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Abstract

The wrong models of organizational development are being used to reorganize universities. This
paper examines the demandQ bt century universities and why Business Process

Reengineering (BPR) won’t get us there. By presenting an ethnographic case study of one PRU’s

tragic journey with business process reengineering and reflecting on the unintended but
predictable consequers;ea socioeconomic approach that is decidedly against reengineering is
proposed to be the path forward. A socioeconomic approach builds human potential and launches
revenue development projects self-financed by diagnosing and redressing hidden costs.

Keywords Business Process Reengineering, @&ntury UniversitySocioeconomic

Organizational DevelopmeniVicked Problem, Nedaylorism

Introduction

Are theremore intelligent and effective approaches to organizational development of the
worldOsicademidnstitutionsthan business process reengineeridg® will the organizational
developmen{OD) approaches being implementachigher education institutiorie address the
wicked problems our nation and stafi@ce such as unsustainability of stébeding, lack of
public commitment to mass higher education, declining interest in diyexsdya decline in the
skills of graduatesThose of us in organizational development know the research relsatts
reengineerindiurts, does not helpndleavesus worse offYet, reengineering by OexpeissBe
most popular approacdb deal with the global defunding by the Stalewnsizing,illogical
policies,and the effort to displace humanities education with Oacademic capitalismO

The purpose of thigaper is to challenge the efficacy of reengineerangl develo@
socioeconomic alternative the work of Henri Savall and$imany colleagues. Collectively, the
co-authors of this papdrave been teaching the socioeconomic approach to organizational
devdopmentand strategyor twenty-four years, at oneRU where Deloitte consulting was hired

to do reengineeringnd two comprehensive universities
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This papeintends several theory and method contributions. First, reengineering has
methods that sound good for universities, but have unintended consequences. Secoveh the
defunding of universitieghe intended consequences of business process reengineering are to
jettison the humanities. Third, there are alternative approaches to organizational demelopm
which are cmpatible with the mission of the 2tentury universitiesbut that would strengthen
a model of education that hbsendeclining in state and cultural support in recent decades.

The structee of the article begins with an analysis of demands of the21%' Century
University andreview ofBusiness Process Reengineering (BPR) and its féoilswed by the
case example @dPRimplementation in a southwestern PRU, &ndlly aproposal of how a

socioeconomic approach of organizational developrmeuntd be applied.

Demands of21st Century Universities

The context and meaning of higher education have been significantly transformed on a
global scale over the past 25 yearsl universities are feeling pressure frgtagnation and a
lack of sensible innovation.niversities must rexamine theirvalue contributions and
positionings through a strategic lensfoture reeds in knowledge and skilia order toassess
theresourcesmeeded for vigilant decisiemaking (Du Preez, 2015). The currémtining
framework for bothstudents and new faculty mentoringdloes not match tisefuture demands
(Austin, 2003. Higher education is faced with a multitude of challenges to the traditional
system. Somef thekey issues that have dominated university administrative attention and
triggered process reengineerimgveinvolved addressingpublic skepticism of the quality of
education and faculty accountability (Burgan, 2Q@ightening or dinmishing fiscal resoces

that requirdaculty to engage in multiple demandsch as cost control and entreprarial
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activities (Austin, 2008 increased diversity of students and facuBy\erson, 1998&: Keller,
2001) and greater emphasis on learning outcomes and new educational institutions that are
beyond the bricks and mortar of a physicainpus I(eVine, 2000).

The changing landscape of higher education is faced with complex problems, wicked
problemswhichrequire collective efforts among administrators, faculty, staff, students and
community members (Ramaley, 2014). Academe is emerging as a supercomplexity, where
solutions confined within a pr@etermined framework of references is no longer the norm
(Barnett, 200; Williams, 2008). Instead, the world is confronted with uncertainty,
unpredictability, changeability, and contestability (Barnett, 2000).

In the 21st century, universities need to be repositioned as participants within a complex
learning society to cdiscover and careate knowledge with collaborasdreyond the
parameters of a universitBuckley, 2012) This new role contrasts sharply with the traditional
beliefthat universities should seras the primary producers atrdnsmitters of innovation.hie
changeo a collaborative role for public knowledge creation is reflecteskwm policies and
scholarship requirements concerning engaged scholarship (Holland, 2005). Both public and
private regional comprehensive universities werearly adopters becagisheir performance
directly impacs and is impacted by the communitieey serveespeciallyconsidering thatost
of their graduates remain in the region and develop into future community leaders. On the other
hand, research institutions were slmaadnowledge the need for change, andit has beemn
unnaturalbr imposedealizationthroughmandatory policy changes, aticty may never view
engageescholarship as the core of their focus (Holland, 2004).

Ultimately, he demandor changan universitiegrickles downandbecomes the

responsibility offaculty and staffvithout any additional resources or suppbigwfield (2008)
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pointed out that higher education has becormenapetitive business éise demand for
enwllment growth coupled with budget redtions has increasedndis furtherintensifiedby
the elite access dfie private universitieso resources. It is an economic war masked behiad
culture war to suppress and attack the middle diassvledge powelThe samédorces identified
as the shapers aigher education, such as the market, resources and goveinteerentions,
have becomeital barriers to innovation. It is becomind@arwinianwar of the fittest under the
disguise of accountability (Gumport, 2000).

Some scholarsawe argued that design thinking, an approach that has been used in
product design for many decad®¥ard Runcie & Morris, 2009)is the best modality to address
the many challengemndcreate solutions that are purposeful and targeted towsadpecific
goals of a 21st centumyniversity.Universities are compleand selorganizingorganismsand
theintegrative and humacentered design thinking approach could support bridging the
complexity of integrating usersO needs, feasibility limitations and wiabieess strategies
(Brown, 2009) based on the understanding of the problem at hand. However, Buchanan (1992)
argued that the fundamental challenge behind the lack of appropriate solutions to problems is not
due to a lack of tools orpcessedut insteadit is because we ofterouple inappropriate
methods for solutions to ilefinedproblems. Furthermor@roponents of design thinking fail to
realize that purposeful human intervention contradicts the assumption-ofgaatization, and
that many of thee ill-defined problems represent segments of a wicked problem.

Wicked problems are problems with complex interdependencies thaeaesult of an
incomplete understanding of the parameters, changing conditions and contradictory ideologies
(Rittel & Webber, 1973). When organizations attempt to address only one aspect of a wicked

problem, more of the existing probleimsthemerge and are simultaneously created. Thus
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insteal of investing money and effort into reengineeringhe existing systernasedon parly
understood problemshouldnOt we first clearly define omefine the fundamental problem to
gainabetter understanding of the wicked framework?

Business process reengineering as adaptédgbyreducation iran attempt to address
the challengsof a 21st century universityasonly broadened the discourse between the
administrative narrative of improved efficiency and the true meanistudéntearning and skill
developmenbeyond a standardized credential. A simple,tida processeengineeringcannot
teach faculty and students how to solve wicked prohlémescomplexity of challenges facilag

21st century university is a wicked problemand of itself

Business ProcesReengineeringand Its Faults

Business Process Reengineering (BPR) became the trend in organizational change in the
early 1990svhen Micheal Hammer (1990) wrote, “It is time to stop paving the cow paths.
Instead of embedding outdated processes in silicone and software, we should obliterate them and
start overO ([.04). Thisreengineering approach was the solution tetpenological business
operations that were hindering the success of companies through excessive use of resources and
failings in cost, quality and service. BPRrequiresorganizations teahallengeand radically
redesigrthe existing organizational processggelated tasks (Davenport & Shot990 to
better serveustomers and cut down co$R is fundamentallyooted in Adam SmithOs (1776)
notion that the deepening of work separatiod cost rduction leado greater productivitand
Fredrick TaylorOs (19lthanagemertheorythatincreased efficiency is achieved through labor
specialization and controAs a result the BPRutcome habitually results in cost cutting

measures in the name of geratfficiency instead of the very different emphasdisalue
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creation. BPR is positioned im Ofalse duality with bureaucracyO (Boje et al., 1997: p. 631) and
has justifiedhedisplacement of labanasked behinthe storytelling of revolutionary
achievementprofitability, and competitive advantageargely hidden voices note thaist

cutting is dialectially opposed to creating valuealzenport (1995)e-empathized that cost
reductionfor instance througbmployee layoffs, by itself cannot be a sensible goal and Hammer
laterreflectedthat BPR lackedn appreciation for a key dimensioffiorganizations, the people
(White, 1996).

Instead of using technology to automeaxasting outdated and ineffective processes
Hammer (19903uggestethatcompanieshould utilizeinformation technologyo help make
nonvalue added processes obsol&eengineering promised great results anothmediate
impact on cost savings through radically changing processes to incré@sa®f. However,
like many disruptive innovations, the initial explosive and seemingly poséstdtsstarted to
see diminishing returns as it became apparenttifsatoolcould have impactful shortcomings.
Champy (1995), an original innovator of BPR, found that reengineering efforts failed to achieve
the desired goals and benchmarks by as much as thirty pedéeil & Sohall@99 and
Champy (1995) also found that Oup to 70 percent of BPR programsfaikbeeengineering
programs have been used as a substitute for strategic platf@dd@il & Sohal, 1999. 573).

BPR wasproposed aanoutcomefocusedresponse to the recession and increasing
global competition in the 198(&rover & Malhotra, 199/ However,applying this approach
today anccompletely reengineering existing processes or OobliteratingO theutddcveate a
complex chain of information system reactioBscause ofhecritical natureof the 2£' Century
information technologyndthe potentialfor disruption,most commororganizational system

changes today are what Davenport (2013) refers to as process improvement and not
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reengineerin@r innovation distinguished by a slight increase in efficieacyoss multiple
existing processes apposed to radical chargy® the existing processes

Process reengineeringas proposed as havingltiegin with a Oblank sheet of paper
(OONeil & Sohal, 1999, p. 57aMdwas meant to be executed in a rapid fashion evie if
redesigning process magsult inuncertaiy (Hammer, 1990)What this blanksheet approach
did not consider was the existing knowledge and emotions held by the employees within an
organizationlt was a topdown approach that purposefully excluded the employees engaged in
the system from designing the ngwocessegHammer & Champy, 1993This aggressive
managerial mindset is one reason that BPR is consideredeagkwistic management
approach and why any project started under the BPR heading will inherently Taylerast
bias Pruijt, 1998). The nedayloristic exclusion of employee inpahd adopting new
technology at the expense of human needstes the potential foinjustice ora perception of
injustice in the change process (Beugre, 1998). Novelli, KirkmanShipiro (1995) argue
that a climate of fairness is a necessary component if there is going to be a successful
implemertation of organizational changdowever, in the original conception of BPR it was
acceptedhat the changesould face resistance aitdnust be met with strong leadership willing
to Ooutlagthe cynics@Hammer, 1990)This directed change approach, heavily relying on
authority and obedience, reitt inorganic copingf peopleOs emotional reactiokerper &
Buono, 200%. Such dack d consideration for people amdmmanding changat the expense of
human needs will ultimately lead to failure (Beugre, 199%8)en confronted witlthe
complexity ofintensifiedand intricate organizational systearsd societechnical uncertainty, a

plannel andguided change from withiis more appropriat@erber & Buono, 2005).
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As a response to treeeminglyradical nature of process reengineering, Business Process
Managemen{BPM) was introduce@ndaimed to optimize exiting procesgésough
incremental changg8urlton, 2001)jnstead of redesigning fromblankslatemanysimilar
approacheare familiar to us includingfotally Quality Management (TQM), Lean
Manufacturing and Stsigma.BPR, BPM, TQM, Lean and Si®igma are methodaoges or
toolsdesigned foorganizational development, specifically, process improverii@et are not
the strategidramework orfoundationguidingthe changeThe commorcharacteristic ofhese
process improvement methodghe assumption of a cleamderstanding othe problem at hand
(Davenport, 2013)andthatthis problenresides in the exiting processes and the people behind
them.These problems are often defined or scripted ahead of time instead of an emergent
discovery proces®pproaching avicked problem with the fundamental and flawed assumption

of a predefined problem will likely result infailure ora destructive lasting impact.

Business Process Reengineering Towards a*2Tentury University?

When reengineering began planting its rantsniversities in the mid 1990s, early
research deconstructed the reality behind thdigllighting theelimination of tenure, outcome
assessment, and professors making up for fluctuations in enro(lBwgeatet al., 1997)BPR is a
monological narrage that states that efficiency is improved by eliminating-value adding
activities, processes and peoglenidstthe 2f' century of dialogic organizations, where socially
constructed realities and selfganizing narratives shape the complex senakng process of
the people and ganizational activitiesBushe &Marshak, 2009 BPR is a dead narrative self
contained in a closed framework with no pathway forward from its limited formula to increase

efficiency. It is a specialized tool never intendedthe purpose that it is now used, cost
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reduction and disregarding the people (Devenport, 1995). Tools themselves can be used as a part
of strategy but in and of themselves they cannot be strateganatigmptto use them as such
is just a meansend dimension of changéust like TQM, Lean, Six Sigma, and other forms of
Tayloristic continuous improvement processes, BP&self-contained process with a strategic
label and renarration of the Taylorism paradigm and another dimensiadehumanization of
the workforce(Boje & Winsor, 1993).

When the BPR narrative emerged in IT and engineering, it was developed to study
inefficiencies within an organizatiandproposeadically restructugas opposed tautomating
obsoleteprocesss (Davenport, 1995; Hammer, 1990). When moved into management, the
approach completely lost that idea of an objective science orientation to investigate a problem
and develop ways to fix itt became another solution in search of a problem with its fack o
datadriven process. When organizations are overwhelmed with the epidemic of conflicting
standards and norms, some helpful and important while others unnecessary and obstructive
(Boje, 2019, BPR became another solution in search of a problem witlckofadatadriven
processThe scapegoat of BRRonvalue creatords never pointed towards the executives or
the top management. BPR is treated as a specialized knowledge that not everyone can understand
and isrootedin the notion that only certain pple can create valugith management security at
the top

These are reasomdy BPR can never solve a wicked problem and working towards a
21 Century Universityis definitely a wicked problem. BPR involves no search of the core
problem or root challergg because thegiiem is already contained in the process and defined
as nonvalue and low efficiencyThe objective then becomes to fithek people that are

responsible for it, the activities to downsize, or new policies to impose. Universitiaslaveed
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with a topheavy organizational structuferrien, 1959 that is readilyreinforced by BPRbut

the irony is that the ne®ayloristic solution is cost cutting those members of the organization

with the aptitudes to solve the real problem, the wicked problem, which is how to educate
students for a career in a changing woBdcause the results thfe wicked problems cannot be
easily quantified and are rarely the symptoms we observe and are eager to tackle, the first step
should begin with the understanding of the complexity of the wicked problem and a search for
the fundamental challenge (Savall & Zardet, 2008that is prohibiting the university from

meeting its demands in the*2dentury, before imposing tools and processes to address the
observed symptoms. A wicked problem, by its definition, cannot have a closed system, therefore,
attempting taddress only an aspect or the symptom of the wicked problem using a closed BPR
system, will result in amplification of the existing problems and the creation of new problems

will be the result.

A Case of a Public Research University being Reengineered

After WWII, the Public Research University (PRU) had two decades of dramatic growth
as returning war veterans went to college, and the State committed to mass public education. In
the U.S. the Vietham war prompted students and faculty to demonstrate ®caopuses, and
with the election of governor Ronald Reagan, the budgets to California PRUs got their first
major cut. ChrisNewfield 2008 gives a historical account of the fortyear assault on the
PRU that took hold in the 1970s. The culture warsmgso-called OleftistO or OliberalO faculty in
PRUs coincided with a number of economic crisis, such as the 1973 oil emdoaditfee 2008
banking and mortgage scandal. The stay repeatedtself throughout the West from the

impact afterthe electiorof Margaret Thatchan the UKand more recently the purge of
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humanities in DenmarkOs PRUs (dettand (2005), for example gives a review of thesttasy

of university mission and aims in the commonweal@reen (2003) develops a historical

account ohow recent efforts to reengineer the PRU is because of the close alignment of Ofree®
market principles of business managempiluts reengineering combines three paradigms:
professional, bureaucratic machine éimelentrepreneurial OadhocraticO alterntatitres

bureaucratic model of the PRU. The problem Green (2003) bringsthat ieengineering

attempts to make the public university into a business without implementing an organization
design (or development) method to deal with the conflicts thatt reghblfaculty, staff and

students. The economic implementation is done in ignorance and neglect of the politics of

change.

Under thecurrentpolitical and economic conditions, business process reengineering is
not a way to develop efficiency. Ratheiisita way to continue downsizing the StateOs
commitment to mass education of each nationOs populace. As Newfield (2008) argues, the
culture wars against lefeaning faculty have become economic wars on the entire Piidde
has beem shift fromaknowledge society frameworiktent on growing collegeeducated
majority of democratic citizens to the knowledge economy where equity of access is no longer a
consideration, and the PRU is downgraded to vocationalskilling for industry. Thus, we
have theexcommunication of the humanities, and the focus on STEM (science, technology,
engineering, and math) disciplinestire ONew [postindustrial] EconomyO of knowledgkers
in organizationsvithin core countriesubcontracting customer servi@edcomputerdesign to
laborin periphery countries.

We argue that an educatedderstanding of Organizational Development is all that is

necessary to highlight the ineffective and damaging results that reengineering brings to the PRU.
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Instead of recreating the sams-daselet's do something Agilandinnovative sdtng a new
standardReengineering ian idealmatch to what Newfiel@@008) asserts is the kind of
Ointellectual neutron bomiEfectto erode the political left, to reverse the diversifying of the
middle class and leave the knowledgeESTcapabilities intact. Still we do hold out hope, which
we will get to after presenting the first part of the case.

The Case The problem lies at theewy heart of the nedayloristic approach of
reengineering. The changeakers havalreadypredetermined the problem, therefore, asking for
advice froma wellrespectedrganizational changerofessor within the universityould be
time wastedInsteadthe universityobrought in Deloitte andpent $700,000n a reengineering
study.Deloitte, in its risk management document tit@dnleashing the Power within Analytics
driven Process BsigrQ, claimed thaBPR devissinnovative ways to propel the organipat
forward. Yet, the $700,000 consulting project was followed by a drastic downtizifiget the
most recent budget @from thestate as a result of the most recent severe drop in the stateOs oil
and gas revenueshe university, in a misguideattempt to reach a OvisionO for tfeC2htury
University, continues to entertain further reorgatiraand faculty and staff cuts without first
trimming the top.

The topdown reengineering implementation by Deloitte consulting expalits
recommencen December 2016 witfurtherreorganizingplans for the following two years into
2019.Unrepresentative task teaimsve mandated thahiversity administrators sweep academic
department and unit budgets, cut 110 positions, and reorganize departmenssriationamber
of divisions, and increadbe spanof controlfor middle administrators in operational units

Deloitte gave th&RU Board oRegents a way to reengineer its business processes

throughcost reductiorby improvingdelivery model, business process, policies and the
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implementation of enabling technologiesnd proposedlist of actionable recommendations to
address immediate, short, and léegn recommendationBeloitte says it uses reengineering to
Qinleash the @wer with analyticsiriven business process de<igrhis is a key selling point, the
basis ofbusiness processengineeringnodelof institutional transformationf the PRU, to

make the university into a business, the fulfillment of Oacademic capitdlisrgdnsequences

of thisreengineering include decrease moral, drop in enrollments, faculty and staff being given
expanded workloads, and the exodus of research faculty and staff to other state@hieRUs
reinforces facultyOs resistance to changee{Ba013).The university gets more efficiency, by
means ohuman sacrifice.

According toEliyahu M. Goldrattyeengineeringloes not provide an effective way to
focus improvement effortsathe organization's constraint (Dettmer, 199dppting
reengineeringas is organizational development strategi@ofge approach, reduct® PRU taa
narrow focus on the efficiency of process, bundling of processes, and the supervisory spans of
control of those processe$he assumption is that there Wik anincreases in university
performance (enrollment, research, operatidms)everthose assumptions are r@ing
empirically tested during after implementation. Thetatus quaf the PRU igdeclaredObadO or
Oold fashionedO and the spans andibgiiglset up anew.

Boje Rosile Dennehy and Summers (1997) deconstructed reenginegraagting up a
false duality with Weberism, exposing its ideological foundations in Adam Svhita
pretending that displacing workers and making them disposabledaw idea, when
reengineering is simply the-ghvision of labor.

In summary, this PRU has spent upward$4d0,000n reengineering consulting to

eliminate 101 faculty and 19 staff. We argue that money would have been saved if those who
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teach Organizanal Development within the university had been utilized, and it is for this very
reason that reengineering the PRU is more about undermining the ackdewledge creation

culture than dressing it up in capitalism.

A Socioeconomic Organizational Developmemtiternative

Boje and Rosile (2003) review the socioeconomic approach to organizational
development and how it differs from business process reengineering as well as other popular
approaches. Wy, Zardet, Bonneand Saval(2015) updated the socioeconomic approach to
organizational development, they now cBikcoming AgileThe socioeconomic approaphses
several advantages for universitieser reengineering.

Organizational developmesticcesslepends on thedaption of an opeisystens
integration otthe organization, individual values, and its external environment (Johnson, 1976).
Traditional organizational developmeagproachesmphasize either economic or technological
rationales or individual needs adings (Bahaee, et.al., 2005). Socioeconomic organizational
developmenanalyzes various combinations of théséelpavoid potentiathallengedy
incorporating dialogical voices from all stakeholders.

Everywicked problem is uniqueand difficult todefinesocioeconomic problemi\
monologicaleconomic and technical solutionlmfisiness proceseengineering cannot attend to
the many interdependencies and madtusal relationshipsf a wicked problemAs symptoms of
social complexityand without a clar understanding of the fundamental causes behind the scene
the attempts téix unstablewicked problers frequently leado unexpected consequen@esl

failure in behavioral changéRittel & Webber, 9173Ritchey, 2011& Savall & Zardet, 2008
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Universities must not cut away the very positions most adept to cope with the wicked
problems and create an agile'@lentury University. The answer lies in the intelligent
reinvestment into human potential and embracing faculty and staff as an essential part of the
solution.The 2£' Century University is faced not only with questions of academic achievement
but also tle problems of access to resources, such as water, an abundance of processed and fast
food and the resulting health problems, issues of social justice, so on an(Dsdoberly &
Pangaro, 2015: 77).

If these are the wicked problems, should we not enviidhst Century University that
can address them®@/ill Business ProcedReengineeringeally get us there? No. But there are
real alternatives, such as Becoming Agile by building human potential, engagirgeact teams
that not onlydo costreduction but enhance reweies, grow the kinds of problebased learning
capacity to tacklsocietyOaicked problems of population, food, water, and ottieds of

sustainability

For Consideration

Business process reengineering is the low hanging fruiaamassyrationale that
promises efficiency and delivers chaos whefait there is a more complex political and
economic problemAttempting reengineering in the faceadficiency is transforming the
foundations o21% century universitiefrom inspiring dverse, criticgland innovative minds to
standardized and privatmancededucation in disguise.

The wicked challenges and demands 6f @intury universities cannot be tackled with a
neo Tayloristic tool like Business FbcessReengineeringThe solution lies witha socioeconomic

organizational development approdbht invests in human potentighile diagnosing and
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resolving hidden costs (Savall & Zardet, 2008) allowing the development of revenue generating
projects.The socioeconomic approachplements a democratic approach to organizational
development, and is therefore more compatible with the traditions and mission of academic

institutions.
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