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Appropriate conflict for Collective Intelligence is of positive significance
in order to make the process of group decision out of the group thinking limi-
tation. It must make reasonable conflict in groups.

The best way to arrange “outsider” or “Challenger” can ensure the
group decision making in clear thinking to prevent the “irrational” decision
- making process.

7. The rationality of collective

“Bandwagon effect” and the group decision making process of irrational
behavior is a small group of bias in the direct incentives the incentives to a
large extent to the role of the group “newcomer”.

IV. Conclusion

The development history of Collective Intelligence is as long as that of
human society. The group is not only a motley crew but also has its own sto-
ry decision action and risk avoidance logic. Under certain conditions group
will have wisdom and that will help promote the benign operation of post —

modern society coordination and development.
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Objection to Academic Nihilism —— Rejecting
Li Tao and Wu Zhihui’ s Assertion That
Academic Research Should

Not Reject Commonplace

In their paper Three Arguments on Academic Atmosphere for Chinese
Debate with Professor Li Xingmin Li Tao
and Wu Zhihui object to Professor Li Xingmin’s claim that academic research

Philosophy & Social Science

must reject commonplace asserting otherwise. The seemingly reasonable ar—
gumentations of theirs are in fact logically contradictory. What’ s worse is
that they are in essence advocating academic nihilism.

Li and Wu say that “Theoretically the authors agree with Li Xingmin’s i-

dea that academic research must reject commonplace but worry that his idea
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may probably lead to our identification with the legitimacy of commonplace
and in this very sense the authors think that academic research should not
reject commonplace altogether. ”

This claim of theirs probably means: 1. The proposal to reject common—
place may lead to our very identification with the legitimacy of the academic
commonplace; 2. Behind the proposal to reject commonplace lurks the advo-
cator’s attempt to identify with the legitimacy of academic commonplace; 3.
Li and Wu worry that the proposal to reject commonplace may in fact lead to
the identification with the legitimacy of academic commonplace. Let me re—
fute the above —stated three points one by one.

How can “rejecting commonplace flatly” lead to the “identification with
the legitimacy of the academic commonplace”? The former and the latter are
two totally opposite ideas and there is no necessary causal relationship be-
tween them at all. “Rejecting commonplace flatly” denies the legitimacy of
academic commonplace so it is itself a choice out of good sense.

By carefully reading their paper one would find though their assertion is
in form a logical judgment of contingent causality they carry out their demon-—
stration taking the judgment as a universal one.

In carrying out their demonstration the first argument they use is a uni-
versal logical judgment of positive causal relationship. They think that the ide-
a of “rejecting commonplace flatly” will lead to the strangling of academic
critique and paradigm revolution in the area of philosophy and social sciences
in the excuse of their being common. Obviously this is a non — universal judg-
ment of contingent causality but Li and Wu take it as a universal judgment of
necessary causality in their demonstration.

The reason why they come to the conclusion is that when young scholars
meet with academic gerontocracy it is likely for their academic ideas to be
strangled or distorted in the excuse that they are not creative but rather just
common. From the age of those in power in the academic circle of China
however we can see that the academic lords are mainly those who are in the
prime of their lives. Obviously this contingent untenable sub — argument can-
not support the above stated universal logical judgment of necessary causality
and naturally it cannot support the idea that academic research should not
reject commonplace altogether.

It is really fantastic that Li and Wu say “The character endowed by phi-
losophy and social sciences to seek freedom require that the Chinese should
not only rethink of propositions but also think critically of and reconstruct
propositions” but meanwhile refute the assertion that academic research
must reject commonplace flatly. Why at once wanting to have innovative aca—
demic works from critically thinking of and reconstructing propositions and
doing the above — stated thing? In my view they are defending for those

{ young) scholars” who lack in both learning and practical ability are not
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proficient in anything and even serve their personal interests through trickery.

If they take the second kind of understanding they are very paradoxical
in tone. On the logic that the academic style of the old man will necessarily
exclude and suppress the effort of young scholars to think critically of and re—
construct propositions they imply that the academic style of the old man e-
quals the style of academic lords and thereby they argue the claim that aca-
demic research must reject commonplace flatly may result in the very identifi-
cation with the legitimacy of commonplace. Their narration is quite paradoxical.

What’ s hidden in Li and Wu’s writing is that behind the claim that aca-
demic research must reject commonplace flatly lurks the advocator’s identifi—
cation with the legitimacy of academic commonplace and that in fact he at—
tempts to strangle young scholars’ effort to think critically of and reconstruct
proposition in the excuse that it is just common. From their argumentation
necessarily comes the conclusion that Mr. Li Xingmin is a seemingly respecta—
ble academic lord with the academic style of the old man.

In the Chinese academic circle Mr. Li Xingmin is a flag bearer who ob-
jects to academic corruption and academic misconduct and who advocates
and practices academic freedom academic debate and academic innovation.
Starting from the above — stated misjudgment Li and Wu “poetically ” infer
the so — called identification with the legitimacy of academic commonplace
resulted from the claim that commonplace must be rejected flatly. What they
do is in severe contrast to Mr. Li Xingmin’ s scholarly style. It is obviously un—
workable to object to rejecting commonplace flatly and advocate otherwise.

If they take the third kind of understanding namely Li and Wu worry
that the proposal to reject commonplace may in fact lead to the identification
with the legitimacy of the academic commonplace then it is really unnecessa—
ry for them to do so.

But they don’t “worry” about it. What they do want is to demonstrate
the necessary causality between the idea of rejecting commonplace flatly and
the identification with the legitimacy of academic commonplace.

They say that “In fact the older the scholar is the more able he will be
to give seemingly profound answers to a certain question in the area of phi-
losophy and social sciences in an allusive speaking style of the Other. ” This
is hard to agree with: From the academic development process of masters in
the area of philosophy and social sciences we know that the older the scholar
is and the more academically accumulated the more academically character—
istic and innovative he will be. What Li and Wu say doesn’t hold water either
in logic or in fact.

I quite understand Li and Wu’s dissatisfaction with some people’s over—
emphasis on the reasonableness or the legitimacy of the form. I myself also
object firmly to this emphasis. But there is no such a thing as content without

form. Tt seems that this is a self —evident truth. So it doesn’t work to justify
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the idea that academic commonplace should not be rejected flatly in the ex-
cuse to emphasize the content and object to the overemphasis on the reason-
ableness or the legitimacy of the form.

The idea that academic research must reject commonplace flatly is an
ethical code that scholars must keep to. If they don’t reject academic com—
monplace scholars will inevitably fall into the common category and even be-
come the conspirators to promote the overflow of common learning.

On the one hand Li and Wu agree in theory with Li Xingmin’s idea that
academic research must reject commonplace absolutely but on the other
hand they think it should not be rejected altogether. There is irreconcilable
contradiction between this agreement in theory and rejection in practice. On
their logic since murder and arson cannot to be avoided then we are not to
reject them flatly. This is obviously an absurd logic which encourages the car—
rying out of evil practices.

I agree to Li and Wu that we cannot eradicate common works by rejec—
ting them but we cannot thereby accept and even welcome them. And to a
certain extent I agree to them that it is impossible for all works not to be
common. By and large I think they are right in thinking that there are two
kinds of academic commonplace: the real one and the false one. It is quite
normal and reasonable for great academic masters to reject the former.

We must see that in the long run it is not likely for really creative aca—
demic studies to be maliciously submerged by the academic lord. On the con-
trary they are to be encouraged by the real academic master. Li and Wu
think too really good academic researches are not to be thought of as com-
mon. Then why would they say academic commonplace should not be rejec—
ted altogether? In this respect from the series of classic cases that Xiong
Qinglai “discovered” and nurtured Hua Luogeng and Hua Luogeng did the
same thing to Chen Jingrun we can absolutely determine that such universal
judgment as “New academic researches that have exceeded the old discipli-
nary paradigm will be strangled in the excuse that they are just common”
doesn’t hold water in logic.

In Li and Wu’s view scholars from the area of philosophy and social sci-
ences of China should dare to accept the evaluation of being common be-
cause two aspects of truth from being common are precious for ordinary
scholars. Hence the conclusion that being really common is precious. Do they
mean to encourage or comfort being really common? If they mean the for-
mer then it conforms to their assertion that academic commonplace should
not be rejected altogether. If out of pity for the weak they mean the latter
then it’ s useless. Instead of comforting the weak in this way we should give
them a severe blow to remind them to exceed being common. The second
way is perhaps more humanistic.

Though Li and Wu didn’t use the word “dogmatism ” to describe the so
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- called simply accumulative academic style of the old man they obviously
take the practice of quoting and referring to those of the same trade in the
past and present as dogmatism. How absurd! Monologue makes up if any
desertified learning and desertified academic circle.

Both dogmatism and nihilism must be rejected in the academic circle.

In China there indeed exists the practice of accepting or rejecting aca—
demic papers only according to the fame of the author and evaluating them
only according to whether they are cited how often they are cited and
whether excerpts or the whole papers are reprinted. Many scholarly journals
such as university journals and evaluations of various ranks operate in this way.

Totally formalizing academic evaluation mechanism of this kind is not le—
gitimate let alone reasonable. Sometimes the basis on which papers are ac-
cepted or rejected is itself neither legitimate nor reasonable because the per—
son of some press digests who decides whether a particular paper is cited or
reprinted or not is not necessarily academically cultivated himself. Sometimes
the thing from which the evaluation mechanism gains academic legitimacy
and reasonableness is itself not totally academic. As a matter of fact there are
a great number of common works among the reprinted papers and excerpts.

The unreasonableness of formalizing academic evaluation mechanism al-
so lies here: To evaluate the academic level of published papers on the fre—
quency of their being cited is problematic. On the one hand the recognition of
high level academic achievements is often delayed so citation cannot reflect
the academic value of some papers in time. On the other hand at present the
practice of plagiarism is prevalent: Often nearly the whole viewpoint and ar—
gumentation are copied from others but credit is not given to the original au-
thor. The number of this kind of “not being given credit to” is mind — stagger—
ing therefore the citation number collected by related institutions cannot re—
flect the actual situation of “being cited”.

What we should reject firmly is not rejecting academic commonplace nor
necessary academic form but rather academic lords and totally formalized ac—
ademic evaluation mechanism.

Li and Wu’s idea that academic research should not reject commonplace
altogether and their argumentation are in fact advocating academic nihilism.
From Gresham’ s law the claim that academic research should not reject
commonplace altogether equals in fact to the claim that academic research
must reject innovation but academic research without innovation is obviously
of no value and significance. Besides from their argumentation the claim that
academic research should not reject commonplace altogether should be
changed into “academic research must not reject commonplace”. The latter
not only means bad money drives good money out of circulation but the bad
one directly gets rid of the good one. Academic misconduct and the overflow

of common academic research in present China are all due to bad academic
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ecological environment. And academic lords and those who are satisfied with
common academic research are conspirators of the formation of present bad
academic ecological environment. Both the claim that academic research
should not reject commonplace altogether and the claim that academic re-
search must not reject commonplace are greatly harmful to academic re—
search. We must object firmly to the academic nihilism that commonplace

should not be rejected altogether.
School of Foreign Languages Shanxi University

Guan Jianqiang

The Oral Agreement of “Shelving Disputes” Is
Breached by Japanese Government

The Japanese government confirmed on 26th March 2012 that the naming
of the subsidiary islands of Diaoyu Islands ( Senkaku Islands called by the
Japanese side) which are claimed as both states territories was certainly un—
der the Japanese domestic legislation. For this reason the representative of
Chinese Foreign Ministry has made an official declaration that China gets the
sovereignty of the Diaoyu Islands and subsidiary islands which have been Chi-
na’s inherent territories since the ancient time; therefore any unilateral be—
haviour made by Japanese government is illegal and invalid.

Japanese government’ s naming of those controversial territories obvi-
ously breached the principle of Peaceful Settlement of International Disputes
of International Law. This kind of behaviour is prohibited by the written rules
under International Law. Therefore it is legally significant to prove the exist—
ence of this “shelving disputes” agreement between China and Japan; as a re—
sult this can prove that the Diaoyu Islands are not Japanese territories as
claimed by the Japanese government and that the Japanese unilateral naming
behaviour is illegal.

[ . The “shelving disputes” agreement was made between Heads of
Governments

Deng Xiaoping who was then the Vice — Premier of China attended the
exchange ceremony for instruments of ratification of the Sino — Japanese
Treaty of Peace and Friendship which took place in Tokyo and met with
Showa Emperor and the Japanese Prime — minister Takeo Fukuda on 23rd
October 1978. He made a public speech to Japan’s National Press Club ( JN-
PC) and answered questions asked by those JNPC reporters two days later.

Akinobu Kojima who was the vice — president of JNPL represented all

reporters and questioned the territorial sovereignty concerning Senkaku
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