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» Abstracts of Main Essays *

Heidegger’s “Accident”:
Exploring the Possibilities of the Ontological Difference in its “Beginning”

Cai Xiangyuan

With regarding to the disputations concerning the beginning of “ontological difference” Marion
distinguishes three kinds of differences: the difference between two beings ( Dasein and thing) the difference
between their ways of Being ( existence and reality) and the difference between Being and beings. On the
basis of this distinction Marion proposes that in Being and Time Heidegger narrated only about the former
two kinds of differences the outline of the third is merely a formal one. However Marion overlooks the
distinction Heidegger made between Zuhandenheit and Vorhandenheit which can be taken as a primordial
paradigm of ontological difference and through which the third kind of difference has also been inquired. The
distinction between Zuhandenheit and Vorhandenheit is introduced by the “disturbance” of references; and to
question and re-investigate the possibilities of this “disturbance ” will provide a new perspective for

understanding the beginning and the “essential matter” of ontological difference.

On Descartes’s Materially False Ideas
Ye Bin

Descartes’s theory of ideas is an important issue in his philosophical innovations; and his attitude
towards sensory ideas which he considers as materially false invokes a great number of disputations.
This paper aims at providing a new way of understanding Descartes’s materially false ideas. The core
work is to demonstrate that among Descartes’s statements there is a dialectical method which works in
handling the problem of materially false ideas. Firstly this paper will argue what a non-thing as a thing
to represent means. Secondly it attempts to illustrate how man can achieve a better understanding of that

problem by employing this dialectical method.

Acquisition of Knowledge in Plato’s Phaedo
Zhan Wenjie

Acquiring knowledge according to Plato’s Phaedo implys three aspects: 1) the purification of the
soul 2) the recollection of the intelligible Forms and 3) the investigation of reality by the method of
hypothesis instead of empirical observation. This article studies these aspects successively and takes the
endeavor to explain Plato’s views about cognition and knowledge appeared in this dialogue. In addition
the author brings forward an argument to refute Chen Chung-hwan’ interpretation which Plato shows in
Phaedo that there is a mode of cognition higher than thinking or reasoning which might be called the

Ideenschau or the direct vision of the Forms.
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