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What they attempted is rather a nuanced and dynamic balance between “self-establishment” and “following
the words of others” between “self-confidence” and “obeying the instructions of the master” between “self-
reflection or self-observation” and “inter-subjective examination” between “resorting to the heart” and
“resorting to the sages” and between “having faith in the heart” and “having faith in the principle” etc.

The Reliability of Kant’s Argument on the “Non-Spatiality of Thing-in-dtself”
A Realistic Respondence to “Trendelenburg’s Gap”

Yuan Jian—xin

Trendelenburg’s Gap is not tenable because Trendelenburg understood Kants argument on “the non-
spatiality of thing-in-itself” simply from the perspective of logic. Kant’s analysis of light and spatial perception
in the Critique of Pure Reason refutation of idealism in its second edition and argument on the relationship
between light ether and spatial intuition by ether-proofs in Opus postumum indicate that the basic premise of his
argument is realism. Paul Guyer approves of Trendelenburg’s criticism and holds that Kant’s argument is not
sound meaning that Kants transcendental idealism cannot be gotten from Kant’s unreliable argument about the
non-spatiality of thing-in-tself. Based on Lorne Falkenstein’s work Henry Allison refuted Trendelenburg’s
three possible criticisms of Kant’s argument but refused to grant that Kant’s argument was based on realism.
Only by interpreting Kant’s philosophy of mind and philosophy of mathematics correctly can we reveal the
connections between Kant’s argument on the non-spatiality of thing-in-itself and his transcendental idealism.

Why Do We Have a Moral Obligation to Comply with Rules?
Yao Da—zhi

Each individual has an obligation to comply with moral rules and legal rules. However no moral theories
give a reasonable explanation as to why we have such an obligation. A reasonable explanation would contain
two aspects concerning respectively the rules of institutions and individual actions. Up to now none of the
major moral theories — neither consequentialism or deontology nor John Stuart Mills level theory or John
Rawls’s constraint theory — can give a reasonable explanation of the rules of institutions of individual actions
or of both. This paper proposes that we may give an explanation on two levels: that is give a consequential
account of the rules of institutions and account for individual actions by principle of fairness. By dividing the
explanation into two levels we can give a good account of the moral obligation to comply with rules.

Are Scientific Instruments the Window for Observing Nature?
Li Yuan-ming

Scientific instruments play a fundamental role in the generation of scientific knowledge. Can they then be
regarded as windows for observing nature? In the case of the use of microscopes for example the latest
debates between scientific realism and constructive empiricism regarding scientific instruments can
systematically broken down into the following three issues: (1) whether microstructures might be seen through
microscopes (2) whether microscopic images represent microstructures and ( 3) whether unaided perception
is superior to aided perception. A further examination of constructive empiricism shows that van Fraassen’s
claim about observability seriously deviates from scientific practice and is also epistemologically unjustified.
According to the concept of the extended cognitive system a scientist’s perceptual process can sometimes
extend beyond his/her original biological boundaries into the environment incorporating external instruments
with which he/she is intimately coupled. Despite facing some problems this approach gives us a new

perspective on the window metaphor for scientific instruments.



