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There is a continuing debate involving relationships that influence the emergency management community.  The purpose of this discussion is to solicit comment from a diverse group of professionals focused on improving our nation’s security and response capacity for all hazards. 


National security policies are enacted by governments to ensure the safety and survival of the nation-state.  They include the exercise of diplomatic, economic, and military power.  Experts disagree over the results of specific tactical measures used, in the name of national security, to defend against perceived threats both inside and outside national boarders.


Homeland Security policies include a concerted national effort to prevent terrorist attacks, reduce America’s vulnerability to terrorism, and minimize the damage from attacks that do occur.  Proponents say we live among dangerous people.  Critics argue that too much emphasis on security is stunting preparations to live safer on a planet filled with natural hazards.

Emergency Management is an integrated approach to the management of emergency programs and activities.  A traditional model is composed of four emergency phases, mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery.


We bring our biases to the door in opening this discussion.  Practitioners focused on security guard information reserving intelligence for people with specific credentials on a need to know basis.  Open source proponents say that safety depends on policies that allow everyone to have access to information about all hazards.

The operational posture of an agency affects planning, training, and equipping decisions.  Homeland Security is the new kid on block.  A shift in executive priorities influences investment and power.  Subscribers to the pie theory are concerned with getting a fair share.


If we focus too much on one hazard, are we selling ourselves short?  Do we prepare differently for different hazards or are core competencies all the same?  

No solution is expected, but the discussion is a healthful alternative to letting wounds fester.    

Several interests are represented in the debate including first responders, emergency managers, and health providers.  

In addition to the four emergency management phases above, national security interests include four mission areas.  They are to prevent, protect, respond, and recover.


Grouping all of these activities together is controversial because people have different priorities.  One approach to prevention is to eliminate the danger.  Catch the terrorist before he strikes.  A mitigation specialist accepts the inevitable storm and seeks to minimize damages by building stronger, safer, better.

Responding to casualties, from an act of terrorism, requires similar emergency resources as a response to casualties from a tornado.  However, there may be differences in public reaction and differences in psychological or social consequences.

The debate hinges on the concept of managing risk.  Risk is the combination of threat, vulnerability, and consequence.  We disagree in our analysis of our threats.  We disagree on our level of vulnerability.  Therefore, we disagree in our vision of the consequences.


When we disagree on risk, we are unlikely to agree on investment decisions to spend on threats, vulnerabilities, or consequences.  

Who should be in charge?


One model places Homeland Security side-by-side with traditional emergency management. Another model places security inside emergency management.  A third model places emergency management inside of Homeland Security. 

The third model requires managers in local governments to be more involved in Federal policy when designing local response programs.  

Is this a new world?  Is emergency management procedure a matter for national security policy?  Is our greatest risk a natural hazard or terrorist event?  


Perhaps our greatest risk is allowing ourselves to become so wrapped in ourselves that we forget to continue this conversation.       






