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Three Types of Philosophical Grammar:
From Hegel Marx to Habermas

Wang Zhen / 049

Abstract: Hegel’s philosophical grammar can be regarded as the representation of
the the movement of mind in writing: mind become the object of his own which keep
suffering aufhaben and back to itself and keep creating the mental contend through
object. Marx s philosophical grammar is an anti-grammatical because the grammar it—
self is a withdrawal interpretation and abstract; he put forward a practical discourse
which is the fundamental dismantling of philosophy ; economic problems play a decis—
ive role to thinking. Habermas criticizes Hegel’s semantic and pragmatic pursuit do not
match the reality and historical development of the facts; and Marx lacks of a clear
expression to his philosophy and the norms of its social theory. Habermas seeks the
construction of a new social identity which does not manifest itself as a world view or
a philosophical grammar but a basic norms based on the rational conversation pursu—
ing mutual understanding through mutual study ; this can be regarded as the embodi-
ment of Marx’s historical materialism  but if we can disclose the aesthetic dimension of
the micro-communication we can get a new communication model which is not limit—
ed to norms but more considerate and it will be closer to the dignity and happiness of
human beings.

Keywords: Philosophical Grammar; Hegel; Marx; Habermas

Some QQuestions Concerning
Husserls Critique of the Epistemology of Kant

Can Xue / 067

Abstract: The argumentation of this paper pivots around Immanuel Kant’s
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groundbreaking endeavour to sublate aufheben the metaphysical dualism repre—
sented by Descartes by employing a basically epistemological approach to replace
the archaic and historically overlapping and competing dichotomies of body & soul

matter & mind inner & outer object & subject. Kant accomplished this by apply-
ing a non-empiricst critique of dassical rationalist philosophy. T he seemingly strict title does
not reveal the fact that the line of reasoning in the paper only initially is concerned
with Husserl’s outright critique of Kant’s foundation for his theory of epistemolo—
gy and successively develops into a crafty strategem in defence of Kant’s first
principles and furthermore provides with a substantial contribution to Kant’s en—
during relevance. To this end Can Xue employes what she considers to be
Husserls misfired criticism of Kant as a point of departure for elucidating some of
the ambiguities she finds in Kant’s account of the interconnectedness between das
Ding-an-sich and the coming-into-being of the observing Self. T hus the reader is
also presented with her foremost arguments in favour of Kant’s theory of knowl-
edge pitted against philosophers such as Husserl Hegel och Sartre. She especially
appreciates the former’s unwobbling affinity for the worldly the mundane “In
Kant’s epistemology there is a secular tendency to the material which is embodied
in the definition of experience as the fundamental element of cognition. ” In gradu-—
ally broadening the scope of her quest to a philosophy of life Can Xue also tou-
ches the probability of finding parts of the rhizome of Husserl’s critique of Kant not
only within philosophy as such but within the broader and more perilous realm of
historiography and its underground of discursive practices. Thus philosophy will
be required to perform its impeccable service to logos as well as contribute to the
selfperception of philosophers humans as it were. In her concluding remarks Can
Xue demonstrates why she trusts that the inadequacies of what she sees as Kant’s
unintentional or even mistaken dualism of man’s faculty of understanding and the
conceptualization of das Ding-an-sich “can be transformed into a new type of dia—
lectical contradiction theory which will enrich the structure of contemporary
man’s view of nature and make it glow with new vitality” . Thus this could be
considered to be the obvious viewpoint of the philosopher as a writer with the
goal of “reaching the essential being of things through the joint efforts of flesh and
spirit. ” In the same vein as the Literature Study Group in the twenties made Literature

is the Study of Man their guiding slogan nearly a hundred years later Can Xue ech—
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oes the existentialist catch-phrase of  Philosophy is Anthropology neatly summed up

in:  “Humans should build up real confidence in their own selves and view the in—

dividual selves and the selves of the world they have built as a coherent whole. ”
Keywords: Absolute Evidence; Natural M etaphysics; Dialectical Concep-

tion of Contradiction; Fuse and Division; Push and Testimony Each Other

Is Relativistic Psychologism Absurd?: One Case of
Husserl’s Anti—relativist Argument against Logic
Psychologism in His First Book of Logical Investigations

Li Daiwei / 095

Abstract: T his paper is devoted to a critical evaluation of Husserls anti+rela—
tivist argument against logical psychologism which he primarily presents in his
Chapter 7 of the Prolegomena to the Logical Investigations. The discussion will take
place within a broader context of the central issue of the refutation of relativism a—
bout (logical) truth and the justification of objectivity of (logical) knowl-
edge. According to Husserl the most serious problem of psychologism is that it
implies a form of skeptical relativism as an absurd doctrine. Husserl trys to refute
psychologism as relativism by showing that it give rise to a paradox and contradic—
tion so conclude that psycholgism as one kind of sceptical relativism must be re—
jected. However as I shall contend Husserl’s own treatment of the question of
psychologism as relativism is problematical because of placing much of the explana—
tory burden upon the notion of Evidenz. No matter his arguments against individual
or specific relativism  which the latter can be divided into epistemic and ontologic
version are without exception fall prey to the question-beggingly problem. In the
subsequent part I turn to address on the contemporary dispute over self-stultifying
charge of relativism and try to prove that this formal approach for rebuttal of rela—
tivism is very limited and ultimately cannot successfully overcomes it too.

Keywords: Husserl; Antipsychologism; Relativis; M self-refutation



