The core problem in philosophy that is being referenced here is the issue of moral responsibility and
free will. The story about a wild child in Siberia who accidentally caused a train wreck by damaging
railroad ties raises questions about whether this individual can be held morally responsible for his
actions.

This scenario touches on several philosophical debates:

1. **Free Will vs Determinism**: If one believes in determinism, that all events are caused by
previous events and the laws of nature, then it could be argued that the wild child's actions were not
truly his own choices, and thus he cannot be held morally responsible. However, if one believes in
free will, then the child could potentially be considered morally responsible for his actions.

2. **Ignorance of Law**: The principle of "ignorance of law is no excuse" suggests that even if
someone did not know about a law or potential harm they might cause, they can still be held legally
and morally responsible for breaking it. In this case, since the child was not taught about the danger
he posed to the train, some argue that he should not be blamed.

3. **Mens Rea**: This Latin term refers to "guilty mind" in criminal law, indicating that a person
must have had the intent to commit a crime for it o count as such. In this scenario, since the child did
not have malicious intent (he did not set out to cause harm), some argue he should not be held
morally responsible.

4, **Moral Luck**: This concept refers to whether one is deemed morally responsible based on
outcomes that are beyond their control. If the train wreck had not occurred, would we consider the
child's actions differently? This touches on debates surrounding moral luck and whether it should
play a role in determining moral responsibility.

Philosophers have long debated these issues, with various schools of thought offering
differing views on how to address them.

Some philosophers argue that since we cannot always determine exactly when someone is
morally responsible, we should focus more on creating a just society rather than trying to
assign blame individually (e.g., John Rawls).

Others maintain that moral responsibility and free will are crucial aspects of our moral
intuitions and should be preserved in our philosophical frameworks (e.g., Robert Kane).

In the context of this story, the central question remains: is it fair o hold the wild child
morally responsible for an accident he did not mean to cause, knowing that he was not
taught about the potential danger?

This thought experiment touches on many complex aspects of moral philosophy and
highlights how challenging it can be to determine when someone is truly morally responsible
for their actions.
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