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Introduction – Dr. David McEntire

The Comparative Emergency Management Book Project would not be possible without the assistance and collaboration of numerous people in many counties.  We currently have twenty-two chapters, including an introduction and a conclusion, all uploaded on the FEMA Higher Education Program website: http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/CompEmMgmtBookProject.asp.  

Why do we care about comparative emergency management?  Disasters affect all nations indirectly and directly, with domino-like impacts spreading throughout the globe.  The five main reasons why we should pursue comparative emergency management are, 1.) The literature on emergency management originates primarily from Western countries, 2.) Many lessons-learned in the Western world do not apply to developing countries, 3.) All nations can glean lessons from other nations, 4.) Cross-national perspectives boost international research, and 5.) Comparative emergency management leads to greater professionalization of the field.  

The Comparative Emergency Management Book Project provided a framework to analyze the emergency management (EM) components by asking the contributors to break down country information by:  hazard, vulnerabilities, types of disasters, lessons learned, legal considerations, governmental and non-governmental organizations involved in EM, challenges, successes and lessons that could be applied to other countries.  We appreciate the contributions of everyone involved in this project.

Turkey – Dr. Irmak Renda-Tanali

The hazards and vulnerabilities that Turkey face are numerous.  Because of its geographic location bordering twelve nations, it’s strategically important to European, Middle Eastern and American interests.  Turkey is not an Islamic Republic, but a secular democracy.  Its economy is growing in leaps and bounds although the country has been impacted by the recent global recession.  Active seismic activity has produced devastating earthquakes.  Other hazards, like floods, landslides and avalanches, have created widespread disasters.  Terrorism is also a concern.  

Due to the 1999 earthquake, which killed more than forty thousand people and left hundreds of thousands homeless, new legislation was created to establish a General Directorate of Disaster Affairs, mandate earthquake insurance and create a new structure for emergency management activities.  Disaster management is governed by two main pillars, disaster law and development law.  Historically, policy has been disaster driven and in direct response to the challenges of previous relief efforts.  Turkey relies on a heavy military role in disaster management, as the army is fully integrated in the disaster operation.  The military primarily offers logistical support and resources.  The Red Crescent Society of Turkey also offers a unique role in disaster response as it is regulated by the government and wields significant influence in decision-making.  

More information can be found in the Comparative Book Project chapter, Emergency Management in Turkey: Disasters Experienced, Lessons Learned, and Recommendations for the Future by Derin N. Ural, Ph.D. at http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/CompEmMgmtBookProject.asp.  

Israel – Dr. Jack L. Rozdilsky

The study presented by Dr. Rozdilsky was based on research conducted in 2009 through direct observation and review of the literature.  The history of the Jewish Nation and the modern Jewish State provides a framework to view Israel’s current approach to emergency management.  Israel’s population is approximately 7.2 million.  The State of Israel has been successful in, “at least six major wars, two Palestinian uprisings, numerous smaller conflicts and absorbing thousands of terrorists attacks.”  What makes Israel unique is its “mission-oriented society where there are not necessarily clear boundaries between beliefs and non-secular aspects of public management.”  

Because Israel has been involved in many conflicts, “civil defense is a practical reality to almost every citizen.”  The structure of emergency management is based on 1.) The Home Front Command, under the Israeli Defense Forces, 2.) The National Emergency Authority, also known as RACHEL, under the Ministry of Defense, and 3.) The National Emergency Economy Board, composed of MELACH and PESACH agencies, which oversee response operations and maintenance of infrastructure.  The police, fire and rescue, public health, local units of government and the environmental sectors work together to provide emergency management components during a crisis.  

The five conclusions Dr. Rozdilsky provides are based on his research.  First, the “intangible assets based on the socio-cultural fabric” means that the unique social-cultural fabric of Israel translates into action due to constant, viable threats.  Second, “existential threats,” or threats from hostile nations that want to end Israel’s existence, mean that Israel does not struggle with citizens who are apathetic to disaster management.  Third, Israel’s “’single-hazard approach to emergency management’ is based on the social hazards of warfare and terrorism.”  Forth, the “’military-centric approach to emergency management’ puts the Israeli Defense Forces’ Home Front Command at the center of response capabilities.”  Fifth, the “’application of defense of the rear,’ means that there is little separation between the battle’s front and the battle’s rear.”

“Israel represents a single-hazard based, military-centric model of emergency management practice.  Other nations considering similar management schemes, Israel may serve as a useful case to further explore.”  

More information can be found in the Comparative Book Project chapter, Emergency Management in Israel: Context and Characteristics by Jack L. Rozdilsky, Ph.D. at http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/CompEmMgmtBookProject.asp.  

Paraguay  – Mr. Heriberto Urby

Paraguay is a landlocked country, but has its fair share of hazards including floods, droughts, electrical storms and landslides.  In 2004, a shopping market fire killed more than 250 people in the capital city of Asuncion.  This event was a turning point for the way Paraguay approaches hazards, vulnerabilities and emergency management.  Before 2004, there was little to no help from the government after a crisis; the primary response capabilities were performed by a hodge-podge of volunteers.  

Since the supermarket fire of 2004, the Paraguay government created a new ministry position and took steps toward formalizing emergency management.  Although emergency management is still evolving in Paraguay, there is a strong national resolve (due to the public outcry of the response to the supermarket fire) and a young, vibrant volunteer force willing to mobilize during crises.  Paraguay faces several challenges, including corruption of government officials, limited emergency management experience, bureaucracy and cronyism, and other problems inherent to a developing country.  

There is every reason to be optimistic about Paraguay as the new emergency management officials are already demonstrating professionalism and moving in the right direction.  Implementing the new policy directives is complex and may take a while, but the country is making positive strides.  

Presenter Urby would like to extend special thanks to Dr. McEntire for his assistance with this research.  

Ireland  – Dr. Caroline McMullan
      
***Please note, the following summary was taken (in part) directly from Dr. McMullan’s chapter, Emergency Management in the Republic of Ireland: A Rising Tide has Lifted all Boats, of the Comparative Book Project.    

“Historically, emergency management has been given a low priority in Ireland as many of the catalysts which often prompt action were not present.  Ireland’s geographic position means it is not vulnerable to natural disasters such as earthquakes and volcanoes.  The weather storms which do occur seldom result in loss of life.  Until recently, Ireland was a relatively poor nation.  It is probably fair to say that emergency management was viewed almost as a luxury the government could not afford.  Historically, Ireland has faced the Great Famine of 1845-50, the Spanish Flu of 1918/19, the “Troubles” of Northern Ireland in the 1960s, various technological disasters in the 1970s and 80s, and a large-scale disco fire in 1981.  

The development of emergency management in Ireland has taken place on two distinct planes.  One operates at a strategic, advisory level and sits within the Office of Emergency Planning in the Department of Defense.  The second area may be described as operational and sits within the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government.  During the 1970s-1980s, the field of emergency management expanded, propelled by localized disasters.  In 1984, an emergency management framework was developed, which contained an “all hazards approach” framework document, a model emergency plan for local authorities, an explanatory memorandum on the model plan and a document giving general advice and guidance.  

In 2006, a revision of the 1984 framework was published, A Framework for Major Emergency Management which was “designed primarily to provide for the protection, support and welfare of the public in times of emergency” (A Framework for Major Emergency Management, 2006, p.13).  

The most common criticism of the current approach to emergency management in Ireland is the failure of the Government to underpin the Framework with appropriate legislation.  The Framework is a guidance document which cannot be legally enforced.  It is widely held that without a legislative framework the appropriate level of development and funding will not be forthcoming within the principal emergency services.  However, in highlighting the lack of legislation, it is important not to lose sight of the powerful changes which have taken places as a result of the Framework.  The Framework has provided a focus and a benchmark against which all those charged with delivering effective emergency management can measure progress.”  

More information can be found in the Comparative Book Project chapter, Emergency Management in the Republic of Ireland: A Rising Tide has Lifted all Boats  by Caroline McMullan, Ph.D. at http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/CompEmMgmtBookProject.asp.  

The Netherlands  –  Dr. Joseph Trainor

The research presented here is a result of several trips to the Netherlands to investigate emergency management policy, Dutch infrastructure and disaster exercises.  Perhaps the most important thing to keep in mind about the Netherlands is that much of what is now the Netherlands used to be the sea!  There are not many natural hazards or disasters; instead the primary focus is the continual and significant risk of flooding.  The possibility of devastating flooding is high and without structural engineering, half the country would be under water. 

Historically, land reclamation projects have shaped the country’s cultural and governmental approach to water management.  Flood control is a primary concern at all levels of government, since “55% of the Dutch territory is below sea-level, 60% of the Dutch population lives below sea level, and 65% of the Dutch national gross product is produced below sea-level.”  Major changes were made following a 1953 flood disaster that took more than 1,800 lives.  Since the 1950s, mitigation was viewed as the answer to the Netherland’s unique relationship with the water, but since the 1990s, the country has been adopting additional land use and emergency response planning approaches.  

The Netherlands relies on 27 regional water authorities, or Water Boards, for water management.  These Water Boards are internationally recognized for their excellence and, because they operate outside of the political system, are able to make decisions based on a “collective approach.”  The regionalized Water Boards are among the strongest aspects of the Dutch flood mitigation system. 

One of the biggest challenges facing the Netherlands is the sense of security its residents feel in relation to their flood risk.  Even many of the emergency planners feel that the Dutch flood control systems are designed and maintained so well that a disaster is improbable.  Although more residents are becoming concerned about risks of elevated sea levels from global warming, it is a challenge to convince the general population to prepare for a future crisis.  

More information can be found in the Comparative Book Project chapter, Floods and Disaster Management in the NL: "God Created the world, but the Dutch created the NL"  by Karen Engel, 
Joseph E. Trainor, Ph.D. with John R. Harrald, Ph.D., Sue McNeil, Greg Shaw, and Marco Zannoni at http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/CompEmMgmtBookProject.asp.  
 
  
