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- The Conceptual Analysis of Kant and Frege
YANG Hai-bo
Abstract: Kant first points out clearly that all narrative sentences can be divided into analytic sen-
tences and synthetic sentences. He puts forward at least two criterions for this distinction at the same
time. In his opinion, the analytic sentences do not extend our knowledge. Frege accepts and develops the
basic ideas of Kant’s distinction. He puts forward a new characterization of analyticity in his book Foun-
dation of Arithmetic. Frege’s characterization is superior to Kant’s definition of analyticity and is able to
avoid several problems brought out by Kant’s definition. Frege does not agree with Kant that the analytic
sentences do not extend our knowledge, but points out that they do extend our knowledge in one sense.
Key words: analyticity; Kant; Frege; conceptual analysis; formation of concept
- Good as Not Opposed to Evil
CHEN Jia—ying
Abstract: If good and evil were considered as subjective judgments, morality would reverse to rela-
tivism which annihilates good and evil. Viewing good and evil from the idea of “up” and “down”, by re-
ferring to  “the ground” and real life, We could find that good and evil are not relative terms. Pursuing
the good fulfills the nature of things, and thus realizes one’s meaning of life. Examining good and evil
only through analyzing the terms fails to answer what good is and what evil is by nature. Humans are
entrapped in moral relativism and moral nihilism.
Key words: good; evil; pursuing good; goodness; meaning
- On Rawls’s Distinction Between the Reasonable and the Rational
SHU Nian—chun
Abstract: John Rawls distinguished the rational and the reasonable clearly in Political Liberalism.
This distinction is the key of understanding Rawls’s whole theory of justice, especially his intellectual
transition. In his senior thesis, he made a distinction between the natural and the personal through which
ethics was rightly located. In this location, the object of ethics was the personal relation, which was
closely connected with theology and religion. This article deals with three aspects. Firstly, this article,
based on Political Liberalism, tries to show the meaning of the distinction between the rational and the
reasonable. Secondly, it explicates further the meaning with the help of the distinction between the natu-
ral and the personal. Finally, the author intends to explain the reasons of Rawls’s distinctions.
Key words: the rational and the reasonable; the natural and the personal; naturalism; ethics
- Justification of Friendship: A Thomistic Answer
ZHAO Qi
Abstract: In the area of modern moral philosophy, “friendship” is a key issue that concerns ethicists
of different schools. Contemporary academia generally agrees that true friendship is a relationship that

one loves each other for other’s own sake. Since the nature of friendship is altruistic, why one ought to
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