/bMB HauuH. HasHaumhemo u xako
ce mHAyKTHUBHA (y (pOpMaiHOj eMUCTeMOJIOTHjH) W CTaHAapla ormeparpioHa aHammza (y
Teopuju opranu3zaiyje) ca3HajHOT MpoIlieca KOju ce oJ[Bhja y 1abopaToprjaMa TOT THITa, MOTY
00jeIMHNTH Ha TUTOJIOHOCAH HaYMH.

EPISTEMOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF BIG SCIENCE

Identifying optimal ways of organizing exploration in so-called Big Science, such as
particle physics mega-laboratories, is a challenging task that requires a combination of case-
based and formal epistemic approaches. I discuss whether and how the epistemic efficiency
requirement of small, decentralized, and diverse teams that the results of our quantitative
analysis (and the results of similar studies across sciences) imply could be met in contemporary
high energy physics in physically and technologically plausible ways. We will also indicate
how inductive and standard operational analysis (in the Theory of Organization) of the
cognitive process that takes place in scientific research can be combined in a fruitful way.

Mapuja Netposuh | Marija Petrovi¢
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HAYKA U ETUMKU NPOBJIEM ABOPTYCA

Tema oBor uznarama he OUTH Jla UCITUTA JIa JIX pa3BOj HAYKE MOXKE Jla PEIId nmpodyieM
abopryca. Kao mMoryhe pememe oBor nmpobiema y TEOpUjU ce HaBOIHM CKTOTEHE3a, OTHOCHO 47
yrnoTpeba BeITaYKHX MaTepHuia. APryMeHT Kaxe Ja, Kaja Ou TexXHOJIoruja Ouiia JTOBOJHHO



pa3BHjeHa 1a oMOryhu ykiamame KHBOT (peTyca M3 MaTepHIle )KeHE Y FherOBO CMELITAhE y
BEILTA4YKy MaTepUILy, re O HeCMETaHO HACTABUO I'eCTalujy, TUMe 01 OMII0 cadyyBaHO H ITPaBO
KEHE Ha TEeJICCHU MHTETPUTET U MpaBo ¢eTyca Ha KUBOT. YIOTPEOOM OBaKBE TEXHOJIOTH]jE
omno Ou moryhe o0e30eanTH 1a HUjEIHA KEHAa HE MOpa Jla U3Hece J0 Kpaja HeXeJbeHY
TpynHOhy, a 1a y ICTO BpeMe CBaku (eTyc MPexKUBH, YuMe Ou mpoliieM abopTyca Ono perieH.

N3a3oBu Koje pa3Boj MeUIIMHE JJOHOCH 3aXTEBajy OJ] HAC J]a MPEUCITUTaMO caM T0jaM
abopryc. llIta je To mro ce aboprycom npekuna? Jla i je 1oBosbHO abopTyc neduHucaT Kao
npexu TpyaHohe? Ykonuko Ou BemTauke MaTepulle Omiie ToCcTyHe 1 0e30eqHe 3a yrorpeQy,
na i OMCMO cMaTpaid Ja je MOHyheHO pelierme aJeKBaTHO WM OMCMO WHCHCTHpPAId Ha
TOME J1a aDOpPTyCOM MOpa J1a ce IIPeKHuHe U )KUBOT (eTyca, a He camo TpyaHoha? Kako 6mucmo
OJITOBOPHJTH Ha OBA T Tarka, HEOITXOIHO j& J1a caryie[aMo |3 Yera ce YOIIIITE CacTOjH podiIeM
MOPAJTHOT cTaryca abopTyca, Koje Cy TO CYIIPOTCTaBJ/hEHE CTPAHE Y OBOj PAacIpaBH M Ha KOje
CBC HAYMHE MOKEMO Ja AehHUHUIIEMO abOpTyC Kao MEIHUIMHCKY MPaKCy W Kao TCOPH)CKH
T10jam.

SCIENCE AND THE ETHICAL PROBLEM OF ABORTION

The aim of this presentation is to examine whether the development of science can
solve the abortion problem. As a possible solution to this problem, bioethical theory consideres
ectogenesis, ie the use of artificial uteri. Simplified, the argument goes like this: if this
technology could enable the removal of a live fetus from a woman’s uterus and its placement
in an artificial uterus, where it would safely continue gestation, both the woman’s right to
bodily integrity and the fetus’ right to life would be preserved. By using this technology, it
would be possible to ensure that no woman has to endure an unwanted pregnancy and at the
same time that every fetus survives, which would solve the abortion problem.

The challenges that the development of medicine brings upon us require that we
reconsider the very concept of abortion. What is it that abortion is supposed to abort? Is it
enough to define abortion as the ending of pregnancy? If artificial uteri were available and
safe to use, would we consider the solution offered to be adequate or would we insist that
abortion must end the life of the fetus as well, not just the pregnancy? In order to answer these
questions, it is necessary to look at what the problem of the moral status of abortion consists
of, what are the opposing sides in this discussion and in what ways we can define abortion both
as a medical practice and as a theoretical concept.
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PASYMEBAHKA JbYACKE NMPUPOAE U HUXOBE NOCNEAULIE:
oA PUT030PCKUX OCHOBA, MPEKO NCUXOJIOLLUKUX
YCMEPEHA, A0 APYWTBEHUX MNOJ/IUTUKA

PasymeBame Jpyicke MpHpome je omBajkama OWiI0 jeAHO Of OCHOBHHUX NHTama y
¢dbunozoduju. Jbyncka nmpupona je y Hajeehoj Mepu U OHO TITO Ae(UHUIIE TICHXOJIOTH]Y Kao
HayKy, a Hallld TIOTIEAN Ha JbYICKY MpUpoay oapel)yjy u HU3 IporpaMa H MoJMTHKA Koje he
JPYIITBA CIIPOBOJIMTH Y pa3HUM 00JIacTUMAa, 071 00pa30Bamba JIo 0JJHOCA TPEMa 3aTBOPCHUITIMA.

On 6pojHUX HTamka O JbYCKO]j IPUPON U3/IBOjHheMO JIBa ca 3HauajHUM JPYIITBEHUM
nocnenuiama. [IpBo ce THUe BEJIHMKOT MUTamba 0 ypo)CHOCTH M CTEYCHOCTH, KOje NMa YBPCTO
yTemesbee y panoBuma tpu ¢uiosoda uz XVII Beka: Tomaca XobOca, Penea [lekapra u
[lona Jloka. thuxoBe ujeje u 1ajbe CHa)KHO YTHUY Ha JaHaIlkbe ncuxosore. JIpyro ce tuue
MO3UTUBHOCTH OJIHOCHO HETaTHBHOT IVIe/laha Ha JbYACKY TPUPOLY, YUjU Cy HAjyTHLAJHHjU
HocuoIiu Pyco n Xo0c. dunozodceke quiieMme 13 paHUjUX BEKOBA BeOMa €€ )KHUBO MpesiaMajy u
y CaBPEMEHO] IICUXOJIOTHjU Kao HayllM, HacTaBJbajylin ce joIn of] yCrocTaB/bamba OBE HayKe.
Haxo je jomr Kyprt JleBuH nao mareMaTHuky jacHy (pyHKIHMjy y KOjOj TMOHamame YoBeka (y
Pa3IMYUTOM CTEIIEHY) 3aBUCH KaKO O OHOT IITO 0co0a YHOCH Yy CUTYallljy, TAKO U O] came
CUTyallMje, a Toj yTHIajeM Te MHTepakije, no Bontepy Muiieny U apyruma, Memwa ce U
cama JIMYHOCT, U JJaHAIIbH TICUXO0JI03H CY YITIABHOM CarlaCHU Ja MMa U ypol)eHUX U CTEUeHHX
eJleMeHaTa, ¥ OHMX KOjU Cy HACTAIU O] YTHIIAjeM CPEJMHE U OHUX WHXEPEHTHUX JINYHOCTH.
CrerieH 3Havaja TUX eJIeMEHATa Ce Pa3jiMKyje y YUTaBOM CIIEKTPY OJl IPBUX OWXEBHOPHCTA
noryT BoTcoHa W AaHalIBUX CUTyallMOHUCTa MOMYT 3uMOapia, 10 OHMX Koju obOpahajy
NaXky Ha MET BEJIMKHX [PTa JMYHOCTH WM Ha TeHEpUYKe acolfjaTHBHE Mpexe, 0e3
003upa Ha okosHOCTH. OKO HEKHX KIbUTa KOje IUCKYTYjy OBe Ipobieme, nonyT BuicoHoBe
Corro6uonoruje, u30ujaiu Cy MpaBu UHTEICKTYaIHU PATOBH.

Ha ocHoBy mjaeja o 4oBekoBOj mpupoan GopMHUpajy ce, TOCeOHO AaHac, MOIUTHYKA
W eTUYKa yBepewa U JAPYILITBEHH MpOrpaMu/moiuTHKe. [la 11 ce MpOMEeHOM HCKYCTBa Kpo3
pedopMmy oOpaszoBamba WIM KpO3 MPOCTY MEIUjCKy NpomnaraHay: 3a0paHoM HEMOAOOHUX
elleMeHaTa JIPYIITBCHE CBECTH W MPONHCUBAKEM NPUKIATHOT MOHAIIAKka M Pa3MHUILIbAbA,
MOTY YKJIOHUTH JWCKPUMHHALMja, HEjeTHAKOCTH WIIM EKCTPEMHUCTHUYKO TOHAIAme U
W3TPAJUTH ,,HOBH YOBEK’, KA0 LITO CY MOKYIIABAIM PEKUMHU Y MPOIUIOCTH MM Kao IITO CY
njeje HeKNX CaBpPEMEHUX MJE0JIora, WM je€ YOBEK MO CBOjOj MPUPOAH ,,HETIONPABIHHB”, KAKO
je Ha To rienao ®poja, jecy muTama Koja cy ¥ JaHac y ISHTPY NaKibe MUCIHIIAIA U BJIaAaona
mMpoM cBeta. J{a GucMo 0AroBopwIIM Ha Ta OTBOpEHA MUTamka JaHAIIBUIIE, 3aTBAPAMO KPyT
1 HepeTKo ce Bpahamo mBUXOBUM (HII030()CKUM MOoYenrma.
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UNDERSTANDINGS OF HUMAN NATURE AND THEIR
CONSEQUENCES: FROM PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS,
THROUGH PSYCHOLOGICAL ORIENTATIONS, TO SOCIAL POLICIES

Understanding human nature has always been one of the basic issues in philosophy.
Human nature is also, to a large extent, what defines psychology as a science, and our views on
human nature determine the programs and policies that societies implement in various areas,
from education to the treatment of prisoners.

From the numerous questions about human nature, we will emphasize two with
significant social consequences. The first concerns the big issue of nature versus nurture, which
is firmly rooted in the works of three seventeenth-century philosophers: Thomas Hobbes, Rene
Descartes, and John Locke. Their ideas continue to strongly influence today’s psychologists.
The second concerns the positivity or negative view of human nature, whose most influential
advocates were Rousseau and Hobbes. Philosophical dilemmas from earlier centuries are
very vividly manifest in modern psychology as a science, since the very establishment of this
science. Although Kurt Lewin gave a mathematically clear function in which human behavior
(to varying degrees) depends on what a person brings into the situation, as well as on the
situation itself, and under the influence of that interaction, according to Walter Michel and
others, it changes someone’s personality; today’s psychologists generally agree that there are
both innate and acquired elements, both those created under the influence of the environment
and those inherent to personalities. The degree of significance of these elements varies across
the spectrum from early behaviors like Watson and today’s situationists like Zimbardo,
to those who pay attention to the Big Five Personality Traits or to the generic associative
networks, regardless of the circumstances. Real intellectual wars have erupted around some
books discussing these problems, such as Wilson’s Sociobiology.

Based on the ideas of human nature, political and ethical beliefs and social policies
are formed, especially today. Whether by changing the experience through education reform
or through simple media propaganda: banning inappropriate elements of social consciousness
and prescribing appropriate behavior and thinking, discrimination, inequality or extremist
behavior can be removed and a “new man” built, as some regimes have tried in the past or as
what are the ideas of some modern ideologues, or is man by nature “incorrigible” as Freud
saw it, are questions that are still in the center of attention of thinkers and rulers around the
world. To answer these open questions of today, we close the circle and have to return to their
philosophical beginnings.
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PUMCKHU CTOULN KAO TEPATIEYTU

Tema oBor m3marama he OWTH &a MOKake Ha KOjH je HAuWH cromyka Qmio3oduja
yTHUIIaJa Ha CaBpeMeHe TepaneyTCKe MpaBIle Y IICUXOJIOTH]H.

Hanosesyjyhu ce na ompehene IlnatonoBe m kuHHYKE yBHIE, CTOWYKH (prmozohu
cMmarpajy aa ¢puirozodpuja MOXKe 1a ce Opear U Kao MEAWIIMHA Koja yOrakaBa Tpelke Hiu
bomectn myme, To ject mcmxe. lllkoma cromukor ¢umozoda ce 30or Tora kox Emmkrera
neduHHIIe U Kao ,, ISIMITUINTE WM OOJHHIIA Y KOjy ce HE J0Na3H y CTamy 37paBiba Beh y
cramy Oonectn. Mako Hekn on EnmkTeToBUX ydeHWKa 00xyjy o miaBoOosbe, 3y0000spe U
ciyHuX Oonectd, BehnHa ux 00Jyje OX MOTPENIHUX yBepeHa, CYBUITHUX JKeJba U JIOIINX
n300pa, KOju OBOJIE JI0 MPEKOMEPHUX €MOIIHja TIOMyT JbYyTHEe, THeBa U ciandHo. Mnak, ped
j€ 0 cTBapmMa Koje, MpeMa CTOMYKOM MHIIJbEhY, MOTY Ja € KOPUTYjy Y3 KOHCTaHTaH paj ca
yunrtesbeM Guio3oduje Koju mpey3uma yaory jekapa, TO jecT TeparneyTa.

Croumnu Cy CBOjUM paIlMOHAIHUM TIPUCTYIIOM €MOIlMjaMa YTHUIIAJH Ha pasBoj
ofpeheHnx caBpeMEHUX TMCHXOTEpaNeyTCKUX IIpaBana, Kao MITO Cy TO KOTHHTHUBHO-
OuxejBHOpaliHA U PAIIOHAIIHO EMOTHBHO KOTHUTHBHO OWMXejBHOpasiHa Tepanuja. Tu mpaBiu
Meljy cBoje Teopujcke MocTaBke yOpajajy W CTOMYKE Hjeje, MOMyT MPEeTIOoCTaBKe JAa HAC He
miamre peanHu gorahaju, Beh mHTepnperanmja Tix morahaja. Memajyhu cBoja yBepema y3
moMoh TepaneyTa, IOCPEIHO YTHYEMO 1 Ha IIPOMEHY eMOIIrja Koje Tpare Ta yBepema, a THME
Y Ha CBOj€ TICUXHUYKO 37]PaBJbE.

THE ROMAN STOICS AS THERAPISTS

The topic of this presentation is showing how Stoicism has influenced some
contemporary therapeutic present-oriented techniques in psychology.

Following Plato and Cynics, Stoics believed that philosophy can be seen as a medicine
which alleviates the mistakes or diseases of the soul or psyche. Thus Epictetus defines the
school of a philosopher as a hospital in which no one comes in the state of health, but the
opposite, in the state of illness. Although some Epictetus’ students suffer from headache
or toothache and similar illnesses, the majority of them suffer from mistaken judgments,
excessive desires and wrong choices which lead to excessive emotions of anger, rage and
similar. However, according to the Stoics, this can be corrected with constant learning with a
philosophy teacher who takes on the role of a physician, that is, of a therapist.

With their rational approach to emotions Stoics have influenced some contemporary
therapeutic techniques, such as cognitive behavioral and rational emotive behavior therapy.
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These therapeutic techniques, concerning their theoretical background, include some of the
Stoic ideas and assumptions, such as the assumption that things do not disturb us, yet our
interpretations of their significance. By changing our beliefs with guidance of a therapist, we
change our emotions that accompany those beliefs, and thus our mental health.

MunaH Nonaauh | Milan Popadi¢

Ooemerve 3a uctiopujy ymeimnociuu — CeMunap 3a My3eon02ujy u Xeputtioniocujy
Qunosogpcku axynitieini Ynusepsuiein y beoepady

Art History Department — Seminar for Museology and Heritology

Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

LUTA HEAOCTAIJE ,HAYLMU O BALUTUHN?

[ToueTkoM nBazieceT MPBOT BeKa YCTAHOBJEH jeé HOBU NPUCTYIl y TPOydYaBamby,
CHUCTEMATH3aIlMji ¥ OPTaHHW30Bamky 3HAma O MaTepHjalHOM W HEMaTepHjalHOM Haciehy
Ha3BaH heritage science (,,0alITHHCKA HAayKa™ WIH ,,Hayka o OamTuHU ‘). OBOM CHHTarMom
ce 03HauaBa WHTEPAHUCIHILIMHAPHA OOJIACT HAYYHOT TpoydaBama OamTHHEe, KOja KOPHCTH
pasirunTe XyMaHUCTHYKE, HayYHE M HHKEHhEePCKe NUCITUTUINHE U YCMEpeHa je Ha yHarpelheme
pazymeBama, OpUTy B OApKUBOCT Kopuithema OamruHe. [lopekio oBe cmHTarMe Beoma je
EHTJIECKO, IOy T Yaja y reT. Komuret 3a Hayky n TexHomorujy [ opmer moma I lapmamenTta Benmke
bpuranuje ycBojuo je 2006. TomuHe U3BEIITa] Y KOME CE TUCKYTOBAJIO O ,,(DacCIIMHAHTHOM,
0oraroM W Pa3HOBPCHOM CIICKTPY HAyYHHWX HM3a30Ba, KOj€ CMO OOjCAMHIUIA IO HACIOBOM
’Hayka o OamtuHu’ (heritage science)*. Tepmun je mobpo nmpuxBaheH y 3aWHTEPECOBAHIM
HayYHUM W aKaJIeMCKHM KPyTOBHMA Tia je yOp30 yCTaHOBJhEH Mel)yHapomHW Yacomuc Iof
nctuM HasuBoM (Heritage Science y w3namwy Springer Science, CAJl), Koju je y KpaTkoM
POKY CTE€Kao Tpeno3HaTJbUBOCT W Kpenuomnutet. [lpunosu y wacomucy Heritage Science
oOyxBarajy Teme ox ephopMaHCH MaTepHjajia, TEXHOJIOIMKIX MPUCTYIIA Y HCTPAKUBAILY, 10
MOJIeJIa CTaTUCTHYKE U aHATMTHYKE 00pajie ToAaTaka y Be3u ¢ OalTHHOM U FhbeHUM KyJATYPHUM
3HagajeM. OH/Ia KaJa ce 1M0jaBJbyjy Y KOHTEKCTY YHUBEP3UTCTCKE HACTABE heritage science je
Bul)eHa Kao KUTIIOOpaH IojaM KOju 00yxBaTa KOH3EepBaIlH]y, apXeOJIOTHjy U rpal)eBUHCKY HayKY,
a oTBapa M HOBA I0Jba Kao ITO Cy heritage ecologies wim networked heritage ecosystems.

[Tojam OaituHe M0KMBEO je OpojHE mpeoOpakaje y Mocielma JBa M 0 BeKa.
BamTrHCKa HayKa je mocie/iha y HU3y pa3inuuTHX HHKapaHalija OqHoca HayKe U OallTHHE.
[ToueB ox 3aHMMJBMBUX M 3aBOJbUBHUX MHTYHTHBHHUX CycpeTa y MPONUIOCTH (OJMYECHHX Ha
puMep y KaOMHETHMa PEeTKOCTH), TIPEKO yCIOCTaBJbambha Mamke WM BUIIE KOHCTUTYHUCAHUX
JUCIMITIMHA Kao IITO Cy My3eorpaduja (ocaMHaeCTH BEK), My3e€0JIorija (ICBETHACCTU BEK),
My3ejCcKe CTy/IHje, XEPUTOJIOTHja, CTy/Iuje OalTuHe (BaJIECETH BEK), MpeKa HayKe 1 OallTHHE



no0wiia je y 0allITHHCKO] HayIIH jOI jefiHO YBopHiTe. [[peTxoHe HaydHEe KOHTEKCTyalIn3aluje
OarTuHe OHIe CY MPEBACXOHO yTEMEIbEHE Y OKBUPUMA XYMaHUCTHUKUX HA30pa M UCKYCTBHMA
CPOIIHUX IUCIUILTNHA (KCTOpHja YMETHOCTH, apXeoJIoTrHja, €THOJIOTH]a. ..). Heritage science
uMa apyraddje nopeko. then u3Bop ce Moxke npeno3Hatd y GeHOMEeHY UHIyCTpHUje OallTHHE
(heritage industry) Koju je HacTao y MOCIEIHUM JeIIeHHjaMa IBaJIeCeTOT BeKa M Koja OJf Taja
HEMPECTaHO OeNexH BUCOKe CToMe pacta. JIAKOHCKH pevueHo, MHAYyCTpHja OAIlTHHE 3aXTeBaa
je cBOjy ,,HayKy" u mobuna jy je.

W3 tor mparmMaTHYHOT M3BOpa HACTAa0 je 3aMallaH CHCTEM 3Hama KOjH je Op30
MpeMamo myke ,,AHAYCTpHjcKe™ 3axTeBe (ocnamajyhu ce Ha y30pHa MCKYCTBa CIMYHHX
MIPUCTYIIa y apXCOMETPHjU WM KOH3EpBalMjH KyITypHOr Hacieha). Mmak, umHm ce ma
OamITUHCKO] HAyIM HEIITO HemocTaje. tbeHn 3aroBOpHUIIN Kao CBOj IHJb UCTHUY CTBApambe
CBEOOYXBATHOT T0Jba Y KOJH CYy YKJBYUEHH CBU MPHUCTYITH Y KOjuMa ce OaIlmTHHA TT0jaBJbyje
Kao MpeaMeT HaydHOT HcTpaxkuBama. la mu je To moryhe? [la mm GamTHHCKO] HAyIH, Ja
Ou ocTBapwiia CBOj ITHJb, HEOCTAje KOMIUIEMEHTApHU (PIIT030()CKH OKBHUP KOjU OW TTOHYIHO
CPEIICTBO 3a yMpeXaBame MOjequHuX uBopummTa? Mam OM TakaB MPHUCTYII, YCIIOCTaBIbAbhEe
¢dbunozoduje damTHHE, 3aNET/HA0 HOHAKO 3aMPIIICHY MPEXKY OIHOCA HayKe U OamTHHe?

WHAT IS LACKING IN “HERITAGE SCIENCE”?

At the beginning of the twenty-first century, a new approach was established in
the study, systematization and organization of knowledge about the tangible and intangible
heritage, called heritage sicence. This phrase denotes an interdisciplinary field of scientific
study of heritage, which uses various humanities, scientific and engineering disciplines and
aims to improve understanding, safeguarding and sustainabillity of heritage. The origin of
this phrase is very English, like 5 o’clock tea. The Committee on Science and Technology
of the House of Lords the Parliament of the United Kingdom adopted a report in 2006 which
discussed a “fascinating, rich and diverse range of scientific challenges, which we call Aeritage
science”. The term heritage science was accepted by interested scientific and academic circles,
so in 2013 an international journal of the same name (published by Springer Science, USA)
was established, which quickly gained recognition. Contributions to the Heritage Science
journal are paper with topics in range from material performance, technological approaches
in research, to models of statistical and analytical data processing related to heritage and its
cultural significance. In the context of university teaching term heritage sicence is seen as an
umbrella term that gathers conservation, archeology and civil engeniring, but also introduces
new concepts such are heritage ecologies or networked heritage ecosystems.

The notion of heritage had numerous transformations in the last two and a half
centuries. Heritage science is the latest in a series of different incarnations of the relationship
between science and heritage. Starting from interesting and seductive intuitive encounters
in the past (i.e., cabinets of curiosites) through the establishment of various more or less
constituted disciplines such as museography (18th century), museology (19th century),
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museum studies, heritology, heritage studies (20th century), heritage science becomes yet
another “node” in heritage-science network. Previous scientific contextualizations of heritage
have been primarily grounded in humanistic approaches and related disciplines (art history,
archeology, ethnology...). Heritage science has a different origin. Its source can be recognized
in the phenomenon of the Aeritage industry, which originated in the last decades of the 20th
century and which has been recording high growth rates ever since. To put it succinctly, the
heritage industry demanded its “science” and got it.

From this pragmatic source, a extensive system of knowledge emerged that quickly
exceeded mere “industrial” requirements (relying on exemplary experiences of similar
approaches in archaeometry, or the conservation of cultural heritage). However, heritage
science seems to be lacking something. Proponents of heritage science propose as their goal
creation of the ample field that includes all approaches in which heritage appears as subject
of scientific research. Is that even possible? Does heritage science, in order to achive its own
claim, lack complementary philosophical framework that could be basis for networking
“nodes”? Or would such an approach, the establishment of a philosophy of heritage, even
more entangle this inticrate network of relations between science and heritage?

Cawa MNonosuh | Sasa Popovi¢

Ooesmerve 3a punosodujy Punozogpcku paxynieii Ynusepsuitein y beoepady
Department of Philosophy Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

MATEMATUYKA ®UJT030DPUIA: PUTO30PCKE MMNJTUKALMUIE
PACMPABA O 3ACHUBAHY MATEMATUKE C KPAJA
OEBETHAECTOI U NMOYETKA ABAAECETOI BEKA

JleBeTHaeCTH BEK MpPEICTaB/ba jelaH OJ Haj3HAYAjHUJHX [EPHOJA Y HCTOPUjU
MaTeMaTHKe ¢ 003MpOM Ha MHOLITBO (PyHIAMEHTAIHUX PE3yJiTara KOjHu Cy TaJa OCTBAPCHHU Y
TOTOBO CBMM O0JlacTUMa MateMaTuke. T pe3ynTaTu cy MOACTaKIM U HEKOJIMKO KpU3d OCHOBA
mamemamuxe (Grundlagenkrise) on xojux je jemHa on (Guino3o(hCku Haj3aHUMIBUBHJUX
TaKko3BaHa ,,KpH3a HMHTYHLHUje Koja ce Be3yje 3a OTKpulie HecTaHAapAHUX TIeOMETpHja
(mpe cBera HEEYKIMWACKMX W HEApXUMEIOBCKE T'€OMETpHUje) alu M 3a ,,BEIMKU CIIOp‘
(Grundlagenstreit) namely ['eopra Kantopa u MaremaTruapa-apucToTeioBala Koju ce THIIA0
TPaJUIMOHATHOT MeTa(QU3NYKOT MUTalka O CTPYKTYpPU KOHTHHYYMa, KOje je HEmoCpeIHO
MOBE3aHO Cca MHUTambeM cTaTyca OECKOHAYHOCTH W MHpHHUTe3UMaia. byayhu na je jeman on
LHEHTPaJIHUX U HajCTApHjHUX MpobieMa y 3aCHUBaby MaTeMaTHKE U Y CPOAHUM (prinozodekum
JTMCLUUITIHAMa yIpaBo npemoirhaBame jaza n3Mel)y KOHTUHYUTETa U JUCKPETHOCTH, TO jecT
nu3Mely reomeTpuje u apuTMETHKE, paclpaBe O CTPYKTYpH KOHTHHYyyMa Ouhe rinaBau Qoxyc
OBOT U3JIarama.



VY mpBom neny uznaramba Ouhe MOKa3aHO Kako je Kpu3a MHTYWLMjE JOBEsa JI0
(hopmynrcama jeTHOT MIHPET MaTeMaTHIKO-Pr1030(ckor pehopMaTopcKor mporpama 4mju je
pUMapHU LB OO yCIIOCTaBJbambe IOMUHALIN] € ApUTMETHKE (1, TOCTENICHO, TEOPHje CKYTOBa)
Kao (yHAaMEHTaJIHE ITUCUUIUIMHE MOCPEICTBOM jeIHOT HOBOT, IOCBE PUTOPO3HOT JOTHYKOT
mertona. Cnenehu bonmanose u Bajepmrpacose uneje, Jenekunn, Kanrop, @pere, [leano,
Pacen n Xunbepr cy kpajeM JeBeTHAECTOT BeKa apTUKYIHUCAIN CeUUPUIHY MAUEMATUUYKY
¢unosogujy xoja je jeTHO3HAUHO ONpeauiia He caMo mpasar Oyayher pasBoja caBpemeHe
¢unozoduje maremaruke Beh ce yjemHo yrpaauia W y YATaBY aHAIUTHYKY TPaIUIUy y
caBpemeHo] ¢unozodpuju. Haume, moryhe je TBpauTH Aa je 4yak ¥ JMHTBUCTHYKA OOPT KOjU
JISKU y OCHOBH aHAJIMTHUKE Quiio3oduje npouctekao u3 OpereoBux HCTPaXKHUBamba OCHOBA
apuT™MeTHKe. Y oBoM aeny he takohe OuTH nokasaHo Kako je Pacen nonpuneo ycnocrasibamy
Tako3BaHe ,,Kantop-/lenekuHI0BCcKe akageMcKe AorMe’ KOjy KapakTepHIly WH(OUHHTH3AM,
MOMHTHJIM3aM Yy TOIIEeNy CTPYKType KOHTHHYyMa 3acHOBaH Ha opdauyBamby 3E€HOHOBOT
aKcuoMa u e()MHUTHBHA eIMMUHALK]ja HHQUHUTE3UMAa U3 aHAJIU3€ CTPYKTYpe JTMHEAPHOT
KOHTHHYYMa.

Hpyru neo m3narama Omhe mocseheH Mame MO3HATHM JTOTIPHHOCHMA MaTeMaTHIapa-
¢bunozoda momyr JlmOya-Pejmona, Beponesea, beranuja, Jlesu-husure n [lepca koju cy
MOCMaTpaHu Kao KOHTpape(OpPMHCTH 3aTO INTO Cy APTUKYIHCAIH jEJHY aJTEPHATUBHY
MateMaTnuky (mro3odujy y TIPETeKHO apHCTOTCIIOBCKOM HOyXy, HHCHUCTHpajyhm ma
KOHCTHUTYTHUBHU [ICJIOBH KOHTHHyyMa MOpajy na Oyay jemHake IHMEH3Hje Kao W caM
KOHTHHYYM, T€ J1a YTOJUKO MOPajy J1a MMajy HEKakBy, OapeM WH()pHHUTE3NMaTHY BEIHYHHY,
JMHMjA MOXKE J]a Ce M3TPaJM CaMo Off Tayaka OTpaHUuCHHX, alld He W OJ1 Tauaka u3rpaleHnx
nHTepBana. bruhe mokasaHo Kako Cy HaBeJICHU ay TOPH MPHUCTYITUIIN KOHCTPYUCARY TAKO3BAHUX
aticonyminux neapxumeodosckux (nHOUHUTE3UMATaMa 000TaheHnXx) KoHIuuHYyMa, TIPA 9eMy
he doxyc outn npe cBera Ha BepoHe3eoBOM MPUCTYITY. Y TOM KOHTEKCTYy Omhe pacBeTheHa
1 HETO03HAaTa YUHEHUIIA O aKTUBHO] YKJbydeHOCTH U Ofesberna 3a ¢puno3odujy Ourozodekor
(dakynrera YauBepsutera y beorpagy m Cpricke akameMuje Hayka WU YMETHOCTH y OBE
MelyHapomHe pacrpaBe W TO MOCPEICTBOM HHUXOBOT wWwiaHa bpanmcinaBa IlerponujeBuha,
KOju je — cyaehw 1o CBOj MOCTYITHOj €BHICHINjH — OWO #p6u ¢huno30¢) KOju ce TMOCBETHO
pasMarpamy TPETIIOCTaBKA M WMIUTHKanuja BeponeszeoBe Teopmje. Kpaj msmarama Owmhe
nocBeheH mpukasy ocHOBHUX wuigja IlerponujeBnheBe maremaTtuuke ¢humo3oduje U HEHO]
pelentiju, a 3aBpimuhe ce UCTUIAEM 3Hauaja W3ydaBama MPEXKe CIOKCHHUX pelaldja u
IJIOJOHOCHUX HWHTEpaKija (uiao30PCKUX Haeja W MaTeMaTHYKHX HCTpakKHBarmba, Kao H
HUXOBOT TAHJIEMCKOT Pa3Boja y IUPEM HCTOPUjCKOM KOHTEKCTY.

MATHEMATICAL PHILOSOPHY: PHILOSOPHICAL IMPLICATIONS OF
THE FOUNDATIONAL DEBATES IN MATHEMATICS AT THE TURN
OF THE 20™ CENTURY

If we consider the amount of fundamental results obtained in almost all fields of
mathematics in the nineteenth century, we can say that this period represents one of the
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most important ones in the history of mathematics. Some of these results sparked several
Jfoundational crises (Grundlagenkrise), the philosophically most interesting of which is the
so-called “crisis of intuition” which is tied with the discovery of non-standard geometries
(especially non-Euclidean and non-Archimedean geometries) but also with “the great struggle”
(Grundlagenstreit) between Georg Cantor and mathematicians-Aristotelians concerning
the traditional metaphysical question about the structure of the continuum which is directly
connected with the question concerning the status of infinity and of infinitesimals. Seeing how
one of the central and one of the oldest problems in the foundations of mathematics and in the
related fields of philosophy is that of bridging the gap between continuity and discreteness (i.e.
between geometry and arithmetic), the main focus of this talk will be on the debates about the
structure of the continuum.

In the first part of the talk, it will be shown how the crisis of intuition brought about the
formulation of a broader, mathematico-philosophical reformation programme whose primary
goal was the establishment of arithmetic (and, gradually, set theory) as the fundamental
discipline by means of a new, entirely rigorous logical method. Following Bolzano’s and
Weierstral3’s ideas, Dedekind, Cantor, Frege, Peano, Russell, and Hilbert articulated a specific
mathematical philosophy at the turn of the 20" century which definitely determined not only
the course of future development of contemporary philosophy of mathematics but also became
enrooted in the entire analytic tradition of contemporary philosophy as well. Namely, it may
be claimed that even the linguistic turn which lies at the heart of analytic philosophy actually
came about in the course of Frege’s investigations of the foundations of arithmetic. In this part
of the talk we shall also show how Russell contributed to the establishment of the so-called
“Cantor-Dedekind academic dogma” which is characterised by infinitism, pointillism with
regards to the structure of continua based on the rejection of Zeno’s axiom, and a definitive
elimination of infinitesimals from the analysis of the structure of the linear continuum.

Second part of the talk will be devoted to the less-known contributions of
mathematician-philosophers such as du Bois-Reymond, Veronse, Bettazzi, Levi-Civita, and
Peirce who were seen as counter-reformers because they articulated an alternative, largely
Aristotelian mathematical philosophy which rested upon the claim that constitutive parts of
the continuum must be of equal dimension as the continuum itself, and that, as such, they must
possess some, at least infinitesimal magnitude: the line may be built up only from intervals
bounded by but not built up from points. It will be shown how the aforementioned authors
proceeded with constructions of the so-called absolute non-Archimedean (i.e. infinitesimal-
enriched) continua and our main focus will be on Veronese’s approach. In that context, we
shall also shed light on an unknown fact concerning the active participation of the Department
of Philosophy of the Faculty of Philosophy of the University of Belgrade, and of the Serbian
Academy of Sciences and Arts in these international debates through the work of one of their
members, Branislav Petronijevi¢, who was—according to all available evidence—the first
philosopher to consider the assumptions and the implications of Veronese’s theory. The talk
will end with an exposition of some basic ideas of Petronijevi¢’s mathematical philosophy and
its reception, and by stressing the importance of studying the nexus of complex relations and



fruitful interactions between philosophical ideas and mathematical investigations as well as
their tandem development in a broader historical context.

BpaHkuua B. Monoewuh | Brankica V. Popovi¢

Kameopa 3a ¢punoszogujy @unosogpcku gpaxyninein y [puwiniunu ca apuspemenum ceuuiitiem y
Kocoeckoj Muiiposuyu

Department of Philosophy Faculty of Philosophy in Pristina With temporary headquarters in
Kosovska Mitrovica

KPUTUKA NO3UTUBU3MA Y CBET/TY XYCEP/ZIOBE UAEJE
YHUBEP3AJ/IHE HAYKE

Hemocpenna tema pana je KpUTHKAa TO3UTUBHE M TPHPOAHE HAyKe y OKBHUPY
¢unozodcekor ormyca jemHor ox Haj3HadajHHjuX (unozoda 20. Beka Enmynna Xycepna, Te
HErOBa JIMjarH03a JyXOBHOT CTamka CBOT BpEMEHa U 3aCHUBabe (prito30¢uje kao yHUBEep3aiHe
Hayke. XycepJl HUKaJia He pa3/iBaja CyJOMHy HayKe oJ] CyIOMHE YOBEKa U CTOra 3aXTeBa BHUILIH
HHBO HAay4YHOI XyMaHHM3Ma KOjU OH BHJM Kao HajBUIIM TYXOBHH Wb Hamie OyayhHOCTH.
[Tpema Tome, XycepioBa puito3odcka XpadpocT, KpUTHKA ¥ BUCOKH LIUJBEBH HE HKEJIE CIOMUTH
HayKy, Hal[pOTUB, OH TPa)XKU HOBH KBAJHUTET HAYYHOCTH. 3a Pa3JIMKy O UPAIIMOHAINCTUYKOT
U HUXWINCTHYKOT HErWpama Hayke, Xycepll KpPHTHKYje er3akTHe HayKe y HMe MIHpe
KOHIIENIIMje HAyYHOCTH, OHE Koja he mpeBnaxaru kpusy mozxepHe EBpore, nenerurumuryhu
XEreMOHH]y MO3UTHBU3MA. XyCEpiioB apryMeHT je u3y3eTaH: Kpus3a y EBpomu je nctuHCKa
KpH3a y Haylli, HOTKOIIABAae JbYACKOCTH M COLMjalHUX HayKa IMOTHCKHBAEM HHHXOBHX
[IMJbEBA M CBpPXa MPUPOJHNAM WIIM €r3aKTHUM Haykama. ErsakTHe Hayke MOTIIanajy 1moj OHO
mTo Xycepa Ha3uBa 3a0Iy[OM HaTypalu3Ma KOjH H3jeHadaBa peajHoO ca MPUPOIOM, I/e
je mpupona cxBaheHa jelMHO Kao o0jekaT MCKycTBa. MHTepmpeTanujoM U OleHOM YHTaBOT
HH3a XyCeplioBHX IOjMOBa, CTaBOBAa, CXBaTama M TEOpHja, OBaj paj adUpMHIIE HAyKy Y
M3BOPHOM XyCEpJOBOM CMHCIy, Ka0 OCHOBHE IYyXOBHE BPEIHOCTH Koja je Y (yHKIHUjH
OCTBapema caMopasyMeBarmba eBPOIICKOT XyMaHuTeTa yormTe. Hayka Huje omyBek 3axTeBaia
CBOje yTEeMEJhCHE Yy CMHCIY CTpore 00jeKTHBHOCTH, KaKBa METOJICKH BJaJa MO3UTHBHHM
Haykama. Hucy omyBek W3 mapcTBa Hayke Omia NMporHaHa CrElM(UYHO JbYACKA NMUTAmba,
HaIpOTHB, JIOK Cy CTBapH Jpyraduje cTajajie, MOTJia je HayKa Ja TpeTeH/Ayje Ha 3Ha4dajHy
YJIOTY y €BPOIICKOM YOBEYaHCTBY, mpumehyje Xycepr, 1 Hagajbe HaM OTKpHBA TyOJbe MOTHBE
30MBama y KojuMa je Hayka Ty Bojiehy yiory n3ry0miia u Kaxo je TOIuIo 0 Te OWTHEe IpOMEeHe,
JaKJIe TO3UTHBUCTHYKOT OrpaHNYeHha IojMa Hayke. JlaHalImby MO3UTHBUCTHIKH T10jaM HayKe
je, 3 XycepioBOTI UCTOPHjCKOT yIIIa IMOcMarpama, OCTaTak MojMa HayKe, jep je HaIyCTHO
CBa OHA MHTama Koja Cy OWila cacTaBHM Jieo mojMa MeTadusuke. OBa NCKJbYUCHA MMUTAKA Y
CBOM CMHCITY CajpkKe MpeAMETe yMa — y CBHM HbEIOBUM MOCEOHUM OOIHIIMMA: KaJa YOBEK
noctane MeTapu3ndku (punozodcku mpobdiaem, OHIA je y MUTamy YOBEK Kao yMHO Ouhe;
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aKo je y IUTamky KheroBa UCTOPHja, OHJA je ped O CMHCIY, O YMY Y HCTOPHjH; JTOK MPOodIeM
bora ounrienHo caapku mpodieM arcoayTHOT yMa Kao TEJICOIIONIKOT U3BOpa CBE YMHOCTH Y
CBETY, CMHCJIa CBETA; M IUTamhe OECMPTHOCTH jeCTE MUTAkhE yMa, HUIITA MAabe HETO IHTAabe
ciobone. M ok ,,mo3utuBu3aM o0e3rnaBibyje punozodujy”, cBa Ta Metadu3nyKa MUTAKkA,
KOja CTpeMe Ka UJIejH yMa, IPeKopadyjy CBET Ka0 YHHBEP3yM ITyKHX YHNEEHHLIA, U IIPETCHIY]Y
Ha BUIIH JUTHUTET CMUCTA. Y CBOjOj HJIEjH YHUBEp3aIHe Hayke XyCepl IoIa3n OJ] XeJICHCKOT
epistéme KOju ce, II0 CBOM TEOPH]jCKOM, HEEKCIIEPHMEHTATHOM KapaKTepy, pa3jnKyje o1 hieja
PaLMOHATHOCTH ¥ HAYYHOCTH KOje CTOje y TeMeJby MOJEepHE (TalniejeBCcKe ) HayKe, IITO Ce ca
CBOj€ cTpaHe OMTHO Pa3JIMKyje O XeJIEHCKOT M CPEAOBEKOBHOT scientia i doktrina. XycepioB
OJITOBOP MOZEPHO]j HAyIlH, poheHO] y TaKo3BaHO] peHecaHCH y 16. Beky, Kao (peHUKC Koju ce
JWKe 13 nernena, Ouhe OUTHO KPUTHYKU ITOCTAaBIbEH.

CRITIQUE OF POSITIVISM IN THE LIGHT OF HUSSERL’S IDEA OF
UNIVERSAL SCIENCE

The immediate topic of the paper is the critique of positive and natural science within
the philosophical work of one of the most important philosophers of the 20th century, Edmund
Husserl, and his diagnosis of the spiritual state of his time and the foundation of philosophy
as universal and science. Husserl never separates the destiny of science from the destiny
of man, and therefore demands a higher level of scientific humanism, which he sees as the
highest spiritual goal of our future. Therefore, Husserl’s philosophical courage, critique and
lofty goals do not want to break science, on the contrary, he seeks a new quality of science.
Unlike the irrationalist and nihilistic denial of science, Husserl criticizes the exact sciences
in the name of a broader conception of science, one that will overcome the crisis of modern
Europe, delegitimizing the hegemony of positivism. Husserl’s argument is remarkable: The
crisis in Europe is a real crisis in science, undermining humanity and the social sciences by
suppressing their goals and purposes by the natural or exact sciences. The exact sciences fall
under what Husserl calls the fallacy of naturalism, which equates the real with nature, where
nature is understood only as an object of experience. By interpreting and evaluating a whole
series of Husserl’s concepts, attitudes, understandings and theories, this paper affirms science
in Husserl’s original sense, as a basic spiritual value that is in the function of achieving self-
understanding of European humanity in general. Science has not always required its foundation
in terms of strict objectivity, which methodically governs the positive sciences. Specifically
human issues were not always banished from the realm of science, on the contrary, while
things were different, science could claim a significant role in European humanity, Husserl
notes, and further reveals deeper motives for events in which science lost its leading role and
how there was that significant change, that is, the positivist limitation of the notion of science.
Today’s positivist notion of science is, from Husserl’s historical point of view, a remnant of
the notion of science, because it abandoned all those questions that were an integral part of the
notion of metaphysics. These excluded questions in their sense contain the objects of the mind
- in all its special forms: When man becomes a metaphysical philosophical problem, then it



is man as a mental being; if it is a question of its history, then it is a question of meaning, of
the mind in history; while the problem of God obviously contains the problem of the absolute
mind as the teleological source of all mind in the world, the meaning of the world; and the
question of immortality is a question of the mind, nothing less than a question of freedom. And
while “positivism beheads philosophy”, all these metaphysical questions, which strive for the
idea of the mind, transcend the world, as a universe of mere facts, and claim a higher dignity
of meaning. In his idea of universal science, Husserl starts from the Hellenic episteme, which,
in its theoretical, non-experimental character, differs from the ideas of rationality and science
that underlie modern (Galilean) science, which in turn differs significantly from Hellenic
and medieval scientia and doctrine. Husserl’s response to modern science, born in the so-
called renaissance in the 16th century, as a phoenix rising from the ashes, will be significantly
criticized.

AnekcaHpap MNpbart | Aleksandar Prnjat

Qakynidetu 3a ciupane jesuke Angpa BK Vhueepsuiueiu, Beoepao
Faculty of Foreign Languages Alfa BK University, Belgrade

®UNO30PCKA XEPMEHEYTUKA U XYMAHUCTUYKE HAYKE

XyMaHUCTHUKE HAayKe Kao LITO Cy MCTOpHUja U (UIONOTHja CIyKe Kao 4eCT Mmpumep
OHOT JIPyTOT y OJIHOCY Ha IpUpOHE Hayke y miaBHOM ['agamepoBom (Hans-Georg Gadamer)
neny, kibuzu Mceruna n metoa: OcHoBu guio3odcke xepMeHeyTHke. Ped je o crapujoj moxenu
Ha nipupojne (Naturwissenschaften) n nyxoue Hayke (Geisteswissenschaften) xojy ['anamep
Hacnelyje u Kojy HacToju Ja ojaya. Maja ce 4ecTo JAMCTaHIUpa y OJJHOCY Ha aroJIOreTCKU
CTaB Mpema JyXOBHUM HayKaMa M HacTOjalbMMa paHHje XepPMEHEYTHKe na cebe ompean
Kao crenuduyaH MeTo/ TyXOBHUX HayKa KOjU MOXKE J]a KOHKYPHIIE CyNepUOPHOM METOMY
NPUPOJIHUX HayKa, MIaK je MOHEeKaJ TEIIKO OTeTH ce YTHCKY Ja ['aamep uma HenpHjaTesbCKu
OJIHOC TIpeMa MPUPOIHUM Haykama. OH HCTHYE /]a MOJICpHA, IaK/Ie MaTeMaTH30BaHa IPUPOTHA
HayKa, He3ayCTaBJbUBO UJIE Hampe] mycrtoiehn ycrnyT miaHeTy 3eMiby U Ja PeUICHEe OBOT
npobiieMa He Moke J1a toh)e 0/ CTpaHe Hay4YHE PAIlMOHATHOCTH. JeHa O/1 HajKOHTPOBEP3HH]UX
crBapu y [‘agaMepoBOj XepMEHEYTHLM jecTe TO3WTHBAaH CMUCTEMHYKH CTaTyCc KOjH OH
NPUITKCYje TpeapacyaamMa y UCTPAKMBAYKOM MOCTYNKY XyMaHUCTUYKUX Hayka. OH TO YMHH
ykazyjyhu na 1) HUCY cBe mpenpacyne MorpeniHe u 2) 1a OHe cadumbaBajy MpBOOUTaH CTaB
Hac JbYIU MpeMa CBETy Ta Ja YTOJIUKO YMHE YCIIOBE 3a Halle JOKUBJhaBame CBETA. 300T
TOra KPUTHKYje POCBETUTEILCKY KPUTHKY Mpeapacyaa, Ha3uBajyhu je mpeapacyaoM MpoTHB
npeapacyna. Y oBoMm pany Ouhie mznoxen omHoc I'agamepoBe (uiio3odcke XepMEHEYTHUKE
npeMa XyMaHHCTHYKMM HayKama, Kao M HCHO HacTojame Ja Oyae HaclielHHIA aHTHYKe
Tpajuldje TpakTuyHe Quio3oduje, ma kao TakBa jaa Oyae ¥ oaOpaHa O JOMUHAIIM]E
TEXHOJIOTHje U MOJICPHE TIPHPOIHE HAYKE.
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PHILOSOPHICAL HERMENEUTICS AND HUMANITIES

History and philology serve as a frequent example of humanities and a contrast to
natural sciences in Hans - Georg Gadamer’s masterpiece Truth and Method. 1t is a traditional
division into Naturwissenschaften and Geisteswissenschaften that Gadamer inherits and
seeks to strengthen. Although he often distances himself from the apologetic attitude towards
Geisteswissenschaften and the efforts of the earlier hermeneutics to define itself as a specific
method of spiritual sciences, which can compete with the superior method of natural sciences,
it is sometimes difficult to escape the impression that Gadamer has a hostile attitude towards
natural sciences. He highlights that modern, that is, mathematized natural science is unstoppably
moving forward, ravaging the planet Earth on its way, and that the solution to this problem
cannot come from scientific rationality. One of the most controversial things in Gadamer’s
hermeneutics is the positive epistemic status that he attributes to prejudices in the research
process of humanities. He does this by pointing out that 1) not all prejudices are wrong and
2) that they constitute the original attitude of humans towards the world, so that they create
conditions for our experience of the world. That is why he criticizes the Enlightenment’s
critique against prejudice, naming it “prejudice against prejudice”.

This paper will present the attitude of Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics towards
humanities and its effort to be the successor of the ancient tradition of practical philosophy, and
ultimately to be a defense against the domination of technology and modern natural science.

Anekcanpap J- Puctuh | Aleksandar J. Risti¢

Knunuka 3a neyponoeujy, Knunuuku yeniap Cpouje Meouyuncku gpaxyniteit
VYuusepsuineina y beoepady

tipedcednux Cpiicke nuee 3a 6opoy tpoiius eiiuneiicuje

Clinic for neurology, Clinical Center of Serbia Medical Faculty University of Belgrade
President of the Serbian League Against Epilepsy

®YKOOB KOHUENT K/IMHUYKOT NOrneaA AAHAC

Pan ucnuTyje oqHOC MalyjeHTa U Jiekapa, ocliamajyhu ce Ha KOHIENT KIMHUYKOT
norviesia Kakas je mnpeanoxno Muien @yko. Y oBOM pajy ce W3HOCH TBPAHA J1a je TOKOM
MOCJICABHUX JICIIEHU]ja HacTana AyOoka TpaHchopMaliyja COIMjaTHE MPHUPOJE MEIUIIMHE,
kojy dykooBO pasymMeBame KIMHUYKOT TOIVIeia He MOXKe aJiekBaTHO oOjacHuTh. Hajmpe he
OuTH TpeoueHa pa3paia Mpexe Ofl TPH YBopa (KIMHUYKOT MOTIIeNa, KIMHUKE U HO30JI0THje),
KOjOM ce 00jallmaBa MoJjioXkaj Jiekapa v MalujeHTa y OKBUpy ojpeleHe colfjaiHe OHTOJIOTH]S
TCHCPUCAHEC TMOPACTOM MCIOWIIHC. 3arum he 6I/ITI/I npeao4YCH MHTCH3UBAH aJli HCOMIyYaH
pa3Boj KOjH JIOHOCH TEXHOJIOLIKH Hampenak, moceOHo penareH nes. Ha kpajy, ce mpemnaxke



apryMeHT J1a je Y CaBpeMEHOj KIIMHUIIH, OTPEeMJbEHO] MHOIIITBOM CO(UCTHIIMPpaHUX ypehaja,
MoJIoXKaj JieKapa IOIHEO HajpaluKaiHujy TpaHchopMmamujy y mnopehemy ca DykooBum
MPEUIOrOM KIMHHYKOT TTOTJIe/Ia KOjH je HAacTao y 30py MOJIEpPHE METUIINHE.

THE CHALLENGE OF FOUCAULT’S THOUGHT OF THE MEDICAL
GAZE IN CONTEMPORARY EXPERIENCE

The work explores the patient-doctor relationship, relying on Michel Foucault’s
thought of the medical gaze. We argue that a profound alteration of medicine’s social reality
took place during the last decades, one that Foucault’s understanding of the clinical gaze
cannot satisfactorily account for. In the first place, the work contributes an elaboration of the
three-node network of medical gaze, nosology, and the clinic to define the positioning of the
doctor and the sufferer within the particular social ontology generated by the emergence of
medicine. Intensive, but fluctuating advancements induced by technological improvements,
especially the X-ray tube, are discussed in the continuum. Lastly, the final argument given is
that in the concurrent clinic, equipped with an overabundance of sophisticated machines, the
doctor’s place took the most radical turn compared with Foucault’s initial proposition of the
medical gaze at the start of modern medicine.

Damup Cmumanuh | Damir Smiljanié

Oocek 3a unozopujy Qunosogcku gpaxynivein Yuueepsuieii y Hosom Cady
Department of Philosophy Faculty of Philosophy University of Novi Sad

®OPMAJIHO CASHAKE U CAAPHKUHCKU AOKNB/LA)
AUCTUHKUUIA ENUCTEMUYKUX DOPMU Y TIOTUYKOM
NO3UTUBU3MY

dunozoduja JTOTHYKOT TMO3WTHBH3MA IIPENO3HAja je TEHJCHIUje BpEeMEHa W
notpedy J1a ce MoJ| lbUXOBUM YTHIIajeM U3HOBa (YOPMYIHINY [IUJbEBU U 3aal Gpuiio3oduje.
Jlornuku oOpT (y mHpeM CMHCITY: 00PT K je3UKy) y3UMa ce Kao 3amajall IPOMeHa 1 'y OKBUPY
caBpemMeHe unoszoduje. JeaHa cyBulIlle ycKa U HCXUTPEHA HHTEPIIPETAIIN]ja [TO3UTHBUCTHYKOT
HaYMHa MHIJbEHA Y OBOME MPENO3Haje caMo PelyKIIMOHN3aM, Y CMUCITY Ja e 010aIlyjy CBU
OHHU CTaBOBH KOjU C€ HE JIajy eMITMPHjCKH MTPOBEPUTH, OJH. JIa CE OHM CTABOBH ILITO CE HE
MOTY Hay4HO BEpU(HKOBATH, Ka0 WITO je TO CIy4aj ca OHUM MeTaU3UdKuM, ofdare Kao
Oecmuciienn. Maxko je TauyHO Ja ce y HbeMy 3acTyma MOCTYJaT eMIHPHjCKEe MPOBEPJbUBOCTH
Y MpUMaT Hay4yHe METOJO0JIOTH]e, U3 BUIa He Tpeba u3ryoutu meraduiosodceke peduekcuje
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JIOTUYKOT TIO3UTHBHU3MA, TIOKYIIA] fa ce (uio3oduja CMUCICHO ofipeny kao Moryha dopma
3Hama CIpaM CBOI' OJHOCA INpeMa HayKama (Ipe cBera: OHHM HPUPOAHUM). Y TIPHIOTY
Tpeba ma ce ykaxke Ha AudepeHIHjannjy enucTeMruukux GopMu y Qrio3oduju JIOTHIKOT
no3uTHBU3Ma — nocedHo ko Mopuna llnuka u Pynonda KapHana — onH. Ha pa3nikoBame
YHCTO (POPMAITHOT U CA/IP’KUHCKOT MOMEHTA, IUCKYP3UBHE H HHTYUTUBHE CTPaHE KOTHUTHBHOT
O/IHOCA TIpeMa CBeTy Kao keHo nosasumTe. [Tokasyje ce f1a cy ca3Hame CBeTa U Cy0jeKTUBHU
JO’KMBJbAj [IBA CACBUM PA3IMYNTa HAYMHA KAKO C€ KOTHUTHBHO OTHOCHUMO IIPEMa CBETY — OHO
MIPBO Ce€ JOBOIHU Yy Be3y ¢ popMoM, 0Baj Apyru ca caapxajem. [IpencraBaumm ¢unozoduje
beukor kpyra pa3paljuBanu cy cBoje TeopHje y pacloHy OJ HayqHOI peajn3Ma JI0 yMEpEeHOT
koHcTpyKkTUBU3MA. Tako Llnuk y Odwinoj ieopuju caznarsa (1918/1925) pazpalyje ynorpeOy
»METolle KOWHIUACHIUja*, a y Jlocuuxoj uzepaowu ceeia (1928) Kapnan dopmymnmie
,,KOHCTUTYILIHOHAIHU CHCTEM™ Y KOjeM Ce CIIeIHjaIHi MOjMOBH M3BOJE M3 OHUX OCHOBHHX.
AKO ce CymITHHAa HAayYHOI Ca3Hama BHIH y HHETOBOM (HOPMATHO-CUMOOIMYKOM MOMEHTY,
oH/1a OM MOXKIa JONpUHOC (Grito30(cKe MUCIU TPedaIo BUACTH Y pa3paan KBAJUTATUBHOT
MOMEHTa. 3aJaTaK MpWIora je Ja MOpex NpHKaza PasIHYUTHX EMHCTEeMHYKUX (Gopmu Koz
JIOTUYKHUX TTO3UTHBHCTA MOKaKe KOje KOpUCTH Ou of Tora mMaio oapeheme dunozodpuje —
3axBaJjbyjyhu meMy OHa He OM Mopaya Jja CTyla y HelmoTpeOHYy KOHKYPEHIHjy C HayKama,
KaKo je TO OMO cITy4aj ¢ TpaJUIIMOHATHOM MeTapu3uKoM, Beh 01 Moryia /la KOHaYHO MPETo3Ha
y 4eMy JIeKH HeH CMHCAO0 M IITa Cy HEeHU IPaBH JOMETH, T€ J1a Ca3Ha Jia JIM je moceOaH BU
JOJIaKerha JI0 Ca3Haba M HEeLlITO BUILE O IMYKOT ,,II0JMOBHOT ITECHHIIITBA .

FORMAL KNOWLEDGE AND CONTENT-RELATED EXPERIENCE:
ON THE DISTINCTION OF EPISTEMIC FORMS IN LOGICAL
POSITIVISM

The philosophy of logical positivism has recognized the tendencies of zeitgeist and
the need to restate the aim and task of philosophizing in their light. The logical respectively
linguistic turn has been taken as the pivot of changes within the contemporary philosophy.
A small-minded and hasty interpretation of the positivistic way of thinking may recognize it
only as a reductionism which presupposes that all propositions must be refuted or qualified as
meaningless if they cannot be empirically verified (in the case of metaphysical statements).
Although it is true that logical positivists lay claim to the postulate of empirical verifiability
and the primacy of scientific methodology, their metaphilosophical reflections should not be
ignored, i.e. their attempt to meaningfully define philosophy as a potential form of knowledge
in relation to sciences (especially natural ones). The differentiation of epistemic forms in the
philosophy of logical positivism — especially in Moritz Schlick and Rudolf Carnap — should
be pointed out in the lecture, that is, the distinction between purely formal and content-related
momentum, discursive and intuitive aspect of our relation to the world which is the basis of the
above-mentioned differentiation. It will be turned out that our knowledge about the world and
our subjective experience [Erlebnis] are two completely different ways how we cognitively



refer to objects and events in the world — the former is related to the form, the latter to the
content of cognition. Members of the Vienna Circle elaborated their theories ranging from
scientific realism to moderate versions of constructivism. While Schlick elaborates the use
of the “method of coincidences” in General Theory of Knowledge (1918/1925), in his main
work, The Logical Structure of the World (1928), Carnap formulates a “constitutional system”
in which special terms and propositions are derived from basic ones. If logical positivists
recognize the essence of scientific knowledge in its formal and symbolic component, then
maybe the importance of philosophical thought should be seen in the elaboration of the
qualitative moment. The task of this lecture lies both in the presentation of different epistemic
forms in logical positivists as well as in showing the benefits this presentation would imply
for the very definition of philosophy thanks to which philosophy would not have to risk a
fruitless competition with science (that is the case with traditional metaphysics). Moreover,
philosophy could finally recognize its true purpose and find out whether it is a special kind of
gaining knowledge and thus something more than “metaphysical poetry” [Begriffsdichtung].

JeneHa Cranynosuh | Jelena Stanulovi¢

Hcinopuja u gpunoszopuja ipupoonux nayka u texnonoauje Ynusepsuineiiy y beoepady
History and Philosophy of natural sciences and technology Multidisciplinary doctorial studies Uni-
versity of Belgrade

®NN1030PUIA TEPMOANHAMMUYKUX NPOLECA Y EKOHOMWIN
KOCTE CTOJAHOBURA

Kocta CrojanoBuli npuMemyje ca3Hama U3 pa3iMuuTUX HAyYHUX AUCLIHUIUIMHA, TC U3
OKBHpa MPUPOJHUX HAYKa, TAYHU]je U3 HPUIUKE U MaTeMaTHKe, TyMadH IpoLece y IPyITBEHUM
HayKama Kao IITO Cy eKOHOMHUja, COI[HOJIOTH]ja, UCTOpHUja HayKe, mojuTHuKa (puiozoduja. 1910.
roguHe 00jaBibyje KiHry <OCHOBH TEOpHje SKOHOMCKHX BPEIHOCTH Y K0joj oOjalrmaba
OCHOBHE TMPUHIIMIIE TEPMOIUHAMUKE KPO3 TPBU U JIPYTH 3aKOH TEPMOJUHAMUKE H T€ HCTE
3aKOHE MpUMEHYje y eKoHoMUjU. Takohe, IpyluTBEeHE Hpoliece o0jalllkhbaBa MaTeMaTHYKUM
nckasuma. Bepyjemo na je Kocra CrojanoBuh moctaBuo TeMe/be KHUOCPHETHIIM KpO3
MYJITHAACIMIUIMHAPHOCT CBOJUX HCTPaKMBamba, TE Ja THME JONPUHOCH (QUiIo30huju U
TEXHUYKUX HAyKa U JIPyIITBEHUX Hayka y CpOuju.

[Ipeamert oBor pajaje objammeme Bu3nje Hayke Kocte CtojanoBuha (carnenasa ce kao
LeJIMHA) Ha IPUMEPY APYTOr 3aKOHa TEPMOJMHAMUKE MPUMEH-EHOT Y ekoHOMUjU. CTojanoBuh
je pa3BHO MareMaTHuke akcuome ofjammaBajyhu aa cy OpyIITBEHHM M €KOHOMCKH MpOLecH
jeaHaKkd MexaHW4YKHM. EKOHOMHja je colMjaiiHO OpHjEeHTHCAaHa U Kao TaKBa je MOCTaBJbeHa Y
ciry0y 4oBeKa Ka0 MOPAJIHOT eTHYKOT Onha, a eKOHOMCKH KanuTaj Huje caMmo (pu3ndku, Beh
Y MHTENIEKTYaJIH! U MOPAJIHH.
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Taxole hemo mokymaru na o6jaciumo CtojaHoBHhEeBY aHAJIOTH]jy 3aKOHA EHTPOIIHjE
npeMa JIpyITBY ¥ NPUBPEIH y JaHAIIBAM YCIOBUMA.

PHILOSOPHY OF THERMODYNAMIC PROCESSES IN THE ECONOMY
OF KOSTA STOJANOVIC

Apstract: Kosta Stojanovi¢ applies knowledge from various scientific disciplines,
and from the framework of natural sciences, more precisely from physics and mathematics,
interprets processes in the social sciences such as economics, sociology, history of science,
political philosophy. In 1910, he published the book *’Basics of the theory of economic values™.
In the book, he explained the basic principles of thermodynamics through the first and second
laws of thermodynamics, and he applied the same ones in economics. He also explained social
processes with mathematical statements. We believe that Stojanovic had set the foundations
of cybernetics by his multidisciplinary approach to his research and that he gave a significant
contribution to the Serbian philosophy of both, technical and social sciences.

The subject of this paper is the explanation of the Kosta Stojanovic’s vision of science
(seen as a whole) on the example of the second law of thermodynamics applied in economics.
Stojanovi¢ developed mathematical axioms explaining the society and economy processes
being equal to the mechanical ones. The economy is socially oriented and, as such, is placed in
the service of man as a moral-ethical being. Therefore, economic capital is not only physical
but also intellectual and moral. We will also try to explain Stojanovi¢’s analogy of the law of
entropy to society and the economy in today’s conditions.

Dejan Topoposuh | Dejan Todorovi¢

Jlabopaitiopuja 3a ekcilepumMenilaniiy ucuxoniocujy

Ooemerve 3a ticuxonoeujy @unozogcru gakyniveis y beoepady

Laboratory for Experimental Psychology Faculty of Philosophy Universitiy of Belgrade

BU3YE/IHA MNMEPLUENLUUIA Y HAYUU U DUNO30PUIN

UYyno BHIa je Haml JOMHHAHTHH M3BOp MH(OpPMAIMja O CHOJBALIBEM CBETY, U Kao
TaKBO je OWIJIO IpeIMeT MHTEepPEeCOBamka OPOjHUX MUCITHIIAIA JOIII Off aHTHYKOT 100a. Y Ipyroj
MIOJIOBUHH JIEBETHAECCTOI BEKa pa3BHja CE€ EMIHMPHjCKH HpHUCTyn mpoliemuma Buhema y
OKBHUDY TaJla HOBE €KCIIEPUMEHTAIHE IICUXOJIOTH]€e, KOja ce o/iBaja oj Gro30duje u mocraje
camocraimHa Hayka. MehytuMm, Buheme He mpectaje na Oyme ox mHTEpeca y Qriozoduju,
MOCeOHO y OKBHPY CNMCTEMOJIONIKHX IHTamkba O 3aCHOBAHOCTH HAIler cazHama. Crora u 110
JlaHac IMOCTOje 3aHMMJBHBA ITPEKJIaNama y MTambuMa Kojuma ce 6aBe Gpriro30(pu 1 ICHX0I03H



KOjU Cy 3aMHTEPECOBaHM 3a BUl)EH-€, alil M CYLITHHCKE pasjiuke y MpHcTynuma. JeaHa on
pEJIEeBaHTHUX TeMa Y OKBHpPY OBE MPOOJIEeMaTHKE je y KOjoj MEpU Cy eMITUpHjCcKa Ca3Hamba
TICUX0JI0Ta, Kao U (hu3nonora u pusndapa, peieBanTHa 3a hpuiosode koju ce 6ase BuhemeM. Kao
IpUMep TaKBe TeMe, y CBOM HacTyIry ja hy pasmorpuT BuTreHmrajHoBa cxBarama 0 IPUPOIH
00ja. KonkpertHo, auckyToBahy BeroBe TBP/HHE J1a e Ha OCHOBY KOHIIENITYyaTHUX pa3MaTparma
0 ‘rpaMatuin’ 00ja MOXe 3aKJBYUHTH JIa Cy Heke 00je, Kao IITo Ou Omiie "TipoBuIHA Oemna’ uiu
’3paueha cuBa’, Henoctojehe, Hemoryhe n Hezamucnuse. Hacympot Tome, ja hy TBpauTH aa
je ButrenmrajHoBa aprymMeHTanyja HeBaJjbaHa jep 3aHeMapyje HeKe eMITHPHjCKe YHEH-CHHIIE O
60jama 1 0 (HU3UYKOj ¥ OTTaKeHo]j poBUAHOCTH. OCcUM Tora, Mprkazahy u mpuMepe cirydajeBa
Y mpuKasa 0oja koje 6u mpema ButreHmrajHy Mmopaie Outu Hemoryhe.

VISUAL PERCEPTION IN SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY

The sense of vision is our primary source of information about the outside world,
and as such was of interest to many thinkers since classical antiquity. In the second half of
the 19th century an empirical approach to problems of vision was developed within the then
new experimental psychology, as it separated from philosophy and became an indepenedent
science. However, vision did not cease to be of interest to philosophers, especially with respect
to epistemologcal considerations about the foundations of our knowledge. Therefore there are,
to this day, interesting overlaps in questions addressed by philosophers and psychologists
who are interested in vision, but also substantial differences in their approaches. One of the
relevant issues in this domain is to what extent the empirical facts gathered by psychologists,
as well as physiologists and physicists, are relevant for philosophers who deal with vision. As
an example of this issue, in my talk I will address Wittgenstein’s notions about the nature of
colors. In particular, I will discuss his claims that, based on conceptual considerations of the
‘grammar’ of colors, it can be concluded that some colors are nonexistent, impossible, and
inconceivable, examples being ’transparent white’ and ’luminous gray’. In contrast, I will
claim that Wittgenstein’s argumentation is invalid, because it neglects some empirical facts
about colors and physical and perceived transparency. Furthermore, I will present examples of
cases and displays of colors which, according to Wittgenstein, should be impossible.

Dapko Topaoposuh | Darko Todorovié

Ooemerve 3a kracuune Hayke Quiozopcku paxynieii Ynusepsuinei y beoepady
Department of Classical Studies Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade

APUCTOTE/IOBA ZTEPHZIZ U XAPBUJEBA CONCEPTIO

Y ApucToTenoBoj TpUIIAPTUTHO] TUTIONOTHjU NIocTajama/pahama (yéveoic, Met. VII 7,
1032a12 sq.) moce6HO MeCTO, y3 IPUPOJHY U CIIOHTaHy FeHepalujy, 3ay3uMa apTHQULHjeTHd 65



THII, Y KOjeM YJI0Ty (hOPMAITHOT y3pOKa Mpey3nMa KOTuTaTiuBHa (QyHKIMja CTBapaoyeBe JyIie
Y BeHa €101 — KOHIeNTyallHu y30pHu Oyayhux apredakara. PasymipnBo je na nBa mpeocTaina
oOyiMKa TeHepalyje He OCTaBJbajy MpOCTOpa 3a KoruTanujy (vOnoig), K0joj, MO MPUPOIH
CTBapH, HE MOXKe OMTH MeCTa HU y IPUPOJHOM, HU U CIIOHTAHOM THITY ITOCTajamba.

JlBa mmnenuja mocie Apuctorena, Bummjam Xapsu (1578-1657) Bpaha ce temun
TeHepalmje y jeTHOM OJf CBOja JiBa IIaBHA JIeNla, YMju HaclloB Exercitationes de generatione
animalium (1651) mporpaMcKku €BOITMPa HCTOMMEHH Ha3UB T03HATOT CTarnpaHMHOBOT CITHCA
Ha ucty Temy. Crekymuiryhu y TpaaulMOHAIHAM KaTeropujama apucTOTEIOBCKE HayKe O
MTOCTAHKY )KHUBOTHbA, XapBH IMOCEOHY Makmy nocsehyje 3aroneTHoj remu 3aueha, konyeiyuje,
ko0joj mocBehyje 3acebny crynujy De conceptione, ipunonary Haxpajy Exercitationes (pp. 293—
301). Jeman on pomoHaYESITHUKA MOJCPHE eMOpHOJIOTH]e, XapBH, 0JTa3u KOPak 1aJbe O TPUKOT
(umo3oda, 3a Kora KOTHTAIH]a, Kao IpUTIpeMHa (ha3a TeHepalyje, MoyKe UMaTH CMHUCIIA CaMo Y
KOHTEKCTY apTH(HIHjeITHE YEVESLS (Ka0 HYKHH MPEAYCIOB OCMUlUL/bEeHO2 CTBApaha, YII. HIIP.
Eth. Nic. V14, 1140a7-10). JemaoM CMEJIOM TEOPHjCKOM T'eHEpaTU3aIijoM XapBH MPOIIHPY]je
HOCTHYKY (DYHKITH]Y U Ha 00JIaCT IPUPOTHE, OMOJIOIIKE TeHEepallije, oaH. TpyaHohe u pahama
kuBnux Onha. [ToBmauehum anamornjy — ako He W 3HAK jeTHAKOCTH — M3Mel)y MMarnHaTHBHO-
HOoeTHYKe (DYHKITHje MO3Ta | ,,onroBapajyhe® dyHKIIMje MaTepuIle y MOCTKOUTANIHO] (a3w,
XapBu — jenan of] MOCICBUX U HAjyTIOPHUJUX apUCTOTEIIOBaIla HOBOBEKOBHE Hayke — oOpaha
ce mojmy 3adcha (conceptio) ca TUIIMYHOM apUCTOTETOBCKOM IIPHjEMUYHBOIINY 3a TUIOAHY
BHUIIIE3HAYHOCT TEXHUYKHUX TEPMHHA M FhCHE TEOpPHjCcKe UMIUTHKauje. HaBoqHa aHaToMcko-
(bu3nOoNOoIIKa CIMYHOCT N3Mel)y MOXKIaHOT TKHBA, Ka0 OMOJIOIIKOT CYTICTPaTa MHTEICKTYaTHE
KOHIIETIITHje (= KOHIENTYyaIu3aIrje), ¢ jeqHe CTpaHe, ¥ KapaKTePUCTHYHO N3MEHCHOT TKHBA
eHAOMEeTpHjyMa y ($a3u Koja MPEeTXOAu OMOJIONIKO] KOHIICTIIIH]H, Ka0 CBOJEBPCHO] ilie1eCcHO]
uodeayuju Koja ce ONUTPaBa y YHyTPaIImkHOCTH YTEpyca, ¢ ApyTe — 3a XapBHja je camo A0AaTHa
MOTBpJa Ay0Jhe OHTOJOINIKE CPOIHOCTH JIBA]y KOHTEHHMjATHUX OpTraHa, MOBE3aHUX CINYHOM,
aKO HE W CYIITHHCKH UCTOBETHOM (DYHKIIH]OM KOHYUNUPArba: TEISCHOT W OMOJIomIKOT ((eTyc
3a4eT y MaTepHUIlN), ONH. apTUHUITHjeTHOT (YMETHHYKO-3aHATCKa TBOPEBUHA 3adeTa Y MO3TY
CTBapaora).

[ToceOHy mMaxmby EHIIECKOT HayYHHKa MPUBIAYM CICIHjalHUA Cly4a) aOOpTHBHOT,
Heycresor uin JakHor 3adeha (HMp. jaje-uwcran, ovum subventaneum), KOje XapBUjEBCKY
conceptio YWHM CYINTHMHCKM aMOWBAJICHTHOM — TMapajoKCallHO OTBOpPEHOM 3a 00a
er3UCTCHIMjallHA MCX0Ja. TakaB er3UCTEHIMjajTHO HEyTPAIHU M WHIU(QEPEHTHH CTaTyC
KOHIICIIIHje — Ka0 OHTOJIOIIKOT MPEIyClIOBa reHepallje, ajid U He-reHepanuje (= abopTuBHE
WM IPUBHJTHE TEHEpaIlHje) — CyTepHIIe aHAJIOTH]y Ca JeIHAM JIPYTUM jeTHAKO aMOMBaTICHTHUM
[I0jMOM apPHCTOTEIIOBCKOT yU€Hha O MOCTajaly: MOJMOM JIMIICHOCTH, Upusayuje (GTé€pnoic,
Met. VI1 7, 1032b3 sq., 1033a8 sq.).

ARISTOTLE’S ZTEPHZIZ AND HARVEY’S CONCEPTIO

A special place within Aristotle’s tripartite typology of generation (yéveoig, Met. VII
7,1032al2 sq.) — along with the natural and the spontaneous types — is assigned to the artificial



generation, in which the role of formal cause is taken up by the cogitative function of the
creator’s soul and its €iom, the conceptual patterns of future artifacts. It is obvious that the two
remaining forms of generation leave no room for cogitation (vonoig), which cannot normally
be related either to the natural or to the spontaneous type of coming into existence.

Two millennia after Aristotle, William Harvey (1578—1657) returns to the issue of
generation in one of his two major works whose title Exercitationes de generatione animalium
(1651) programmatically evokes the homonymous title of the famous Stagirite’s writing on the
same topic. Speculating in the traditional categories of Aristotelian science of animal generation,
Harvey pays particular attention to the enigmatic subject of conception, to which he devotes
a special study De conceptione, appended at the end of the Exercises (pp. 293-301). One of
the founders of modern embryology, Harvey goes a step further than the Greek philosopher,
for whom cogitation, as a preliminary stage of generation, can only make sense within the
context of artificial yéveoig (being a necessary prerequisite for any thoughtful creation, cf.
e.g. Eth. Nic. VI 4, 1140a7-10). By a daring theoretical generalisation, Harvey extends the
noetic function also to the domain of natural, biological generation, that is pregnancy and
birth of living beings. By drawing an analogy — if not a complete equation — between the
imaginative-noetic function of the brain and the ‘corresponding’ operation of the uterus in
the postcoital phase, Harvey — one of the last and most persistent Aristotelians of modern
natural science — addresses the notion of conception with a typical Aristotelian receptivity
to the fruitful polysemy of technical terms and its inspiring theoretical implications. The
presumed anatomico-physiological similarity between brain tissue, as a biological substrate
of intellectual conception (= conceptualisation), on the one hand, and characteristically altered
endometrial tissue in the phase preceding biological conception, as a kind of bodily ideation
that takes place inside the uterus, on the other — for Harvey is just further confirmation of a
deeper ontological similarity of the two substantially congenial organs, linked by a similar, if
not essentially identical, function of conceiving: both corporeal-biological (foetus conceived
in the womb), and spiritual-artificial (artistic/artisanal creation previously conceived in the
brain of the creator).

The particular attention of the English scholar is drawn by a special case of abortive,
failed or false conception (e.g. wind egg, ovum subventaneum), which makes Harveyan
conceptio essentially ambivalent — paradoxically open to both existential outcomes. Such an
existentially neutral and indifferent status of conception — as an ontological precondition of
both generation as well as non-generation (= abortive or apparent generation) — suggests an
analogy with another equally equivocal notion of Aristotelian doctrine of becoming: namely,
that of privation (ctépnoig, Met. VII 7, 1032b3 sq., 1033a8 sq.).
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Astronomical observatory in Belgrade

NMOJAM XAOCA O] CTBAPAIA CBETA
A0 NYTOBAHKA HA MECEL,

CrBapame cBeTa OJyBEK je OKYIHpaso Maxmy cBakor mucneher doseka. Jla mm je u
y K0jOj MEpH Xa0C UMao yJiesa y TOM CTBapamy, WIH j€ OHO TEKJIO Y CaBPIICHO] XapMOHH]jH?
W3narau he mokymaru aa OArOBOpH Ha OBO NHTame Kpo3 TyMauewme Kmbure mocrama, Koje
je m3Heo BmW3aHTHjKcH ¢mnocod u Teonor mu3 IV Beka, CBetn Bacunuje Benukw, y cBoM
3nHamenuToM neny lllectonne. Pa3Boj Hayke y MOTOBMM BEKOBHMaA JJOHEO je HOBH YBUZ Y
KpeTame HeOeCKUX Tela, a Haj3Ha4ajHHUjy MPEKPEeTHHUIy Y TOM rorienay umana je byraosa
Teopuja rpaBuTaiyje. Ca OBOM TEOPHjOM je KaCHH]je M3MEHEH U [10jaM Xaoca, IITO j& y BEJINKOj
MepH 00JIMKOBAJIO CaBPEMEHY HeOeCKy MEXaHHKY. XaocC JaHac HMa CBOjy Ta4Hy MaTeMaTHIKy
neUHHIN]Y, a 3aXBaJbyjyhu caBpeMEHUM padyHAPCKUM TEXHOJIOTHjaMa, II0CTa0 je U BUJbUB
U MepJbUB. YIIPKOC 3Ha4Yely OBE peuH, JETEKIHMja Xaoca y cBeMupy omoryhmia je Opxe u
e(HKacHUje KpeTame CBEMHPCKUX JIETEIIHIIA, CKPAaTUBILY TaKo U IyT Ha Mecer.

THE NOTION OF CHAOS FROM THE CREATION OF THE WORLD
TO THE JOURNEY TO THE MOON

The creation of the world has always occupied the attention of every thinking per-
son. Did chaos have contributed to that creation, and to what extent, or did it flow in perfect
harmony? We will try to answer this question through the interpretation of the Book of Gen-
esis, presented by a Byzantine philosopher and theologian from the 4th century, Saint Basil
the Great in his famous work Hexameron. The development of science in later centuries has
brought new insight into the motion of celestial bodies. The most significant turning point in
this regard was Newton’s theory of gravitation, which changed the notion of chaos and largely
shaped the modern celestial mechanics. Today, chaos has its exact mathematical definition,
and thanks to computer technologies, it has become visible and measurable. Despite the mean-
ing of this word, the detection of chaos in space, enabled faster and more efficient movement
of spacecraft, thus shortening the way to the Moon.
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LWAUK HA ONTYXKEHUYKOJ KNYNU - Y TABUPUHTY CYKOBA
OKO KOPECNOHAEHTHE TEOPUJE UCTUHE

VY cnucy HacnoBibeHOM Wissenschaftliche Weltauffassung: Der Wiener Kreis (1929)
noceehenom lnuky y 3HaK 3axBajgHOCTH ITO HUje HamycTHo beu, Hojpat, y3 Kapnana n
XaHa, 3acTyna HaydyHH OpUcTyl (QWIo30(Uju U TEXKBY Ka ,,yjeIUmbEeHo] HAyH U CBHMa
JIOCTYITHOM j€3MKYy Hayke koju Hamehe ,,moTpary 3a HEyTpajdHHM CHUCTEMOM Qopmyra‘.
Ogaj crmc, no3HaT ka0 Manugect beukor kpyra npeacrasiba, Ipe CBera, MpOriac MpOTHB
MeTaU3WYKUX CTaHOBHIITA y ¢uiuozodpuju. ,,CTpeMu ce pely M jaCHOCTH™, Kaxke ce y
Masnudecry, ,, 1 0g0aIyjy ce TaMHe AaJbUHE H HEJOKYy4nBe AyOuHe. Y HaylM Hema ‘1yOuHa’;
CBE je Ha NOBPIIUHH...

Wnak, Hojpar y LlnnkoBoM eMImupu3My M KOPECIIOHJCHTHOM CXBaTamy HCTHHE
noABNIaYr MeTapu3nUKe eleMenTe. JJMCKyCcHju ce MpUKJbYdno Xemrien koju 3amepa LLnuky
CTaB J1a EMIHMPH]CKH MCKA3U M3pakaBajy YMIbEHHIIC jep TO MPEICTaBiba MCEY1000jeKTyaIH!
HaynH roBopa. OH moxpkaBa HojparoBo craHoBuIITE KOje, KaKO CMaTpa, MOTIIOMOTHYTO
KapnanoBum pasznukoBameM (opMalHOT W IICEyJ0-00jeKTyaIHOT TOBOpa, CIMMHHUIIC
,OCTaTaK arcoayTHU3Ma KOju MoTHYe o1l MeTapu3nuKuxX TeHaeHuuja“. Oarosapa: ,,OnTyxeH
caM Jla cMaTpaM Jia ce€ UCKa3Hu MOTy yrnopehuBaru ca ynmeHnnama. [Ipusnajem kpusuiy — ja
TO cMarpaM. AJIM IPOTECTYjeM MPOTHUB Ka3He: oJ0ujaM Jla ceauM Ha KIynu MeTadusnyapa.
Ha HlnukoBy ctpany craje ¢oH Jyxoc koju kaxe na HojparoBu u KapnamoBu craBoBH
,»oncehajy Ha XeresnoBy AujaleKTHUKY KOHLIENIHjy UcTuHe . Jla HCTHHA HUje caMo HaydHa
BPEIHOCT yKa3yje ropunHa ca kojoM ce Pacen yxipyuyje: ,JlIpema Hojpary u Xemmnemny,
pehu ‘A je emmupujcka unmeHuiia 3Haun pehu ‘Vckaz A ce jaBiba je KOH3HCTCHTAH ca
M3BeCHUM Koprycom Beh nmpuxBaheHuX uckasa.’” Y Apyrauujoj KyITypHOj CPEIUHN MOXKE OUTH
npuxsaheH apyru xopmyc uckasza. 30or tora Hojpar u jecte y eraumy... JIpyrum peuuma,
IITA je eMIMPHjCKa HCTHHA MOXe Ja OApear U nomunuja.” 3a ofOpaHy KOpeCloHeHTHEe
Teopyje MCTUHE Kao OMTHY [TOTa3Hy OCHOBY y31uMaM cTaB Puyapia @ymeproHa Koju
cMarpa Jia je pyHZaMeHTa/IHa IIOCTaBKa KOPECIIOHIEHTHE Teopuje Te3a ja je ,, 0utn
VICTUHUTO CBOjCTBO“. AKO OBO y3MeMO Ka0 K/bYYHY 0COOVHY KOPECIIOHJeHTHE Teopuje,
OHJIa CEMaHTMYKYy KOHLeNuujy uctune Tapckor, npema kojoj ,,’S’ je ucrunuto AKKO
S, MO)keMO pa3yMeTH Kao KOopak y of0paHu KOpEeCIOHJEHTHE TeopHje. Jenan ox OuzapHux
MOMEHaTa jecTe TO IITO je KoHuenuuja Tapckor, kKojoj ce npukionno Kapnan, 6a3upana Ha
CXOJIACTMYKO] pa3nuuy u3Mely marepujanne u ¢opmaine cynosuuuje. MehyTtum, natom
CKBUBAJICHIIMjOM, C TPaBOM UCTHYe Tapcku, camo ce JI0BOAE Y Kopenauujy aBa uckasa. OHa,
kaxxe Tapcku, caMo UMIUIMIHpPA Ja Kaja TBPAUMO MM oAdallyjeMo pedeHuly ,,S°, Mopamo
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Jla TBPAUMO WIJIM 00alMO KOpEJIMpaHy pedeHuLy ,,Pedennna’S’ je uctuaura“. Hamme, oBa
CKBUBAJICHIIM]A HE MIPEjyAnLIpa HUjeAHY Ne(UHULI]Y UCTHHE, CaMO IIOCTaBJba yCIIOB 32 Y.
Vrora oBor ycioBa je 1a ce n30erHy CeMaHTHUKU MapagoKCH KOjU IT0YMBajy Ha CEMaHTHUKU
3aTBOPEHUM jE3ULUMA.

[Topennm ymory exBHBajeHINjE KOjy HaBOIM Tapcky ca eKBUBAJICHIIjOM O] KOje, Y
MOTpa3y 3a a/IeKBATHOM HMITIIKAIIH]OM, TIos1a3e bennam u Annepcon, ysuhajyhu qa kopenarujy
KOjy TOCTaBJbajy HE 33J0BOJbABA HM CKCTCH3MOHAJIHA HU WHTEH3MOHAJIHA MMIUTUKanuja. Y
CBETIIy HaBeJIEeHUX paciipaBa OaBuhy ce craTrycoM mpeawkara ,,0nTH yumbeHuna’ Opanehu
KOPECTIOHJCHTHY TEOPHjy UCTHHE o (ruto3odckux Hanama (1a ¥ of ,,[TOIHIIHje ).

SCHLICK IN THE DOCK - IN A MAZE OF CONFLICTS OVER THE
CORRESPONDENCE THEORY OF TRUTH

In a manuscript entitled Wissenschafiliche Weltauffassung: Der Wiener
Kreis (1929) dedicated to Schlick “as token of gratitude and joy at his remaining
in Vienna”, Neurath, along with Carnap and Hahn, advocates a scientific approach
to philosophy and the pursuit of “unified science” and the universally intelligible
language of science that imposes “the search for a neutral system of formulas.”
This document, known as the Manifesto of the Vienna Circle, is, above all, a proclamation
against metaphysical views in philosophy. “Neatness and clarity are striven for,” the Manifesto
says, “and dark distances and unfathomable depths rejected. In science there are no ‘depths’...”

Nevertheless, underlines metaphysical elements in Schlick’s empiricism and
understanding of truth. Hempel joined the discussion, reproaching Schlick’s view that
empirical statements express facts because it is a pseudo-objectual way of speaking. He
supports Neurath’s view, which he believes, aided by Carnap’s distinction between formal and
pseudo-objectual speech, eliminates the “remainder of absolutism which is due to metaphysical
tendencies”. Schlick responds: “I have been accused of maintaining that statements can
be compared with facts. I plead guilty. I have maintained this. But I protest against my
punishment: I refuse to sit in the seat of the metaphysicians.” On Schlick’s side stands von
Juhos, who says that Neurath and Carnap’s views are “reminiscent of Hegel’s dialectical
conception of truth.” That truth is not only a scientific value is indicated by the bitterness
with which Russell engages in the discussion: “To say: ‘A is an empirical fact’ is, according
to Neurath and Hempel, to say: ‘the proposition ‘A occurs’ is consistent with a certain body of
already accepted propositions’. In a different culture circle another body of propositions may
be accepted; owing to this fact, Neurath is an exile... In other words, empirical truth can be
determined by the police.” In defending the correspondence theory of truth I take the position
of Richard who considers that “the most fundamental commitment of the theory is that being
true is a property” as a starting point. If we take this as a key feature of the theory, then Tarski’s
semantic conception of truth, according to which “‘S’ is true iff S, can be understood as a step
in defence of the correspondence theory. One of the bizarre moments in Tarski’s argument is



that his conception, to which Carnap adhered, is based on the scholastic distinction between
material and formal supposition. However, the given equivalence, Tarski rightly points out,
only correlates the two statements. It, says Tarski, only implies that when we accept or reject
the sentence “S”, we must accept or reject the correlated sentence “The sentence ‘S’ is true”.
Namely, this equivalence does not prejudge any definition of truth; it only sets a condition for
it. The role of this condition is to avoid semantic paradoxes that arise in semantically closed
languages. I compare the role of the equivalence stated by Tarski with the equivalence from
which, in search of an adequate implication, Belnap and Anderson start, realizing that the
correlation they set is not satisfied by either extensional or intentional implication. In the light
of the above discussions, I will deal with the status of the predicate “is a fact”, defending the
correspondence theory of truth from philosophical attacks (even from the “police”).

HeHnap Uekuh | Nenad Ceki¢
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OA U ETUKA MOXE BUTU HAYKA?

On antnukux BpemeHa (Coxkpara, [Inatona u Apucrorena), ma cse no 20. Bexa, y3
caMo HEKOJIUIMHY u3y3eTaka (kao mro je Jlejpun Xjym), moapa3syMeBajo ce Ja je 3HAmbE O
MOpaly yIOpeIruBO ca HaydHuM 3HameM. OTyna cMO M Hacleuiu u3pa3 ,,moral sciences®,
KOju MHa4ye o0yxBara IIMpe MOJApy4je OJ MOJApydYja eTHKe. AHanu3a 3Hadyewma U ynorpede
MOpaJTHUX TEPMHUHA M UCKa3a y OOJIMKY ,,METaeTUKe" je JOHEKIIe I3MECHUIIA CIIMKY €THKE Kao
,Hayke . MeTaeTH4KH ,,He-KOTHUTHBHU3aM* Y jeJTHOCTaBHO] (hOPMH ,,eMOTHBH3MA " 00EIICIKHO
je TIaBHHM TOK pa3Boja MPBOOMTHHX METACTUYKHX TeopHuja. He-KOTHUTHBHCTUYKA CyMIba Y
MOTyhHOCT MOpaITHOT ca3Hara CTBOPHJIA je YCIOBE 32 TOHOBHO MPOMUIIIbAE JTUCTUHKIIH]E
YHI-EHUIIE/BPETHOCTH, & CAMHUM THM M OJTHOCA HAyKe U €THUKE Kao PHUI030(CcKe TUCIUTLTHHE.

VY cBoM M3naramy ayTop 3acTyna ABe jacHe Te3e: 1) eTuky je Hemoryhe mocinoBHO
CBECTH Ha MPUPOJHY HayKy; M 2) MPUXBaTJbUBA €THYKA TeopHja HHUje Moryha Oe3 ociioHLa
Ha MOJeJ Hay4yHe TeopHje, Ipe CBera Kpo3 Uaejy ,,pedaekTuBHOT ekBHIHOpHjyMa“. ¥3 To,
noAipa3yMeBa ce J1a €TUKa He MOKe Wi IPOTUB YMIHEHUIIA U HAYYHUX Ca3Hama O HhHMa.

Y KOHTEKCTY OBE JBE Te3€, ayTop he pasMOTPUTH HEKOJIMKO OMTHUX npodiema. OBre
Ce OHM CaMO HABOJE: 3ajeIHMYKH KOPEH TEOPHjCKUX U ,,IPAKTHYKHX TUCLHUIUIMHA", OIHOC
YHILCHUIA ¥ BPEAHOCTH ((aKTUIMTETAa W MICATHOCTH), OJHOC €TUYKE W HaydyHE TEOpHje
(mocebHO pobiieM peayKirje); MpodiieM 1 MPETIOCTaBKa CI000/1€ Yy HayIlH U €TUIH U OJTHOC
y3pOKa M pazjora y Mopaiy.

Y 3akspyuyHoM gneny Owhe Ha3HadyeH CHUMOWOTCKH OJHOC TICEyAOHAyKe U
nceynodunozoduje (MceyroeTnke) U WIycTpaiyje goHekne n3HeHal)yjyhux xoHBepreHmnuja
HAayYHUX ¥ €THYKHX 3aMHCIIH.
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CAN ETHICS BE A SCIENCE?

From ancient times (Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle), until the 20™ century, with a very
few exceptions (especially Hume), it was almost implied that knowledge of morality was
equal or, at least, comparable to scientific knowledge. Analysis of the meaning and use of
moral terms and judgments in the form of “metaethics” has somewhat altered the image of
ethics as “science.” Metaethical “non-cognitivism” in a simple form of “emotivism” marked
the main course of developing the original metaethical theories. Non-cognitivists’ doubt about
the possibility of moral knowledge has created the conditions for rethinking the “facts/values”
distinction, and therefore the relationship between science and ethics as a philosophical
discipline.

In his remarks, the author represents two clear theses: 1) ethics as a philosophical
discipline cannot be literally reduced to natural science; and 2) acceptable ethical theory is not
possible without reliance on the model of the scientific approach, especially through the idea
of “reflective equilibrium.” It is presumed that ethics cannot go against the facts and relevant
scientific knowledge. In the context of these two theses, the author will discuss several critical
problems. Let us mention some of them: the common root of theoretical and “practical
disciplines,” the relation between facts and values (or even “ideals”), the relationship between
ethical and scientific theory (especially the problem of reduction), issue and assumption of
freedom in science and ethics, and the role of causes and reasons in morality.

The conclusion will indicate the symbiotic relationship between pseudoscience and
pseudo-philosophy (pseudo-ethics) and some illustrations of the surprising convergence of
scientific and ethical ideas.



