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Introduction

The authors of this book have provided a picture of emergency management systems in the United States, Canada, England, Scandinavia, Malawi, Turkey, Korea and China.  This concluding chapter examines each country in terms of the nature of hazards and vulnerability, the occurrence of disasters, the historical development of emergency management, the direction of disaster policies/organizations/initiatives, and the lessons gleaned from comparative emergency management research.  The chapter concludes with recommendations for scholars and practitioners.  
Lessons Learned from Around the World
1. Each country has its own unique mix of hazards.  Although all countries seem to be impacted by a wide variety of hazards ranging from flooding and fires to hurricanes and volcanic activity, there are some significant differences among the nations addressed in this book.  For instance, the United States has the most tornadoes of any nation.  England has had deadly riots at soccer stadiums.  Denmark, Norway and Sweden have experienced various ferry accidents at sea.  Malawi has been challenged with the spread of HIV/AIDS among a notable portion of its population.  Turkey has witnessed several major earthquakes over the past several decades.  India is often affected by cyclones due to its low-lying coastal communities.  Korea has had major fires and a large structural collapse of the Sampoong department store.  China has had to deal with various threats to health including the milk scandal, SARS, and avian flu.  Seeking the knowledge of those countries that experience in dealing with certain hazards may therefore help others who may at times deal with similar hazards.
2. The nations included in this study are vulnerable in many ways.  There are some common patterns of vulnerability is most countries.  As an example, poverty was regarded to be a major contributor to disasters in the United States, Malawi, and India.  However, there are also various other reasons why these nations were regarded to have differing levels of vulnerability.  Cultural attitudes have been documented as a cause of vulnerability in the United States.  Canada is sparsely populated.  England has an aging infrastructure.  India is impacted by the caste system as well as political corruption at times.  China, a final example, has a growing and aging population.  Each of these factors will determine the impact of future disasters around the world.

3. Many of these nations experience major and frequent disasters.  Each country in this book has been affected by a number of disasters.  Nevertheless, there have been some very notable disasters in the countries addressed in this book.  The United States was attacked in the most visible terrorist incident in world history (9/11) and Hurricane Katrina was unique in that it affected such a large area directly and the rest of the nation indirectly.  The Mississauga train incident in Canada provoked one of the largest evacuations in the developed world.  Canada also experienced major power outages due to the 1998 ice storm.  Turkey has had its share of earthquake disasters.  India has been impacted by all sorts of major events, including the Bhopal chemical release.  China has also seen numerous catastrophes during its history, and it may provide important recommendations to others on how to deal with bigger anticipated disasters in the future.
4. The historical development of emergency management has unfolded in similar ways in many countries around the world.  None of the countries studied in this book are exactly alike, and even those with similar cultures and political structures (e.g., Scandinavian countries) have taken different paths.  However, there have been common trends around the world.  For instance, the United States, Canada, England, Denmark, Norway and Sweden have been heavily influenced by civil defense initiatives after World War II, the threat of Y2K, and even the terrorist attacks in the U.S. on 9/11 and in England in July 2005.  Furthermore, all countries seem to react with policy after disasters rather than taking a more proactive form of emergency management.  Major disasters appear to be focusing events that shape the direction of emergency management everywhere.  Finally, most nations have become more interested in emergency management concerns since the 1990s and after major events in the current decade.  Explanations of how to influence emergency management policy without major disasters would be beneficial in future research.

5. Disasters, as well as national challenges and opportunities, have a dramatic impact upon the development of policy, organization and initiatives in each country.  In the United States, for instance, 9/11 resulted in a major shift toward terrorism and homeland security while Hurricane Katrina warned policy makers of the dangers of discounting natural disasters.  Canada has had lots of policy changes in emergency management, perhaps as a result of the relatively infrequent, periodic and sporadic nature of disasters.  The presence of law enforcement in England has been influenced heavily by the country’s prior and potential riots and terrorist attacks.  Some of the Scandinavian countries have ironically been shaped by events outside of their own country (e.g., NATO’s involvement in Iraq and the Indian Ocean tsunami).  Complex emergencies and ongoing assistance from outside aid agencies have molded emergency management in Malawi.  Turkey has a clear emphasis on engineering solutions, largely owing to the prior earthquakes it has had over time.  India is concerned about cultural and language barriers, which is logical due to its diverse populations.  Emergency management in Korea has been determined, in large measure, to the public outcry of past disasters.  China will witness many changes in emergency management in the coming years (just as it will in all aspects of the nation as it continues to develop politically, socially and economically). 
6. There are many lessons that can be gleaned from this comparative study of emergency management.  The United States illustrates the need to better integrate disaster policies and organizations in the federalist system of government.  It will be interesting to see if Canada will continue to develop its emergency management system without a major disaster like 9/11 in the United States or the recent earthquake in China.  England may have many recommendations for countries that are faced with riots and potential terrorist attacks.  Denmark, Norway and Sweden seem to be among the most progressive in terms of details assessments of vulnerability and disaster risks.  Malawi has integrated strategic planning and a training emphasis in its current emergency management initiatives.  Turkey may provide helpful strategies for controlling development and retrofitting of buildings because of their major earthquake threat.  India is among the most progressive nations in relation to its interest in promoting disaster education in all levels of school.  Korea may suggest ways to have a successful emergency management program without many NGOs.  Finally, the experience of China with major catastrophes may provide guidance for countries that are impacted by major calamities.  
Conclusion


This book has had the goal of increasing understanding of emergency management policy, organization and initiatives around the world.  The case studies on the United States, Canada, England, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Malawi, Turkey, India, Korea and China have advanced knowledge about emergency management systems around the world.  In spite of these additional studies, much more needs to be known about emergency management internationally.  Scholars should therefore make comparative emergency management research a greater priority.  Practitioners must likewise become better acquainted with the findings of researchers to improve their emergency management programs and enhance professionalism in the field.  It is hoped that this book will, in some small way, encourage scholars and practitioners to move in these directions.
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