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which show both the imagistic and numerological turn to the humanistic value. Between Han and Wei
Dynasties this imagistic numerology goes to the ultimate and also the extreme. Wang Bi uses the methodology
of “meaning and principle” and completes the major transformation in Zhouyi exegesis from a focus on image

and number to one on meaning and principle.

The Time Concept and Its Dilemmas in Seng Zhao’s Things Are Not Moving
Lu Chuansong

In Things Are Not Moving Seng Zhao tries to prove that things do not move in time an argument based
on the affirmation of the eternal existence of the past and the present and the repudiation of the diachronic
identity of things. Using this conclusion he provides support for Buddhist teachings. However this paper
finds that the concept of time in the Things Are Not Moving is faced with both internal and external difficulties.
The internal dilemma means that its concept of time cannot deal with the future’s ontological status: if it
recognizes the objective reality of the future it will threaten its religious beliefs; if it denies the objective
reality of the future it is difficult to justify the fact that things are not moving in time. The external dilemma is
that the view of the nature of things contained in this concept of time conflicts with the madhyamaka’s view of

the nature of things and also with the religious belief that with the accumulation of good one can become a

Buddha.

Aristotle’s “Man is by Nature a Political Animal”
Liu Wei

This paper reconsiders the most famous thesis in Aristotle’s political philosophy that “man is by nature a
political animal ” by way of a coherent interpretation of the argument in Politics 1. 2. It argues that the
dominant meaning of “nature” that runs through this chapter is the human being’s natural impulse toward the
good life. This interpretation will clarify two common misunderstandings of this thesis: understanding “political
animal ” narrowly as “polis animal " and further taking “political animal” as the definition of man; and taking
Aristotle’s “nature” as the dominant final cause and understanding the polis’s priority to the individual’s in the
sense of natural substance. The clarification of these misunderstandings will help us see the misappropriation of
Aristotle by Hannah Arendt’s republicanism and understand the similarity and difference between Aristotle’s

and Hobbes’s insights into human nature and the formation of the state.

Subjectivity without Subject: A New Understanding of Nietzsche’s Late Philosophy
Wu Zengding

This paper intends to give a new interpretation of Nietzsche’s late philosophy which differs from both
Heidegger’s and postmodern philosophers” interpretations. According to Heidegger Nietzsche’s late philosophy
is a kind of metaphysics of subjectivity. However postmodern philosophers regard Nietzsche’s late philosophy
as a complete rejection of subjectivity. This paper holds that Nietzsches late philosophy is a new philosophy of
subjectivity that is a philosophy of “subjectivity without subject. ” In Nietzsche’s new philosophy of
subjectivity subjectivity no longer relies on a rational and conscious ego or subject but rather represents a
pre-conscious life instinct or the will to power. Accordingly  “subjectivity without subject” means the activity
and spontaneity of the will to power that is the spontaneous release and expansion of the will to power. On
the contrary the subject of traditional metaphysics not only derives from the original subjectivity but also

denies and suppresses the latter.



