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vouchers, charter schools, and online education corporations—would
correct failing schools. Those who questioned this “logic” were accused
of being obstructionist.

By 2010, reality has discredited this experiment. Privatization, choice, and the
standardized test regime of No Child Left Behind failed to produce the promised
results.2 But the foundations and think tanks with their own political agendas and
funding to back them, and education businesses who profited significantly from
experiments in the privatization of higher education are not about to admit any
mistakes. Yet another example of public education mismanagement began in 2009,
when the California State University (CSU) chancellor invited Sir Michael
Barber, discredited guru of Great Britain’s deliverology management method—
another failed privatization scheme—to give a workshop to the system’s top
administrators on the implementation of deliverology within the CSU.3

California’s public higher education system has for a
long time been lauded as one of the finest in the
world. But for the last several decades, budget cuts

and privatization have resulted in the steady erosion of this system, as well as K-12
education in the state and other public sector services.1 Since the 1970s, we have
been repeatedly told that public education is failing, though no one mentions the
drastic defunding of public education, especially in California, as if the two had no
correlation. Instead, we were told that privatization and choice—in the form of
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The following article recounts the California Faculty Association’s (CFA)
efforts to make sense of deliverology in the context of changes that have taken
place in the CSU both prior to and after the 2009 Barber workshop and to con-
nect these changes with those taking place in other university systems both nation-
ally and globally.

The CSU is nestled in the middle of California’s massive public higher edu-
cation system, which consists of the University of California (UC), with 10
research universities and 220,000 students; the CSU, with 23 comprehensive state
universities and 433,000 students; and 110 community colleges serving 2.9 million

students. The 1960 California Master Plan for Higher Education envisioned
public higher education in California as committed to equitable access for all who
qualify. It provided that UC was to “select from” the top one-eighth (12.5 percent)
of the high school graduating class and CSU was to “select from” the top one-third
(33.3 percent) of the high school graduating class. The California community col-
leges were to admit any student capable of benefiting from instruction.4 These
three segments were to be integrated, with the middle layer—the CSU—charged
with training most of the professionals in the state: teachers, nurses, engineers,
accountants, and so forth. Students could transfer credits from community colleges
to the other two segments, while the UC and CSU allow for some credits to trans-
fer between them.

For some years, higher education in the CSU, with no tuition and low student
fees, worked reasonably well. But chronic underfunding of public education in

general and the CSU in particular—which traces it origins to the 1978 passage of
Proposition 13, the state’s anti-property tax initiative—combined with draconian
budget cuts since the 2008 recession, has altered the mission of public higher
education that was envisioned by The Master Plan so much that it is now hardly
recognizable.5

One indication of how the system has changed as a result of the reduction in
state funding is that the CSU campuses have been encouraged to support them-
selves by forming private ventures known as “auxiliaries,” with each campus
becoming hybridized into a public-private organization. Campuses may have a
variety of private business ventures, although the revenue typically cannot be used
to fund instruction.6

Concurrently, a new social force in public education—the accountability
movement—began to demand relevancy and efficiency: measuring outcomes and

The 1960 California Master Plan for Higher
Education envisioned public higher education as
committed to equitable access for all who qualify.
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requiring schools and educators to do more with less.7 Accountability has ties to
both national and extra-national educational reform efforts that are linked to pri-
vatization (the transfer of public wealth to the private sector and the transfer of
tuition costs from the state to the individual), and a corporate management style
for public educational institutions that eschews both faculty governance and fac-
ulty control over the curriculum, and includes the fetishization of outcomes.These
ideas are the cornerstone of New Public Management (NPM), a business-style
management philosophy for the public sector that promotes privatization and
includes Barber’s deliverology.8

At the local level, NPM privatization manifests itself as merit pay for instruc-
tors. Institutionally, it may take the form of curriculum designed by for-profit
providers, which the instructor delivers, or for-profit education companies pro-
moting online education, all using federal or state money for their lucrative private
education business.9

At the extra-national level, public higher education in the U.S. faces criticism
from organizations like the World Bank, that complain about public higher edu-
cation’s lack of relevancy for the “knowledge economy” and inability to produce
graduates with the right skill set for corporations.10 The agents of change in this
trend are not academics but national and international agencies, multinational cor-
porations, independent think tanks, and business associations with their research,
publications and seminars funded by wealthy foundations or federal largesse.

NPM spread from the U.S. to Great Britain in the 1980s, from there to
Australia and New Zealand, and finally to the European Union in the 1990s.

Along with its growth internationally as a regime of discipline for public educa-
tion reform, higher education itself was being commoditized as a tangible product
or service to sell on the global free market. This transformation of higher educa-
tion from an intangible public good to a profit-making private commodity
required standardization.11 Chris Lorenz describes this process unfolding through
trade agreements and accords that were signed and developed from the 1980s:

So, all in all, the Bologna Declaration calls for the integration of all the nation-
al systems of higher education with the major aim of increasing its ‘international
competitiveness.’ In order to achieve these goals the basic structures of the nation-
al systems must be made uniform, with the same cycles and degrees and last but not
least the same mechanisms of control of the faculty…. The neo-liberal GATS

Organizations like the World Bank complain
about public higher education’s inability to produce
graduates with the right skill set for corporations.
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[General Agreement on Trades and Services] point of view will have far reaching
consequences for the citizens of Europe: higher education, instead of being a right
of citizens of nation states, laid down by law may be redefined as and transformed
into a commodity—into an international service that must be sold and bought from
any international provider…. the implication of the GATS-view may also surprise
U.S. citizens, because GATS, among other things, prescribes the so-called ‘nation-
al treatment rule.’ This rule prohibits the national governments, that subscribe to
the GATS-regulations concerning education, to treat providers of services inside
the national borders differently from providers from outside the national borders.
Although this rule also contains a few clauses for exceptions, it may easily induce
future outside providers of higher education to sue national governments for subsi-
dizing their institutions of higher education on grounds that subsidies are impedi-
ments for open market competition and therefore are frustrating the free and inter-
national trade.12

This standardization comes at the price of faculty traditions of free speech and
governance. The radical free-market policy behind it causes faculty to lose

control over the process of education and oversight over curriculum as knowledge
is commoditized in the form of a saleable service in a completely deregulated glob-
al market.

An example of structural change is the Dutch reform beginning in the 1980s
where higher education has been quantified in terms of credit points for “produc-
tion” and “consumption” pegged to the amount of state support for an institution,
pitting universities against each other for funding. Professors are judged by “loss
of production” and “lack of efficiency,” leading to a form of deprofessionalization
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while undermining autonomy of the faculty and “its professional criteria of quali-
ty in the traditional sense.”13 We can see a similar functionalism driving the
restructuring underway in the UK, where NPM leaders now use the current budg-
et crisis as the proximate cause for reform:

In these circumstances, painful choices have to be made. The Labour govern-
ment’s priorities were clear. What must be defended at all costs, it said, are the so-
called “STEM” subjects (Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics).
They are the most important, by virtue of their contribution to the “knowledge
economy.” All publicly funded research at universities should have an identifiable

“impact” on our economy and society. In a document entitled “A Vision for
Research,” the Prime Minister’s Council for Science and Technology recommend-
ed that “universities should seek to professionalize their capabilities and structures
... so that they operate more like consultancy organizations.”14

A particularly chilling example of this reductionism is the elimination of the
prestigious philosophy department at Middlesex University:

The Dean explained that the decision to terminate recruitment and close the
programmes was “simply financial,” and based on the fact that the University
believes that it may be able to generate more revenue if it shifts its resources to
other subjects – from “Band D” to “Band C” students... the Dean acknowledged the
excellent research reputation of Philosophy at Middlesex, but said that it made no
“measurable” contribution to the University.15

The philosophy department at Middlesex was disbanded despite rigorous
protest from the international scholarly community. For scholars, it was

unthinkable that an administration would abolish this distinguished department
on the basis of revenue generation that it needed to support its own administra-
tors.16 Administrative priorities trumped public good, revealing the flaws when
narrow metrics are privileged over quality education.17 Similar trends have
occurred in the U.S.

In an example closer to home, Texas A&M University has proposed an eval-
uation system for a professor’s worth “based on their salaries, how much research
money they bring in, and how much money they generate from teaching….”18 This
plan is rationalized by the administration in terms of accountability to the public.
Kean University in New Jersey has just been restructured, providing another exam-

‘The Dean acknowledged the excellent research repu-
tation of Philosophy at Middlesex, but said that it

made no “measurable” contribution to the University.’
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ple of “fiscal concerns.” In this restructuring, departments were consolidated into
schools headed by “presidentially-appointed executive directors… dividing faculty
members into new organizational structures they played no role in creating.”19

Another problematic path is being promoted for the State University of New York
(SUNY) system, the largest public higher education system in the nation, through
Governor David Paterson’s “Empowerment and Innovation Act,” which essential-
ly privatizes the state’s public higher education system, allowing for campuses,
with little oversight, to recoup loses in state revenues by independently raising
tuition and developing private enterprises through public-private partnerships.20

California has had this type of public-private alliance for public higher educa-
tion since the 1970s, an example being for-profit hospitals associated with
University of California campuses. Because revenue streams are restricted, these
public-private ventures have not prevented a fiscal crisis, even in the profitable UC
system, which gets only 13 percent of its total budget from the state.21 The CSU
model of private auxiliaries provides case after case of bad business ventures and
crony capitalism.22

The CFA’s deliverology wake-up call in fall 2009 led to further research.23 We
discovered that NPM had infiltrated the CSU, most notably through Barry

Munitz, who served as chancellor from 1991 to 1998 during another time of deep
cuts. In his article “Managing Transformation in an Age of Social Triage,” Munitz
identifies with the privatization ideology of the NPM accountability movement:

For better or worse, our institutions are going to be held to standards compa-
rable to those that corporations apply to their business or that governments are
beginning to apply to their agencies. We are not immune from the productivity
pressures that already exist throughout the world and will have to be more market
responsive in our publications and our offerings.24

This consumer-driven commoditization of public education envisioned by
Munitz seems at odds with the traditions of the academy whose mission is to serve
the public good, not private profit. But now public good has been redefined to “the
public not paying taxes for education.”

The NPM model moves the accountability for producing revenue from the
state to campus presidents and college deans who must fundraise for their foun-
dations, to faculty who must become entrepreneurs producing revenue for the

The consumer-driven commoditization of public
higher education seems at odds with the traditions of
the academy whose mission is to serve the public good.
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campus through course commoditization, patents, and grants, and to students in
the form of higher tuition fees.This vision of privatization produces a clash in val-
ues within the “public” institution, by pitting management—whose goal is to
increase revenue and production from instructors—against instructors who believe
they were hired to teach and do research, to mentor students and serve the uni-
versity governance system, not to become revenue generators for the administra-
tion. At the same time, NPM demeans and overrides faculty governance, defining
it and faculty in general as a barrier to its privatization objectives.

As the public institution devolves into a corporate business regime, students
are channeled through a pipeline like products on an assembly line, with fewer
courses and majors to choose from and fewer opportunities to explore different
disciplines or further their own intellectual development.25 We have been warned
about the consequences of “academic capitalism” through the research of Sheila
Slaughter, Larry Leslie, Gary Rhoades, and Marc Bousquet since the late 1990s.
The arrival of a repackaged academic capitalism as deliverology at the CSU in fall
2009 seemed an ominous consequence of several years of severe budget cuts.

In response to cuts in funding, CSU Chancellor Charles Reed, in 2008, man-
dated a system-wide enrollment reduction of 40,000 students over a two-year

period; more than 2,500 faculty have been terminated as a result.26 At the same
time, the cost to students has nearly doubled in a five-year period, from $2,520 in
2005–06 to $4,429 in 2010–11, while thousands of courses have been cancelled
across the system.27 The result has been a stealth restructuring that moves costs
from the state to the individual as fees increase each year, while the number of slots
for students is reduced. No longer is the CSU open to the top one-third of
California’s high school graduates, even if they could afford it. They will be lucky
to find seats in overcrowded community college classrooms. Ironically, this situa-
tion is a boon for the private, online higher education industry that uses sophisti-
cated and sometimes questionable recruiting methods to vacuum up students
unable to attend overcrowded public colleges.28

Adding to the pressure on CSU campuses, in late fall 2009, at a time when all
employees volunteered for furloughs (a 9.7 percent salary decrease), Chancellor
Reed introduced a “bold graduation initiative” to raise six-year graduation rates by
eight percent by 2016 and close the existing gap in degree attainment by CSU’s

As public institutions devolve into a corporate
business regime, students are channeled through a

pipeline like products on an assembly line.
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underrepresented students.29 This plan is based on the Access to Success Initiative
of the National Association of System Heads (NASH), where Chancellor Reed is
currently the executive director.30

The NASH report, Charting a Necessary Path, advocates for improving gradu-
ation rates by adjusting enrollment to reflect the ethnic demographics of each
state. In contrast, Chancellor Reed’s plan required a limited set of metrics to meas-
ure just the rate of graduation and retention outcomes and not the actual number
of graduates, perhaps due to the fact that he was downsizing student enrollment
in the CSU while implementing this initiative.31 The kick-off event for launching

this plan was Barber’s deliverology workshop mentioned earlier, a signal that the
chancellor was promoting a “command and control,” top-down management
model. Although Chancellor Reed’s initiative may be a laudable, reflecting both
his support of President Obama’s American Graduation Initiative and a commit-
ment to accountability, there is a startling lack of recognition on his part that deliv-
erology is a flawed model of management in a failed economy.32

Subsequently, there have been two more notable examples of bad decisions
imposed by upper management against the protestations of knowledgeable

faculty: the restructuring of a development math course at CSU Bakersfield and
the system-wide imposition of Mandated Early Start by the chancellor and the
CSU Board of Trustees.

For spring semester 2010, the dean of the School of Natural Sciences and
Mathematics at CSU Bakersfield decided, against the advice of the math depart-
ment, to assume “control of the Developmental Mathematics Curriculum . . . by
establishing a separate budget line for the program, changing the format of the
program from a combination of individual sections and large lectures to an exclu-
sively on-line offering, and requiring the Developmental Math Coordinator to
answer directly to his office.”33 This online course with more than 600 students
under the direction of one instructor had a pass rate of 40 percent compared to 75
percent for the course format the previous semester.34

The second example occurred in June when Chancellor Reed, with the
approval of the CSU Board of Trustees, mandated the restructuring of develop-
mental education programs in the CSU. Executive Order 1048, “The Early Start
Program,” called for the disenrollment for freshmen (reclassified as “early
entrants”), “who have not demonstrated proficiency in mathematics and/or
English,” if they fail to take a summer course, now potentially moved to a private,

There have been two more notable examples of bad
decisions imposed by upper management against the
protestations of knowledgeable faculty.
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self-support system.35 The Early Start Program was imposed in spite of the oppo-
sition of the statewide CSU English Council and without a recommendation from
the CSU Math Council.36 The plan may force the restructuring of already existing
and successful developmental courses taught during the academic year. Plans from
each campus are due on November 19, 2010.

This type of thoughtless restructuring will not serve the CSU system well in the
long term.We are now in an historical moment of great complexity and contradiction:
the demand for restructuring of the nation’s universities, led by NPM, to do “more
with less” and produce graduates as if the economic collapse of 2008 never happened

or doesn’t have enduring consequences; the pressures of globalization leading to the
commoditization of higher education as a free-market good; a knowledge economy
whose businesses want universities to produce ideas for new products so they do not
have to invest in their own research and development; the shift of the university from
an intellectual commons for public benefit to an outsourced personal benefit whose
costs can be moved from the state to the individual.37 What can be done?

First and foremost, we must insist that public higher education be defined as a
public good. This means advocating for the idea of a university that protects

the “public commons of ideas and creativity.” This commons is not on Facebook,
Twitter, and YouTube or in Second Life, although all could certainly be used to
enhance its effectiveness. This commons is a physical space: a college campus with
trees, walkways, science labs, and music conservatories that allows for the free and
creative production of art, music, theater, inventions, and intellectual discourse for
the public good, not just for private profit.38

We must remind people that public higher education includes “wisdom,” an
intangible quality that cannot be bought and sold.39 It can be transmitted and fos-
tered by a master teacher in the classroom or through a mentor-student relation-
ship. Technology can be used in creative ways to enhance this interaction as we
promote 21st century skills to assist in problem solving in a complex and connect-
ed world.40 Although research is an important part of an educational process for
students in an inquiry-based system, we need to correct the misalignment between
the valorization of research over quality instruction at comprehensive public uni-
versities. Derek Bok, Ernest L. Boyer, Richard Hersh, Page Smith and many oth-
ers have warned against the privileging of research over quality instruction in high-

We must remind people that public higher education
includes ‘wisdom,’ an intangible quality that cannot

be bought and sold.
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er education. Just this realignment would produce increased graduation rates, as
evidence suggests that student success is improved through excellent instruction
and mentoring and through engagement of faculty in inquiry.41

We must strengthen faculty governance and encourage faster turnaround of
thoughtful and fully considered decisions based on an independent faculty voice.
We must mentor younger faculty so they begin to participate in governance and
understand its significance for their future in the academy. Our faculty unions
must be active; they are the best line of collective offense against panic restructur-
ing. Coupled with union activity, we should advocate for local community involve-

ment with our campuses. Faculty-community task forces may assist in solving an
array of local issues, binding the expertise found on the university campus to the
community surrounding it.

In the midst of our current economic and political instability, President Obama’s
2009 “American Graduation Initiative,” a No Child Left Behind plan for high-

er education, signals his belief that the nation requires an improved public higher
education system if we are to maintain our preeminence in the global market
place.42 We hear this message echoed everywhere: “In an increasingly competitive,
globalized economy, nations with the most knowledge-intensive economic base,
the greatest capacity for innovation, and the most educated population are the
most likely to succeed.”43 Meanwhile, thousands of qualified students are being
turned away from the UC and CSU to seek their future in overcrowded commu-
nity colleges, which have no courses to offer them due to state budget cuts.

This situation is the end result of 40 years of failed supply-side economic pol-
icy, a forced privatization of public education through defunding that may work
for private corporations but not for the public good. No Child Left Behind, in
spite of good intentions, has failed many of our children. Students do not need to
learn how to “Race to the Top,” but how to work cooperatively and live together
harmoniously in a swiftly changing, complex world. It is time to join together for
genuine change that transforms our students and society through redefining the
importance of quality education in the 21st century. Quality education is not the
market-driven abandonment of philosophy and literature because such subjects do
not sell in the global marketplace, but one that enhances creativity, critical think-
ing and technological literacy, one that includes music and the arts. We need to
reclaim quality public education as a common good, a shared social value that tran-
scends personal profit. If we fail, others will continue to define change for us.

Students do not need to learn how to ‘Race to the Top’
but how to work cooperatively and live together
harmoniously in a swiftly changing, complex world.
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economics, essentially an ideology that free markets solve everything. This ideology persists
despite the fact that, in 2001, Joseph Stiglitz won the Noble Prize in economics proving that
there was no such thing as a free market.
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effectiveness in Chicago see Bryk et al., Organizing Schools for Improvement; see also Meier, et
al., Many Children Left Behind and Kohn, The Case Against Standardized Testing.
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mation, also referred to as New Public Management (NPM). It actually started in the United
States, in the government sector, under the name “entrepreneurial governance.” In higher edu-
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after its implementation. For a synopsis of its history, see Johnson, “Higher Education in
California: New Goals for the Master Plan.”
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For different opinions: Voegeli, “Don’t Blame Proposition 13”; O’Leary, “The Legacy of
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idly growing funding disparity between public institutions and private research universities dur-
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6. Many of these private ventures as reported in the press have been money losers requiring the
specific university to be bailed out by the chancellor using ‘state general fund’ money that should
have been used for instruction (faculty salaries and courses). See unpublished paper by Yamada,
“The CSU Executives’ Incomplete Chronology of Questionable Practices.” In 2010, the scan-
dal surrounding Sarah Palin’s speaking engagement at CSU Stanislaus implicated its founda-
tion in deception about her speaker’s fee. The California Faculty Association, along with State
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transparency for auxiliaries, whose financial statements remain closed to the public.
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Manufactured Crisis:Myths, Fraud, and the Attack on America’s Public Schools, while Diane Ravitch
in The Death and Life of the Great American School System decries her involvement in the No
Child Left Behind policy she helped enact during the George W. Bush administration.

8. Although the accountability movement unquestioningly advocates the use of metrics to assess
instructional quality, outcomes should not be used as the basis for a Scarlet-Letter type of pub-
lic humiliation of educators but with a thoughtfulness that shows that student testing outcomes
may be one of many measures to quantify teacher capacity so that improvement follows for soci-
ety as well.

9. See the Frontline documentary College, Inc.

10. The World Bank, Constructing Knowledge Societies: New Challenges for Tertiary Education.

11. For further information on this see Hill’s “Foreward” in The Developing World and State
Education; Cowen, “Performativity, Post-modernity and the University”: Bruneau and Savage,
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2010, the New York legislature had failed to vote on these proposed changes.
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and Facts;” 2009-10 Projected UC Core Funds Revenue by Source). Private-public ventures do
not want their funding streams to go outside their own business for the support of general
instruction; see Newfield, “Avoiding the Coming Higher Ed Wars.”

22. For example, see California Faculty Association, “CSU Auxiliaries and Foundations: Overview
and Troubling Examples.”

23. See Meisenhelder, “Michael Barber’s ‘Deliverology’ in the UK and in the CSU” and California
Faculty Association, “‘Restructuring’ the CSU or Wrecking It?”
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27. California Faculty Association, “The CSU Graduation and Achievement Gap Initiative: Doing
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as other fees. Each campus in the system can also assess special student fees, which vary by insti-
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35. See Charles Reed. “The Early Start Program — Executive Order No. 1048.” These unprepared
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toward the graduation and retention outcome statistics, part of the Chancellor’s “Graduation
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36. CSU English Council, “CSU English Council Position Statement: Mandatory Early Start
(April 2010).”

37. See Fearn’s “Graduate Unemployment Rises” and Trigaux’s “The Job Hunt.”

38. Kumar makes this case in “The Need for Place.”
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education, irrespective of that impossibility, in “The Commodification of Wisdom.” See also
Nussbaum’s Not for Profit. On the biased valuation of objects in contemporary America and
abroad, see Patel’s The Value of Nothing.

40. See Trilling and Fadel, 21st Century Skills: Learning for Life in Our Times, which focuses on the
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