22 12 B R O#FEIE R AT R Vol. 22, No.12
2006 12 Studies in Dialectics of Nature Dec., 2006

:1000—- 8934(2006) 12— 0037- 05

® OB %
(LiETHAFKATHF IR, L& 200135

ETHE AL, TR AR RAL Y E EHLETORAY AR EEARAE L KR H
B E RGBSR R, A RET F A0 R EREE RN KR AR B T A R R T
B & BT, AHRT AR E TR AT 2
LRI AR AL REREY

37

:B82; N03; N0O4 tA
, ( notation) ,
( ) M. « » “16
(term inology) , 17 7 ¢
) ) 16 ,
» (1)
, , ¢ , 16
,C.S.
, 2 [2] 43 17 s
« ”» , ( )
» (3]
1
(1839- 1914) , 18
:2006- 04- 21
KRG E(1976—), Adm BAe A FF AL, LiETHAHRTEFRHIF, EERNEARLEIHF AR
{ » « ”



22 12

1850

( conceptual notation)” , « »
" R 1900
19 80 , ,
, «
; » ;
19 R R 20
; (
o 2 2 [4] 2
> W.S s
ARtk M itk

iz f it 5 f&#% 5 fig#%
AT B + i¥ 4 feo \Y “RAE(vel)” B FHE
A B x 1% 45 AR A “V” b4 18] 4%
& E - -1=0; -0=1 ~ T Hay R 5
8% —< DT RET “ 3 & ( consequent ia) ” 89 B F £+

HAEE ) P ¥ A (iterated) #= B “ B 12 (existere)” 49 A F &

Ex s 4] II F 4 (iterated) A% () “PTH (omnis)” 89 & F 4

\ « » o,

' ! » (5] , , ’
2 ; ,
» (6] 7
! {Peirce », , 2002



’ > “ (the ethics of ter

minology)”
, 1787
« » 3

> 1860 i
s 1889 ,
, 1889 ,
1901 , ,
> 1903 | i
§ » , « (1 |
’ ’ “ (the advancement of science)”
’ (self— controlled) :
» (8]
" (2) 13
( pragmatism ) « ” (kidnapping) ,

39



22 12

2
’
2
)
2 2
2
2
( 3) [13
»
’
2
2
( 4) «
2
» (10
»
2
2
)
2 2
)
( 5) [13
2 2
2
2
)
2
[3 2
’
2
2
2

40

»

2
43
2
2
2
2
<
B

(6)

prope-

tivism”

. ”»
matism”,

2
[13
2
2
43
2
2
— icism
2

“ prope— positivism(

2
o
2
2
2
2
”»
2
2
5
”»
2
pragmaticism,

2
2
2
5
2
2
[13
— ism
[13 .
post
) 2
43
prag-
[13
2
2
2
2



. : , 1979. 301, 301, 306.
(4) Houser Nathan etc(ed ). Studies in the Logic of Charles

Sanders Peirce[ C]. Bloomington: Indiana U niversity Press,

1997. 6.
, (5)JH Putnam. Peirce the Logician[J] . Historia Mathematica,
.« 1982(9) : 290- 301.
i i (6)John F Sowa. ( Y[ M]. ,
2003. 467.
’ ’ ’ (7)K emeth Laie Ketner. Peircé s Ethics of Temimbgy [ J]. Trans
’ ’ actions of Charles. S. Peirce Society, 1981(4) : 327- 47.
""" ) , ] ) [M]. . : ,
, , 1984. 52.
(o)(11) . [M].
’ ’ ’ » 1] ’ , 1959. 462— 3,49%- 9.
(10)Aristotle. The Complete Works of Aristotlel M]. Vol 1,
The Revsed Oxford Translation, Edied by J Barnes. Prince-
ton, 1984. 250.
(1J(2)(G3) . ( Y[M]. .

Peirce on the Ethics of Terminology

ZHANG Liwhua
(Pudong New Area Administration Ingitute, Shanghai 200135, China)

Abstract: A good terminology is requiite for a science and its long— standing development. Science, in itself, has a moral requirement on inventing

and using its terms. The Ethics of Temminology set forth by C. S. Peirce tells us much inspiration and suggestion about some appropriate rules of scientif

ic terms.
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On Argument Evaluation from A Perspective of Informal Logic

XIONG M ing-hui
(Institute of Logic & Cognition, Sun Yat— sen University, Guangzhou 510275, China)

Abstract: Arguments are normally divided into formal and informal ones. The fomm er is concerned with by formal logic while the latter is focused on by

informal logic.  In this paper, we fist discuss several definitions of logic, analysis the background of the rise of nformallogic, study the difference be-
tween formal and nformmal logic, propose three criteria to accessing informal arguments — logical, dialectical, and thetorical - from informal logic.
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