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Good morning.  It is my thesis, along with my colleagues, that names that do matter and they have a dramatic impact upon the possibilities and limits of what we do. Much of what I am going to share with you today is in a paper that is in your notebook under the section for this topic. 
I think we have heard many times that disasters are rising and the literature makes some suggestions because of this trend. We need to accept complexity, we need to allow a broader view, and we need to become more proactive.  We can’t just respond as we did in the past. We need to integrate findings - findings about all different phases of emergency management, all of the different actors involved, and of the hazards that we face - not just natural hazards, but SARS, terrorism and computer disasters.  You name it, we are going to be faced a lot of challenges in the future. 

How do we meet the difficulties that lie ahead? I would argue that we need to look at epistemology; we need to critically examine our assumptions and values that have a bearing on our research. 
To start off, the field of emergency management was initially based on comprehensive emergency management as we have heard.  In reality, comprehensive emergency management was not comprehensive - it focused mainly on preparedness and response issues. Those phases alone will not allow us to meet the challenges that we’ve had or we will have in the future. 

Nonetheless, much of the literature and much of the focus of comprehensive emergency management was on building preparedness capabilities and improvising, and these are valuable and necessary for our profession.  But, the question is: “are those approaches too reactive?”  

There are a couple of other problems with the term emergency management as well. First of all, it is a misnomer.  We have first responders that deal with emergencies; what we in the emergency management field are really concerned about is disasters.  Also, it is important to recognize that emergency management may be a misnomer; we may not always be able to manage emergencies totally or as effectively as we would like.  The term “emergency management” is widely recognized however.
We could select a different term such as disaster management.  This overcomes the misnomer of emergency management because we do indeed focus more on disasters.  But it retains an oxymoron and Quarantelli has illustrated that we are not always able to manage disasters as well as we would like. The question is, again, “is this too reactive?” Are we only looking at effects and not causes?

We could focus on hazards management as an option.  I am not a geographer, but I have read the literature from the social-geographers and it appears there may be some disagreement about hazards and what they mean. Some focus on the disaster agent alone.  Others imply that a hazard is a combination of the agent and the threat is poses to humans.  In both cases, human culpability may be downplayed.  For example, Cannon says a hazard need not a disaster make. If a hazard occurs – say, an earthquake in the middle of nowhere - that is not necessarily a disaster.  It is a natural process.  In addition, if we look at an equation - hazard plus vulnerability equals risk or a disaster - what can we control in that formula? We can only control our vulnerability to the hazard.  I thought it was interesting that we heard talk about adjusting to hazards today.  If we are adjusting to hazards, that must mean we are looking at our vulnerability to the hazard - trying to manage it. I think the strength of the hazards management perspective is that it does focus on natural hazards that are very common.  But there may be a tendency to downplay other types of events, either manmade or technological, and I think we have to be concerned about that.  In addition, hazards management may look more at the causes and less at the consequences.
Another concept is sustainable development or sustainable hazards mitigation. Let me acknowledge right away that there are many strengths with this concept; reducing poverty, protecting the environment, and planning our land use wisely do in fact have a great impact on the reduction of disasters and my own research has shown this. My concern, though, is that the greatest strengths of this concept are also the greatest weaknesses. If something is “sustainable” it goes on forever and yet development will always be set back by disasters at some point in time.  The term “hazards” might focus too much on the physical issues or natural event, and not on the broad spectrum of events we are going to face.  This concept also specifically addresses “mitigation” which is extremely important for the future of emergency management.  What about preparedness and response and recovery issues?  I illustrated yesterday that there is some disagreement about sustainable hazards mitigation being holistic, and I would argue again that it has trouble relating to certain phases and actors.  Mileti has even argued or asserted that warning systems have no bearings on sustainability.  Of course, I think that it is important that emergency managers do acknowledge poverty, environmental issues and the need to reduce future disasters through land-use planning. 
Homeland Security has been talked a lot about at this conference. I will quickly agree that I think we have overreacted to 9/11, although I do accept the fact that terrorism is a threat we cannot ignore. But I do believe we have thrown out the baby with the bath water in the reformulation of emergency management for the terrorism hazard.  What is more, Homeland Security may not be able to secure us against terrorism, and it has certainly not taken into account the prevalent threat of natural disasters.
This being said, it appears that we are under a situation of conceptual anarchy. What do we do with all of these ideas?   How do we accept the strengths and weaknesses of all the concepts? That is what my research tries to accomplish.

Britain says that there are a number of closely associated initiatives showing the way ahead, indicating the sector is responsive to change. I would argue that these concepts include risk, susceptibility, resistance, and resilience.  If you go to any conference or if you look at the current literature you will find these concepts mentioned over and over again. 
To briefly touch on those things, risk has been defined in many ways.  In the private sector, it looks at financial or legal liability.  In the public sector, the concept always looks at probability but may not always include consequences. It also tends to look at physical exposure to hazards.  I would ask: “what about the social, political, and economic situations that sometimes put people at risk?” We need to think about those factors, I believe. Regardless, I think a risk based approach is proactive, and that is very important.  

Second, susceptibility.  As mentioned in the discussion of risk, we can’t just look at physical risks.  We also need to look at the other social, political, cultural, and economic causes of disasters.  I think the great strength of the social vulnerability school is that it helps us to understand the social construction of disasters.  They often define vulnerability in terms of susceptibility. 
Engineers and planners talk a lot about resistance and I think this notion is very important. Building our homes and our communities and our infrastructure to withstand as much as possible the forces of nature and bombings is imperative. Perhaps there is a problematic assumption in that this might assume that we can prevent everything and that would certainly be erroneous. 
Resilience is a common concept in the literature and this has been interpreted in many different ways.  This may be a reaction to the physical focus of some other concepts and it might help us to respond to and recover from disasters.  Geis points out that resilience is a reactive term, but this may not be a major weakness if we also focus on risk, susceptibility and resistance.
To summarize, I would argue, and you are welcome to look on page 7 in my article, that the literature seems to stress these concepts of risk, susceptibility, resistance and resilience over, and over, and over again. Also, it is interesting that Weichselgartner’s review of literature on vulnerability tends to emphasize these four components repeatedly. 

In my mind, a focus on the concept of vulnerability is imperative.  Vulnerability occurs at the interface of the physical and social environments, and there are positive and negative features in these environments that we are trying to manipulate or manage. In particular, we are endeavoring to reduce our risk and susceptibility and raise our resistance and resilience.  Thus, I am attempting to stress two things.  First, we need to reduce what I label as our liabilities.  Scholars have called these root causes dynamic processes, unsafe conditions, or unsustainable practices among other terms.  Second, we need to build our capacities or capabilities, and this is being written about more and more in the literature and we have heard about this at our conference as well.  Thus, there are positive and negative features present the physical and social environments, and what we need to do is reduce risks and susceptibility and raise resistance and resilience. 

Since I started this line of research in 2000, I have struggled with what to call it.  I’ve changed my mind over time labeling it as invulnerable development, comprehensive vulnerability management, or disaster vulnerability management.

Because each term focuses specifically on a broad perspective of vulnerability they may have several benefits.  First of all, we can only control our vulnerability to the hazard, and not the hazard itself. Also, there is an attempt here to modernize the house of emergency management but save the foundation.  For instance, you will notice in my concept a relationship to integrated emergency management if you are familiar with that literature. I believe, and you can see this on pages 11 and 12, that the vulnerability management approach is related to every type of disaster, each phase of emergency management, and all of the actors that perform functions in this vital field. Also, you can look on page 12 and see that vulnerability is related to each discipline that pertains to disasters as well.  Thus, this perspective attempts to be holistic in nature.  
I wish I had time to go over implementing the approach, which I have covered elsewhere in my work.  But let me emphasize again that there tends to be a growing agreement on the importance of risk, susceptibility, resistance and resilience (as well as an emphasis on liabilities and capabilities).  I would therefore present the management of vulnerability as a possible guide for the future of emergency management. Thank you for your attention.
