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On Theological and Scientific Turn of Phenomenology
Ding Yun

This paper focuses on the two recent shifts in phenomenological research—theological turn and the
scientific turn. We will first discuss the respective implications and common backgrounds of theological
turn and scientific turn of phenomenology. Then we proceed from the external phenomenological tradition
to argue that these two turns can be concluded as a speculative turn and propose a reduction problem
from the inside of phenomenological tradition. This article will then summarize the many possible paths of
phenomenological reduction and test Jeand.uc Marions “theological turn” and its relationship with
phenomenological reduction. Further reviewing Marion’s “third restoration” doctrine on the basis of a
detailed reading of Heideggers relevant text. After critically summarizing Heideggers doctrine this

article will give a phenomenological reason for the theological turn and scientific turn.

On the Consensus and Disagreement of Leo Strauss and Edmund Husserl
Li Mingkun

This paper briefly discusses the consensus and disagreement between the two approaches of
phenomenology and political philosophy by examining the relationship between the political philosophy
of Leo Strauss and the phenomenology of Edmund Husserl. On the one hand the Platonic political
philosophy originated by Strauss can be seen as a revision and continuation of Husserl’s phenomenology
the reason for which is that Strauss not only responds positively to Husserls call to “return to the pre—
scientific world” but also endeavors to find a solid foundation for rationalism as Husserl tries to do. On
the other hand the way Strauss conducts his study of the history of political philosophy can be regarded
as a variant of Husserl’s “intentional history” . Unlike Husserl however Strauss believes that the true
pre-scientific world cannot be the product of any new philosophical construction but the life-world in the
eyes of classical philosophers and that the science which could bring “light” to the present mankind is

not Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology but the political philosophy of Socrates and Plato.

Relational Egalitarianism: Whether It is a Success
as an Alternative to Luck Egalitarianism

Zhao Ruilin

Since the publication of Rawls’s Theory of Justice the theory of distributive justice advocated by the
luck egalitarianism has occupied the mainstream position in the political philosophy. For nearly two
decades relational egalitarianism questioned and challenged the luck egalitarianism and attempted to
replace it. According to this view equality is not an ideal of distribution but a moral ideal. The purpose
of advocating equality is not to neutralize people’s luck but to realize the equality of human relations so
that all people can treat each other equally. Although relational egalitarianism provides an attractive
theory of egalitarianism the equality strategy it advocates cannot succeed in replacing luck
egalitarianism. Relational egalitarianism exaggerates the differences and divergences between the two
theories of equality. One is consistent and complementary with the other in the goal of equality

theoretical construction and moral defense so that they are compatible.
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