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) ; 6 claim 2  insist
1: Dr. Goswami vigorously denies any claims of impropriety.
3 : ( ).
,claim o
2:In support of her claims, she plans to introduce the testimony of six professors......
3:But Dr. Schwarz claimed that “it has been said of ... Adorno, that his writing is much clea-
rer in English than in his native German«+---- .
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4. 7 ,The problem is exacerbated by the insistence of Dr. Bailey and Dr. Schwarz, that

there are unique vocabularies used in postcolonial........

, Insistence
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5:Nonetheless, the plaintiff insists that DePaul's assessment of her scholarship is based on ob-

jective ....... , and therefore her witnesses opinions being themselves “objective” ........
. insist
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6 : Although the legal standard is the same whether the plaintiff in an employment discrimination

caselis....... ,....to the denial of tenure. .. uphill fight; Although the Supreme Court in University of
Pennsylvania v. EEOC was emphatic....... ,courts tread cautiously.......
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. Richard H. H. Institutional academic freedom vs. faculty academic freedom in public colleges and
universities: a dubious dichotomy [J]. Journal of College and University Law, 2002, 29(1) . 35—36.
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7:Although . ... professional jealousy are bad reasons for denying tenure, an erroneous denial of

tenure, as such, does not violate Title VII.
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8.1t is simply the witnesses” subjective assessments of Dr. Goswami’s scholarship. . ...
9:.. .. ,the testimony Dr. Goswami proffers from the six proposed experts is merely their sub-
jective opinions about. .. ..

10:that scholars . ... highly subjective judgments related with the review of scholarship and uni-

versity service

11:There certainly are none in this case, where the units of measure. .. .. are.....
,simply, merely  certainly , highly subjective,
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12:DePaul's tenure evaluation can most certainly be tested in a number of ways,.....
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A Study of Judicial Academic Deference from the Perspective
of an Academic Dispute Case: A Discourse Analysis Approach

GAO Yi-min' ZHANG Huan-huan' LIU Zhtpeng®

(1. Institute of International and Comparative Education , Beijing Normal University,
Beijing, 1008753 2. Department of College Foreign Language Teaching , laishan University, Taishan s Shandong, 271021)

Abstract ;: American courts established the doctrine of academic deference in dealing with disputes related to
universities to guarantee the academic autonomy of universities. However, in practical judicial reviews, this
doctrine has been questioned constantly and left judicial authority to fall into a dilemma: How academic freedom
as a connection relating educational institutions and individual teachers could be balanced at universities. This
paper, based on the approach of discourse analysis, elaborates a recent case of an academic dispute which drew
with drawing the American society’s attention. Readers will be benefitted to distinguish the attitude and value
of the courts when handling above issues and to understand the substantive meaning of academic deference, uni-
versity autonomy and academic freedom in a more precise way.

Key words: academic deference; academic freedom; university autonomy; discourse analysis

The Effect of Intergovernmental Fiscal Transfer on Local
Education Expenditures: Based on Data from 2001 to 2009

YANG Liang-song
(School of Public Finance and Taxation s Southwestern University of Finance and Economics, Chengdu , Sichuan, 611130)

Abstract ;: According to data from the year of 2001 to 2009, this paper investigates the effect of intergov-
ernmental fiscal transfer on local education spending in China. Theoretical analysis indicates that because local
government is more likely to ignore education expenditures, and fiscal transfer has serious default, fiscal trans-
fer may not be able to increase local education expenditures. The empirical data which suggests the proportion
indicator and the per capita indicator leads in five conclusions. First, fiscal transfer is not found to have signifi-
cant effect on education expenditures. Second, although general transfer is proved to have positive effect on ed-
ucation expenditure in both per capita and proportion from 2001 to 2006, the actual effect is very limited. Espe-
cially in the year of 2007 to 2009, it hardly has any significant effect. Third, earmarked transfer is suggested to
have negative effect on education expenditure in proportion, but has a positive effect on per capita expenditures.
Fourth, the effect of fiscal transfer varies among different regions: It has better effect in undeveloped regions
than in developed regions. Finally, as suggested by data from 2001 to 2006, fiscal transfer mainly has more
effect on the education expenditure of county and township government rather than that of city. Consequently,
this research implicates that more attention should be offered to earmarked transfers and block grants, and local
governments’ responsibilities should be clearly and precisely stated.

Key words: fiscal transfer; general transfer; earmarked transfer; education expenditures
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