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Questions ): How can man think what he does not think? How can man be that life? How can he
be that labor? How can he be the subject of a language? Apart from this, Foucault also discussed
on a number of occasions another important question of Kant’ s: What is Enlightenment?
According to him, Kant’s answer to this question led to the emergence of the “ontology of the
present ,” on the basis of which he came up with the “historical ontology of ourselves.” In sum ,
Foucault’s Questions derived from Kant’s Questions, and his “historical ontology of ourselves”

is an enrichment and development of Kant’s anthropology.

(8) The Transmission of the Scholar-Gentry’s Literary Schools and Literary Change in Modern
China Liu Kedi » 135 ¢

With the abolition of the imperial examination system and the establishment of the new-style
educational system, the late 19" and early 20™ centuries saw great changes in the way the
tradition of the scholar-gentry’ s literary schools was handed down. As a part of traditional
cultural resources, however, these schools still played a role in literary change in modern China.
Some of the literati were even obliged to reframe their literary concepts to safeguard the interests
of their school. The particular influence of foreign teachers on the literati in the modern period
deserves attention. This paper investigates the characteristics and basic forms of these schools in
the evolution of modern literature, analyzes the relations between literary change and the way
these schools were handed down, and, employing materials such as the diaries and letters of the
literati, examines their literary activities and the everyday interactions of representative literati
groups. It reveals another account of modern literary history underlying the publicly published
version. Research on modern literature may lack completeness and objectivity unless it sorts
through and studies the relevant views and comments in these private materials. The most
significant implication of studying the transmission of literary schools is that it can promote the
development and flowering of contemporary Chinese literature and especially the healthy progress
of different literary schools, and finally contribute to the restoration and reconstruction of both

moral and academic tradition among contemporary Chinese writers of literature.

(9) A Tortuous Process: Shakespeare’s Reception in Modern China Li Weifang « 150 ¢

Modern China has witnessed a tortuous process in relation to the reception of Shakespeare, a
situation that has no parallel among the multitude of other foreign writers introduced into China
but is unique to Shakespeare. From their own perspectives, socio-political appeals and academic
explorations have revealed the modes, values and meanings of the Chinese reception of
Shakespeare, as well as the different states of mind of the recipients. Constrained and influenced
by a given historical context, the dominance of Shakespeare’s socio-political appeal meant that
the realist values and meanings of his works were given full play, while academic research on
Shakespeare was relatively weak. Objective assessment and rational reflection on this period of
literary history with the aim of grasping the inner laws of the Chinese reception of Shakespeare
will not only give us more rational self~awareness in trans-cultural dissemination and reception ,
but will also provide us with important lessons, reference material and stimulus for affirming the

values , problem consciousness and sense of responsibility of literary criticism.
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