1
17

Collegial entrepreneurialism in proactive universities Change; New Rochelle; Jan/Feb 2000; Burton R Clark;

Abstract:

Clark argues that many universities ought to become much more proactive, even 

entrepreneurial. He looks at the demand side, specifically the growing complexity in higher education, and explores how universities can position themselves in a more adaptive, responsive position.
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Should universities-particularly public universities in this country and elsewhere in the world-transform themselves and change the ways they operate? Based on my recent research in Europe, I wish to argue that indeed many universities ought to become much more proactive, even entrepreneurial. If they do not, they will put themselves at considerable risk during the first decades of the 21 st century. In a nutshell, modern universities are developing a disturbing imbalance with their environments. They face an overload of demands and are equipped with an undersupply of response capabilities, beginning with badly constrained financing. In a demand-response equation, they fall badly out of balance and lag behind; if they remain in traditional form they become locked into a nearly permanent stage of unhappy disequilibrium. To better align themselves, they need to enhance their response capability and to contain more effectively the demands made upon them. 

How can this be done? In this article, I look first at the demand side of the equation. Here we face the bad news that higher education around the world is entering an era of growing complexity and uncertainty. I then turn to the response side to explore how universities can position themselves in more adaptive, responsive postures. Institutional insufficiency can be overcome, but a capacity to cope depends on the willingness of universities to become more entrepreneurial. And for that willingness to endure and be effective, it must call on good old-fashioned collegiality. But first the demand picture. 

THE GROWTH OF DEMAND OVERLOAD 

Four converging trends, presented here in capsule form, create turbulent environments that become more complicated and fast-changing with every passing 

decade. First, demands for participation change student entry from elite to mass to universal. The growing entitlement of young people to receive more education after secondary schooling also now leads toward a lifelong entitlement for both repeated professional retraining and cultural enrichment that extends into their retirement years. Universal expectations that bracket the young and the old dictate long-term continuing growth in number and type of students. Second, more occupations exact requirements of knowledge and skill not provided by secondary education. The highknowledge fields, changing faster than people are able to change their skills, lay their claim on universities and colleges for up-to-date education and training. The needs of the labor force cannot be denied. Third, government and the private sector increasingly exhort universities to assist them in solving societal problems as broad as poverty and poor health and as specific as city charter reform and local traffic control, with special emphasis on speeding economic and technological progress. Fourth, knowledge growth, I maintain, has become the most troubling trend of all. The globalization of knowledge propels its growth at an accelerating pace, rattling universities to their very foundations. Long driven by the universality of science, the international growth and dispersion of knowledge is now a factor in all academic fields, spurred further now by computer-age communication. By the late 1990s, the international scope and output of knowledge had become breathtaking: the literature in chemistry, for example, grows by over a million articles every two years; historians produce more new contributions to their field in two decades than in all prior recorded time. On top of this, we witness a luxuriant proliferation of new fields and the breakout of new specialties within old disciplines. Those who track academic knowledge in the sciences, for example, can identify over 8,500 specialties. Assaulted by knowledge differentiation, "renaissance" scholars-broad in their command of scholarship-are becoming an endangered species. Entire universities and departments cannot keep up. From the largest to the smallest, the most comprehensive to the most specialized, curricular uncertainty is becoming a way of life. Harried faculty and students, given limited time, must choose what mixture of the new and the old must be included or can be left out. Never mind the simplistic wish lists put out every year about the "core" of a general or liberal education; 30 fields of study rather than a half-dozen can legitimately claim a place in "What every student should know." Would you leave out economics? Biochemistry? Astrophysics? History of the Far East? Computer science? And when students look to specialize in a major, the same problem appears. The disciplines have fractured into multiple specialties that have lost touch with one another. Student growth, changing labor force requirements, the insistent calls to solve a shifting array of societal problems, and the vast and unstoppable proliferation of knowledge all greatly increase the business of higher education. Demand-side pressures enormously complicate the choices that have to be made within departments and programs (what we must teach, what can be ignored) and in entire universities (which subjects ought to receive special backing, which ones should be simply maintained, and which ones can be eliminated or allowed to slide to the margin). Demand overload intensifies institutional struggle over the very meaning of the enterprise, let alone the division of resources. It renders the response capabilities of the traditional system highly problematic. Higher education cannot be governed or led from a platform of certainty about what is basic now and what is necessary for the future. Too much is basic, too much can readily be deemed necessary. Without seeking a single, defined best way, how can we position higher education for the fast-moving and largely unknown world of the 21 st century? What can be done at the institutional level of policy and action, so that individual universities can engage in new activities that respond flexibly to local combinations of demand while bringing forward traditional academic values and practices? 

THE PROACTIVE UNIVERSITY 

I had the opportunity to seek some answers from a small group of proactive universities in Europe in a research study carried out between 1994 and 1997. The institutions selected for intensive investigation were chosen because they had been hard at work for some 10 years or more (roughly 1980-1995) to change their own overall character-a period long enough to ascertain how much and in what way these institutions had "walked the walk" of institutional change rather than simply engaging in the age-old academic habit of "talking the talk." The universities differed greatly in their educational profiles and cultural settings. The University of Warwick in the midlands of England was a relatively new "green fields" university from the 1960s that offered comprehensive coverage of basic disciplines; the University of Joensuu in rural Finland, also new in the 1960s, grew from a teachers college to become a small regional university; the University of Twente in the eastern part of Holland, also relatively new, was initiated as a technological university in a depressed region; the University of Strathclyde in Glasgow, Scotland was both old and young-it celebrated a bicentennial in 1996 but was only "raised" to university standing in the 1950s, then spread its wings from a purely technological posture to a five-faculty structure; and Chalmers University of Technology in Gothenburg, Sweden, could trace its lineage back 150 years as a specialized university that had experienced both private and public control. Even though these five institutions were thus variously located and obviously different, along the way I was able to tease out some common elements of how they were changing. I identified these elements as "pathways of transformation," used them to frame case-by-case developmental accounts, and concluded that together they constituted "an entrepreneurial response" to the growing demands of the late 20th century. If European universities that maintained a traditional posture were becoming increasingly strained by the chorus of demands I identified above, these five institutions had become more adaptive in ways that seemed favorable for long-term viability. What were the five "pathways" that might prove instructive elsewhere? 

1) A strengthened steering core. The examined institutions exhibited a greater capacity to "steer" themselves (as the Europeans say) in 1995 than they had possessed 10 to 15 years earlier. That capability could be relatively centralized or decentralized. It could have been initiated by strong-minded change agents, including a tough rector. But over the years, personal leadership had generally given way to collegial forms. Stronger line authority from center to department developed, but around that structure stronger decision-making groups of administrators and faculty also appeared. Whatever its shape, the strengthened steering core consists of groups who work diligently to find diverse streams of income for the entire institution-thereby enhancing discretion-and then make hard choices on internal allocation from pooled resources. Agents of the core actively seek multiple patrons instead of waiting passively for "the government" to rescue the institution from unacceptable resource constraint. They promote new infrastructure units that reach across old university boundaries to link up more readily than traditional departments with outside establishments: they experiment, for example, with an office of technology transfer to test its value; they favor an incubator unit for start-up fmns initiated by faculty and especially graduating students. They steer the internal allocation of resources, backing some fields of study, new and old, to the disadvantage of others. A strengthened steering core is finally in full stride when it is able to cross-subsidize, and have its decisions accepted by all. It taxes "rich" fields to aid less fortunate ones that otherwise would be relegated to the comer or even dropped from the enterprise because "they cannot pay their way." A vigorous steering core not only seeks to subsidize new activities but to enhance old valuable programs in the academic heartland. Several institutions in this study have become international models of how to make this difficult process work, particularly Warwick and Strathclyde in the much-troubled British system. Strathclyde offered a particularly clear example of a strengthened core. After experimenting with different formats between 1982 and 1987, the institution developed an enduring structure: the central University Management Group (UMG), which acquired power and legitimacy. A creature of neither senate nor court (the traditional ruling bodies that had proved long on talk and short on action), UMG became the body where decisions could be made relatively quickly, the place where the institution could "get up and go." The composition of its membership was crucial: about five members from central administration (several of whom were faculty on short-term election to central posts) and five from major parts of the institution, that is, elected deans of the faculties that stretched from engineering to humanities and social sciences. "At the end of the day," (as it was put to me) the deans "had to be on board" if UMG was to work, able to represent the institution as a whole while they 

represented their own faculties. UMG developed its own secretariat; it learned to be businesslike in sorting important matters from the routine; it emphasized high transparency by issuing reports after each meeting to senate, court, and the campus newsletter. UMG was not easy to establish, and it has been far from trouble-free. But it works. The campus cannot imagine going back to the old rabbit warren of committees that constituted the pre-UMG style. Lack of capacity to respond expeditiously to problems and opportunities would be too high a price. 

The idea of a steering core, I suggest, can serve as a useful replacement for the old muddied concept of "leadership" worn out by a thousand definitions. It points to definable structures and groups that underpin ongoing effort, and includes the leading role played by groups as well as individuals. When we focus on the steering core, we need not worry about defining what leadership is and who precisely is the leader, a point especially important for institutions of higher education. The university is an extreme case of the maxim that all formal organizations are cooperative systems. The formulation and execution of important decisions, especially on a sustained basis, requires the structured involvement of many participants from top to bottom. 

2) An enhanced developmental periphery. The five varied institutions in the study also exhibited in 1995, compared to 1980, a larger, more complex set of units operating on the periphery of the traditional structure, reaching across old boundaries, and linking up with outside interests. Although these units took quite different forms, they can be grouped in two main categories: administrative offices that promote outreach-particularly industrial liaison, technology transfer, consultancy, and continuing professional education-and multior transdisciplinary academic units operating as basic units parallel to disciplinary departments. The latter centers and programs may be closely or loosely linked to the traditional operating base. Some peripheral units, while using the name and sponsorship of the university, may be so loosely integrated with it that they operate much like mediating institutions situated at the interface between the university and outside organizations. An example is the operationally autonomous Warwick Science Park (sponsored by city, county, and university), where research arms of firms and new start-ups encamp. There is no one way, no one model to emulate, no magic formula to find. The key point is that an enhanced periphery gives the university a dual operating structure: departmental "specialist groups" are complemented by "project groups" (in matrix terminology) that admit external definitions of research problems and needed training. The project groups cross old lines of authority; they promote environmental linkages in daily practice. They promote new competencies in the university and useful problem solving: the University of Joensuu in rural Finland, for example, has developed a valuable expertise in sustainable forestry, one with worldwide utility, that flows through linkage to two outside research centers, one occupying shared space at the university. Chalmers in Sweden has sought to develop a number of useful "competencies," including one in pollution control pursued by a university-industry project group centered on auto exhaust emission. In such units, knowledge becomes more "applications-generated." And of course these units help generate income. The developmental periphery is a place for experimentation. It can have temporary units, serving as salients of exploration, which operate under three- or five- or 10-year "sunset" provisions and are renewed only if they prove their value. 

An array of such units can serve as a portfolio of small experimental steps so that the institution need not stake everything on one grand investment. The great danger in the development of peripheral units is that they may move an institution toward the character of a shopping mall, although this did not happen in the universities I studied. The members of the steering core, together with the heartland departments (discussed below), saw to it that academic values encircled managerial and budgetary interests. In useful British terminology, new units had to help the university go "up-market" in academic esteem and public reputation. "This is a university" was repeatedly used to call attention to the need to bring academic standards to bear in establishing a line between proper and improper practices within much enlarged boundaries. Since an extended periphery adds considerably to the organizational complexity of a university, it does not make life simpler. But since traditional departments and administrative offices cannot by themselves actuate all the flexible links to a fast-changing environment that universities now need, the enlarged periphery becomes an essential element for lessening the imbalance between environmental demands and response capacity. 

3) A diversifled funding base. Student growth and knowledge growth together increase enormously the costs of higher education to government. What was once a minor item in governmental budgets has become a major expenditure, a bigticket 

item thrown into direct competition with other primary interests, from military to welfare. Even in good times, govements now seek to control higher education costs. In bad times, they insist on major cuts. They even develop the habit of calling yearly for "efficiency gains"-more work for less money-that become operationally a form of "death by a thousand cuts." As governments become less willing to pay all the costs of these seemingly expensive places, traditional public universities come to a fork in the financial road. They can fall in line and undergo parallel financial increases and decreases as the government specifies-an approach that leaves university people waiting by the side of the road for government "to come to its senses- ana give them trie money they need. Or institutions can choose to become proactive financially, seeking to develop dependable lines of income from other sources. Around the world, university ambition encourages this second choice; increasing competition virtually demands it. The institutions I studied in Europe welcomed the chance to escape from complete dependence on a single patron, commonly a ministry of central government. Warwick reduced its dependence between 1980 and 1995 from 70 to 38 percent of total income; Strathclyde from 64 to 45 percent; Chalmers from 67 to 55 percent; Joensuu from 96 to 66 percent; and Twente from 96 to 76 percent. Country context mattered considerably in institutional judgments about how far and fast to push this change. But the trend away from single-source dependency has spread internationally. In my group of institutions, science and technology departments generally exceeded the institutionwide change, moving to two-thirds or more of income from "other sources." A diversified funding base enhances university discretion. It not only increases total resources, but also allows an institution to roll with the punches, replacing a loss here with a gain there. Universities can build reserves they can then use to take innovative steps: the University of Warwick offered a striking example in the early 1990s when amid the financial stringency of the British system it used accumulated surpluses from "earned income" to fund a new research fellowship scheme for junior faculty, which attracted applicants from around the world. Diversity in university financing has become all but a 

prerequisite for adaptability. A diversified funding base constructs a portfolio of patrons to share rising costs. As new patrons (including tuition-paying students) contribute, their expectations of what they should get in return may readily become new constraints on innerdirected choices. Universities then need greater 

consciousness about where they draw the line between what they are willing to do 

and not do to satisfy those demands. The steering core then needs to provide the 

collective will to define new limits around greatly expanded expectations. Academic departments have to test their own edges of legitimacy. 

4) A stimulated academic heartland. In the making of a strongly proactive university, much depends on acceptance of a new evolving posture by the traditional discipline-led departments that serve as the academic heartland. They_ have to_accept the overall need for more enterprising action and learn how 

to engage in such action themselves. This shift is typically made in an uneven fashion. Science and technology departments commonly become entrepreneurial first and most fully. They are more accustomed to competing for extra funds and working with external organizations; they generally already have funds from multiple patrons and have learned how to distribute internally from pools of amassed resources. Social science departments find the shift more difficult, but led by economics and business they tend to be the next major segment of the traditional structure to find more virtue than vice in melding basic and applied orientations, discipline-led and applications- led activity. Humanities and arts departments have good reason at first to be resisting laggards. New money does not readily flow their way from either governmental or nongovernmental patrons. Deliberate effort to offer new services with income in mind may seem particularly out of place. It is demeaning to be a poor relative, living off heavier teaching loads and funds skimmed off the top of the income of the "rich" departments. As the poorer ones are pushed down past the salt at the table of departmental income, resentment and disarray can appear. Since departmental adoption of entrepreneurial practices will normally vary in this fashion by subject predisposition, a university engaged in a transforming effort may soon find itself in a somewhat schizophrenic state, entrepreneurial on the one side and traditional on the other. Administrators and faculty at the five universities I studied rejected this option; a schizophrenic character suggested a split that would mean endless, bitter contention. If that were the outcome, then the effort might be more trouble than it was worth; the doubters at large would be right. 

 In the universities I studied, the heartland departments, after much deliberation, by and large bought into entrepreneurial change for themselves, despite its difficulty. Social science and humanities departments eventually found educational as well as economic value in becoming more enterprising, engaging, for example, in policy analysis for various departments of state and national government. It was impressive to discover at little Joensuu that several students in folklore, wise in the ways of computers, had worked for three years to fashion a CD-ROM entitled "Hyper Kalevala," gathering and integrating 1,000 photographs on the classic epic poem of the country. They organized a small company and, through a publisher, they marketed the disc for use in the schools and for the enjoyment and education of adults. Sometimes students show us the way. However they respond (or not), professors in the humanities and social sciences come to realize after a few years of entrepreneurial effort by a university that their own departments are better off with some additional cross-subsidy from other departments, that outreach efforts bringing new funds leave them better off than they would have been otherwise. Monies earned or privately raised are then considered to be as legitimate as public funds, especially when there are never enough of the latter. Although large comprehensive institutions can make good use of the pathways of transformation identified here, they will in many cases need to be aware that they will operate with a partial entrepreneurial/ traditional split in 

character, with minimal interaction and little or no cross-subsidy across some of their major components. Organizationally as well as conceptually, engineering and folklore may be simply too far apart! But there are still clear advantages to having "the factory floor" become more proactive in as many "production units" as possible. Whatever the arrangements, the role played by heartland departments in 

institutional innovation cannot be overlooked. These departments are the bedrock 

keepers of academic norms. Those norms are the basis for judgment, field by field and institutionwide, of whether proposed changes are up- or down-market. Departmental entrepreneurship that leads to "shoddy goods"-as defined by academics and by the general public-can set in motion a vicious circle of declining reputation and more difficult recruitment of staff and students. Departments as well as the entire institution have to make clear that they are not willing to respond opportunistically to all demands placed upon them-from students, industrial firms, professional associations, or government. If they are to take charge of their own destiny, they have to select and therefore to focus. When carried out effectively, a widespread embodiment of entrepreneurship in a university strengthens selective growth in its basic units, as it strengthens the unity of the whole. 

5) An embracing entrepreneurial culture. The four elements of change described thus far are largely structural: new groups and positions of authority, new administrative offices and outreach centers, categories of income and budgeting, and departments and their operating practices. But these "pathways of transformation" do not fully capture the role played by ideas and beliefs. Respondents repeatedly referred to new beliefs and institutional symbols in their involved answers to my open-ended questions. At Chalmers, for example, professors and administrators pointed to the student culture as a key part of an overall organizational culture: student leaders who had come to believe in entrepreneurship through certain campus involvements went on to become alumni leaders, connected to one another and to the institution for years to come. They had become lasting believers. Clearly, a fifth element, symbolic and cultural in nature, had to be brought into my explanatory scheme, which led me to ask, How did a belief system, or culture, centered on an "entrepreneurial spirit" come about? In my five institutions, the culture I found in 1995 had not emerged as a full-blown fact at day one, in the early or mid1980s. It was not the product of an initial strategic plan (least of all, a mission statement!), or of a clear grand idea introduced by a powerful executive. Instead, at the outset of the entrepreneurial change, the defining ideas were tender, amounting to tentative symbolic thrusts in the art of the possible. They had to be tested, worked out, and reformulated, within contexts of changing internal capabilities and environmental possibilities. They had to avoid the Scylla of utopianism, where they would become counterproductive wishful thinking, and the Charybdis of opportunism, in which any adjustment will do, where they would provide little guidance. This cultural element, interacting with the structural ones, developed over time in stages that can be seen as movement from idea to belief to culture to saga. Cultural transformation at the University of Warwick, for example, started out in the early 1980s with the "tender idea" that since the government would not be putting up enough money-indeed it would be slashing support-the institution would try to "earn" its way. Over time and with growing success, the "earned income" idea became a sturdy set of related beliefs: that Warwick was an unusual British university, marked by new sources of income, new patterns of steerage, and new relationships with the outside world, all to the benefit of a growing capacity to be an outstanding university. True believers in what Warwick was doing dominated the steering core and the developing periphery and gradually became more numerous in the departments: the beliefs became an embracing culture. Outsiders took special note and heaped praise on what the institution had done; soon Warwick was a "national model." The university thus became well-equipped symbolically, enough so that it could celebrate its achievements in the early 1990s with an enriched story of "the Warwick way." The idea that had turned into a belief system and then into a still wider culture had in the space of a decade become a saga of successful institution-building within a harsh environment. A second example: the University of Twente in The Netherlands started its transformation in the early 1980s with a loud, almost defiant assertion that it would become "the entrepreneurial university." As the university developed a stronger steering capacity and a lively set of outreach activities, the idea became an explicit set of related beliefs: Twente was "the two-core university," a place that uniquely linked applied science and applied social science; it was "the campus university," uncommon for Holland, that allowed students and some faculty and staff to live and work together on a single site, and a university that was at once focused, flexible, without frontiers, and responsible to its environment. Heartland departments became part of this embracing culture._ Twente in 1995 could claim a rugged identity formed out of a recent history of successful struggle. It offered up a saga. It believed in its distinctive ways enough to make vigorous efforts to spread its ideas to others: in 1996, Twente became the headquarters for a new European Consortium of Innovative Universities (ECIU). 

THE IMPORTANCE OF COLLEGIAL ENTREPRENEURIALISM 

Entrepreneurship has long been seen as a property of individuals. Leaders are thought to exercise it; a "psychology of leadership" identifies the necessary personal traits and skills, which are spelled out in an extensive self-help literature. This individual definition has given entrepreneurship both a grand halo and a bad reputation. It is what heroic leaders supposedly do when they take charge and move organizations onto new pathways. But in the business world, heroic leaders all too often create civic wreckage: workers, families, and communities pay the penalties. In the academic world, entrepreneurial activity has gotten a particularly bad reputation: entrepreneurial leaders, operating top-down, leave behind traditional collegiality; entrepreneurial faculty members strike out on their own for personal profit, abusing peers and students along the way. Internally introduced change is disturbing enough; change promoted by entrepreneurial striving leaves faculty doubly apprehensive, fearful that it can and will change the whole tone of academic life. But entrepreneurship can also be a positive characteristic of groups: we can appropriately speak of certain academic research groups, interdisciplinary programs, whole departments, entire faculties, even universities as entrepreneurial, in degree and in kind. And while highly proactive attitudes and actions in such groupings can be promoted by certain individuals, at their best they nearly always are rooted in the willingness of a number of individuals to participate in a joint effort. There is a "concert of wills." Members of the group are seen more as colleagues than as superiors and subordinates. In higher education, we must learn to speak of collegial entrepreneurialism. the need for this collegial approach is rooted particular. ly in the striking uniqueness of higher education. It is based on knowledge-its creation, cultivation, and dissemination-and is structured around those bundles of knowledge we call subjects. New and old, interdisciplinary and disciplinary, the subjects crisscross universities in their basic units. Whatever the changes, inside or out, that befall universities, the subject remains the primary ground for academic expertise and professional authority. As organizational participants, faculty members are emboldened by the subject-matter knowledge they possess that central administrators cannot possibly know. Faculty do the university's basic work of teaching and research, and they control the primary streams of interaction with students. Then cannot be enterprise in the university, then, without its faculty in the long run, the entrepreneurial will be collegial or wither. A central management group capable of providing guidance for the entire institution will not go very far, then, if it is seen by faculty as merely a tool of the president. But neither will it amount to much if its work is stalled by "senate warriors" who insist on having things their way or no way. The group has to be simultaneously of the administration and of the faculty, owned and operated by both. Former Stanford President Donald Kennedy has noted that the questions to be asked in American research universities as they undergo any deep effort at academic reformation "will not be answered by academic fiat from the center, nor will they yield to the embedded mechanisms of faculty decision-making. They require a new coalition." 

Thus, sustainable entrepreneurialism in higher education, while admitting individual expression, has to be heavily collegial or cooperative in nature. We can readily spot its telltale signs: faculty members appear in central steering bodies alongside administrators; deans and department chairs, now playing more responsible roles, seat advisory groups of faculty at their elbows. Enduring entrepreneurialism in higher education depends on keeping down the administration/faculty schism. Faculty have to become owners of change. Long ago, a Chinese sage, Lao-tzu, wrote: 

And when the deed is done The missions accomplished Of the best leaders The 

people will say "We have done it ourselves" Entrepreneurialism works in universities when faculty as well as administrators can say, "We are doing it ourselves," and, in time, "We have done it ourselves." 

In traditional universities around the world, collegiality has long been biased in favor of the status quo, even the status quo ante. It will undoubtedly remain a much treasured sentiment in the service of tradition and continuity. The task in proactive universities moving into an entrepreneurial posture is to arrange for a significant share of this moral resource to become biased toward change. As participants tackle problems head-on in a collegial fashion and develop a collective can-do spirit, the gains are immeasurable. Problems are turned into opportunities to be exploited by developing new capacities. As they build those capacities, universities become active learning organizations. They do not leave themselves to drift with the tides of social trends; they need not be overwhelmed by environmental turbulence and uncertainty. And they need not give away the store. Through trial and error they can change on their own terms. They make university transformation a matter of local actions taken by administrators and faculty-and by trustees and students when they too participate in character-shaping decisions. Collegial entrepreneurialism can be seen as a mediating normative order. It produces leadership, but it also listens to and represents the interests of a wide range of internal and external groups. It encourages new adaptive capabilities, but it also respects the traditions and the subjects that define the university as a special kind of place. Institutional arrangements are good or bad according to how they fit a particular sector of society at a particular time. Collegial forms of entrepreneurialism, I suggest, are a good arrangement for higher education institutions as they move into the fast-paced era of the early 21 st century. 
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