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INTRODUCTION

Crisis academics and practitioners were required to 

develop their skillsets to match the nature defining the 

crises of their epoque. As novel risk would emerge or 

known risk would evolve, and in these earlier years of 

crisis management, people within this space needed to 

develop the frameworks in-line with these risks to better 

understand how the emerging risk of their time would 

develop into future paths. As these early pioneers of 

crisis management worked to map and understand their 

future of crises, so to must the modern-day crisis 

manager. The modern crisis manager doesn’t need to 

reinvent the wheel, but perhaps a shift in philosophy and 

how risk and crises are approached is what must change. 

The days of a less interconnected world where Fink’s 

four-step model, designed to mitigate and manage 

idiosyncratic crises, and where these crises were once 

considered the rule and not the exception, has passed. A 

shift must come with the understanding that a world 

where faster paced ‘emerging threats’, ‘complex systemic 

risk’, and the ‘polycrisis’ are now the rule and not the 

exception. The foundation that our legacy colleagues 

have laid for us is the bedrock for which the modern 

crisis manager finds themselves standing on. The world 

in which crises have evolved has changed considerably 

and it is now time to build upon this foundation. The 

speed at which crises will develop, and threats will 

emerge will only gain pace and to be successful the 

modern crisis manager needs to be forward thinking and 

have strategic foresight to map and anticipate this future 

risk.  

Strategic risk and crisis management is not new to the 

21st century, however, when considering how recently it 

began to gain academic traction, it is a comparatively 

young field of study. First gaining notoriety in the 

academic community in the late 1960s and early 1970s 

(Dayton, 2009), this field of study spans just over 50 

years, but has developed at a considerable pace. Leading 

up to the turn of the millennia, just 30 years after it 

gained notoriety, crisis managers were identifying that 

crises are emerging as more complex and transboundary 

in nature due to global interconnected systems (Boin 

and Lagadec, 2000). Prior to this, crisis management 

models, like Fink (1986), suggested that crises could be 

viewed more in isolation, primarily effecting wherever 

they manifested and whatever they manifested from. 

Perhaps this could be said of pre-2000 crises, but 

developments that allowed the world to be more 

interconnected were still considerably in their infancy 

stages at this time, for example, The Internet of Things 

(IoT), which didn’t quite offer the systemic nature of 

connectedness it does in 2026.

‘People who do not think far enough 
ahead inevitably have worries near 
at hand’

Confucious (Analects 15.12)
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MAIN THEMES

This paper is written with the intention of highlighting 

and discussing the future of strategic risk and crisis 

management moving into what appears to be a turbulent 

and disorienting future. It will begin with a literary 

review briefly giving examples of a few of the better-

known classical crisis management concepts and 

foundational research. It will go on to discuss emerging 

risks and their impact on strategic risk and crisis 

management; how complex risk can combine to create 

highly volatile situations through its systemic nature; 

and discuss how complex emerging risk can evolve, 

revolutionise, or mutate. Following the literary review, a 

report will be given on emerging risk briefly detailing as 

an example several genres but will focus primarily on 

emerging risks in the geo-political and technological 

spaces for the purpose of illustrating the potential 

volatile situations they can lead to. The report will 

conclude with practices organisations and experts can 

adopt for the purpose of navigating and mapping this 

turbulent future.
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LITERARY REVIEW

The Y2K event could be considered one such challenge. 

This is because in the early days of computing, computer 

storage space was considerably smaller than it is now, 

this prompted computer programmers to write and 

embed dates as two-digit numbers instead of four. These 

programmers failed to think of the challenge this would 

bring at the end of the 20th century, leading to 

anticipation that there would be mass system failure of 

critical infrastructures globally (Quiggin, 2004). 

However, adding to the unthinkable nature of Y2K, from 

the outset it could also be considered a latent emergent 

risk, dormant risk that emerges in future states due to 

changes in system conditions, and could also be 

considered systemic in nature, for its time.  These are 

just a few of the concepts prior to and during the mid to 

late 20th and early 21st century when crisis 

management was a developing field. This paper is not 

aimed to discuss these legacy concepts but rather draw 

from these examples to illustrate that at their time, 

professionals were developing the concepts and 

frameworks for what they believed to be mapping the 

future of crises during their epoque. And in today’s 

world, these concepts still hold true, albeit with slight 

differences.  

Crisis management is a relatively new concept when 

compared to other studies but has gained considerable 

interest in both academic and practitioner spheres since 

its inception as a field of study in the late 1960s (Dayton, 

2009). Some well-known names with influential 

concepts have manifested throughout the years which 

have given guidance to the field and laid the foundation 

for the modern-day strategic risk and crisis manager. 

Well known concepts include Perrow’s ‘normal 

accidents’ which state’s that irrespective of the amount 

of mitigation one puts into preventing an accident from 

occurring, some accidents are just not preventable and 

are bound to happen due to the complex and tightly 

coupled systems in which they manifest (Perrow, 1981). 

Rittel and Webber (1973) identified both ‘wicked’ and 

‘tame’ problems, which states that tame problems are 

those that have a set formula for the problem solver to 

solve them, whereas wicked problems are the opposite, 

they are problems for which there is no rational 

solutions or descriptions, thus making it more difficult 

for the problem solver to solve. Lagadec (2005) 

discussed ‘unthinkable challenges’, which is an out of the 

box event with no foresight to it occurring, being 

unthinkable.

‘Study the past if you would define 
the future’

Confucious (Analects 2.11)
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They’re ‘novel’, which is risk that is new, uncontemplated, 

or unprecedented (Sunandoroy, 2026) and has never 

before been seen or thought of in a risk matrix, they’re 

unthinkable (Lagadec, 2005). However, Arnscheidt et al. 

(2025) identified a fourth characteristic, that of ‘latent’ 

risk. They state that latent risk is generated out of 

present-day phenomena but doesn’t present 

immediately, emerging in future states due to a change in 

system conditions, like Y2K.

As global systems are hyper-interconnected where 

emergent risk can manifest in one system and spill over 

to others, it can be better understood why emergent risk 

will simultaneously be systemic and complex, cascading 

throughout the wider system leading to considerable 

harm of national and global ecosystems (Gambhir et al., 

2025). As a triggering event in one these system 

cascades throughout the entire system, causing damage 

and disabling its functionality, a chain of events is 

activated that produces cascading crises throughout 

multiple other systems, as these systems begin to fail, 

the manifestation of a ‘polycrisis’ has occurred 

(Lawrence et al., 2022).

As with systemic risk, a polycrisis is not a new concept. 

Originally introduced by complexity theorists Edgar 

Morin and Anne Brigitte Kern nearly three decades ago, 

it is defined as “the casual entanglement of crises in 
multiple global systems in ways that significantly degrade 
humanity’s prospects” (Lawerence et al., 2023, 4). While 

polycrises have occurred before (World War 1, World 

War 2), like systemic risk, it is now more common due to 

hyper-interconnectedness, allowing for increased 

entanglement in a more globalised world, where, 

through this interconnectedness, multiple system crises 

accelerate with higher frequency, intensity, and 

synchronization occurring at different locations 

(Scheffran, 2025; Lawerence et al., 2023). Lawrence et 

al., (2023) use human resource consumption and 

pollution as an example. They state that the earth’s 

physical and ecological systems have been pushed to the 

edge, far from its natural state. The drastic instability in 

this fragile interlinked architecture has enabled risk to 

become systemic and cascade throughout the systems 

critical for human wellbeing, it is ‘endemic to 

globalization’, and where one little seemingly 

insignificant rupture in one system, cascades into big and 

sometimes catastrophic crises throughout several 

systems creating the conditions to manifest a global 

polycrisis.

As we move further into the 21st century, a dynamic 

shift in crises can be observed, a shift towards risks and 

threats becoming more systemic and complex in nature. 

Although not new concepts, today’s risk and crises 

landscape is more defined by these traits due to them 

being more interconnected, compared to when Boin and 

Lagadec discussed the interconnected and 

transboundary nature of Y2K at the turn of the millennia 

(Lawrence et al., 2023).

The characteristics that defined the classical crisis, such 

as having ‘starting points’, ‘end points’ or ‘boundaries’, 

enabled crisis risk managers to recognise that they were 

familiar in nature, to which a deep knowledge base and 

set of capabilities to utilise already existed, such as 

established risk management approaches for mitigation 

and response strategies (Emblemsvåg and Emblemsvåg, 

2025; Santamaria and Polchar, 2024). However, now is 

an era of emerging risk that is moving away from this 

known traditional character set and into one of more 

complexity with hyper-interconnectivity, considerable 

lack of historical precedents, and a systemic nature as 

the primary defining characteristics (Santamaria and 

Polchar, 2024; Framework on Management of Emerging 

Critical Risks, 2024; Scheffran, 2025). 

A primary defining feature that enables the systemic 

nature of emerging risk is the hyper-interconnected 

world to which we find our system infrastructures 

operating in, with this interconnectivity acting as a 

bridge both within and between multiple systems and 

functions, permitting the risk to cascade across systems 

and regions where it might not have done so before 

(Gambhir et al., 2025). The complexity aspect is due to it 

being unfamiliar, open in nature, evolving due to new or 

unfamiliar conditions, and emerges like any other 

phenomena, out of almost nothing, fostering the 

understanding that emergent risk by nature will be 

complex risk (Emblemsvåg and Emblemsvåg, 2025; 

Santamaria and Polchar, 2024; Boin and Lagadec, 2000). 

Sanatamaria and Polchar (2024) support this by 

identifying that emergent risk has three characteristics 

that can define it as complex. These are, they are 

‘expanding’, meaning that even if a risk is familiar, they 

are growing in nature and scale, leading to unfamiliar 

conditions, exploiting vulnerabilities and therefore 

imposing greater consequences. They are ‘evolving’, 

which, although potentially having some familiarities to 

traditional risk, these require a new strategy in which to 

effectively manage them.
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The ability to map and mitigate emergent risk must be 

approached like any other phenomena, by gaining an 

understanding of it (Arnscheidt et al., 2025). Sunandoroy 

(2026) states that the requirements for emerging risk 

frameworks should include foresight analysis, be 

transboundary, all-hazards, have robust crisis 

management capabilities, and must extend into, and 

explicitly focus on, ‘radical uncertainty’. Santamaria and 

Polchar (2024) suggests doing this by mapping future 

critical risk with both an anticipatory and diversified 

approach, abandoning the more rigid classical risk 

management frameworks. Santamaria and Polchar (Ibid) 

propose moving away from a ‘retrospective stance’, 

which relies on historical data to inform decisions and 

move to an ‘anticipatory stance’, which promotes 

strategic foresight to perceive and make sense of future 

risks through weak signals or non-trend data, thus 

allowing organisations to proactively map potential 

emergent risk. Alcántara-Ayala (2025, 4) supports this 

claim and adds that this anticipatory stance must have 

foresight, scenario planning, adaptive capacity, and 

institutionalization of prospective and proactive actions.

Santamaria and Polchar (2024) further state that 

greater diversification of risk identification is necessary. 

This is to say that instead of using a traditional ‘single-

frame’ analysis to map risk, crisis managers must harness 

multidisciplinary unorthodox sources, a combined top-

down and bottom-up approach, and multi-mapping. 

KPMG (2025) supports this by stating that risk 

identification for emerging risk needs be focused on the 

causes and correlations so that negative developments 

can be identified proactively and early. They further 

state that analysis of the risk requires a paradigm shift in 

the risk managers thought process and must not only 

consider historical risk data but be forward thinking in 

their assessments and consider the cascading impacts. 

Ultimately, a proactive and anticipatory shift needs to 

take place to govern unknown emerging risk, one which 

treats emerging systemic risk as business as usual 

opposed to statistical outliers, with anticipation and 

diversification as primary characteristics (Sunandoroy, 

2026; Alcántara-Ayala, 2025; Pathoori, 2025). Lastly, it’s 

not simply enough that these frameworks just identify 

emerging risks but must also consider the emerging 

vulnerabilities that will manifest in-line with them, some 

of these vulnerabilities will be increasing global 

connectedness, decreased global diversity, and reliance 

on advanced technology and sociotechnical systems 

(Arnscheidt et al., 2025).

Scheffran (2025) goes onto state that due to the 

modern-day ability to be more trans-boundary, old 

factors that limited planetary growth are now being 

stressed and driving the existing world order, considered 

to be at the bifurcation point (Emblemsvåg and 

Emblemsvåg, 2025), to be challenged through multiple 

complex crises where a small cause may have big impacts 

across spatial and temporal scales not previously 

witnessed.

As emerging systemic risk underpins the global 

polycrisis, the modern-day crisis manager must evolve to 

develop the capabilities to forecast and anticipate this 

evolving landscape. These risks are no longer 

idiosyncratic (Gambhir et al., 2025) events which should 

be scrutinised in isolation, but rather complex entangled 

events which can’t be fully understood, they are not 

tame problems, they are wicked (Lawerence et al., 2023; 

Rittel and Webber 1973). As Emblemsvåg and 

Emblemsvåg (2025) noted, old crises had rules, with a 

more clearly definitive ‘system boundary’, but as we shift 

to an era where emerging risks don’t have these rules, 

crisis managers today run the risk of reaching their 

cognitive limits of the known patterns which define 

modern crises (Roe, 2009; Misra et al., 2020). Therefore, 

crisis managers must shift their thinking from traditional 

risk assessment models and learn to develop 

frameworks that support practices that can forecast and 

register risks that fall within new emerging patterns 

(Gambhir et al., 2025).

Eisenhardt and Martin (2000), at the turn of the 

millennia, identified that firms and organisations require 

‘dynamic capabilities’, which are the strategic routines 

that achieve new resource configuration as events 

evolve, revolutionise, mutate, or emerge. They state that 

“dynamic capabilities strikingly involve the creation of new, 
situation-specific knowledge. This occurs by engaging in 
experiential actions to learn quickly and thereby 
compensating for limited, relevant existing knowledge by 
rapidly creating new knowledge about the current 
situation” (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000, 1112). This was 

said 26 years ago and holds true today.
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REPORT

At the 2026 World Economic Forum (WEF) in Davos, 

Switzerland, Prime Minister of Canada, Mark Carney 

emphasised this new global dynamic, stating the 

“American hegemony, in particular, helped provide public 
goods, open sea lanes, a stable financial system, collective 
security and support for frameworks for resolving 
disputes”, he further adds, “This bargain no longer works. 
Let me be direct. We are in the midst of a rupture, not a 
transition” (World Economic Forum, 2026). 

The collapse of this order sees systemic failure cascade 

through this geo-political landscape with some powers 

seeing this fragility as an opportunity to erode it further. 

Russian President Vladimir Putin is looking at this shift 

through tripolar lenses where Moscow can shape 

competitive arrangements between themselves, the US, 

and China. China’s President, Xi Jingping is looking to 

disrupt East Asian security and establish a world order 

with Chinese characteristics as the primary feature. And 

smaller powers prefer a more multipolar order all trying 

to get their ‘piece of the pie’ (Menon et al., 2026; 

Scheffran, 2025). This geo-strategic political landscape 

has descended into a global polycrisis comparable to a 

pre-World War 1 era where alliances could be 

characterised as a ‘foreign policy house of cards’, ready 

to collapse at any moment (Ainsworth and Hoyer, 2025). 

The multilateral system we’ve been accustomed to is 

near breaking-point and is considered one of the highest 

emerging risks in the coming years (World Economic 

Forum, 2026).

Emergent risks have substantial potential to create 

turbulent, dysfunctional, and a volatile era of systemic 

risk feeding global polycrises which could greatly 

degrade humanity’s prospects (Lawerence et al., 2022). 

Emerging risk in the geo-political landscape has 

disrupted the natural global order with the suggestion 

we have descended into a new cold war (IEP, 2025). 

Technologies such as Artificial Intelligence (AI) have 

developed at an exponential rate, spreading rapidly into 

both commercial and military applications before 

regulation has been established, promoting cybercrime 

to become one of the fastest growing global criminal 

activities (Zancanaro, 2025; Dhanaraj, 2025). Climate 

change, inequality, economic instability and conflict will 

be drivers of mass migration outflow from poorer 

countries to regions like North America and Europe 

(Strategic Risk Analysis Report, 2024; Yang et al., 2025); 

and, the Russo-Ukraine war which began in 2022, has 

adversely effected the global food and energy supply 

chains due to these two countries being major exporters 

of crop products, minerals, and gas and oil (Lawerence et 

al., 2022; IEP, 2025; Sarwar and Rye, 2025).

In geo-politics and international security, emerging risk 

can be seen by way of collapsing of the known global 

order with a new cold-war emerging, particularly 

between the USA and China (IEP, 2025). The Bretton 

Woods Conference, July 1-22, 1944, which determined 

the post-World War Two global order sees 

disengagement by America due to their belief that it’s 

constraining their ability to project global power and 

freedom of action whilst simultaneously 

disproportionately benefiting their rivals, primarily 

China (Pahlavi, 2026). Further to this, President Donald 

Trump in his first year of his second term in office has 

acted in a way which has shifted geo-strategic alliances 

that were the foundation of a western-led geo-political 

time, fundamentally changing the current alliance 

dynamics (Bergmann, 2025). For example, he has 

continuously threatened the Danish sovereignty of 

Greenland, a NATO ally, by stating he would like to 

acquire Greenland, by force, if necessary, potentially 

dissolving the NATO alliance (Benson, 2026).

KEY MESSAGE: EMERGING GLOBAL 
RISKS ARE CONVERGING INTO A 
POLYCRISIS THAT THREATENS 
INTERNATIONAL STABILITY AND THE 
EXISTING WORLD ORDER.
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This automation permits the human function in this 

process to focus more on strategic issues and enable 

leaders to focus on and make complex decision during 

critical early stages, when effective intervention is at its 

highest. Upadhyay et al. (2025) support this by stating 

that with the use of AI enabled GPT models, decision-

makers can leverage this technology to better make 

sense of what could otherwise be a chaotic scenario, 

better managing preparedness, response, and recovery 

of crisis situations. 

In the realm of cybersecurity, Dhanaraj (2025) states 

that AI-driven security systems offer more powerful 

defensive capabilities across multiple defensive domains 

with some institutions who have implemented these 

strategies experiencing a 76% reduction in cyber 

breaches.

Although the digital, cyber, and technological spaces 

have empowered the abilities of attackers (Dhanaraj, 

2025) to perform harmful actions, it can also be used as 

a force for good and enable positive proactive defence 

mechanisms.

KEY MESSAGE: AI AND QUANTUM 
COMPUTING CREATE MAJOR SYSTEMIC 
RISKS, BUT ALSO OFFER POWERFUL 
TOOLS FOR PROACTIVE CRISIS 
MANAGEMENT AND CYBER DEFENCE.

Another area with great focus of emergent risk is that of 

the technological space, particularly in the form of AI 

and quantum computing. These two technologies will 

have the ability to greatly disrupt and effect geo-

economics and national security through conduits such 

as mis- and disinformation, deep fakes, and 

cryptographic vulnerabilities.

AI as an emerging technology brings with it emerging 

systemic risk through multiple systems. As an example, it 

has the ability to disrupt labour markets, reshaping 

economies. It can also be used in military applications 

where a potential for unilateral escalation of conflicts 

through conduits like mis- or disinformation has a 

significant probability (Brynjolfsson et. al, 2025; World 

Economic Forum, 2026). Add this to the fact that in the 

US, AI is tied to an aging energy infrastructure and due to 

its energy-dense computations will stress this 

infrastructure to near breaking point (World Economic 

Forum, 2025; Nichols, 2026).

Quantum computing as an emerging risk is not discussed 

as mainstream. Governments globally view it not just as 

a new technological tool, but as a strategic lever, a lever 

which will have the ability to undermine encrypted 

financial cyber defences and collapse encryption and 

public-key cryptography, which is relied upon by 

governments to protect and secure sensitive data 

(Zancanaro, 2025). As a potential latent risk, it can be 

recognised as one of the most long-term threats to 

cybersecurity and should be at the forefront of expert 

minds and not an afterthought. This multifaceted 

technology will be ready to scale in the next decade, 

although currently the risks it poses are not fully 

appreciated (Dhanaraj, 2025; GESDA, 2025). The Global 

Risk Institute (2025, 8) states that “quantum risk to be 
considered as an emerging risk of today, rather than 
relegated to the 2030s”. 

However, the risk associated to these technological 

advancements is not just ‘doom and gloom’. It’s not only 

emerging complex risk that is born of these developing 

technologies, but also emerging opportunities. In the 

sphere of crisis management, these technologies enable 

the ability to create digital crisis management platforms, 

platforms which have predictive capabilities that enable 

crisis managers to have a more proactive mitigation 

capability opposed to a reactive response (Pathoori, 

2025). Pathoori (Ibid) goes on to state that these digital 

crisis management platforms will be able to improve 

operational efficiency by automating aspects of the crisis 

response cycle.
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Leaders should take an adaptive, anticipative, and 

cooperative approach to governance for the purpose of 

enabling synergistic leverage strategies (Scheffran, 

2025). Table-top exercises on how risks could develop 

throughout their emergence should be conducted for 

the purpose of identifying how they present throughout 

the emergence continuum and develop flexible and 

adaptable plans that can meet the mitigation or 

response needs (Sunandoroy, 2026). Technologies 

should not just be viewed as a risk but leveraged as a new 

opportunity in risk management practices to better 

meet the need requirements of crisis managers and 

assist in forecasting and anticipating emerging risks. 

Lastly, leaders must avoid restrictive policies that don’t 

promote synergy across expertise function and there 

must be a higher acceptance that mistakes will be made 

in the pursuit of this endeavour (Emblemsvåg and 

Emblemsvåg, 2025).

Mapping the future of emergent risks should be done 

with the understanding that regardless of the domain in 

which they emanate, the features which define them will 

be that they are systemic in nature, cascading via 

different vectors to other systems likely leading to global 

polycrises. Whether considering geo-politics, rapid 

technology enhancements, climate change, mass 

migration, or other system domains, the examples in this 

paper are for the purpose of understanding these rapid 

developments. Change is being experienced globally, 

emerging systemic risk will be the rule and not the 

exception. The world is far too interconnected now for 

adverse events in one system not to cascade throughout 

the wider system. The question we must ask ourselves is, 

how do we confront a world of emerging threats, 

systemic risk, and polycrisis? What must we do to 

embark on this new frontier of crisis management that 

will lead us down the right path where the decisions we 

make now have a potential to send us down one of 

several pathway outcomes?  

While the traditional risk management has set the 

standard for best practices, a shift in these processes 

towards a systemic risk assessment methodology with 

wider consideration for cascading risk across the 

interconnected systems should be applied and consider 

the systemic nature of interconnected systems 

(Gambhir et al., 2025). This must not be done in isolation, 

organisations or entities who engage in this practice 

alone will likely lead to large scale failure. When 

embarking on this endeavour, it will be important that 

cross-field experts engage in the process collaboratively 

to identify potential key emergent risk and the vectors 

that will enable them to bridge system boundaries 

(KPMG, 2025; Broekema et al., 2024). Horizon scanning 

and leveraging strategic forecasting will work to 

determine potential emergent risk for the purpose of 

identifying associated future hazards, threats, and 

vulnerabilities, and mapping potential cascading deviant 

outcomes (Framework on Management of Emerging 

Critical Risks, 2024; Gambhir et al., 2025). Sharing of 

information is critical and will aid in improving overall 

management, enabling leaders to strengthen 

partnerships by building a common situational 

awareness and collaborate towards a collective defence 

(Framework on Management of Emerging Critical Risks, 

2024).

KEY MESSAGE: RISK MANAGEMENT 
MUST SHIFT TOWARD COLLABORATIVE, 
SYSTEMIC APPROACHES THAT 
ANTICIPATE CASCADING RISKS AND USE 
TECHNOLOGY TO IMPROVE 
PREPAREDNESS.
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CONCLUSION

Though we live in a world which is more interconnected 

than any time in history, where the possibility of 

emerging risk will be systemic in nature and likely evolve 

into polycrises; this is not new information. The legacy 

experts have laid the foundation and helped to create 

the risk management concepts and frameworks for 

which crisis managers have used for over 40 years. 

Although emerging risk can be considered complex in 

nature, the practices used to assess, mitigate, treat, and 

respond, hold many of the same characteristics, albeit 

with slight adaptations to the process. The 21st century 

crisis manager therefore needs to be willing to learn and 

adapt these processes and anticipate how evolving risk 

can be mapped moving into the future. This will allow the 

crisis manager to recommend and build frameworks for 

leadership and governments that promote an element of 

adaptive governance, flexibility, and high levels of 

tolerance towards mistakes when designing policies. 

Recently the world has seen many sudden changes, and 

this cycle only appears to be accelerating. The world of 

2025 differs immensely from the world of 2020, and it is 

likely that 2030 will look very different to that of 2025. 

Change is an inevitable process that has taken place 

throughout human history with risk emerging 

commensurate to this change. This is yet another time in 

which we see a shift which is uncontrollable, however, 

what we do now to manage this shift is within our 

control.
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