Instructor Notes for Session No. 9
Course Title: Catastrophe Readiness and Response 
Session 9: Emergent Organizations and Networks in Catastrophic Environments

Author: Tricia Wachtendorf, Ph.D., University of Delaware
Time: 3 hrs
Learning Objectives: (Slide 2)
By the end of this session (readings, lectures and exercises) the student should be able to:
11.1 Discuss and refute several common but inaccurate assumptions about disasters and catastrophic events. 

11.2 Describe the strengths and short-comings of incident management systems in contending with emergent networks in catastrophic events. 
11.3 Define emergent groups and networks and highlight the conditions under which they develop. 

11.4 Describe the role which people convergence plays in the development and functioning of emergent networks

11.5 Discuss factors which facilitate the effective integration and visibility of emergent organizations and networks.


Session Overview:
During this session the instructor will provide, via lecture and class discussion, an overview of core issues related to emergent organizations and networks following catastrophic events. (Refer to Slides 1 and 2). Material draws upon the literature that considers disasters, but extends this consideration to emergence within a catastrophe context. Students are provided with discussion questions, a case study, and in-class activities to foster additional reflection of how emergent groups and networks function. Time should be allotted to allow students to consider at least some of these questions in small groups or as a class. If students work through the questions in small groups, time should be allotted for students to briefly report back to the group. Some questions may also be used as essay questions on exams. Pictures are provided at the end of the power point presentation (Refer to Slides 36-40). These can be added to individual slides or throughout the presentation, as seen as appropriate by the instructor. Please include credits with the photographs. 

Readings: 

Student Reading:

Drabek T. E. and D.A. McEntire. 2002. Emergent Phenomena and Multi-organizational Coordination in Disasters: Lessons from the Research Literature. International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters. August, 22(2), 197-224.
Majchrazak, Ann, Sirkka L. Jarvenpaa, and Andrea B. Hollingshead, 2007. Coordinating Expertise Among Emergent Groups Responding to Disasters. Organization Science 18(1) p. 147-161.
Buck, D.A., J.E. Trainor, B.E. Aguirre. 2006. A Critical Study of the Incident Command System and NIMS. Journal of Homeland Security and Emergency Management, 3(3)1.

Instructor Reading:

Kendra, James M., and Tricia Wachtendorf, 2003. Reconsidering Convergence and Converger Legitimacy in Response to the World Trade Center Disaster. Terrorism and Disaster: New Threats, New Ideas (ed. Lee Clarke). Research in Social Problems and Public Policy (11), 97-122. 

Quarantelli, E.L., with K.E. Green, E. Ireland, S. McCabe, and D.M. Neal. 1983. Emergent Citizen Groups in Disaster Preparedness and Recovery Activities: An Interim Report. Newark DE. University of Delaware, Disaster Research Center. 
Tierney, K.J., M.K. Lindell, and R.W. Perry 2001. Facing the Unexpected: Disaster Preparedness and Response in the United States. Joseph Henry Press, Washington, DC. 
Objective 1.1 (Slides 3-8 and 32-36)
Discuss and refute several common but inaccurate assumptions about disasters and catastrophic events.

Requirements:

This section corrects common misconceptions about disasters and catastrophic events. The material points to how these erroneous assumptions impact our conceptions of the role and utility of emergent organizations and networks in such settings.

Remarks:

I. Common misconceptions about disasters not only impact our popular understandings of such events, but they also can impact the ways in which we consider and plan for them. Although often discussed within the disaster context, these myths and realities hold particular implications for catastrophic events. (Refer to Slide 3)

II. First, a common misconception is that we will see widespread role abandonment by emergency responders. In fact, research indicates that emergency responders generally do not abandon responsibilities, particularly after assurances that their family is safe. In catastrophic events, however, a community may see some officials not immediately deemed essential adhere to mandatory evacuation orders, other officials themselves become victims of the event, or it may become extremely difficult for emergency responders to determine or respond to emerging needs. Different from role abandonment, catastrophic situations may see a greater need for additional support to work alongside designate responders.
III. Second, responses are often portrayed as the work of isolated heroes. In fact, responses are multi-organizational. Even the smallest role can result in lives saved; and the larger the event, the more likely a range of organizations will play critical response roles. Unlike movies such as Dante’s Peak and Volcano, where the foresight and heroic efforts of the very few guide effective components of the response, successful responses rely on a range of group and organizational involvement. 

IV. To extend the discussion even further, not only are isolated individual actions often the focus of disaster responses, but these efforts are often portrayed as governmental. That is, disaster responses – at least in the American context – are frequently portrayed as falling under the sole responsibility of government organizations. We know, however, that responses include participation by a range of individuals, groups, agencies, and businesses. Some of these roles are legislatively mandated or formally contracted (such as the role of the American Red Cross in shelter provision or the roles of some trucking companies in transporting supplies should an event occur). Others simply, or not so simply, emerge as the event unfolds. Some organizations exist prior to the event, some are quite formal in their organizational structure, some only develop in the aftermath of the event, and some are quite informal in their organizational structure.
V. The Disaster Research Center (DRC) developed a typology of organizations that play roles in disaster events (Dynes, 1970). 

A. Established organizations use routine organizational structures and engage in routine tasks. A fire department responding to fire suppression activities is a good example of an established organization. Expanding organizations engage in the same tasks pre-and post event, but utilize new organizational structures. The American Red Cross – mandated to perform specific disaster-related tasks but expanding during events to include new volunteers – exemplifies this organizational type. Extending organizations use pre-event organizational structures, but engage in novel tasks. Consider a middle school that unexpectedly is used to provide shelter for its students. It may rely on the organizational structure previously in place (i.e. the roles of the principal, vice principal, teachers, secretaries, custodial staff, and students themselves), but the tasks these participants engage in during the sheltering are quite novel compared to their routine activities. Finally, emergent organizations utilize new organizational structures and engage in new tasks. Bucket brigades of community residents and workers engaged in spontaneous search and rescue efforts after a structural collapse is an often-used example of an emergent organization. (Refer to Slide 4)

B. It is important to note that even in established, expanding and extending organizations, some level of emergence is likely. When the event takes on catastrophic characteristics, a greater level of emergent activity is likely. Emergency events are more likely to be dealt with by established organizations. Disasters – with a greater level of complexity, ambiguity, and unexpected circumstances that exceed a community’s ability to cope – are more likely to include the other three types of organizational actors. In catastrophes, the involvement of expanding, extending, and particularly emergent organizations rises to new levels as established capacities and response capabilities are exceeded. These other types of organizations must step in to at least temporarily fill response gaps. If they do not, it will take much longer for needs to be met by established groups. (Refer to Slide 5)

VI. Another common misconception about disasters is that centralized decision-making and response is always appropriate. 

A. Indeed, as Drabek and McEntire (2002) note, the command and control model that is often recommended in disaster response incorrectly assumes that the government is the only responder; information from outside official channels is inaccurate; role abandonment will occur; standard operating procedures will always function; citizens are inept, passive, and irrational; society will breakdown; and ad hoc emergence of the kind so common in disasters is counter productive. (Refer to Slide 6)

B. Their research, rather, agues that while authority, leadership, and accountability are necessary, communication and coordination as well as resource management are better than command and control approaches. 
C. Complex disasters necessitate decentralized decision making structures and networks. That is, a decentralized network will emerge in post-event environment of a large-scale disaster or catastrophe. The challenge is to maximize coordination and communication across that network. (Refer to Slide 7)
VII. Disasters, and certainly catastrophes, disrupt the patterns of what can be absorbed by routine procedures. As Tierney (2002) states, these types of events are largely defined by their need for improvised responses. (Refer to Slide 8)

A. Even when formal planning has occurred, conditions will merit an improvised response, which will involve unanticipated participants and activities.
B. In high consequence events, organizations with more formal and pre-established roles will need to work with or along side organizations that are less formal in their role, place in the response or recovery efforts, and whose very presence is emergent in nature. 
Supplemental Considerations:

The instructor may wish to use power point slides No. 3-8, as well as 32-36. For a more detailed discussion of improvisation in disasters, see Wachtendorf, 2004. 

Objective 1.2 (Slides 9-11)
Describe the strengths and short-comings of incident management systems in contending with emergent networks in catastrophic events. 

Requirements:

This section highlights the ways in which the management systems such as the incident command system can offer some structure in contending with emergence during large scale events, but how these systems fall short in appreciating or contending with the phenomenon. Material summarizing the Incident Management system in sections I-XX primarily is drawn from Christen et al., 2001). 

Remarks:

I. The Incident Management Systems (IMS) is a “generic term for the design of ad hoc emergency management teams that coordinate the efforts of more than one agency under a unified command” (Christen et al., 2001; 1). IMS has both proponents and critics in the disaster research community. (Refer to Slide 9)

II. 

A. Proponents of IMS highlight the organizing system as a means to effectively:

· Delegate and coordinate authority

· Joint problem solve

· Identify a clear chain of authority 

B. IMS developed as an outgrowth of the Incident Command System, a result of the lack of coordination among organizations responding to California wildfires in 1970, where identified challenges included:

· Lack of clear leadership (either due to role ambiguity or turf battles between jurisdictions)

· Lack of collaborative organizational structures that outlined command chains

· Lack of common terminology

· Lack of joint communications systems

· Lack of logistics and resource priority-setting systems

C. The Incident Command System mutated into the State Incident Management System (SIMS)  in California and was adopted by law enforcement agencies in such 1980s incidents as a plane crash in San Luis Obispo County and planning for the Los Angeles Olympic Games, and by hospitals in response to the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. It was later adopted by the Federal Government under the rubric NIMS (National Incident Management System). IMS is a generic term used widely and is broader in concept than the Incident Command System, adding a broader concept of overall management.
D. Proponents of IMS highlight advantages of the unified management system, including:

· A functional management system that integrates personnel from different home organizations

· Identification of an incident manager or a unified management team when jurisdictional areas or responsibilities overlap

· Standard terminology that facilitates cooperation (although some minor regional variance remains)

· Rules for chain of command, unity of command, and span of control

· Protocols for communications and flow of information

· Emphasis on logistics planning and centralized resources allocation

· Planning functions on an equal level with operations and logistics functions (Refer to Slide 10)

III. The effectiveness and appropriateness of IMS is widely disputed in the disaster research community. Some scholars point to the command and control approach often inherent to the implementation of IMS. For example, because of the short-comings of the command and control structure highlighted earlier by Drabek and McEntire (2002), incident management systems such as the incident command system (ICS) fall short in appreciating or contending with emergence in organizations and social networks. Waugh (2007) notes that while the hierarchical structure of ICS had demonstrated positive outcomes in large fire responses, “unity of command may not be practical in many complex emergencies, such as pandemics or even large-scale terrorist incidents” (p. 402), is highly centralized in its decision processes (2006) which may not fit within the system of shared governance prevalent in the United States, and may generate problems for the local response efforts (2007). Waugh (2006) elaborates, pointing to the hierarchical organizational structure of this model, the very formal roles involved, and the extent to which ICS becomes difficult to operationally implement in large disperse disasters. Indeed, those models may be better suited to the culture of particular organizations (such as police and fire) rather than the range of other organizations (non-governmental and emergent groups in particular) that may rely on consensus-building, informal, or anti-bureaucratic models and that become part of an overall disaster or catastrophic response (Waugh, 2006). Given that private citizens are often the first to respond to a disaster (Tierney, 2007), and that formal organizations may experience unique limitations during a catastrophe in activating an expedited response, any multi-organizational structure would need to account for the presence of both new and not-previously-connected groups. 

While Waugh (2007) argues IMS and ICS in particular have serious flaws when it comes to contending with complex events, he does concede a more “consensus-based decision process” (p. 402) within a unified command system may prove suitable. Still, most approaches to a unified command system focus on unifying uniformed personnel and organizations more traditionally involved in emergency management (Waugh, 2006). (Refer to Slide 11).

Some contend that the problems associated with IMS have more to do with improper implementation of a potentially valuable coordination system (DeCapua, 2007). Yet others such as Buck et al. (2006) assert that ICS works best when:

· its users are part of a specific community

· when response needs are routine to those users

· and when social and cultural emergence is at a minimum.
In fact, Buck et al. claim, based on their research of urban search and rescue teams that ICS is a way through which coordination can begin to emerge in disaster environments rather than an organizing system that can easily serve as a comprehensive organizing principle of disaster management. Official organizations which have established mutual trust and have experience working together may greatly benefit from these organizing principles. The mistake, however, is when the principles come to form a set of action scripts that do not fully account for or engage emergent behavior. 
Supplemental Considerations:

The instructor may wish to use power point slides No. 9-11. For a more detailed discussion of ICS as well as case studies, see Buck et al. 2006. 

Objective 1.3 (Slide 12-22)
Define emergent groups and networks and highlight the conditions under which they develop.

Requirements:

This section outlines key features of emergent groups and organizations as well as emergent networks. Several definitions are provided, as well as discussion points and in-class activities for considerations. 

Remarks:

I. Recent catastrophic events such as the 2008 Miramar cyclone, the 2008 China earthquake, Hurricane Katrina in 2005, the Pakistani earthquake in 2005, and the Indian Ocean tsunami in 2004 have shown repeatedly how existing government emergency plans often fail to adequately meet victims’ needs during the initial aftermath (Majchrazak et al 2007). Even in areas where formal planning has occurred at some level, the event’s scale, magnitude, and scope can contribute to communication breakdowns, unexpected conditions, the inability to garner or verify timely information, and an overall difficulty in mobilizing sufficient personnel and material resources in the days leading up to and immediately following the event. That is, the need to improvise response activities is not always a failure of vision on the part of the emergency management organizations (although sometimes that may, indeed, be the case), but demonstrates clearly that an effective disaster response involves both planned and improvised actions (Wachtendorf, 2004). 

II. Emergent groups and networks often form in response to these conditions. Although particular challenges accompany their presence in the response and early recovery environment, they also frequently fill gaps and address pressing needs

III. Emergent groups are newly formed, engage in new tasks, operate with a sense of great urgency and levels of interdependence, and function in response to constantly changing environments and conditions (Dynes, 1970; Drabek & McEntire 2003; Majchrazak, Jarvenpaa, & Hollingshead, 2007).
A. Sometimes groups disband after their tasks are accomplished. Other times, they “develop an ideology, formal cadre, and organizational structure much like a grouping social movement….[and transform] its goals to address more general community needs…” (Tierney et al, 2001, p.116). 

B. Emergent community groups develop both before (community-oriented groups) and after (task oriented groups) events. Many of these groups have few monetary sources; however, volunteer time and commitment are important factors for mobilizing efforts. Such groups usually are comprised of a consistent and active core, a larger number of participants who support efforts, and a still larger group of supporters who play a nominal role. (see Tierney et al. 2001 for this summary of a study conducted by the Disaster Research Center). 

IV. Indeed, be they disasters or events that occur at a catastrophic level, trans-system social ruptures – or events that Quarantelli, Lagadec, and Boin (2007) identify as jumping across different societal boundaries disrupting the social fabric of different social systems – may be particularly well suited to see an exceptional amount of emergent behavior and the involvement of informal emergent groups. Events such as the quick transnational spread of computer viruses or widespread epidemics may not have a clear point of origin and local community solutions may not be sufficient to address the threat. Given the high levels of ambiguity and potential for planning gaps, emergent groups and networks may be particularly likely in these environments. 

V. Majchrazak, et al., (2007) provide a strong summary of the characteristics of emergent groups. Some of these characteristics are noted below. 

A. Their membership composition frequently changes; they consist of geographically distributed and diverse unfamiliar group members; they need to adapt to unstable task definition, flexible task assignments, and fleeting membership; and they often pursue multiple simultaneous and possibly conflicting purposes. Some members may be acting with altruism while others out of self interest. Some may know each other, others may not, and indeed they may never see each other again after the response ends. 

B. Indeed, while the formal system operating under the command and control model may assume that organizations involved in the response network are known ahead of time, and have trained or planned together, many emergent groups do not follow this model (Bigley and Roberts, 2001, Trainor 2004). 

C. Emergent response groups often operate outside of official lines of authority; however, they are also influenced by these authority mechanisms that in turn influence the response environment. Either emergent groups must find a way to make inroads into these official mechanisms, navigate in concert with them, or – on occasion - find ways to circumvent them. 

D. According to Majchrazak, et al., (2007, 151), these groups often adopt “a learn-by-doing (versus decision-making) action-based model of coordinated problem solving, in which sense making and improvisation are the norm rather than the exception….The urgency of the situations means that the objective of coordination is to achieve minimally acceptable and timely action, even when more effective responses may be feasible—but would take longer and use more resources.” 

VI. Emergence is likely when members perceive a present threat, when the social climate is supportive of emergence, when social ties are in place – at least to some degree – before the mobilization, when the social setting legitimizes the groups, and when resources are available (Quarantelli et al., 1983). (Refer to Slide 12)

VII. Given that catastrophes involve situations where, according to Quarantelli (2005): 

· Most or all of the community built structure is heavily impacted….[and] the facilities and operational bases of most emergency organizations are themselves usually hit

· Local officials are unable to undertake their usual work role, and this often extends into the recovery period

· Help from nearby communities cannot be provided

· Most, if not all, of the everyday community functions are sharply and concurrently interrupted

· The mass media system, especially in recent times, socially constructs catastrophes even more than they do disasters

· Because of the previous five processes, the political arena becomes even more important

…the level of emergence necessary to contend with these severe and unanticipated conditions is likely to be greater than more typical disaster situations. (Refer to Slide 13)
VIII. Emergent activity in response to crisis has a strong cultural component. (Refer to Slide 14)

A. In some societies where formal emergency management organizations are non-existent, emergent activity may be the only or primary response to high-consequence events (particularly before outside help arrives).
B. In other cases, there may be less of a history of emergent activity. For example, the convergence of individuals and groups after the 1995 Kobe earthquake in Japan, as well as their informal participation in the response, was considered unusual, whereas the occurrence would have been considered a typical social behavior were the same event to have happened in the United States (Tierney, et al., 2001).
IX. According to Drabek (1996: 21-11) the term emergent multi-organizational networks (EMONs) describes the “structure of relationships that form among organizations, or segments of organizations, that are focused on specific [activities or response functions].” (Refer to Slide 15)

A. EMONS form during the emergency period for a limited time in order to address emerging needs.

B. In catastrophic events, EMONS are often simultaneously comprised of a range of established, expanding, extending, and emergent organizations.

X. Emergent organizational networks are defined as such not necessarily because they are comprised of emergent groups, but because of the newly formed relations between organizations. Consider EMONS in search and rescue operations. (Refer to Slide 16)

A. Most search and rescue operations are carried out by local community organizations and individual participants.
B. For example, during the Guadalajara Mexico gas explosion, search and rescue teams arrived too late to rescue survivors. These activities were undertaken by neighbors, friends, and family members in the community, while search and rescue teams were more active in body recovery (Aguirre et al. 1995).

C. At the same time, these search and rescue operations often see a time period where various emergent groups of actors must begin to work with formal responders (i.e. police, fire, military, official search and rescue teams). Eventually, the emergent groups may cease their participation (voluntarily or involuntarily) or become a part of more officially sanctioned efforts. The EMON will, in other words, be in flux and dynamic in nature. 

D. Research on emergent networks in this area have shown that challenges can include lack of standardization, fragmentation, lack of interorganizational communication, ambiguity of authority, and poor utilization of special resources.

E. Coordination problems can be overcome when there are high levels of consensus (particularly when participating organizations understand their roles, the roles of others, and the overall purpose of the network), an identified lead with legitimate authority and personal influence, when there is a central coordinating mechanism, and when units have had frequent interaction with each other prior to the actual event, even if the interaction was not related to emergency, disaster, or catastrophic planning. (Much of the key work on EMONS as described above has been undertaken by Drabek. For a brief review of the above points, see Tierney, et al., 2001).
XI. Majchrazak et al. (2007) apply transactive memory systems (TMS) theory to emergent response groups. This shared system works to help explain how people in collectives learn, store, and coordinate their knowledge to accomplish various goals. Systems may vary in the way they delegate responsibilities and specialized tasks, the extent to which there is credibility or confidence in members’ expertise, and the ability of the group’s members to coordinate their knowledge. (Refer to Slide 17)

A. Indicators of TMS include: 

1. Memory (or expertise) specialization: The tendency for groups to delegate responsibility and to specialize in different aspects of the task

2. Credibility: Beliefs about the reliability of members’ expertise 

3. Task (or expertise) coordination: the ability of team members to coordinate their work efficiently based on their knowledge of who knows what in the group. (Refer to Slide 18)

B. “The greater presence of each indicator, the more developed the TMS and the more valuable the TMS is for efficiently coordinating the actions of group members.” (Majchrazak et al., 151)

C. Organizations and groups typically studied using TMS theory are relatively stable and operate in routine periods (although their may also continue to operate in crisis conditions)
D. According to Drabek and McEntire (2003), emergent groups offer specific benefits and challenges. They:

1. May be able to act more quickly as they are outside of a formal bureaucracy
2. May have a better pulse of what emerging needs are as they connected to emergent systems and networks
3. May meet needs unidentified or not being met by formal systems
4. May not be governed by the same standards or systems of oversight as formal organizations 

5. May have less of a feel for emerging needs as they not necessarily part of the formal network where certain information is directed to

6. May generate overlap and compete with existing systems

7. May be characterized by unclear leadership

8. May have unstable definitions of tasks (Refer to Slide 19)
E. According to Drabek and McEntire (2003), emergent groups have specific different characteristics. They:
1. Have volitional member participation
2. Have fleeting membership
3. Are geographically distributed with diverse and unfamiliar group members
4. Pursue multiple, simultaneous, changing and possibly conflicting purposes 
5. Need to adapt to unstable task definitions and flexible task assignments (Refer to Slide 20)

F. The instructor should present the TMS chart and ask students to consider how might these features impact the established way of considering TMS theory, drawing upon Hurricane Katrina examples provided in Majchrazak et al., (2007) or considering implications in even more catastrophic events than Hurricane Katrina’s impact to the American Gulf Coast in 2005. (Refer to Slides 20 and 21)

Supplemental Considerations:

Optional in-class activity: Students should form into small working groups of 5 or 6. Using the chart on TMS (Slide 21), students should develop a different catastrophic event scenario (perhaps based on hazard type to ensure there is no duplication in the class) and apply features of the chart to specific examples regarding how they may play out in that particular event. Students should briefly present their application to the class at the end of the exercise. The goal of the exercise is to reinforce the application of TMS to emergent response groups. (Refer to Slide 22)
The instructor may wish to use power point slides No.12-22. The discussion question could also serve as an exam question. 

Objective 1.4 (Slide 23-32)
Describe the role which people convergence plays in the development and functioning of emergent networks

Requirements:

This section provides an overview of the phenomenon of personal or people convergence and its impact on emergent networks. While a review of the overall phenomenon of convergence is not provided in this session, the instructor and students should reference the readings and material presented in session 7 for more information. The case study provided at the end of this session can serve as a worthwhile in-class activity or as an exam question. 

Remarks: 

I. Personal or people convergence involves the influx of people to areas associated with the disaster milieu (Kendra & Wachtendorf, 2003; Fritz & Mathewson, 1957). Sometimes they converge from within areas impacted by the disaster or relevant to the response, sometimes from areas immediately surrounding the response milieu, and sometimes they come from great distances. People convergers may help to form emergent groups, become part of emergent networks, or comprise the population to which emergent groups and networks respond. Convergence, can be extremely helpful and often needed, but can also bring with it complex challenges. The social legitimacy of each convergence type often contributes to the access that is awarded to participants. (Refer to Slide 23). There are several different types of people convergers, each operating under different motivations (Refer to Slide 24)
A. Returnees: Includes residents, business owners, and employees of the area. They may converge as they return home or to work on a permanent basis, or to temporarily gather and check on property. (Refer to Slide 25)

B. Anxious: Includes family members and friends looking for loved ones. (Refer to Slide 26)

C. Helpers: Includes local personnel, personnel from neighboring jurisdictions serving under mutual agreements, uniformed or skilled personnel from outside area, and other volunteers with limited skills and without affiliation (both from within and outside the impacted area). (Refer to Slide 27)Unaffiliated helpers successful at gaining entrée often have particular skills; are able to identify, or create, niche markets for themselves; and are able to work largely unsupervised. (Refer to Slide 28)
D. Curious: Includes political officials, celebrities, and the general public, all interested or curious to see areas associated with the event. (Refer to Slide 29) One might also include disaster researchers in this category, although their curiosity is aimed at better understanding response so that improvements can be made.
E. Exploiters: Includes merchants coming to sites and overcharging victims for goods and services, people falsely claiming that proceeds of various goods and collection efforts will go to charity, and other individuals looking for ways to commit fraud. (Refer to Slide 30)

F. Supporters and Mourners/Memorializers: Suporters include convergers who come to show their support for and solidarity with either victims or responders; while mourners or memorializers come to commemorate or remember those who have died. The connection to the converger and the victim may be a family or friendship tie, but not necessarily. In protracted responses, and particularly those that have a strong galvanizing political context (such as the 2001 attacks on the World Trade Center), the presence of these two types of convergers during the response phase is more likely. (Refer to Slide 31)
II. The scale (scope and magnitude) of the event, accessibility of location, and the level of media attention given to it can amplify the level of convergence. Consequently, catastrophic events are more likely to attract a higher level of convergence than disasters; although, for example, a catastrophic event that occurs in a remote area with little media attention may indeed receive a smaller degree of convergence than a smaller event more easily accessible and with greater attention placed on its occurrence. 

III. Understanding the types of convergers who may be present after a catastrophic event sheds light on how, when, and where emergent groups and networks may manifest themselves. 

A. For example, as returnees come back to an impacted area, new groups may form to contend with food, shelter, and information needs. As anxious family members converge to various sites, emergent networks of counselors – both those part of government organizations as well as individual volunteers – may likewise converge to relevant sites to provide assistance. Advocacy groups of survivors may develop in response to new and unmet needs, and networks may form as different groups begin to address different interests. The range of helpers who converge to a site – some part of newly emergent groups, others from established, expanding, and extending organizations – may all play roles in addressing key response and recovery needs, thereby forming emergent multi-organizational networks. 

B. Among the challenges in contending with these convergers are: who has legitimate claim to access particular areas; who has legitimate claim to restrict access for different convergers; whose presence hinders response or recovery efforts; who has much needed skills and how are those identified; when is the presence of particular convergers most appropriate; how does one determine who has indeed converged; and how does one convey and receive information from these groups. 

C. Yet we must not lose sight of the fact that emergent groups of convergers often have valuable roles to play and may be present precisely because the formal anticipated response is unable (or unwilling) to meet these needs. 

D. For example, during the response to the 2001 World Trade Center attacks, a range of vessels (including tugs, ferries, dinner cruise boats, private vessels, and those vessels operated by Coast Guard and harbor pilots) converged towards Lower Manhattan to help evacuate residents and commuters from the island. This activity was not previously planned for, and the participants became part of an emergent network of organizations (including some emergent groups) to help with this unmet need. While some individual boat operators who converged were less well suited than others to provide assistance, this was an emergent – and successful – network that very quickly met an emergent, unanticipated need. (For more information, see Kendra, Wachtendorf, and Quarantelli, 2003 or Wachtendorf and Kendra, 2005) (Refer to Slide 32)
E. There is no one answer to the questions of how to best deal with convergence and emergence, as the nature of the event and community will impact the best approach. What is clear, however, is that emergence is inevitable in a community-wide disaster, and indeed, most disaster planning implicitly depends on emergence (Kendra & Wachtendorf, 2007). Given the characteristics of catastrophe (Quarantelli, 2005), some non-planned form of response will be necessary to contend with the impacts. Convergence, too, is inevitable, although how it manifests will be closely tied to cultural context. Planning efforts should consider how to best make use of emergent groups, how to best incorporate them into the response networks even while acknowledging that the particular players may not be identified before the event, and how to coordinate with emergent activity that may run counter to the larger efforts of the response. 
Supplemental Considerations:
The instructor may wish to use power point slides No. 23-32, as well as the case study on credentialing at the end of the session. The case study focuses on the challenges of credentialing individuals who are part of established, expanding, extending, and emergent organizations. It requires 45-60 minutes of class time to complete. When the class reconvenes during this time period, what should become evident is that the steps that the groups recommend are heavily influenced by the standpoint from which they come to the event. The case study can also be adapted to form an exam question. 
Objective 1.5 (Slide 33-35)
 Discuss factors which facilitate the effective integration and visibility of emergent organizations and networks.

Requirements:

While some challenges and suggestions have already been provided, this section continues to focus on the integration of emergent organizations and networks, with a special emphasis on increasing network visibility. Much of the information below is discussed in a manuscript under preparation (Wachtendorf et al., in preparation).

Remarks:
I. When conducting research on relief provision after Hurricane Katrina, Wachtendorf et al., (in preparation) found that as new groups become part of the response milieu and as emergent networks form, one of the key challenges in coordinating responses is ensuring network visibility.

A. The authors found that: 

1. Principal actors were often unaware of not only what assets various organizations had or did not have available, but also which organizations were a part of relief supply networks and what role they may have played. 
2. One responder noted the need for a broker – in addition to Voluntary Organizations Active in Disasters (VOAD) – to handle donations, without any knowledge that additional brokers were active in the response. For example, the group Compassion Alliance worked with both government and VOAD groups as well as with an extensive network of the faith-based community, seeking to match need with supplies and keeping inventories. 
3. Many established and emergent key actors were unaware of the formal roles outlined in response plans

4. As existing groups took on new roles or other groups emerged, information about key organizations was often unknown across the social network.

5. In catastrophic events where convergence and emergence may play an even larger role than in typical disasters, network visibility - allowing for both open and coordinated systems - becomes paramount. (Refer to Slide 33)
II. Clearly, an emergency management agency will not be aware of every potential participant in a potential catastrophic response. At the same time, there are steps that can be taken to facilitate network visibility: identifying organizations that can serve as information bridges between networks; pre-event community partnership building; and developing open system technology platforms that better visually represent emergent networks – not just those that were pre-planning before the event. 

A. During routine periods, certain organizations can play pivotal roles in bridging smaller clusters of organizations. These organizations can play equally important roles during a catastrophic event. For example, key emergency response organizations may not be well connected to all the private truck transport companies in a community or across a region, however, by building ties with the associations with which those companies belong, an information mechanism can be built communicate activities to and from the larger more formalized response network. Even emergent groups quickly connect with each other or with somewhat established organizations. The more bridge organizations a response network can foster, the more likely it will generate a tie to the emergent groups. However, simply building ties is not enough to coordinate an emergent network. There needs to be a concentrated effort to use these ties to obtain visibility for both existing and new members, particularly as the network changes throughout the response and early recovery. 

B. Community-partnership building can play an important role in enhancing network visibility, although engaging in these partnership building strategies must take place before an event occurs. Wachtendorf (2005) outlines a few of the benefits associated with such initiatives. 
1. Incorporating groups not traditionally involved in disaster response or mitigation decision-making can provide a perspective that may otherwise have been overlooked, as well as information on knowledge, skills, and resources that may augment a catastrophic response. 

2. The inter-organizational networks developed from comprehensive mitigation planning and implementation can have positive effects on a community’s disaster response.
C. New technologies (hard and software) may provide useful platforms to visualize complex, emergent, and dynamic networks. Rather that simply generating long lists that may prove not to be user-friendly during an unfolding crisis, these platforms would need to show the newly developing network in real time and in a way that enables better processing of information (much in the same way that Geographic Information Systems have helped to process location-based information). At the same time, any development or implementation of technological solutions would need to account for the ability to input information into the system in a timely manner; the successful communication of information to all organizations that should be represented in the networks; the continuity of infrastructure that supports these technologies; access (and maintenance) of the technology – particularly in poorer communities, for organizations with limited resources, and to emergent organizations who may not have anticipated involvement; as well as user-friendly approaches. 

Supplemental Consideration:

The instructor may wish to use power point slides No. 33. An in-class activity is presented in slides No. 34-35:

 In the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina, emergent groups, previously existing groups undertaking new tasks or with new organizational arrangements, and established organizations all formed new organizational networks as they contended with the many response needs. Different types of groups played more predominant roles than others in different stages of the response and early recovery, with respect to different tasks, and in working with different communities. One of the challenges was coordinating and communicating across these networks. Imagine that you become part of an emergent group that has come together to address a particular response needed in this catastrophic event. What steps might you and those in your group take to become a connected part of the emergent multi-organizational response network? Remember the severe impact to communication systems, infrastructure, facilities, and community function that would contribute to the setting in which you would need to work.
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CASE STUDY

CREDENTIALING EXISTING AND EMERGENT RESPONDERS IN HIGH CONSEQUENCE EVENTS 

After the attacks on the World Trade Center, thousands of people converged to New York City to offer their assistance. Uniformed officers from within the city, as well as those from across the country, came to assist in security, fire suppression, and rescue and recovery operations. Iron and construction workers came to work on the site, as did architects and planners who were familiar with the layout and design of the Twin Towers. Personnel from city, state, and federal agencies were involved in tasks as varied as coordination, debris removal, environmental monitoring, remains recovery, and warehouse inventory. Non-profit personnel were providing food and counseling. Media from around the world were seeking to report on events. Private sector personnel were restoring utilities and providing needed equipment. Everyday citizens were volunteering en mass in any way they could, be it delivering coffee, providing massages, and sorting donations to more specialized tasks such as assisting in mapping projects. In short, the city had to contend with an outpouring of much needed assistance while at the same time ensure that: 1) security was maintained in a post-terrorist environment; 2) only essential personnel with adequate protection were allowed into hazardous areas; and 3) the number of people in response related areas and facilities was kept to a manageable number. Consequently, credentialing of personnel (determining qualifications and issuing of credentials or badges) quickly emerged as an important task during the response period. 

Initially, the credentialing procedure was relatively rudimentary. The only protocol in place was to allow access to city, state, or federal agency personnel with valid agency badges. Several non-profit organizations would also be allowed access with their badges, including the American Red Cross and the Salvation Army. Those in charge of site security quickly realized this would prove inadequate in the aftermath of such a catastrophic disaster. Citizens who provided critical assistance in the hours after the attack found themselves within the secured zone. Some opted not to leave, and therefore it became difficult to restrict their access. Others familiar with the city and blessed with a talent for negotiation were able to talk their way into the restricted areas. Furthermore, those coordinating the response did not want every agency worker with a badge to have access to all areas associated with the operations. At the same time, some people whose expertise was indeed much needed were unable to quickly gain access due to their outsider status. For example, some private sector individuals who were contacted by telephone to transport necessary equipment were initially unable to cross into Manhattan as they were without city credentials or official written authorization. After waiting for hours, checkpoint security finally let them through stating that they must be legitimate if they chose to wait that long. Critical supplies were delayed, yet in the end the system did not actually serve any additional security function to limit access if waiting a long time was the ultimate criterion for entry. Architects with detailed knowledge of the Twin Towers – important information as rescue workers were hoping to identify voids where survivors might be trapped – were delayed in gaining access because they did not have a city agency badge. Although we now know that there was little hope in finding any more survivors than were rescued, this delay could have had important and tragic ramifications. Coordinators of the response needed to devise a system to restrict access to the many response-related sites (e.g. the impact zone, the emergency operations center (EOC), the disaster field office (DFO), the mortuary, the family assistance center (FAC), the warehouses, and the recovery operation on Staten Island) in such as way that allowed in those who were needed at a given time period and limited or prevented access for those whose assistance was not needed at that area or at that phase of the response. However, with operations underway at various sites (particularly when the EOC was in the process of reestablishing itself), credentialing proved extremely challenging. 

Why was it so important to limit access to Ground Zero? We must remember that this was an extremely dangerous environment, with overhead hazards from damaged buildings, unstable debris piles, and fires raging beneath the surface for months. Heavy equipment was in operation. Personal protection equipment was sometimes in limited supply and it was essential to attend safety meetings or have access to updates on site safety. It was important, particularly after the effort transitioned from rescue to recovery, to limit the number of personnel operating in the confined area and to ensure that those working at the site were properly protected, informed of safety procedures and changes in operations, and best equipped to provide needed services. Moreover, whether the site was the impacted zone or one of the many other sites and facilities, emergency coordinators needed consider the turnover of assistance providers. As new helpers came in and others transitioned out, there needed to be some way to account for how many people would have access and to where. 

A number of steps were taken in New York City, each bringing with it unintended consequences that also needed to be contended with. The evolving credentialing system included a series of badges introduced at the EOC and the impacted zone. At the EOC, we saw a fairly simple badge issued with the Office of Emergency Management (OEM) Insignia – something that could have been easily reproduced on any home computer – and needed to be shown with any form of photo identification. Changes were made, including the addition of a “P” for podium access, numbers of the piers where the EOC, DFO, and FAC were located, to a more sophisticated laminated and photo badge system where a variety of site access points were outlined. A significant amount of time was spent waiting in line for these badges as they evolved – particularly if one was away from the EOC when the change occurred. Yet when the laminated photo badges were initially issued, individuals themselves could indicate where they wanted access to without a screening process. 

An entirely different badging system evolved for contractors at the impact site, with new badges being issued in different colors over time and with no individual identifiers in the first few months. The color system was an effort to both account for workers who had since been replaced by others and the changing restrictions on the number of personnel allowed at the site. Sometimes contractors did not have enough badges and had to improvise entry strategies including the sharing of badges, with individuals transferring them back and forth through the checkpoints. Eventually a photo identification badge was issued. An entirely separate volunteer credentialing and assignment operation was set up at the Jacob Javits Convention Center. All the while, some agency badges were enough to allow entry, even without the new credentials. Agencies such as the American Red Cross were in charge of their own volunteer screening. 

Each time a change was made, information needed to be disseminated to checkpoint personnel. Sometimes checkpoint security included uniformed personnel who were themselves convergers from outside the jurisdiction and not within a network to learn about the changes in a timely manner. When the white contractor badge was no longer valid, this generated some delays for those with the white laminated EOC badge. In another case, a box of newly introduced contractor badges were handed out without regard to new access protocol, essentially defeating the purpose of the new badge. 

New York City was dealing with an unprecedented disaster within its jurisdiction, and an unprecedented number of people who were generously offering assistance. With the destruction of its EOC, emergency coordinators and site security recognized that existing protocol was no longer appropriate given emerging needs and adapted to their changing emergency environment. Although the size of the disaster and the city impacted generated a tremendous convergence of helpers, smaller communities could be quickly overwhelmed with less convergence. 

Instructions: 

Students should be divided into groups of four and imagine that each group represents a different set of stakeholders in a medium-sized city impacted by a catastrophic event. 

Groups may include the following: local emergency managers; local fire and police departments; local government agencies such as public works, transportation, health and human services, sanitation, and so on; federal agencies including but not limited to FEMA; large non-profit groups such as the American Red Cross, Second Harvest, and the Salvation Army; an emergent group of small community-based non-profit groups and local businesses; a group of local citizens who are also impacted by the event who form an emergent organization; and an emergent group of people who have converged from outside the area to provide assistance. 

Each group should consider the following sets of questions from the perspective of the stakeholder group they are assigned to represent and develop a credentialing plan to contend with both existing and emergent groups. Student groups adopting the perspective of an emergent group should identify a purpose around which the group has formed (e.g. search and rescue; delivery of certain supplies; communication of information; debris clean-up; shelter provision; victim advocacy; among others). 

After spending 30 minutes working through the questions in their respective groups, the class should reconvene and compare how different stakeholders may respond differently to the questions. The answers to the questions may vary depending on the type of disaster or catastrophe. For example, the credentialing process may be somewhat different in the aftermath of a hurricane or a flood than in the aftermath of a pandemic or chemical release. Depending on the time available, students may wish to repeat the exercise, considering the questions from the perspective of a different stakeholder group in response to a different catastrophic event. The instructor could also adapt the exercise to constitute as take-home paper assignment or an essay question on a final exam. 

1. Briefly describe the system you would recommend implementing.

2. How should local, state, and federal government employees be dealt with under this system?

3. How should the system distinguish government employees who should have access from those who should not? 

4. How should national or large non-profit organization employees be dealt with under this system?

5. Should there be a way to distinguish non-profit organization employees who should have access from those who should not? If so, how?

6. How should community and faith-based organization employees be dealt with under this system? Consider a broad range of community and faith based organizations, not just those with a history of working with the emergency management community. 

7. Should there be a way to distinguish community and faith-based organization employees who should have access from those who should not? If so, how?

8. How should private sector employees be dealt with under this system?

9. Should there be a way to distinguish private sector employees who should have access from those who should not? If so, how?

10. What should the credentialing strategies be for helpers from outside the impacted area compared to those from within the area? Consider a number of different types of helpers, including but not limited to police officers, fire fighters, various medical personnel, construction workers, translators, formal and informal rescue crews, counselors, child care workers, food providers, researchers, skilled equipment operators, environmental monitors, media, those with expert knowledge (such as the architects mentioned in the case study). 

11. Who should determine who will have site access and how will they make that determination?

12. At what sites or facilities will that determination take place? What if those sites or facilities are not accessible during the catastrophe? 

13. Will more than one credentialing system be in place? If so, will that pose any conflicts or inconsistencies in the way in which the systems are implemented? 

14. Will additional documentation be necessary to acquire or use a badge (e.g. one or two pieces of other identification, photo identification, or professional documents)? Is it reasonable to expect that an individual will have quick access to these documents in the aftermath of a disaster? Even if it is, how will exceptions be handled? 

15. How will lost badges be dealt with? 

16. Is any specialized equipment needed to manage your credentialing system? How will your community acquire this equipment and how will it be maintained or updated? 

17. To what extent will your community credentialing strategies rely upon the functioning operation of other systems (e.g. access to facilities with pre-produced badges, access to scanner equipment, operation of communication systems, and operation of electrical systems)? 

18. What are the resources in your community that could be valuable to this process, either in planning for a disaster/catastrophe credentialing program or in the midst of a response should improvisation become necessary? 

19. What protocols will be in place for access to specific facilities? Are these protocols readily transferable to a new facility? How adaptable are those policies to emergent needs? 

20. If you find yourself presented with unanticipated needs, how can you best limit access to only key personnel while at the same time not instituting barriers to people who may legitimately fulfill emergent needs?

21. What should the process be to transition personnel out of an area, or decreasing access over time?

22. How should credentialing protocol and changes to that protocol be communicated to those seeking credentials and those checking credentials? What are the potential gaps in that communication that may impact your stakeholder group?

23. Should there be a process for making exceptions to protocol? If so, what? There will be many cases where those with essential skills or resources must be granted access without waiting for standard protocol to be implemented. 

24. How will you determine if changes need to be made to your credential system in the midst of the disaster?

25. Finally, what are the major barriers to participation in response that most impact your group and how can they best be dealt with (you should feel free to speculate beyond the area of credentialing). 






� Case study prepared by Tricia Wachtendorf and supported by grants from the Multidisciplinary Center for Earthquake and Engineering Research (MCEER), New Technologies in Emergency Management, No. 00-10-81 and Measure of Resilience, No. 99-32-01; by special supplemental funding provided by the National Science Foundation, and by the Public Entity Risk Institute No. 2001-70 (Kathleen J. Tierney Principal Investigator)


Revised for reprint and with permission for use in Session 11. 





PAGE  
9-1

