(‘{.ﬁ g} !@ ? 20195 He6

[43

. B506

20 90
(cf. Janicud 2000)

N

[13

76

[43



WRAFFHHF LA TG

1991 ( Do 1975
1990 ( turn) “ 7 (.
Janicaud 2000: 99. 103) . “

7 o 1998 ( ) ( La
phenomenologie eclatee) “ "o (cf
Janicaud 2000: 99. 103) “ 7 o
( essence of phenomenality) ; “ ” ( the originary) o
(cf. Janicaud 2000: 5) “o oo 7 “ " “ i

o o o7 (cf.
Janicaud 2000: 4) “ v 7 “
7 “ 7 o ( 2009: 51—54)
90
“ "o (cf. Gallagher
2012: 70. 71) ( naturalism) o
“ "o (cf. Zahavi 2010: 3)

77



’/-»? 20194 Fek

&
N

[43

113

(cf. Gallagher & Schmicking 2010:
7 “ "o (cf. Crowell 2012: 31)
20 : [
o (Zahavi 2010: 3)
(
o (cf. Hua BdVI: 80—84)
( » “
( »
20 o
” o (
Levinas 1971: 24—30) ®
( bi
P 1996: 46—47)
©) ( bi “ "o (
122)
@
@ [43 ” (43 ” “16 MémeY’

)

»”

2016: 6—11;

1997: 83—143

“das Selbst”

[}

[

cf.

113

89—



o (
o (

( natura naturata)

[13 ”

€«

«© 2”

14 2”

[13 ”»

WRAFFHHF LA TG

o

”»
)

1991: 46)
1991: 29—30)

o (cf. Grant 2006: 2)

o

“ ”» ( )O [43 ”»
”» ( ) R
"o ( 2016: 127—128)

2016: 148—149)

o (cf. Janicud 2000: 95—96)

79



&
N

S5
= ? 20194

»

(13

Feo

113

" ( corrélationisme) @

o

( the speculative turn) o (cf. Bryant 2011: 3)

2018: 15; cf. Bryant 2011: 1—4) “

Meillassoux 2008: 5)

113

Bryant 2011)

“«

”»

” “

”»

»

“ < CSN ”»
correlatlomsme

2018: 12 ;

o (cf. Meillassoux

2008: 8)

o (

cf. Meillassoux 2006: 18:; cf.

o (cf. Bryant 2011: 3)

o (cf. Grant 2006)

é“ ”
o

« »”

[3 Pa . ”»
corrélation

“

“Korrelation”



WRAFFHHF LA TG

14 ”
o
113 ”»
113 » 1 »
13 ”» 13
o
»
o
[ [ 113
113 ”» [13 ”» [43 »
o
113 ”» “« ”» €« »
o
113 ” [13 ”»
« ”

o (cf. Meillassoux 2008: 3)

o

( ) o o

o (cf. Meillassoux 2008: 10f. 52)
( hypotase)

( la facticité du corrélat) o (cf. Meillassoux 2008: 52) ®

o

143 ” 13 ”
o ( ) (

B - £ )y 49
- ( Korrelationsapriori)
( ¢ ) 1898 )
: ,” (Husserl BdVI: 169)
( ) ]
® 0 “la facticité du corrélat” “ »

“la corrélation” ( ) o (cf. Meillassoux 2006: 26.
711

81



A

iy ?y 2 ’? 20194 Hek

( Faktizitaet) o £ y 7 .
"o ( 1987 45; Heidegger SuZ: 35) 1923 “
”» “ ”» ( Anzeige) 13 ” o (
2017b: 1. 4) ( »
( ) o [13
" “ " ( Tatsechlichkeit) . ( 1987: 69; cf. Heidegger SuZ:
56) << >> : « 13 ’ ¢ ’
_— 7, 1920/21
§ » “ 7 “ " ( Vollzugscharakter)
( 2018b: 64; cf. Heidegger GA60: 64) .
R 113 ” “ » o ‘DaBSein ”»
” o (cf. Meillassoux 2008: 109f.) —
»” (
) o o
J. . ( Jean-Luc Marion)
?

82



(e}

113

€ )

2009: 93. 104)

»

104) o
» <<
1925 “« o
7 1920/21
2016: 150)
®

WRAFFHHF LA TG

13 » )

”

7 2009

y o7

1925

»

(
2009: 348)
2009: 348f.)
o /
( 2009: 105) —— °
” I3 ”o <<
1927
o | 2018a: 27)
7 ( DaBsein)
7o ( 2016: 116f.)
>> [13 ”» [
(13 ”» (

2018b: 59) .
(

83



iy ‘% *? 20194 #o6
<< >> 113 » o
2009: 182, 338) .
” ( Kehre) ( 2015: 220—222) @
“ i “ 7o ( 2018a: 28)
“ 7 2009: 112—127. 275)
7 2009: 338) ( ) o
( )
o | 2009: 339) “
7 ( Anspruch)
» “ "o (
( )
7 o ( 2009: 349)
? ?
@ “Metabole ” “Umschlag”

84

“

(
{
2009: 337)
?
180°

”»



...... ” (
127)
29/30

( cf. Heidegger
(

? >> 13 »”»

2009: 294f)

2y e

(

[13

2009: 339;

1929

SuZ: 272—289)

«

(

WRAFFHHF LA TG

( Anspruch des Seins)

cf. Marion 1989: 297)
§ »
€ ?2)
<< r) >> “« »
( 2009: 119; cf. Heidegger SuZ:
1929—1930
— — >>O 13
§ ?2) 1949 1943
( » 56 58
>> €« ” <<
(13 » << >>
€ b
o (
o ( 2009: 119—125) @ (
( das Ganze) “ 7
( » “ o

85



88

G

’/-»? 20194 Fek

A

( In-begriffe) o ( 2017:

“ ”»

231—235. 236. 26§ ¢ D)

- )

GA29/30: 216)

o (cf. Heidegger SuZ: 273)
<< 7>> 113 ”
“ 7 ( Panta) “ 7 (Hen)
. ( 2017a: 211—217)
» o
(
@
(

i cf. Heidgegger GA29/30: 13)

- £ bi

o (cf. Heidegger SuZ: 186—191.

113 ”

113 »

« » 13 ” “

[13 ”»

( Anrufen)

2017a: 215 ;  Heidegger

( » (

« ”»

“ ”
“ ”
“«

« »

« ” 14 ”

2018a; 474) © “« oo

>> “ » << ? >>

“ 7, (cf Heidegger SuZ: 131—133. 142. 183)

86

)



WRAFFHHF LA TG

14 ”

o ( » °
( Ontik) ( Metontologie) o |
2015: 222 i cf. Heidegger GA26: 201)
( das Seiende im Ganzen) o
“ 7 2015: 220
; Heidegger GA26: 199) . “ ” ( eine
mogliche Totalitiit von Seiendem schon da ist. ) o ( 2015:
220; cf. Heidegger GA26: 199)
7 2015: 221; cf. Heidegger GA26: 200) .
( das Seiende im Ganzen) o
( bi o
o § » o

87



iy )?T 4@’ ’? 20194 Hek

13 » . “« ( Versagen 113 ” “« ”)
( Sagen) ( Offenbarmachen) ” . ( 2017a: 211; Heidgegger
GA29/30: 211) o (
2001: 445) N N
. ( b
o 1949 (§
?2) - ( Vorstellen)
( die ousia des on) o
o ( 2011: 446f. ;  Heidegger
GA9: 378) ( »
NN o ( akrotaton)

1984: 12—13) @
( hen) .

o (cf. Plotinus

( panta) ;

o (cf. Aristoteles 1989: 1024al—5. 1026b30. 1059b29. 1064a. b ect.)

[13 »

113 ”

(cf. Aristoteles

1)
2009: 544)

88

o

1989: 1003b20—35)
( i

( cf. Aristoteles

Iy)

12
1989:



1076a1—4)

1996
2017 «

2014 (
1987 «
2011
2015
2016
2017a
2017b
2018a
2018b

€
€
€
€

)

)

b

)

)

)

)

)

)
(

) (

)

[43

”»

)

» 2017

WRAFFHHF LA TG

113

89



iy 5?; 2 ? 20194 #o6

1997 ( ) o
2016 : p) o
2009 ( — . )] o
2018 ( ) .
2009 ( N .
1991 ¢ N .
2016 ¢ )] :

Aristotle 1939 On the Heavens Guthrie W. K. C.ed. and trans. Harvard University Press.

Aristotele 1989  Metaphysik Neubearbeitung der tiebesetzung von H. Bonitz Felix Meiner Verlag.

Bryant L. R. 2011 The Democracy of Objects Open Humanities Press.

Bryant . R. Srnicek N. and Harman G. 2011 The Speculative Turn: Continental Materialism and Realism
Melbourne.

Crowell S. 2012  “Transcendental Phenomenology and The Seductions of Naturalism: Subjectivity
Consciousness and Meaning”  The Oxford Handbook of Contemporary Phenomenology Zahavi D. ed. Oxford University
Press.

Gallagher S. 2012  “On the Possibility of Naturalizing Phenomenology” The Oxford Handbook of Contemporary
Phenomenology Zahavi D. ed. Oxford University Press.

Grant 1. H. 2006 Philosophies of Nature After Shelling Continuum.

Heidegger M. 1976 Wegmarken ( GA9) Vittorio Klostermann.

Heidegger M. 1978  Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Logik im Ausgang von Leibniz ( GA 26)  Vittorio
Klostermann.

Heidegger M. 1983 Grundbegriffe der Metaphysik ( GA 29/30) Vittorio Klostermann.

Heidegger M. 1995  Phinomenologie des Religiosen Lebens ( GA60)  Vittorio Klostermann.

Heidegger M. 2001 Sein und Zeit ( GA2) Max Niemeyer Verlag.

Husserl E. 1954 Die Krisis der europiischen Wissenschaften und die iranszendentale Phinomenologie: Eine
Einleitung in diephinomenologische Philosophie Biemel W. ed. Martinus Nijhoff.

Janicud D. etc. 2000 Phenomenology and “the Theological Turn”: the French Debate Prusak B. G. trans.
Fordham University Press.

Levinas E. 1971 Totalité et infini Kluwer Academic.

Marion J. — L. 1989 Réduction et donation Recherches sur Husserl Heidegger et la phénoménologie Presses
Universitaires de France.

Meillassoux Q. 2006 Aprés La Finitude Essai Sur La Nécessité De La Contingence éditions Du Seuil.

Meillassoux Q. 2008 After Finitude: An Essay on the Necessity of Contingency Brassier R. trans. Continuum.

Plato 1961 Laws Volume I: Books 1 —6 Bury R. G. ed. and trans. Harvard University Press.

Plato 2013  Republic Volume I: Books 1 =5 Jones C.E. and Preddy W. eds. and trans. Harvard University
Press.

Plotinus 1984 The Enneads Armstrong A. H. ed. and trans. Harvard University Press.

Zahavi D. 2010 “Naturalized Phenomenology” Handbook of Phenomenology and Cognitive Science Gallagher
S. & Schmicking D. eds. Springer.

90



iy ‘%— @*? 20194 Hek

A

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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