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e KZ# (counterexample )
«%8LE (refutation by analogy )
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T:2 (reduction to absurdity )

e THex (exposition of
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‘B8 (Prime number)

€2 +1,in whichxis2,n
being an integer
©one not divisible by an

integer larger than 1
except itself.




5.3 B2

o REERAHEE N
©€2x3 x4 x5...x N) +1=M o
S\ g\

o N B B B




5.3 Bfe>

® FERR
©@madhyamika-prasangika;
£consequence school
«dbu ma thal 'gyur ba

2017/3/28 16



ePEIE T =X Greco=EMVIE
e R EVIR 1A & o
frE RN AB S = E
s R EEHMTE
FHVRPERE T -




&R EGrecoti T RIZE -
EEN AT REE

ofi Y B AR BT - {H
YR I E H&E » fhE
FE SIELLME B HY
ANEEE ?




et S 2 EHIE
E 2 AN ARE H
AME ?




EHEAFENHEER (ZEEE) B

o/ERVHE (T&H)

1
-t,

o, E{EFH

o FIEHVHE (5%

é’ﬁt

o VRS ()
oSFIEAEE (HEEE)
RS (FTED)

)

2017/3/28

20



@AM EESLZTEMAS (BRE)

1.8 ()
2. % (RE)
3 (%%)
AT (B &)
5388 (SR )
o R EBRRIEEE 8y [HIR

2017/3/28



13 | REIARE ) g
e (B3 BB aethinFE
o — F AR TR -
ex TR, RETAE /E‘M: /%FE
B A A ?
(dist) 18

2017/3/28

22



e <<|_;[ §ﬁ>> 18 . 1




= S VVINTS
sEBAIAR
o FEAA
CEEIAR w50




= S VVINTS
o i @
SERIAAR
o FERBIH
CEEIAR o 5a




o R
e —2= hi5
SRR

o EER A
—%  hi5
CEEIAR o 5a




1.EEAEA S
2. RFEINEE
3.BEER AR
4. KRG TN

(HEm) 2: 1




15T AR
2,2 NRIF%
3. BEA A A
4. RHFEAH

(Ham) 2:3




1 5EEEE
2./l — %
3. — 8N Ay 2T
4. “ERARFE

(HEm) 2:4




158 5%
2 HIF =53
3.LABE =2
4.F57EA Eﬁ%(

'iEA.>> 2 . 5




@AM EESLZTEMAS (BRE)

1.8 ()
2. % (RE)
3 (%%)
AT (B &)
5388 (SR )
o R EBRRIEEE 8y [HIR

2017/3/28



HI TREIAE] fE

'"_% | E ﬁzj \:_IE

ex | BH, LR

B4 0 AR RE

et an|E
ﬁ’wx o A
A 7
(Hzmy 18 @ 1

N — 2 A R -

2017/3/28

32



e <<|_;[ §ﬁ>> 18 . 1




1.0tL 0.5 T~ fE—fZ? 0.5 +1.0=1.5

1.5 () >1.0

e1.5 () <1.0




1.0E 0.5 T fE—

©1.5>1.0

)

1.5 bE 1.0E

—N

N

22 0.5 + 1.0 =1.5

» 1.5 BB 1.0

(0.5 +1.0) < (0 + 1.0)

10l:l:,05‘

10°

el

(0.5 +1.0)S7E—#E > 0.56H

> 1.0LE 0.5FR T

=T
XD

s

2017/3/28

35



5.4 FG3ETHAX

1. fIER B HA R G A RIE T »
2. FrAdt— e A A LT -




B AP 252 Machs
UE RS T B EIEE]
M2 R IR

et HI B 2% Einstein HY A ¥ 5
HY R




ElS T EHR

H] DA R — 18 8% 357 ¢
FERH THEHY HAE




1% IHSTHEL (metaethics)

H Bl RE S Y @B MR R

@ JEE
& ¥ Z(intuitionism)

o f

oLl J

.
-

'/\)T.L

JRF = (naturallsm)
IANTEZz(nonnaturalism) > JNEE

Z%i%(emotlwsm)
g1 F(prescriptivism)

2017/3/28

TIRT

39



DiFESER vs EEIRHE

e ijﬂl}% ( Utilitarianism )
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Principia Ethica (1903)

& MOORE, GEORGE EDWARD (1873-
1958) :naturalistic fallacy:The
fallacy is supposed to arise from
any attempt to provide a
definition of ethical values.

e reject the possibility of a
reductive definition of ethical
values
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STEVENSON, CHARLES LESLIE
(1908-79)

@ Ethics and Language (1944)
& Facts and Values (1963)

¢ emotivism : moral judgments
do not state any sort of fact, but
rather express the moral
emotions of the speaker and
attempt to influence others.

2017/3/28 44



HAFE vs IEFHARTFRE

W 57 T OEP TR 8 T fE it £ &
(Descrlptlwsm) =S =g

%F%%Eff BB
B - AR AT R AT
it o TR REREE AR — R -
sGamEmotivism
fe~amPrescriptivism

2017/3/28 45

ll—'

1r='=-‘




