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* Note from the author: 
This paper is a summary of my doctoral dissertation entitled, “Strategies for Success: The Role of Power and Dependence in the Emergency Management Professionalization Process.”  The complete dissertation can be found at http://www.ndsu.edu/emgt/graduate/alumni/.  The complete dissertation includes appendices with the survey instrument and the full narrative responses of study participants. 
The intent of this summary is to capture the key findings and discussion that arose from the study. The introduction and discussion of the literature is, for the most part, excluded. The bulk of the results chapter (pp. 51-101) and the entirety of the discussion chapter (pp. 102-127) are included in this summary; however, more comprehensive explanation and discussion of the key concepts and the intricacies of the findings are best understood from reading the entirety of the original document. Those wishing to cite findings from this study are encouraged to do so directly from the original document as opposed to this summary.  Page citations are liberally provided throughout this summary to allow the reader to more easily locate sections in the original document.  Figure and table numbers used in the original document are retained in this summary to limit confusion in referencing between the documents.
Introduction

This study examined the role of power and dependence in the emergency management professionalization process.  More specifically, this study looked at the relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities and using two focused theories, locus of control and power-dependence theory, and broader Marxian concepts of “false consciousness” and “class consciousness”, sought to examine the willingness in the emergency management community to utilize the power tactic of coalition formation in its professionalization efforts and the role locus of control may play in that willingness.  This study was exploratory in nature and utilized a mixed methods approach that resulted in a rich data collection that allowed for analysis that extended beyond the original research questions.  Ultimately, this study did not find strong support for the utilization of the power tactic of coalition formation.  Additionally, no correlation was found between study participants’ willingness to support the power tactic of coalition formation and locus of control.  
The study did find “that an imbalanced power relationship exists between the emergency management and legislative communities with the emergency management community being the lesser power player; the emergency management community is aware of the power imbalance and recognizes its lesser power status; and, the emergency management community is dissatisfied with its lesser status” (pp. iii-iv).   Additionally, “shared identity was identified in this study as an additional precondition to the utilization of coalition formation as a power tactic” (p. iv).   Interestingly, the strategy perceived to be most effective by study participants aligned with the power-dependence theory power tactic of demand creation which focuses on better marketing what one has to offer in a power-dependence relationship.   The strategy most proposed by participants to address the power imbalance between the emergency management and legislative communities was, “relationship-building with legislators that focused on increasing legislators’ knowledge of what emergency management is and why it is valuable” (p. iv).  This strategy, while not a primary focus in the original research design emerged from the participants’ narrative responses and the quantitative measurement of participants’ willingness to utilize the three other power tactics identified in power-dependence theory (in addition to coalition formation).  Thus, some of the most powerful findings in the study, while neither specifically sought nor expected, emerged based on the confluence of quantitative and qualitative data that presented a strong and unavoidable message about the role shared identity plays in the professionalization process and the usage of power tactics.   
Examining Emergency Management’s Status

The professionalization of emergency management was focused on in this study based on the lack of scholarly investigation into emergency management’s status since Wilson’s examination of the topic in 2000.  Wilson’s work concluded that emergency management was “tending toward a profession by pursuing the principal characteristics of a profession: autonomy/self-regulation and monopoly/exclusiveness” (2000, p. 230).  Wilson also concluded that emergency management may “never reach professional status” (2000, p. 230) and cited challenges that faced the field in the professionalization process in its quest to realize the necessary monopoly and autonomy to stand as a profession.  Wilson’s (2000) primary concerns focused on “the diversity of positions that that can fall under the purview of emergency management (a detriment to achieving monopoly) and the boundaries and dynamics within existing workplaces that would limit decision-making power (a detriment to achieving autonomy) (pp. 239-242)” (Cwiak, 2009, p. 26).   
Wilson’s examination of emergency management’s professional status set the frame for future scholarly discussion, but on the whole such discussion was never pursued.  From Wilson’s work the notion that emergency management was “tending toward a profession” became known and the caution that it might never arrive was, for the most part, glossed over.  Many began liberally using the terms, “emerging profession” or “evolving profession” to describe emergency management’s status (to include this author) assumedly based solely on Wilson’s 2000 assessment and casual observance of movement forward since then; yet, no objective measurement of emergency management’s status based on the hallmarks of professions either set forth by Wilson or others has been applied to emergency management since Wilson’s work.  
Despite the holding out of emergency management as a profession in some frame of its development by those in the emergency management community (hence, “emerging” and “evolving”), it is clear when examining the characteristics of a profession that emergency management has not arrived as a “profession”.  As Wilson noted movement toward monopoly and autonomy through the processes of accreditation and certification, she also cautioned that there were challenges within these systems and processes and within the emergency management community itself that needed to be resolved to reach the requisite control inherent in these two characteristics.  Wilson’s analysis did not delve into the focused role of power and dependence in the professionalization process.  
The thread of power and dependence can be seen through all the sociological hallmarks used to measure professions – to include, beyond the hallmarks identified by Wilson (monopoly and autonomy) –  abstract, specialized knowledge, authority over clients and subordinate occupational groups, altruism and societal value based on a risk management focus (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001; Evetts, 2003).  Indeed, most simply put “a profession creates institutionalized dependence” (Cwiak, 2009, p. 106).  This happens by establishing the frame by which the abstract, specialized knowledge is controlled, internal oversight over the field is exercised and coupled with control over entry into the field, control is exerted over clients and subordinates, and moral legitimization of the control is cemented through altruistic acts.  This control equates with power for the profession and results in dependence by outside users on the profession.
Emergency management does not presently possess the requisite control to claim the status of profession.  Indeed, emergency management’s history is a road map of political action and inaction that has come too often as either a knee-jerk response to a highly publicized disaster or a statement of apathy in the face of no disasters.  This lack of control is often attributed to action or inaction by a legislative community that is ill-informed, not invested, and historically, fairly uninterested in the emergency management function.   To gain the requisite control necessary to become a profession, the emergency management community needs to start by changing the balance of power in its power-dependence relationship with the legislative community.  

This study began with the premise that coalition formation was the tactic by which the emergency management community could accomplish the necessary shift in power and that those in the emergency management community who perceived that the emergency management community has control over the things that happens to it (i.e., an internal locus of control) would be more likely to support utilization of such a tactic.  The frame for this idea, that an awareness of one’s accurate status and the power in that status could result in the type of consciousness necessary to support collective action, comes from Marx’s discussion of “false consciousness” and “class consciousness” (p. 31).  The hope at the outset of this study was that in examining the power-dependence relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities and the willingness to support the power tactic of coalition formation a better understanding of what is necessary to move forward toward professionalization would emerge.  While this understanding did indeed emerge, it didn’t materialize as was envisioned at the outset of the study.
Methodology

This study employed a mixed method approach that incorporated both qualitative and quantitative data.  “The survey instrument was distributed to 75 participants within three samples via email.  The three samples were comprised of the following: a) a stratified systematic random sample of state-level directors stratified by the number of federal disaster declarations the state had incurred during the period of 1953 – 2008; b) an identical sampling effort focusing on leaders of state practitioner associations; and, c) a purposive sample of nationwide leaders of emergency management many of which the researcher had observed in leadership roles” (p. 24).   The overall sample size was kept small based on the exploratory nature of the research and the amount of data being culled via the mixed method approach.
The rationale for the stratification in samples one and two was to allow for individuals in states with different levels of disaster experience to participate in the study both at the state director level and at state emergency management professional organization level and to supplement the purposive sample with a selection effort that would incorporate greater diversity.  15 surveys each were distributed within samples one and two.  Five responses were received from the sample one distribution which represented a response rate of 33%.  Four responses were received from the sample two distribution which represented a response rate of 27% (p. 37).  
Sample three was a non-probability, purposive sample.  Sample three “was populated based on the researcher’s work in the field and awareness of those emergency management practitioners that had evidenced heightened leadership and investment in the emergency management community.  In this sample the researcher was careful to include diversity across three areas: 1) years of experience; 2) gender; and, 3) organizational and jurisdictional affiliation (different organizations involved in the practice of emergency management in the private, non-profit, and public sector as well as diversity at the jurisdictional level--local, state, and federal)” (p. 37).  45 surveys were distributed within sample three.  28 responses were received from the sample three distribution for a response rate of 62%.   Across the three sampling efforts, 37 responses were received for an overall response rate of 49% (p. 38).  
The study sought to incorporate emergency management leaders at the local, state, and federal level to 1) allow the first research effort focused on power-dependence theory in emergency management to be examined with a sample most likely to think about the professionalization process as reflective of power dynamics; and, 2) as a recognition that leaders in the field of emergency management are most likely to be the individuals in the field with direct knowledge of, if not contact with, with the legislative community.  The participants’ narrative comments proved to be the key to understanding the larger picture the data painted.  The diversity of the participants (i.e., years of experience, gender, organizational and jurisdictional affiliation) coupled with the overriding themes that emerged added to the potency of the results.
The survey instrument utilized in the study was pre-tested with local emergency management professionals in October 2008 “to gauge the clarity of instructions, the types of responses the questions would generate and the length of time survey completion would take” (p. 44).  The survey instrument was distributed via email to all three samples in November 2008.  Participants were assured that their responses would remain confidential.  As such, participants’ narrative responses were merely identified with a sample and participant number.  The first digit represents the sample (i.e., samples one to three) and the following two digits reflect the participant number (i.e., 201 represents participant 01 from sample 2).  The entirety of participants’ narratives (noted by participant number and question) were included in an appendix to the original work; however, details in narrative comments that could be used to identify participants have been removed.  
Participant Background and Demographic Characteristics
The three samples used in this study were designed to elicit emergency management practitioners who were either in specifically designated positions of leadership (i.e., state director or leaders at the state professional organization level) or that had evidenced heightened leadership and investment in the emergency management community (purposive sample).   Additionally, diversity across this population was sought.  The participants’ background and demographic characteristics evidence that the diversity goals set forth in the study, namely - years of experience; gender; and, organizational and jurisdictional affiliation - were met.
The study participants ranged in age from 28 to 69.  The mean participant age was 51.  Nearly one quarter (24%) of the participants in the study were female. The majority of participants (60%) reported holding a Master’s degree, while 21% reported having a Bachelor’s degree, 11% reported having an Associate degree, and 8% reported having some college coursework.  Three participants reported that they were currently enrolled in college programs and seeking advanced graduate degrees (p. 43).  

The range of years participants reported working in the field was 2 to 41 years.  The average number of years participants reported being in the field was 17.  When asked to provide the length of time they have served in their current position, participants reported a range from 1 to 21 years, with an average of 7 years.  Almost a quarter of participants (22%) reported that they were presently serving in their first emergency management position (pp. 38-39).  
In regard to participants’ prior experience, 30% reported prior experience in the field of education (ranging from 1 to 32 years), 38% reported prior military experience  (ranging from 2 to 30 years),  32% reported prior experience in the private sector (ranging from 1 to 27 years),  46% reported prior experience in the emergency response field to include entities such as EMS, sheriff and fire (ranging from 2 to 42 years), and 35% reported serving in another government position other than an emergency response field (ranging from 2 to 38 years) (p. 39). The majority of participants (92%) of participants indicated that their position was full-time (32 hours or more).  While participants in the study represented a variety of agency areas (e.g., city, county, state, federal, etc.), the largest grouping (30%) represented was at the state level (see Figure 1).
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More than two-thirds of the study participants (68%) reported that their position sat in its own office or department as opposed to being under another office or department such as police, fire or public works.  Nearly three-quarters of participants (73%) reported that their position involves only involves emergency management responsibilities (as opposed to being attached to other duties such as 911 dispatch, law enforcement, public works, etc.).  Participants were also asked what percentage of emergency management responsibilities within their department, agency or organization they were personally responsible for (as opposed to other staff members).  Again, nearly three-quarters of participants (73%) reported that they alone were responsible for all of the emergency management responsibilities in their workplace (p. 40).
Participants’ responses regarding their years in the field, past experience, and current workplace indicated not only the wealth of experience and expertise that was brought to bear in this study, but also provides an indication of the eclectic diversity that has emerged in the emergency management field.  While this diversity has historically been an enduring reality of the field, as the emergency management higher education movement has strengthened and the push toward professionalization has become more forceful, new professional behaviors have come to denote the more advanced practitioner community (pp. 40-41).  To test to what extent certain professional behaviors were evident “participants were asked to indicate to what extent they believed specific professional behaviors identified by Dr. B. Wayne Blanchard (Thompson, 2001) were characteristic of them individually” (pp. 41-44). 
Four behaviors were measured: reading of emergency management and disaster literature; knowledge of theories, concepts, and practices prior to entering the field; activity in professional organizations; and, possession of an emergency management degree. A five-point, Likert scale was used to gauge whether each behavior was “not at all characteristic” (1) or “very characteristic” (5).  

The bulk of participants reported that reading the emergency management and disaster literature was characteristic of them (see Figure 2).  The average of responses across the sample was 4.08 (SD = .80). 
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In regard to knowledge of theories, concepts, and practices prior to entering the field,   the majority of participants again reported that this professional behavior was characteristic of them (see Figure 3).  The average of responses across the sample was 3.89 (SD = .94). 
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The behavior that emerged with the largest support from participants as being a behavior that was characteristic of them was activity in professional organizations (see Figure 4).  The average of responses across the sample was 4.27 (SD = 1.02).
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In contrast to three other professional behaviors measured, the final professional behavior measured whether participants’ had an emergency management or emergency management related four year college degree. 30% of participants reported that this professional behavior was not at all characteristic of them (see Figure 5).  The average of responses across the sample was 2.97 (SD = 1.61).
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Results


Participants’ in the study “consistently completed questions throughout the survey instrument which resulted in an N of 37 for the vast majority of the questions; as such, only the handful of questions with fewer responses will be identified with a sample number (n) in the results discussion” (p. 51).   While the low participant numbers from the two random samples and the purposive nature of the third sample technically preclude the use of inferential statistics on the quantitative data, inferential statistics referenced herein are offered solely for the general insight they may provide to the reader.  These tests allow the reader to see what would be significant if the samples were random to help identify areas which may warrant additional attention in a future study and also provide some level of confirmation in regard to subjective decisions made by the researcher about the extent to which various predictions made in the study have or have not been supported (p. 51). 

The rich qualitative data in the study was culled from eight open-ended questions on the survey.  Five of these questions took the form of a request for comments after the respondent had made a selection on a five-point, Likert scale.  This allowed participants’ scale responses to be combined with their narrative responses and then reviewed for consistency.   By combining the qualitative and quantitative analysis considerable depth to the qualitative data and a consistent means of contextualizing the quantitative data was provided (pp. 51-52).     
The Theoretical Framework

“Power-dependence theory posits that one party’s power lies in another party’s dependence (Emerson, 1962, p. 32).  Power and dependence are predominant themes (albeit often implicit) in the discussion of professions and the professionalization process; yet, the roles of power and dependence as they relate to professions have been glossed over in the literature” (p. 53).  Many scholars recognize in their discussion of professions “the creation of dependence as a mechanism for power within the profession, but none outwardly address the power-dependence dynamic.  The theoretical framework of power-dependence has not been used in the past to examine the use of power tactics in a power -dependence relationship that affects a fields’ professionalization process.
This study herein was premised on “the supposition that emergency management’s status as a profession is dependent upon the extent to which representatives of the field perceive that it can successfully utilize power tactics to create the power that is necessary to establish and maintain the status of profession” (p. 53).  More specifically, this study examined the willingness of emergency management practitioners to advocate the use of power tactics in its relationship with the legislative community to further emergency management’s push toward professionalization and the role locus of control plays in that willingness. 
Preconditions for Power Tactic Usage – Perception of Status and Satisfaction with Status
Under the Marxian ideology of false and class consciousness, those who perceive emergency management’s status to be satisfactory (i.e., a profession) are not likely to support the use of power tactics as a means to further the field’s professional status.   The premise of false consciousness is that workers will not utilize a power tactic such as collective action until they recognize their true status (class consciousness) and are dissatisfied with it; therefore, an accurate perception of status and dissatisfaction with said status are critical preconditions in measuring the willingness to use power tactics (p. 54).  
Participants were asked in an open-ended question, “What do you perceive emergency management’s current status to be?” A second question, “To what extent are you satisfied with emergency management’s current status?” was designed to capture the level of status satisfaction of the participants.  The second question included both a scale response (Likert scale of 1-5) and a request for explanation of the scaled response.     
“Answers to these two questions provided important context for subsequent analyses.  If participants had described the field’s status as a profession already and indicated high satisfaction with its status (e.g., answered 4 or 5 on the five-point, Likert scale of satisfaction with 5 representing “Very satisfied”), then there would be little reason to expect much support in subsequent analyses for power tactic usage to promote the field’s professionalization” (pp. 54-55).  The participants’ responses made it clear that their perception of the field was, at best, as an emerging profession.  In regard to status satisfaction, only moderate satisfaction with the field’s status was reported.
“Almost half of the total participants (46%) referred to emergency management as an emerging, evolving, or growing profession.  Even as participants assigned the status of profession to emergency management they qualified the field’s professional status as a work-in-progress” (p. 55). 

311:  There has been significant progress in the last several years in terms of doctrine and education, but would still classify emergency management as an emerging profession. 


323:  Transitioning into a recognized profession.

104:  My perception of emergency management in terms of status is that it is an emerging profession.  Much discussion is underway in various quarters on the professionalization of emergency management, i.e. adherence to specific standards, requiring the certification of emergency management practitioners, and, in my view, an increasing tendency to acknowledge emergency management as a profession.

202:  Emergency Management is an emerging and evolving profession.  Where it is most effective, it is perceived by key stakeholders as a critical element in building and maintaining resilience and continuity for an organization or entity (private or public).

309:  My perception of the current status of EM is that it is moving from a strictly operational field to a more robust, emerging profession.

“Yet, even as participants noted some level of professional status or movement forward as a field they commented (often at great length) on ongoing challenges such as fragmentation, a lack of professional identity, a diminished valuation of emergency management, and the field’s cyclical status flux based on other’s decisions outside the emergency management community”(pp. 55-57).

316:  I perceive emergency management as an emerging profession that has made great strides in the last five years as such. I also realize we still have a long way to go to get to the light at the end of the tunnel of acceptance by all.  We need to keep educating others on exactly what it is that we do and how important it is that it stands alone to be successful and productive.

327:  It is struggling, fractured and emerging; it has not achieved the status of a full profession. The relatively intermittent cycles of disaster make the field an easy target for cut-backs in tough economic times and easy to ignore except when a disaster strikes.

320:  Unfortunately, emergency management’s current status is in flux.  Although significant strides have been made towards professionalizing the discipline, these inroads have not been made uniformly across the public and private sectors.  Disjointed is a word that immediately comes to mind.

309:  My perception of the current status of EM is that it is moving from a strictly operational field to a more robust, emerging profession. I do not believe we are proceeding together as a group, as a field, and as a profession. Right now, each “phase” (mitigation, response, preparedness, recovery) all act independently with various supporters of each phase. In addition, the constant struggle between homeland security and emergency management is only deepening the chasm.

306: It is still creating itself – and has not found a strong and definite “niche” in local government.

324:  Progress has been made over the years and yet the business is on hold in the sense that the status and stature of the EM position is still very much the same as it has been over the past 30 years. No and low pay in many cases in many jurisdictions.  There are still many volunteer programs. Only the larger cities have seen growth in pay, staff and resources in most cases.   EM still suffers from an identity crisis.

303:  ….We have a very diverse profession from private sector, to public sector, to the military and NGOs.  There are professional emergency managers and there are people who have emergency management assigned as an additional duty to their primary jobs.   We have people pushing for degrees, certifications, and standards as a means of strengthening the profession and we have a near equal number pushing to keep the status quo.  Outsiders (and some insiders) hold us up against other professions like doctors, CPAs, teachers, police, etc and say we are not a profession.  What they don’t give us credit for is that the existence of our profession is measured in decades while the others are measured in centuries.

203: As a profession, it is still evolving.  It is still not perceived in many organizations as an important function with dedicated full-time staff.  

312:  Continuous state of transition whether it be maintaining and/or establishing programs to abide by updated standards and policies, attainment of training to increase professionalism and trade tips and practices, and events around the country which directly impact the development of future standards and practices.

201:  …the profession remains invisible and anonymous.

105:  EM is currently undergoing changes in our state from a job one took to earn a supplemental retirement income to one of mid-career choice.  It’s not at the level of first choice career yet, but we’re taking steps to professionalize the discipline.

103:  …ever changing due to environment, legislation, regulatory review, congressional and legislative mandates.

302:  It is in a state of flux as a paradigm shift is in full force.  On one side are those who have demanded that the profession become more formalized within a structure of certifications and degree programs.  On the other side are the realizations of a declining economy wherein jobs are being cut and the pure emergency planner is being diverted into part time functions in other first responder or civil offices: law, fire, EMS, public works, etc.  Meanwhile, a third leg of the discord is the constant change of direction, policy, and terminology coming out of Washington and the Beltway Bandits.  Every four years they change the direction of operational guidance and the words used within the business.  This does not promote continuity but rather continuous need for the previously employed bureaucrats to become consultants.  Since they retooled the language they now claim ownership of the process, so only they can be the purveyors of the “true way.”  So, with these three conflicting elements the entire profession is in a constant state of flux.  With a new change of administration one should expect the cycle to start again.

“Other participants perceived emergency management’s status challenges to be more overwhelming.  Challenges such as poor representation in some states or jurisdictions that result in diminished image and status in the larger emergency management community, lack of conceptual cohesion across the field as to emergency management’s role, and a lack of appreciation regarding what skill sets are needed and should be valued in emergency management were cited as having a negative impact on emergency management’s status” (pp. 57-58).

313:  Bluntly, I see emergency management as an “also ran” in the world of government emergency services.  The basis for this perception is rooted in my observation of the staffing, funding and general operation of emergency management programs throughout the country.  In some states, there is no mention of an emergency management program at all.  This fact alone, I believe, weakens the overall status of emergency management.

204:  Apathy, both from the general public and from elected/appointed officials is a continuing challenge, as is the overall staffing picture.  We are the silent step child until there are grant funds, disaster funds/relief monies, or other forms of assistance available, then we cannot move quickly enough.

319:  I believe emergency management has reached a critical threshold – do we continue to think of EM as a single point on a spectrum of thought or as a layer of processes that transcend multiple boundaries [or verticals]?  My fear is that EM itself sees EM as a vertical/silo of specialization instead of a catalyst for shared responsibility in preparing for and responding to emergencies/disasters. 

321:  I see the Emergency Management profession as a severely fractured system due to the inconsistent approaches to the selection, experience, and qualifications used in the hiring and placement of emergency managers in the profession today.  Essentially anyone can call themselves an “Emergency Manager”…a professional certification or credentialing system…is needed to ensure qualified and experienced people are placed into these positions…many people are hired because they know someone, are friends or acquaintances of the hiring authority, or the only person applying.  In some cases, police and firefighters are deemed “automatically” qualified to serve as emergency managers because they simply wear a badge, have a uniform, and have some “response-related” experience.  These types of unqualified appointments continue to harm the profession.  People that have no business or experience in emergency management are being assigned to the profession and learning “on the job”.  Until the emergency management profession is treated as any other specialized field, and experienced, well-rounded emergency managers with experience are placed into these positions; the profession will be diluted by inexperienced, novice or amateur practitioners.

“The participants’ qualitative responses made quite clear that emergency management’s status, while having improved over recent years, has a very long way to go.  Almost half of the participants cited emergency management as an emerging, growing, or evolving profession;” yet, despite the recognition of increased or improving status, issues divisive to that status were noted by participants (p. 58).  These issues included a lack of a professional identity; fragmentation within the field that exists based on sector and jurisdictional difference perceptions (i.e., private versus public sector; state versus federal) and alignment with sub-categories within emergency management (i.e., emergency management planner, mitigation specialist, and training officer); a lack of value and appreciation for what emergency management is and does (i.e., funding cuts and hiring of unqualified personnel); a continued outside control of the field by others who do not understand emergency management that causes the field to remain in a “constant state of flux”(p. 59). 

A lack of full professional status would presumably trigger some dissatisfaction with status.  Under the Marxian framework utilized, satisfaction with status (or lack thereof) is a factor in the utilization of power tactics.  Participants’ satisfaction with emergency management’s status was measured with a five-point, Likert scale that ranged from “Not at all satisfied” (1) to “Very satisfied” (5).  
“In the Likert measurement, no participants indicated that they were “very satisfied” (5) with emergency management’s status.  The average of responses across the sample was 2.92 (SD = .83).  Only a small percentage of participants, 5%, indicated that they were “not at all satisfied” with emergency management’s status.  Almost half of the participants, 49%, placed their satisfaction level with emergency management’s status at a “3,” with 22% of participants placing it at a “2” and 24% placing it at a “4” (see Figure 6)” (p. 60).     
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“Participant’s discussion of their status satisfaction scale selection evoked greater elaboration on participants’ beliefs about emergency management’s status and the impediments it faces.  Some participants were optimistic in their comments stating that emergency management was moving in the right direction; yet, even most of the optimistic acknowledged that further improvements were still needed” (pp. 60-63).  Participants who selected either “1” or a “2” on the satisfaction with status scale commented on challenges that have affected emergency management’s status and focused on how far the field has to go to be recognized as a profession.  “The dissatisfaction evidenced by these participants ranged from frustration based on lack of recognition for the field and its practitioners to comments reflecting a sense of divisive fragmentation within the field” (p. 61).  
313:  As an emergency management practitioner, I am not at all satisfied with its current status.

326:  Many still see it as a secondary occupation.  They assume first responder and do not understand all the other aspects involved. This is very frustrating having to explain what I do on a regular basis and that it is a valid and important field.

309:  I think that the politics, the posturing, and the mentality of “good enough” are getting in the way of progress and professionalism within the field. I think the “old school” mentality of looking at the job as some kind of side work or a last job before retirement is seriously impacting the vision, goals, and outlook for the profession. In addition, the lack of standards is shocking and unacceptable.

325:  The professionalization of EM has a long way to go. There are too many subgroups that either do not see or do not feel that an all hazards approach...is worth the effort.  This approach includes a spectrum of activities that can no longer be seen as isolated disciplines such as business continuity, risk management, law enforcement, emergency management, to name only a few.  We have to think outside the box for one reason only … there is no box anymore.
“The comments of participants who selected “3” on the satisfaction with status scale focused on room for improvement in emergency management’s status.  Many of the participants specifically noted that strides had been made, but likewise noted that there is still much that needs to be done to improve the field’s status” (p. 61).
303:  While we have come a long way, even the big gains in just the past 10 years, we are still not recognized at the level we should be, or given the appropriate level of authority for the jobs we are expected to perform.

105:  Emergency management has a long way to go toward true professionalism; however, great strides are being made to achieve it.
318:  We’re not there yet, but the work of professional individuals and organizations is making progress.

203: I feel that as a profession there is a lot of growth potential.

311:  Progress has been made in numerous areas but basic emergency management doctrine and training has been somewhat neglected.  Both are areas that are important for professionalizing the discipline.

204: There is still tremendous room for growth and expansion, particularly when viewing the genuine needs and realities of disaster and emergency preparedness opportunities. 

101: There is plenty of room for improvement.
304:  I believe the profession of Emergency Management is on its way to being better defined and more recognized generally – however, there is still room for improvement.
“The comments of participants who selected “4” on the satisfaction with status scale focused on the advancements that have been made and the movement toward professionalization.  Some of the factors participants mentioned as having helped increase emergency management’s status were consensus between academics and practitioners, enhanced training and education resources, increased visibility in the public eye, improved intellectual resources, and professional organization support” (p. 62).
315:  EM has come a long way, baby, from the old days of civil defense and nuclear attack preparedness to the current days of multi-hazard planning and response, with a fully integrated team of professionals.

104:  I am fairly satisfied with emergency management’s current status because I am confident that the profession is headed in the right direction and there appears to be a consensus on the part of practitioners and educators alike, that the profession needs to be upgraded.
322:  Emergency management is growing into “professional” status. Enhanced training, education, professional associations, certification, professional journals, books, magazines and higher-level emphasis on trained emergency managers all bode well for the future of emergency management.

323: The existence of degree programs, credentials, and certifications is hope that someday soon EM will be integrated into other public safety and land-development based professions.  Organizations like IAEM have done an excellent job of educating legislatures as to the needs and role of EM.

“While the bulk of participants’ scale responses in relation to status satisfaction denoted some level of satisfaction (albeit not at the level of “very satisfied”), the narrative comments generally focused on the challenges still facing emergency management in its movement forward.  It is clear from many participants’ comments that there is satisfaction with the increasing status emergency management enjoys as it has pushed toward professionalization, but even those participants who indicated that they were most satisfied with the status of emergency management still noted the need to keep pushing forward toward increased status” (p. 63).
Having queried emergency management’s status and satisfaction with status, participants were next asked to focus on the emergency management community’s relationship with the legislative community.  In examining this relationship legislator’s understanding of the importance of strong emergency management programs, sufficiency of power, relative power and dependency were measured (pp. 63-77).
Legislator’s Understanding of the Importance of Strong Programs

Having queried emergency management’s status and satisfaction with status, participants were next asked to focus on the emergency management community’s relationship with the legislative community.  In examining this relationship legislator’s understanding of the importance of strong emergency management programs, sufficiency of power, relative power and dependency were measured (pp. 63-77).

A Likert scale that ranged from “Do not understand” (1) to “Completely understand” (5) was used to gauge participants perception of legislators understanding of the importance of strong emergency management programs.  “This question allowed the perception of emergency management’s status to be examined from a different angle, and gave insight into the perceived balance in the relationship between the legislative and emergency management communities”  (p. 63). 

“The average of responses across the sample was 2.46 (SD = .80).  No participants indicated that legislators “completely understand” (5) the importance of strong emergency management programs.   Indeed, the vast majority of participants rated legislators’ understanding to be quite low with 49% reporting the understanding level at a “2” and 32% reporting it at a “3.”  A small percentage of participants, 8%, reported the understanding level to be “1” while 11% reported an understanding level of “4” (see Figure 7)” (pp. 63-64).
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Participants’ comments regarding legislators’ understanding “focused specifically on legislators’ lack of understanding as to the function of emergency management, lack of sustaining interest in emergency management directives, and lack of insight and commitment as it relates to funding and legislating for preparedness and mitigation directives that would have long-term public safety and cost-reduction benefits” (p. 64).  
“Only a few participants selected a “1” on the legislators’ understanding scale, and those who did had comments that were very similar in nature to those who selected a “2.”  Comments associated with “1” and “2” scale selections are provided below.  While some participants noted that a small percentage of legislators might understand the importance of strong emergency management programs, they went on to state that the bulk of legislators at all levels (federal, state and local) lacked understanding of what is involved in effective emergency management and lacked knowledge regarding who their emergency management representatives are and what they do on a day-to-day basis” (pp. 64-65). 

313:  I’ve yet to meet the legislator willing to take the time necessary to learn the nuances of emergency management... I’ve also yet to meet the legislator who actually understands the importance of the work performed by the emergency management community.
302:  Those who understand are truly few and far apart.  Most know they have to have fire and law support to get reelected.  They are willing to build the pork into legislation to feed the request for toys that make fire chiefs, police chiefs, and sheriffs look good to the public without ever looking deeply into what makes an effective strategy.  
102:  I think very few really understand the entire comprehensive emergency management system or the funding that it takes to have a great program and again they pay attention only after a disaster happens.
307:  I doubt that they have an adequate understanding except for a few based on committee assignments.
325:  Only to the extent that they can send funds and grants to people after a disaster occurs. This helps them with their re-election campaigns and is immediate in impact. What they don’t understand is the need for long term investment in mitigation projects and other activities that don’t have an immediate impact or may show no future impact because they prevented or lessened the impact of an incident.
305:  Most legislators at all levels of US government (federal, state and local) have no idea what EM is nor even who their lead emergency manager is by name.
202:  I believe legislators know that strong emergency management programs are important.  However, I do not think that most legislators understand what that entails, what it costs, or what it takes to develop and maintain strong programs.
315:  E.M. as a profession is not well understood by state and federal officials – even feds within the Dept. of Homeland Security.  To some, a “strong program” means ability to respond quickly.  Just a few seem to understand that a “strong program” is composed of multiple elements from planning (including mitigation and prevention) to response and recovery.

“The comments of participants that selected a “3” on the legislators’ understanding scale focused on the same themes the participants that selected “1” and “2” on the scale focused on such as a lack of understanding of what is involved in effective emergency management; however, in contrast, a number of comments in this scale grouping more specifically focused on the role past or recent disaster experience had on legislators’ understanding” (p. 66).
310:  I think they understand, but I don’t think they care until something major (like Katrina) happens and turns the spotlight on what role the legislative process can play in making communities disaster resistant.
322: As long as disasters are recent, emergency management stays in the forefront of legislators’ minds.

326:  After the 2004 storms, Hurricane Katrina, Ike, the Greensburg tornado and the mid-west floods this summer legislature were forced to learn about it and its importance.  
311: Hard to determine but expect it has more to do with legislators having seen recent results of disasters within their jurisdictions.
324:  I doubt that many understand unless they have had devastating disasters in their home districts and/or have local and state people working with them constantly to keep the program before them in a very proactive manner.

“The few participants that selected a “4” on the legislators’ understanding scale offered responses that reiterated some of the issues and concerns mentioned by participants that had selected lower scale numbers” (p. 66).

312:  …I believe the program has received more publicity due to continued frequency of disasters.
321:  I believe legislators understand the importance of strong programs, but that is countered by the placement of unqualified staff because of perceived experience (police & firefighters, and ex-military).
“Overall the participants attributed to legislators a fairly low level of understanding of the importance of strong emergency management programs.  Those participants who did note some understanding tended to qualify their comments suggesting that the legislators who understand  are in the minority and attributed that understanding to either experience with a recent disaster event or experience gained by virtue of  a committee assignment.  Throughout the comments across the scale, participants consistently portrayed legislators understanding of emergency management to be reactive.  If politics, disasters, or committee assignments forced legislators to learn about emergency management the legislators would indeed learn, but even on these occasions legislators would learn “just enough” to support response activities while still largely ignoring preparedness and mitigation needs.  Participants’ perception of legislators as largely reactive in their interests in emergency management, as opposed to proactive, suggests that something must be done to increase legislators’ understanding and support of emergency management” (p. 67). 
Perceived Power 
Two key factors were posited in this study to be motivators or preconditions of support for power tactic usage, 1) a perceived the need for such usage (e.g., the field of emergency management was not yet perceived to be a profession and legislators were not viewed as fully understanding emergency management); and, 2) dissatisfaction with emergency management’s current state.  The preconditions appear to be satisfied based on the participants’ comments; “thus, it is time to examine the two key triggering factors more closely – the perception of structural imbalance in relative power and the perception of the ability or internal locus of control to address that imbalance” (p. 67).  
“The extent to which participants’ perceive the relationship between the emergency management and the legislative communities  to be an imbalanced power relationship is central to the present study so three measures of this concept were included.  First, a global question was asked to gauge whether participants’ believed emergency management’s power in its relationship with the legislative community to be sufficient.  Second, a more focused, but still fairly global question was asked to assess the extent to which participants perceived the relative power of emergency management or the legislative community to favor one party or the other or to be equal.  Third, four questions specifically based on power-dependence theory’s specification of dependence dimensions in a relationship were asked to assess perceived relative power more precisely” (p. 68). 
“Finally, a measure was created that subtracted the perceived total dependency of the legislative community on the emergency management community from the perceived total dependency of the emergency management community on the legislative community. High positive scores indicate that participants’ perceive greater dependency for the emergency management community on the legislative community while high negative scores indicate that participants’ perceive the legislative community to be more relatively dependent on the emergency management community.  This measure of relative dependency was then compared to the earlier measure of relative power.  Because power-dependence theory suggests that power and dependence are reciprocal concepts, the measure of relative dependency should be negatively correlated with the earlier discussed measure of relative power.  If all three sets of measures of relative power are consistent, the power-dependence theory prediction made in the present study can be examined” (p. 68-69).
When asked whether emergency management’s power in determining legislative policy was sufficient in a “Yes” or “No” format, “the majority of participants (87%) indicated that they did not believe that emergency management’s power in determining legislative policy to be sufficient (see Figure 8)” (p. 69).
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Participants’ view of the relative power between the two communities as it relates to determining policy was measured with a query that examined the relative power of the emergency management community and legislators in determining policy that dictates the approach taken in preparation for and response to disasters. The five-point, Likert scale measured relative power with “1” indicating that emergency management has a great deal more power, “3” indicating equal power, and “5” indicating that legislators have a great deal more power (p. 69).  

“The average of responses across the sample was 3.53 (SD = .83, n = 34).  No participants indicated that they believed emergency management has a great deal more power.  About a third of participants responded that they believed power was about equal.  The bulk of the remaining participants (56%) leaned toward legislators having greater power (see Figure 9)” (pp. 69-70).  
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Perceived Dependence of the Emergency Management and Legislative Communities

Participants’ responses to the first two measures of perceived relative power indicated that emergency management is perceived to be the weaker party in the emergency management/legislative relationship.  The third measure of relative power used four statements to gauge participants’ agreement with relative dependence.  These statements were then used to create two indices to examine the dependence of each community on the other.  A five-point, Likert scale that ranged from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (5) was utilized to determine to what extent participants agreed with each statement.  
“Power-dependence theory (Emerson, 1962) identifies two sources of dependency for each of the parties in a relationship.  First, the more Party A desires or needs the resources available from Party B, the more dependent A is on B.   Second, the less available such resources are to Party A from a source or sources other than Party B, the more dependent Party A is on Party B.  A sum of these two dependencies measures Party A’s total dependency on Party B,  while a sum of the two sources of dependency for Party B measure Party B’s dependency on Party A” (p. 70).
The first dependency statement was intended to assess participants’ perceptions of the extent to which legislators needed the skills and resources of the emergency management community.  The statement posed to participants was, “Legislators perceive the emergency management community to be the primary source of help in preparing for and responding to disasters” (p. 71).   The higher the scores indicated by participants the high the perceived dependency on emergency management on the part of the legislative community.  “Only 3% of participants strongly disagreed with this statement.  The bulk of the participants, 89%, selected “2”, “3” or “4”, while the remaining 8% indicated strong agreement by selecting “5” (see Figure 10).  The average of responses across the sample was 3.11 (SD = .99).   Overall, participants appear to perceive the legislative community to be moderately dependent on the emergency management community on the “need dimension” of dependency” (p. 71).
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The second dependency statement was intended to assess dependency from the perspective of alternative sources of needed resources.  The statement posed to participants was, “Legislators believe that they can obtain most of the help they need in preparing for and responding to disasters from agencies outside the field of emergency management.”   This scale was reverse-coded so that high values again indicated perceived high dependency of legislators on emergency management (p. 72).  
“The average of responses across the sample was 3.05 (SD = 1.18).   A small percentage of participants, 5%, selected a recoded “1” on the scale, reflecting a perception of very low dependence of the legislative community on the emergency management community.  Once again the bulk of the participants, 82%, selected a recoded “2”, “3” or “4”, while the remaining 14% selected a recoded “5” reflecting the perception that the legislative community had very high dependence on emergency management.  This pattern of response, once again, suggests that participants perceived the legislative community to be moderately dependent on the emergency management community (see Figure 11)” (p. 72).  

The first two dependency statements measured participants’ perceptions of the legislative community’s dependence on emergency management were combined as an index.  “The Chronbach alpha (.81) for the combined statements evidenced a high level of internal consistency.   Therefore, these scores were combined to create a legislator dependency index with the original 1 to 5 scale range maintained.  The index average was 3.08 (SD =1.00)” (p. 73).
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The next two dependency statements were intended to assess the extent to which participants perceived emergency management to be dependent on the legislative community.  “It is often assumed that relative dependencies in a relationship are zero-sum, that is, the more dependent Party A is on Party B, the less dependent Party B is on Party A.  If this were automatically the case, this second set of statements measuring emergency management’s dependency on legislators would not be needed.  However, a central tenet in power-dependence theory is that dependency (and its reverse, power) is not a zero-sum phenomenon in relationships.  Therefore, the next two dependency measures are as critical as the first two in ultimately determining participants’ perceptions of the nature of interdependency in the emergency management/legislative relationship” (pp. 73-74).

The third dependency statement was intended to assess participants’ view of the extent to which the emergency management community needs the legislative community’s resources.  The statement posed to participants was, “The emergency management community needs the support of legislators to successfully prepare for and respond to disasters.”   The average of responses across the sample was 4.24 (SD = .72).   No participants strongly disagreed with this statement.  The majority of participants (89%) selected “4” or “5.”  The remaining 11% of participants selected “3” (8%) or a “2” (3%) (see Figure 12).  The participants’ generally perceived the emergency management community to be dependent on the legislative community for resources” (p. 74). 
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The final dependency statement was intended to measure the extent to which the emergency management community might access its needed resources from a source or sources other than the legislative community. The statement posed to participants was, “The emergency management community can obtain the resources it needs to successfully prepare for and respond to disasters without the help of legislators.”  This scale was reverse-coded so that high values once again indicated perceived high dependency of emergency management on legislators (pp. 74-75).  
“The average of responses across the sample was 4.30 (SD = .78).   No participants selected a recoded “1” which would have reflected the perception that the emergency management community has no dependence on the legislative community.  A small percentage of participants, selected a recoded “2” (3%) and “3” (11%).  The remainder of participants, 86%, selected a recoded “4” and “5” (see Figure 13).  Again, participants’ viewed the emergency management community to be considerably dependent on the legislative community with few if any alternative sources of support.  The Chronbach alpha for these two statements was weak at .63 indicating a lower level of internal consistency between the statements.  Nevertheless, these measures were of theoretical interest, and the items were combined as an index.  The combined index average was 4.27 (SD=.64)” (p. 75).
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“Finally, to determine participants’ view of the relative dependencies of the emergency management and legislative communities on each other, the index measuring the perceived dependency of the emergency management community on the legislative community was subtracted from the index assessing the perceived dependency of the legislative community on the emergency management community.  This newly created difference measure of relative dependency could vary from -4 to +4 with negative values indicating that participants perceived emergency management as more dependent on the legislative community than visa versa.  The average was -2.38 (SD=2.25).  As predicted by power-dependence theory, this difference measure of relative dependency was negatively correlated (r (32) = -.34, p< .05) with the earlier discussed measure of perceived relative power; indicating that relative power/relative dependency were indeed the reciprocal of each other” (p. 76).  
 “To this point in the data analysis, the theoretically specified preconditions for power tactic usage have been examined.  Participants generally do not perceive emergency management at the status of profession; participants are at least moderately dissatisfied with this lack of professional status; participants do not believe that the legislative community understands emergency management; and, participants consistently reported across multiple measures that they perceive emergency management to be the weaker party in the emergency management/legislative relationship.  Based on these results, there should be support for some sort of power tactic usage to correct these concerns and the perceived power imbalance” (pp. 76-77).

Support for Power Tactic Usage

“In further examining the relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities, participants were asked a series of questions about actions that they might support to move emergency management more toward a profession.  For example, participants were asked to elaborate on actions that have strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators and the extent to which professional groups and organizations have played a role in that relationship.  Participants’ views in this area are valuable in that they allow a more comprehensive understanding of what participants believe is effective in affecting change in the community’s relationship with legislators.  In asserting what has resulted in change, participants responses often reinforced some of the struggles and concerns that were addressed in their earlier narrative responses” (p. 77).     
Three questions exploring participants’ views on what should be done to enhance the emergency management community’s relationship with the legislative community were asked of participants.  The intent of these three exploratory questions was to avoid imposing a power-dependence framework on participants’ responses in an effort to explore the possibility of support for non-power focused strategies” (p. 77).  
Status Strengthening Actions 
The first query examined participants’ views on what should be done to enhance emergency management’s status asked, “What actions do you believe have strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators?” (p. 77).   “Participants’ responses generally focused in the following areas: building and enhancing relationships with legislators, heightened awareness of disasters, and lobbying and educational efforts by representative organizations and individual emergency management professionals in the field.  For example, a number of responses indicated relationship-oriented activities as having strengthened emergency management’s status.  These comments focused on developing better communication and alliances with legislators” (p. 78).

105:  Doing a better job of communicating with the legislators, providing them updates and situational awareness during and after a disaster so they know best how to answer concerns of their constituents is very helpful.  Developing and maintaining communications and relationships between disasters also helps to keep EM issues alive in their thoughts.

201: Awareness and personal contacts between legislators and EM/HS professionals.
311:  Also, some sort of program to maintain regular contact with legislators would also be important.

203:  Local Emergency Management relationships with legislators… 
302:  When there are emergency managers who provide strong testimony, with well thought out, simple ideas, then legislators get it, especially if the presentations are such that they help support the reelection of incumbents.  Elected officials love to find an issue they can raise that they know they already have an answer for in their pockets.  Feeding that need is what must be done to form alliances.
“Recent high profile disaster events and legislators’ specific experiences with disasters were also pointed to as activities that elevated emergency management’s status” (p. 78).

301:  Recent high-visibility emergencies.  

303:  Systematic failures during major disasters of local, state, and federal response.  
102:  Experience with disasters, participation in exercise, and being members of councils or committees where they learn the details.

310:  Public outrage over disasters like Katrina.  
101:  Good performance under emergency situations is the best way to gain respect.  When legislators know that we can be consistently relied upon during the bad times, they will support us.  When we fail to perform we will immediately lose their respect.
311:  Actual events certainly strengthen status with legislators as they can observe activities and determine strengths and weaknesses.  Also, some sort of program to maintain regular contact with legislators would also be important.
320:  Without question, failings at all levels during and after Hurricanes Katrina and Rita strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators.  
“Lobbying and educational efforts by representative organizations and individual emergency management professionals in the field was viewed by many participants as an action that has strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators” (p. 79).

324:  The work done by locals and states to work with our elected representatives is very powerful.  IAEM, NEMA, NACO, have accomplished a lot.  These groups have hired professionals to help them keep up and react when bills and votes come up that are vital to the EM community’s interest, funding and welfare.  With their diligence and guidance, this has benefited everyone.

325:  In addition to the efforts of IAEM, NEMA…and other emergency management organizations when they testify before Congress, the individual emergency management professional should be given a lot of credit for educating  his/her own congressman and senator.  Also, the day to day activities of emergency managers is being noticed, especially after a disaster.

321:  Emergency Management Associations have initiated better lobbying and provided direct participation in addressing the impacts and concerns related to legislation over the past 5 years.  Direct action by emergency management practitioners has improved the relationship with legislators, and has taken away the role of other non-EM practitioner associations (police & fire) from being perceived as the subject matter experts in emergency management.  Legislators appreciate hearing an emergency manager testifying on EM legislation than a police chief or fire chief (non-practitioners).
315:  Making factual-based arguments and engaging professionals…at IAEM and engaging other related organizations such as the National Association of Counties, National Governor’s Association, NEMA, etc., to offer joint and consistent testimony.
304:  Specifically, I believe the actions of the International Association of Emergency Managers have contributed to an increased knowledge among members of the U.S. Congress about the issues of importance to emergency managers.
305:  Increased lobbying and education by umbrella groups such as IAEM as well as certification programs such as EMAP and CEM.

307:  Better organization and lobbying efforts.  Better public relations.
“Thus, participants’ responses attributed the strengthening of the emergency management community’s status with legislators to be a byproduct of four key factors; 1) the development of better communication and relationships with legislators; 2) recent high profile disaster events; 3) legislators’ specific experiences with disaster or as a result of committee participation; and, 4) lobbying and educational efforts by individuals and representative organizations” (p. 80).     

The Role of Professional Organizations in Strengthening Status 
“The literature on professions recognizes professional organizations as a key component of professions (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001; Wilson, 2000).  One of the primary roles of these professional organizations is that they often function as coalitions that can affect the power-dependence relationship.  In examining the power-dependence relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities the participants’ perception of whether professional organizations have played a role in emergency management’s status with legislators provides insight on two fronts: 1) the perceived utility of professional organizations; and, 2) the coalitional power these professional organizations are perceived to have” (pp. 80-81).  

The second query that examined participants’ views on what should be done to enhance emergency management’s status zeroed in on support for existing professional organizations.  While the topic of emergency management organizations was already raised by many participants in the prior question, this question specifically focused on this topic.  “Participants were asked in a query that elicited both a Likert scale and narrative response, “To what extent do you believe professional groups and organizations (i.e., IAEM, NEMA, EMPOWER, EMAP, NFPA 1600 Committee, etc.) have played a role in emergency management’s status with legislators?”  The five-point, Likert scale ranged from “None at all” to “A great deal.”  The average of responses across the sample was 3.54 (SD = 1.02)” (p. 81).  

 All participants indicated that emergency management professional groups and organizations have played a role in emergency management’s status.  Participants generally saw professional organizations as playing a fairly significant role in emergency management’s status (see Figure 14) with the largest percentage of participants indicating a scale response of “3” (27%) or a “4” (35%) (p. 81).
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In support of the scale selections, 76% of participants’ comments reinforced that professional groups and organizations have played a role in elevating the emergency management community’s status with legislators.  “Yet even as many participants noted the role of these groups and organizations they also pointed to struggles and failings that needed to be addressed” (pp. 82-84).    
“Participants that selected a “2” on the scale focused their comments on the lack of cohesion in organizational agendas and the emergency management community, divisiveness between groups, and a lack of visibility with the legislative community” (p. 82).  

103:  Multiple professional organizations have diverse and uncoordinated agendas and positions. This must be changed.

313:  The lack of a cohesive emergency management community necessarily limits the effectiveness of these professional groups and organizations.

204:  I think I could safely say that 98% or more of our legislators have never heard of these organizations or their efforts.  The NFPA might have a bit of name recognition, but I seriously doubt it would be linked to emergency management.

306:  I’ll bet no legislator can tell you what IAEM or NEMA stands for.
319:  Fragmented multiple competing agendas.
“Participants that selected a “3” on the scale focused on the negative effect politics between the professional organizations can have and the limited reach of the organizations” (p. 83). 
309:   I believe they …have played an important part in helping progress the field. However, I also believe that the politics involved with those organizations/associations has decreased productivity at times.

303:  When they play well together, IAEM and NEMA can be a very persuasive alliance.  When they differ, that can be to the detriment of the whole profession.  I’ve always wondered why there needed to be a separate organization just for State Directors; I’m not aware of any other profession with such a division.  EMAP and NFPA 1600 have some value; but they are only voluntary standards so I don’t think they carry as much weight with legislators as mandatory compliance does.
201:  At the federal level.  I believe these groups have little impact on the local level except in the EM community.  Active state EM associations can be very effective at raising awareness at the less than federal, local level.
“Participants that selected “4” or “5” on the scale focused their comments primarily on the representative power of the groups and organizations, the value of their contributions to the field (i.e., standards, information sharing, best practices, etc.), and their success in getting and keeping the emergency management community’s agenda in front of the legislative community” (p. 83).  

104:  These are exactly the groups/organizations and professional standards that contributed to the current status of emergency management as an emerging profession.

302:  Having been a lobbyist in three states I know quite well that when you open your mouth, legislators had better hear the roar of a crowd or serious campaign money behind you.  The more organized and substantial the PAC or special interest, the more likely the message will be heard.  It’s an awful truth…but it is the truth.

312:  Professional groups have engaged committees and general membership to comment on draft plans and policies.  Voices heard in numbers generate more attention than the individual whispers.  Professional groups have procedures and a process that are professional and well documented.  They have been held in higher regard due to the collaboration and content.

203:  These professional groups keep Emergency Management issues in front of legislators consistently.  

308:  I believe that as groups of collective emergency managers, and other related professionals, I believe that these groups have been successful in shaping standards and legislation that will positively affect emergency management.

316:  These groups have been our voice when we are trying to get a seat at the table or when we want to officially make comments on bills being proposed. It is extremely important to have the professional groups representing us as a community as it shows a more organized concerted effort.

325:  These are the organizations that have opened some, if not all, of the legislators’ eyes and have provided the Congress with documents that explain and educate them on the purpose and goals of emergency management, though there is still a long way to go. It is a constant process of education.

326:  Without these organizations EM would still be wallowing in the shadows and pushed around as the legislators see fit without any input.
“While the majority of participants viewed professional organizations as having played a role in enhancing emergency management’s status via their scale responses, participants’ narrative responses zoned in on some concerns.  Issues such as a lack of cohesion in organizational agendas as well as in the emergency management community were addressed as detracting from professional organizations’ ability to enhance emergency management’s status.   Also, noted numerous times was the divisiveness that exists between professional groups such as NEMA and IAEM.  While some participants applauded the heighten visibility these organizations were able to supply to emergency management, others questioned whether more than a handful of legislators were even aware of the organizations” (p. 84).

Tactics for Gaining Power

“The third and final exploratory question examining what participants’ might advocate be done about their weaker power position relative to the legislative community specifically focused on power tactics, but still did not specify what these power tactics might be.  Participants were asked, “What three strategies do you believe would be most effective for the emergency management community to gain power in its relationship with legislators?”  While one broad theme did emerge from the responses, analysis of the responses produced few other substantive themes.  The small number of themes that did tentatively emerge were shared by relatively few participants and added little to the overall data analysis.  As such, only the one broad theme that emerged is discussed herein” (pp. 84-85).

“The broad theme that was touched on by 70% of participants focused on strengthening relationships with the legislative community by quite simply building better one-on-one relationships between those in the field and their individual legislators.  The participants believed such relationships would allow the development of heightened awareness of emergency management’s identity and increased education regarding what is important in emergency management which would ultimately result in greater power for the emergency management community.  Notably, this broad theme is in-line with the power tactic of demand creation within power-dependence theory rather than coalition formation” (p. 85). 
“The strategies offered by participants’ as having been effective in the past or as being potentially effective in the future to increase the emergency management community’s power with the legislative community focused primarily on relationship building with legislators.  Participants’ reiterated that the emergency management community’s efforts should be on increasing the knowledge level within the legislative community of what emergency management is and why it is valuable to communities.  Many participants indicated that professional organizations played an integral role in increasing this knowledge within the legislative community.  While participants’ noted some members of the legislative community are incidentally aware of emergency management based on committee assignments or disasters that have occurred in their jurisdiction, such awareness was deemed to be quite basic and too often fleeting”(pp. 85-86). 

Support of Power-Dependence Theory Power Tactics 

Having examined the exploratory questions on support for power tactic usage, the study’s key dependent variable, support for the power tactic of coalition formation, was then examined utilizing the query, “To what extent do you believe collective action from the emergency management community would be beneficial in elevating emergency management’s status with legislators?”  A five-point, Likert scale that ranged from “Would not be beneficial” (1) to “Would be very beneficial” (5) was followed with an open-ended question seeking elaboration on participants’ selection.   The average of responses across the sample was 4.38 (SD = .79).    “The majority of participants (86%) valued the benefit of collective action at a “4” or a “5” (see Figure 15).   Only 3% of participants selected a “2” and only 11% selected a “3.”  Thus, the majority of participants’ supported the value of collective action as a mechanism by which emergency management could elevate its status” (p. 86).
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The Role of Locus of Control on the Willingness to Use Power Tactics

“The primary research question in this study sought to examine the linkage between participants’ perception of the field’s locus of control and willingness to support coalitional activity specifically.  Toward that end locus of control was measured at both the field and individual level.  Measuring both levels allowed the two measurements to be analyzed for possible relationships with support for coalition formation.   Eight statements were utilized to conduct the locus of control measurement at both the field and individual level.  The first eight statements measured participants’ perception of the field’s locus of control while the second eight statements measured participants’ perception of their own locus of control.  Within each set of eight statements, four were written to measure an internal locus of control while the remaining four were written to measure an external locus of control.  Participants were asked to indicate to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the statements on a five-point, Likert scale that ranged from “Strongly disagree” to “Agree.”   The statements used to measure the extent to which participants perceived an external locus of control for themselves and the field were reverse-coded.  The means and standard deviations for the field locus of control are displayed in Table 1 and the means and standard deviations for the individual locus of control are displayed in Table 2.  The higher the mean (on a scale of 1-5), the more internal the perception of locus of control was reported to be by participants” (pp. 87-89).

Table 1. Field Locus of Control Measurement Statements
_________________________________________________________________________

Statement





                                Mean     Std. Dev.                                            

_________________________________________________________________________

Emergency management is capable of elevating its status.
 4.51
  .61
 

Emergency management’s status is controlled by the 

political will of others.E





          3.00
1.13
Emergency management’s success as a community is based 

on its commitment to shared principles and ideals, not the 
luck of the political draw.





          3.95       1.10 

The emergency management community’s potential for success

is limited because it operates in an ever-changing political context.E         3.24       1.09
Emergency management’s success is linked to the commitment 

of its members to emergency management. 



          4.24         .86
Emergency management is only as important as the last disaster.E              3.84  
1.37


The emergency management community is a powerful 

community that controls its own fate.*



          3.22 
1.00
The emergency management community is fragmented and 

is controlled by bureaucrats that will continue to stifle its 

efforts to come together.E*





          3.30
1.22
E external; reverse-coded     * removed from the index

** Based on a scale range of 1-5 with higher numbers on the scale representing a perceived internal locus of control

_________________________________________________________________________

Table 2. Individual Locus of Control Measurement Statements
_________________________________________________________________________

Statement





                                Mean     Std. Dev.                                            

_________________________________________________________________________

What happens in my emergency management career is my 
         
         3.81        1.00

own doing.*  





 
Others are limiting my ability to advance as an emergency                        3.97
1.17
manager.E







 

My work environment limits my ability to succeed as an                           3.84
1.21
emergency manager.E 





 

My successes in emergency management can be attributed to 

hard work.*






                     4.19
  .62

As a member of the emergency management community, 

my voice matters.






         4.11
  .94
It doesn’t matter what I say, I can’t change anything in the

emergency management community because I have no control.E              4.43
  .77
No matter how hard I work, my superiors impede my 

effectiveness as an emergency management practitioner.E
                     4.05     
1.20  

My effectiveness as an emergency management practitioner

is directly proportional to the effort I put in.                                               3.89          .94

Eexternal; reverse-coded     *removed from the index

** Based on a scale range of 1-5 with higher numbers on the scale representing a perceived internal locus of control

_________________________________________________________________________
“A Chronbach alpha was run to test the inter-item reliability of both the field and individual locus of control indices.  On the field locus of control index the Chronbach alpha for the eight items was .71.  Two items (the last two in Table 3) were ultimately removed to strengthen the index to .75.  On the eight items within the individual locus index the Chronbach alpha was .70.  Two items (the first and fourth in Table 4) were ultimately removed to strengthen the index to .75” (p. 89).  

“The potential range for both six-item indices was 6-30.   The larger the participant’s total score within each index, the more internal the participant’s locus of control or perception of the field’s locus of control.  The distribution of both the field and individual locus of control skewed toward internal (see Tables 3 & 4 below).  The range for the field locus of control was 11-29 with a mean of 22.78 (SD = 4.22).   The range for the individual locus of control was 12-30 with a mean of 24.30 (SD = 4.16).   Not surprisingly, there was a positive correlation (Pearson) between field and individual locus of control in that those who saw the field as having an internal locus of control also saw themselves as having an internal locus of control, r (35) = .52,  p< .01” p. 90).

Table 3. Field Locus of Control 
_________________________________________________________________________

Field Locus of Control


                       Percentile of Participants       

_________________________________________________________________________

Low (11-17)







  14%

Medium (18-23)






  36%

High (24-29)







  50%

_________________________________________________________________________
Table 4. Individual Locus of Control 
_________________________________________________________________________

Individual Locus of Control


                       Percentile of Participants       

_________________________________________________________________________

Low (12-17)







   6%

Medium (18-23)






  29%

High (24-29)







  65%

_________________________________________________________________________
Explicit Hypothesis Testing

“The present study focused on the role of two theoretically important sets of factors in predicting support among emergency managers for an exertion of power as a profession through power tactic usage – locus of control and relative power/dependency.  In addition, the present study has referenced the historically important argument by Marx that dissatisfaction by the less powerful, perceived difference in interests and understanding between the less and more powerful, and perceived internal cohesion of the less powerful are all prerequisites to support for collective action and similar power tactic usage.  As noted above, the qualitative data suggests support for all of these predictions in the sense that participants clearly use reasoning consistent with this study’s theoretical predictions in discussing participants’ own perceptions of the professional status of emergency management, its perceived locus of control, its relative power standing and advocacy for professional action.  To explicitly test these predictions the present study included quantitative measures of the pertinent concepts” (p. 91).

“Multiple regression was used to examine the relationship between the dependent variable, collective action, and the three independent variables of field locus of control, individual locus of control, and relative power that were predicted to trigger support for collective action.   The multiple regression equation was not significant with a very small percentage (2.2%) of the variance explained by all three of the independent variables (see Table 5)” (pp. 91-92). 

Table 5. Multiple Regression Analysis: Collective Action
_________________________________________________________________________

Independent Variable                              b             SEb          Beta             t             Sig.          

_________________________________________________________________________

Field locus of control


  .02           .04            .12            .53           .60 
Individual locus of control

  .01           .04            .05            .24           .82
Relative power                                      .05           .18            .05            .24           .81 
NOTE: R2 =.022, F (3, 30) = .22, ns
_________________________________________________________________________
“The results of the multiple regression analysis are both surprising and disappointing.  The preconditions for the predicted relationship seemed to be in place; the concept of locus of control is well-established; and power-dependence theory has been well-supported.  Despite these results, all is not lost.  Additional data from the survey provide new insight into the failed hypotheses and into the processes of professionalization.  The additional data come from three sources.  First, a return to the collective action question and its associated qualitative comments suggests collective action did not mean coalition formation to all participants.  Second, comparative data on support for coalition formation relative to other power tactics surprisingly reveals demand creation as participants’ much preferred power tactic choice.  Finally, data on participants’ views of the field’s cohesiveness, or lack thereof, suggests that the field has considerable homework in the area of shared identity to do before engaging in power tactic usage” (p. 92).  

“The discussion must begin with a close examination of the qualitative comments that followed the collective action question.  There are two distinct themes in these comments: 1) collective action in relation to the strength in numbers; and, 2) collective action in relation to a shared message and identity for the emergency management community.  First, a sampling of participants’ comments regarding collective action as strength in numbers power tactic perspective (i.e., coalition formation) is provided” (pp. 92-93). 
304:   I believe collective action on the part of the Emergency Management community is the only way we will make substantial progress with legislators at both the federal and state government levels.

102:  I have experienced this collective action and it is effective and makes a great difference in outcomes.

322: Elected officials usually go with the numbers. The more people who support emergency management, the easier it will be for the legislators to support it. Make the message vocal, specific, and often and the support will come.

317:  Being on the same page brings credibility to the program, with numbers comes strength.

301:  Always better to have a united front and effort.

104:  I am confident that it is only through collective action that the status of emergency management will be elevated with legislators and as a profession.
303:  Several voices singing the same song is more compelling than several voices singing different songs.  

305:  There is strength in numbers. Just look at how effective the fire and police associations and unions are in shaping local, state and national policies.
320:  Strength in numbers…
.
“In sharp contrast, other participants focused on the need to present a shared message and identity as a mechanism of collective action.  These participants addressed both the ability of the emergency management community to come to consensus on a shared message and identity and the need for it to strengthen the field” (pp. 93-94). 
203:  If as a community we could all agree on key issues to promote our profession and programs - I think we would be highly effective.

326:  The EM community HAS to come together as a united voice, the fragmentation has to stop.

202:  I believe it would be very beneficial but will require significant effort to develop consensus and action plans that meet the diverse needs.

302:  There’s a long way to go on this issue yet....the process still sees us as smart people who need to serve the important first responder’s needs as they see fit. We just haven’t risen above the noise yet to be seen as a unique force.

325:  I believe that it would be most beneficial…the problem I see is getting everybody to agree as a collective on multiple issues, concepts and actions.

313: A unified, national approach is always more effective than the current fragmented status of emergency management.
321:  EM laws should reflect similar qualifications in hiring and placement that law enforcement and fire agencies currently enjoy.  You cannot be hired as a cop or firefighter without stringent requirements under current statute across America.   EM practitioners should have similar standards in law and statute.  That would stop the placement of unqualified personnel into the EM field.

“While participants were for the most part in wholesale support of collective action based on their scale selections, participants appeared to define collective action differently.  Some viewed collective action in the vein of coalitional action, while others viewed it as coming to consensus on and presenting a shared message and identity.   These two definitional viewpoints limit the value of the collective action qualitative data for evaluation of coalitional support, but reinforce the need to examine the question of cohesiveness in the emergency management community” (p. 94).

“Next, a surprising finding emerged in a series of questions measuring power-dependence theory’s power tactics.  The survey specifically asked about participants’ support for power-dependence theory power tactics.  Participants were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with four statements, one per power tactic in power-dependence theory’s typology of four fundamental tactics.   The four power tactics measured were: coalition formation, demand creation, seeking alternatives, and withdrawal.  While the main focus of the research was on collective action in the form of the power-dependence theory’s power tactic of coalition formation, all of the power tactics within the power-dependence theory typology were measured to allow for a more comprehensive understanding of the type of power tactics participants might support.  Participants were asked to indicate on a five-point, Likert scale to what extent they agreed with each statement.  The Likert scales ranged from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (5)” (pp. 94-95).  

“Participants’ support for the power tactics measured was fairly low with the exception of demand creation (see Table 6).  Demand creation emerged as the favored tactic with a mean of 4.65 and lesser variability across the responses than the other power tactics.  Indeed the mode for demand creation was 5.00, a full two points greater than the closest mode of the other tactics” (p. 95).  

“These findings on demand creation were unanticipated but fit very nicely with the qualitative comments on collective action.  As stated previously, the strategies for gaining power that participants provided in their earlier narrative responses on collective action hit repeatedly on the idea of promoting identity and awareness through enhanced relationships.  Promoting identity and awareness (i.e., convincing the other party of how desirable your resources are) is conceptually the same approach as demand creation” (p.95).  

Table 6. Power Tactic Statements 
_________________________________________________________________________

Statement





                                Mean      Std. Dev.                                            

_________________________________________________________________________

1.  [Coalition formation] The emergency management community               

     should do all it can to ensure that legislators rely solely on the 

     emergency management community (e.g., rather than other 

     government agencies) for local, state and national response to 

     disaster.







         2.62
 1.11
2.  [Demand creation] The emergency management community 
     should actively promote to legislators the value of its skills
     and knowledge base.

          



         4.65
   .68
3.  [Seeking alternatives] The emergency management community 
     should seek primary support from entities (e.g., private business, 

     local governments) other than legislators.



         2.95
 1.13
4.  [Withdrawal] The emergency management community should 
     come to the realization that it really does not need the support 

     of legislators to be effective.




         1.70
 1.15

_________________________________________________________________________
“Finally, as a number of participants noted, to instigate collective action a certain level of cohesiveness needs to exist within the emergency management community.  While the participants’ clearly recognized the value of collective action to elevating emergency management’s status, their evaluation of the emergency management community’s current cohesiveness found much less consensus.  Participants were asked “To what extent do you believe the emergency management community is cohesive (i.e., connected and united in action)?”  A five-point, Likert scale was followed with an open-ended question seeking elaboration on participants’ selection. The scale ranged from “Not at all cohesive” (1) to “Completely cohesive” (5)” (p. 96).   
The average of responses across the sample for this question was 2.78 (SD = .95).  No participants indicated that they believed the emergency management community to be completely cohesive (see Figure 16).  The bulk of the participants split fairly evenly across the middle of the scale with 32% selecting “2”, 33% selecting “3” and 27% selecting “4”.  No participants indicated that they believed the emergency management community to be completely cohesive and only 8% of participants selected a “1” which would indicate “not at all cohesive” (pp. 96-97).
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“Participants’ comments regarding cohesiveness bemoan many of the enduring challenges the emergency management community has struggled with for years, namely identity, disconnects between government levels, rural and urban disparities, and experience versus education.  This topic is one that evoked strong responses from participants.  The narrative responses to this query were on the whole considerably longer than narrative responses to other queries.   While the general consensus captured in participants’ comments was that the emergency management community was not currently cohesive, some participants’ noted positive movement forward toward greater cohesion” (p. 97).

“Participants that indicated scale selections of “1” and “2” primarily spoke to disconnects that were causing the field to be, and remain, divided.  Participants specifically focused on the diversity of identities and cultures in subgroups, the placement of the emergency management function in agencies with disparate or loosely linked missions, divides between academics and practitioners, and multilayered governmental disconnects” (pp. 97-98).

309:  I believe that the EM community is cohesive by function, but not as a whole in united action.
326:  The field is divided and split. Every time I read something it is about a new sub-group that has emerged.  Instead of addressing it together the various aspects of emergency management are competing against each other.  Also EM academia is out of touch with what is going on in the field.  EM academia is training the future professionals and not providing them with the reality, as many have never actually worked in emergency management.  Additionally, many teaching EM are not emergency managers they come from other specialties and try to apply it to EM.  There is a large disconnect between the researcher and the field practitioners.
202:  I believe the emergency management community is not cohesive but is becoming more so.  There are many opportunities for disconnects – local versus state versus federal, private versus public, fire versus police versus EMS, etc. In order to be effective and integrated, a framework has to be established that recognizes the needs and challenges at all levels.  
303:  I think the diversity of the profession currently prevents cohesiveness.  Rural emergency manager and emergency managers from big metropolitan areas have differing views and needs.  One has a multi-million dollar budget and the other is struggling to keep the basic elements of their program functioning….We also lack a common identity.  
307:  Organizations like IAEM and NEMA are doing much to help but there are great divisions between national, state, county and local organizations and opinions.  We can not even agree on basic definitions and standards.  In addition, our assessment methodologies (benchmarks) are lacking.
320:  I do not believe the emergency management community is cohesive across and between local, state, and federal agencies.  A disconnect exists between what emergency management is in theory and what occurs in practice.  Cooperation and partnership are touted as ‘new’ tenets of emergency management, but seem to be rarely evidenced in how state/local and federal agencies and their designees interact.  In addition, certain segments of the emergency management community rarely unite and, to a degree, purposefully choose to remain separate.  This is certainly evident in the great divide between the academic and practitioner communities.  
321:  The EM community is not cohesive because it so fractured under a wide variety of agencies (police, fire, EH&S, general services, city/county administration, etc.), each with its own agenda and engrained cultures.  Each of these agencies define how the position will function, i.e., if the position is assigned within a police department, the EM position takes on a police-centric culture and mission, diverting work toward police centric duties (crime prevention, citizen services, etc.) and is affiliated with like associations. The best example is the International Association of Law Enforcement Administrators (IACLEA).   IACLEA is primarily police-centric in its function and mission, yet IACLEA is promoting its limited EM-related subject matter expertise throughout the country.   IACLEA is unqualified to do so because the role of IACLEA is primarily law enforcement centric.  Few of the IACLEA members have experience in comprehensive emergency management.  IACLEA’s expertise lies primarily in “response-related” missions only.  If the EM position is fire-based, the position is situated toward fire-centric programs (fire prevention, CPR, first aid, etc.).  These practices fracture the role and mission of the emergency management profession away from the core principles of the profession as they relate to preparedness, response, recovery and mitigation.
“While the comments of participants that selected a “3” on the emergency management cohesiveness scale also focused on disconnects some also noted forward movement in the field’s cohesiveness.  A few participants attributed increased cohesion to the work of emergency management professional organizations at the state and national level” (pp. 99-100).
203:  Due to diverse backgrounds, often Emergency Manager’s bring past experiences to current positions.  There are two categories of Emergency Managers that I have observed: 1. Retired Fire, Police, EMS or Military Emergency Managers. 2. College educated with no public safety field experience. With public safety experience versus theory educated Emergency Managers, there is sometimes a disconnect.

302:  There is a strong esprit de corps building throughout the field, which is good....They understand how hard it is for each of us to do this job every day and to serve our publics. What breaks that cohesion are the obvious guffaws and missteps of the bureaucratic newbies who are often appointed by new Governors and Presidents.  Without a sense of what this job really requires, and the repercussions of bad decision making, these doorstops have often created impediments to the growth and development of the profession…and have on occasion brought us great acrimony from the public.  Katrina is the prime example of that issue.
315:  Organizations like the International Association of Emergency Managers provide a great number of opportunities for connecting with fellow emergency managers.  State associations play the same role.

311:  Not totally disconnected by any means but there are two areas where there are issues.  One, there is a division between homeland security and the more traditional emergency management group.  Two, not all emergency management disciplines (fire, law enforcement, and EMS) always work well together.
“The participants that selected a “4” on scale were the most assured of emergency management’s cohesiveness, but still noted challenges to that cohesiveness such as lack of sector integration, disconnects between levels of government, disparities related to elected officials cohesiveness, and Homeland Security” (p. 100).
102:  I believe it is very cohesive...the only thing that has challenged this cohesiveness is Homeland Security.
308: I believe that the emergency management community is more united and cohesive today than it ever has been.  However, there is a long way to go.  Integration of all sectors of emergency management (public, private, educational, volunteer, NGO, etc.) is important to a successful emergency management program.  Historically, a lot of these sectors have worked within their own silos, only dealing with one another on occasion (if at all).  However, with the September 11, 2001 Commission Report and the Hurricane Katrina Commission Report, it is evident that this cannot continue.  Emergency Managers must understand that an integration of all sectors into a united / cohesive group is necessary in order to effectively deal with emergencies, and particularly disasters.  It is necessary due to the fact that no one sector has all of the resources, technical expertise, or otherwise to deal with all aspects of every disaster.  I believe that a slow evolution that is occurring that will bring these groups together more and more, but the efforts have a long way to go.

101:  There are obvious disconnects between the Federal level and the State and local level.  However, I believe those who are in this for the long run are very united.  I believe we all understand that it is not about us.

104:  I think that the emergency management community, from the perspective of the practitioners is very united on what needs to be done and the best structure to get it done. The elected officials, in my view, seemingly are not so united in their thinking on what is the best way forward.
“Participants’ scale scores were spread across the scale; however, their accompanying narratives were fairly consistent in the recognition that the emergency management community still has much work to do as it relates to cohesion.  Thus, this shared identity issue, which is complicated by a number of factors such as subgroups, inconsistency in agency placement, and lack of connectivity between the academic and practitioner communities within emergency management, emerged as one of the key themes in the data analysis.  This issue threads through and brings together participants’ comments about collective action, their selection of demand creation as their preferred power tactic, and their perception of cohesion” (pp. 100-101).
Discussion 

To provide better insight into the potency of the extensive results provided in this document, the entirety of the discussion section of the original document is included herein (pp. 102-127).  To better understand the discussion as it links to the existing literature, reference will have to be made to the original document.

  George Bernard Shaw once observed, “We have not lost faith, but we have transferred it from God to the medical profession.”   Shaw may have been flippant in his comment, but he captured a characteristic of professions that while seemingly transparent is often downplayed - dependence and the power inherent in it.  Dependence and power are ever present themes in the discussion of professions, although they are rarely referred to directly.  These themes are also relevant in the discussion of the professionalization process.   
This research effort sought to capture emergency management practitioners’ perceptions regarding the field’s status as a profession and the field’s use of power tactics to enhance its movement toward professionalization.  The data provided by participants actually provided fodder for a much richer discussion of emergency management’s challenges in its efforts toward professionalization.  In total, the data provided a snapshot of not only participants’ perception of emergency management’s status and the field’s willingness to use power tactics, but also provided insight into more complex challenges within the field of emergency management. 
The original research questions of the study sought to examine the emergency management community’s willingness to utilize the power tactic of coalition formation to gain power in its relationship with the legislative community, and the relationship between locus of control and that willingness.  The data did show that the preconditions of recognition of low status and dissatisfaction were met.  However, the emergency management community did not strongly support the use of coalition formation as a power tactic.  Specifically, the data indicated that no relationship existed between emergency management practitioners’ perception of the field’s locus of control and the willingness of emergency management practitioners’ to utilize the power tactic of coalition formation to gain power in its relationship with the legislative community.   The data did indicate a perceived imbalance in the power relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities with the emergency management community being the subordinate party in the relationship and also support for the usage of power tactics; however, the power tactic most supported by participants was not the power tactic coalition formation, but instead the power tactic of demand creation.  This support for demand creation emerged in concert with qualitative responses that focused on the importance of shared identity and the need to build stronger relationships with the legislative community that allow the emergency management community to better promote not only its identity, but also the importance and the value of the work it does.

The discussion to follow begins with the necessary evaluation of emergency management’s current status.  This discussion is the requisite baseline for moving forward to examine and discuss satisfaction with status.  Conflict theory posits that two things must occur prior to arriving at “class consciousness,” the first is recognition of status and the second is dissatisfaction with status.  Only after the concept of “class consciousness” has been examined can the usage of power tactics as a strategy for balancing power be fully discussed.  

The usage of power tactics, specifically the tactic of coalition formation, under a conflict theory perspective requires recognition of shared interests as a precursor to coalescence (Dahrendorf, 1959).  This presents a challenging paradox herein as it is clear from the data that in the area of coalescence the notion of shared interests seems to have hit a roadblock.  This roadblock appears from the data to be rooted in emergency management’s somewhat murky self-identity.  Interestingly, the identity issue that surfaced in this study was powerful enough to significantly deter from the study’s ability to measure the next step and indeed the primary focus of the study-- the usage of the power tactic of coalition formation. 

Beyond the above noted discussion the data regarding the willingness to utilize power tactics and the role locus of control and other factors play in that willingness will be examined.  Finally, the participants’ observations on important strategies for emergency management’s forward movement toward professionalization that emerged throughout the data will be discussed.  Understanding the themes that emerged in this area is helpful in understanding where future research should be focused.
Emergency Management’s Status
Many in the emergency management community have taken to referring to emergency management as an emerging or evolving profession (indeed, in this study almost half of the participants referred to emergency management as some type of profession, be it emerging, evolving or growing).  This is consistent with Wilson’s assessment in 2000 that “emergency management is tending toward a profession – by pursuing the principal characteristics of a profession: autonomy/self-regulation and monopoly/exclusiveness” (p.  230). Wilson’s work, by her own recognition, was “the first comprehensive analysis” of the professionalization process in emergency management (p. 243).  In the almost ten years since the publication of Wilson’s work there has been no work by other researchers that has either substantively challenged or supported Wilson’s conclusions.  Instead, Wilson’s conclusions have been generally interpreted as a signpost of the profession’s emergence despite her suggestion that additional critical analysis from a sociology of professions purview was warranted in the discussion of emergency management (2000, p. 244) and a caution that emergency management may “never reach professional status” (2000, p. 230).   

The happy acceptance of Wilson’s acknowledgement of progress toward professionalization by the emergency management community without deeper introspection has resulted in the discussion of this important topic being all but ignored by the emergency management community.  On the whole, the field appears to have accepted that emergency management has continued its movement toward professionalization since Wilson’s assessment. Few are immune from the leap; indeed prior to the introspection herein this researcher was also quick to accept the labels “emerging profession” and “evolving profession”.  

The lack of introspection within and beyond Wilson’s work has resulted in the emergency management community moving forward without the valuable insight needed to do so purposefully.  For example, a number of important observations in Wilson’s work regarding accreditation and certification processes in emergency management provided the groundwork for discussing changes in these structures so that they could better advance the professionalization process.  Wilson’s work was intended to be the first in a series of scholarly discussions on emergency management’s movement (or lack thereof) toward becoming a profession.  The current discussion is initiated with a like intent and a challenge to the emergency management community to become more introspective on this topic so that the professionalization process of emergency management is not one merely left to chance, but instead one that is understood and nurtured by the community as a collective. 

Dependence as a characteristic of professions 
This study specifically focused its professionalization lens on a key component that is threaded throughout professions – power.  The discussion of power in the professions is a circular one.  Power creates the frame in which professions can control knowledge and entry into their ranks, which ultimately creates dependence on the profession by outside users.  Conversely, the creation of dependence in outside users creates power for the profession. Simply put, a profession creates institutionalized dependence.

 The three approaches used herein to measure a field’s status as a profession recognize in their criteria, albeit never explicitly stated as such, the creation of dependence as a characteristic of a profession.  It is the control exercised over the field that equates ultimately to dependence by the outside user, which creates the power necessary to be recognized as a profession.  In examining the approaches from a dependence perspective the value of understanding power-dependence relationships becomes more apparent. 

The hallmark approach defines a profession as “…a high-status, knowledge-based occupation that is characterized by  (1) abstract, specialized knowledge, (2) autonomy, (3) authority over clients and subordinate occupational groups, and (4) a certain degree of altruism (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 282).  This approach creates a dependence relationship within all four hallmarks.  Abstract, specialized knowledge speaks to a knowledge base typically acquired by virtue of university study (theoretical knowledge), day-to day practice (detailed practical information) and applied application (hands-on supervised learning) (Hodson & Sullivan p. 283-284).  This knowledge is specific to the profession, and its ongoing refinement is fostered by those organizations and publications focused on professional advancement. As knowledge becomes more abstract and specialized it moves out of the reach of the casual learner creating a dependence on the learned professional.  
This mastery of an abstract, specialized knowledge base allows the profession to exercise autonomy and serves to distance outside attempts to control it.  Most professions recognizing the potency of the power in autonomy and the depth of the responsibility that comes with it create internal systems that seek to maintain practice standards and protect clients (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 285).  Autonomy deepens others’ dependence by allowing control of the profession to sit with the profession as opposed to others’ outside it.   Clients must rely on the integrity of the profession and in the absence of said integrity are left with limited options for recourse.
In turn, the profession expects that society’s dependence on it and its abstract, specialized knowledge will result in compliance from clients and subordinate occupational groups (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, pp. 285-286).  This authority over clients and others is maintained by restricting access to the profession through barriers and controls such as professional organizations, entry requirements, and rigorous testing mandates. Altruism is said to arise out of a profession’s recognition that it has a “duty to use its knowledge for the public good” (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 287).  Inherent in the concept of “duty” is noblesse oblige or a sense among those with resources (e.g., abstract knowledge) that those resources must be shared.  Such altruism, while laudatory, also serves to morally legitimize the profession’s claim to autonomy.

Wilson’s approach (2000) focuses specifically on monopoly and autonomy.  Wilson argues that jurisdiction is the mechanism by which professions create monopoly.  To gain this jurisdiction professions depend heavily on professional associations’ ability to build collective power, offer credentialing and influence legislative action.  The power within the professional associations coupled with “a knowledge system governed by theory” (Wilson, 2001, p. 31) results in the profession’s “exclusive right to perform certain occupational tasks” – hence jurisdiction (Wilson, 2000, p. 132).  “Self-regulation of the performance of those tasks” results in autonomy for the profession (Wilson, 2000, p. 132).  This approach, similar to the hallmark approach, creates dependence through a specialized knowledge base, through exercise of authority (via professional associations), and through the exercise of autonomy.
The risk approach views professions as possessing similar knowledge-base characteristics, but departs radically from the other approaches by viewing professions as “the structural, occupational and institutional arrangements for dealing with work associated with the uncertainties of modern lives in risk societies” (Evetts, 2003, p. 397).   This approach departs from the delineated criteria of the other two approaches and evidences a seemingly more direct linkage to dependence based on the specialized ability to reduce and address risk.
In all three approaches dependence of the outside user on the profession can be recognized as a delineation of power for the profession.  This interplay between power and dependence boils down to control over the knowledge of the field and entry into the field (autonomy and monopoly).  Each approach evidences control to some extent over specialized knowledge which is then considered exclusive to, and controlled exclusively by, the profession in order to gain the power to create the outside dependence necessary.  Hence, to be proactive in movement toward professionalization an appreciation of what matters (i.e., power and its consequential dependence) is critical.  

Toward that end, the simplest approach is to ask, “Does the emergency management community presently control the knowledge base of the field and entry into the field?”  The answer to that question is a fairly succinct, “no.”  Yet, the discussion of status is more complex than just a “yes” or “no” answer can illustrate.  Status is not a linear progression that can be measured in incremental steps.  Indeed, status is a state that is sensitive to its initial conditions and little changes can result in big differences.  Also, because the perception of a field’s professional status is a precursor to satisfaction with its status, there is a distinction to be made between the value of objective and subjective assessments of status.

Emergency management when measured objectively based on any of the more static measurements of professions discussed previously cannot presently claim the status of profession.  The simplest illustration of this can be found in the hallmark approach.  Explicit in the definition is the recognition that the occupation enjoys a “high-status,” is autonomous and maintains “authority over clients and subordinate occupational groups” (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 282), none of which can be fairly said presently about emergency management.  Wilson’s analysis in 2000 although decidedly favorable toward emergency management’s movement toward “becoming a profession” never concluded that it was indeed one.  Instead she alluded throughout her commentary that of the two areas she focused on (monopoly and autonomy), autonomy was the area that seemed most difficult for emergency management to capture.

Participants in the study while quick to note progress in the area of status were likewise quick to point out a number of impediments to affecting change in emergency management’s status.  The impediments that participants addressed seemed to emerge as two general themes, an identity-centric theme and a power-centric theme.  These themes are important to note here as their emergence at the beginning of the survey ended up providing important interpretive and theoretical contexts for subsequent responses.

 The identity-centric impediments cited by participants focused on matters that were attached to emergency management’s identity or lack thereof.  Concerns such as a lack of understanding on the part of others outside the field regarding what emergency management is and why it is valuable; a lack of understanding in the legislative community and by those working with and hiring emergency management personnel of the differences between emergency management, fire, law enforcement, emergency medical services, and homeland security;  and the challenges within the field regarding a shared identity (participants referred to the field as “fractured”, “disjointed”, “fragmented”,  and “not clearly and universally defined”).  

The power-centric impediments mentioned by participants focused on the “constant state of flux” in the field at the hands of external forces outside the field and a lack of cohesion (in regard to unity of action) within the field that has left the field “struggling”.  Participants’ dissatisfaction with the field’s status and their perception of being dependent on the legislative community can be seen throughout their comments.  This coupled with the field’s inability to come together based on jurisdictional, sector, or experiential differences on a unified plan of action resulted in participants’ expressing frustration about “others” who were not on the same page.  

These themes, while not surprising to any one close to the field, carry more significant meaning in the study at hand as they weigh into individuals’ decisions on not only the general value of collective action, but the perceived utility of it for emergency management specifically.  These decisions are ultimately the bricks that build the wall of support that is necessary for the utilization of collective action as a power tactic.   

Satisfaction with Status
Not surprising, given participants’ comments about the impediments facing emergency management, was participants’ general dissatisfaction with emergency management’s status.  Both participants’ scale scores and their comments reflected dissatisfaction.  Many participants commented on improvement of status that occurred over time, but still recognized that there was still much work to be done.  Participants’ comments in regard to satisfaction with status repeated many of the same themes of concern that first emerged in the previous query about status.  Identity-centric concerns such as a lack of widely accepted standards and doctrine; lack of definition in the public eye as to what emergency management’s role is; struggles with a multitude of subgroups within the field that compartmentalize to distinguish themselves, but then cause confusion about emergency management’s general identity; and, the confusion, subjugation and strife that has emerged as a result of the creation of the Department of Homeland Security.  Power-centric concerns also emerged in response to status satisfaction.  Concerns in this area primarily focused on the amount of responsibility that the emergency management community is tasked with relative to its lack of recognition.  

Participants’ status assessment as a field (i.e., it has not yet arrived as a profession) and participants’ dissatisfaction with this status suggest that participants had a fairly accurate sense of “class consciousness”.  As was stated previously, under Marxian ideology and a conflict theory approach such consciousness is necessary to be able to maximize the “collectivization of labor” as a strategy for balancing power.  Marx’s presentation of “class consciousness” operates under an assumption that the shared interest would be similar enough to allow the collective to appreciate the utility of coalitional action to reach its shared goals.  In Marx’s view of this power process the proletariat (the downtrodden workers who were underpaid and overworked) would utilize such action to create balance in their relationships with the powerful bourgeoisie (the rich owners of the manufacturing companies).  The end result would be a more equitable relationship for the proletariat having appreciated and utilized their collective power.  Power-dependence theory operates on the same notion; the collective must share a goal (i.e., power balance) and that goal is furthered by the creation and action of the coalition.  

It is important to note at this juncture that the consciousness of the class herein does not presently seem to be a shared one.  There are two clear mindsets that emerged in the data.  The first mindset viewed the problems with emergency management as being within the emergency management community.  These problems emerged as a lack of identity and structural framework. The second mindset viewed the problems with emergency management as being outside emergency management and the product of outside entities usurping the field’s power.  The most oft named culprits on this front were legislators, the Department of Homeland Security, and other government entities that hired unqualified personnel for key emergency management positions with no factual knowledge or appreciation of the importance or day-to-day activities of the position.  These mindsets mimic the two themes that emerged in the participants’ narratives – identity and power.  While both mindsets result in a shared dissatisfaction with emergency management’s current status they do not establish the shared interest necessary for coalitional action. 

The power-centric mindset emerged as predicted based on a pre-study analysis of emergency management’s status.  The anticipation of this mindset led to reliance on power-dependence theory to predict how emergency management practitioners might respond to the lower power position relative to outside forces, in particular the legislative community.  More will be said about this later.  However, the emergence of identity-centric concerns complicated the picture and ultimately enriched an understanding of preconditions for power tactic usage.  Clearly, a shared identity, not just awareness of one’s power situation and dissatisfaction with it, is necessary for coalitional action.  The participants’ responses made it clear that in some cases it was not the legislative community that was viewed as the source of emergency management’s depressed status, but instead the emergency management community itself.   

Perception of Relative Power and Dependency
Understanding the power-dependence relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities was important to this study’s focus on the willingness to utilize power tactics.  Very few participants indicated that legislators understood the importance of strong emergency management programs.  Interestingly, once the discussion was focused solely on the legislative community’s understanding (or conversely their lack thereof), the participants’ responses became fairly consistent.  The majority of participants indicated that they felt legislators not only lacked understanding, but also lacked a sustained interest in the field’s directives and commitment to funding public safety initiatives as a whole.  When participants were asked to relate actions that had strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators the responses reiterated three themes: better communication and relationships with legislators, greater awareness or a connection to high profile events; and, lobbying and educational efforts.  All of these themes relate to exposure of the legislative community to continuous information that could provide perspective to their decision-making.  This concept, that an ongoing dialogue with legislators is part of strengthening emergency management’s status, becomes more contextually grounded in the examination of the data on power tactic usage.
Shared Interests, Willingness to Utilize Power Tactics, and Identity 
Shared interests play a role in coalescence and the willingness to support collective action.  While the participants in the study overwhelmingly supported collective action as a mechanism to elevate emergency management’s status, it was clear from the reviewing both the quantitative and qualitative data that collective action was not viewed by participants to be synonymous with coalescence or the support for coalition formation.  Many participants’ viewed collective action in their response as the value to the field of commitment to a shared message and identity as opposed to the power inherent in the formation of a coalition.  

The need for a shared message and identity was echoed again in relative concert when participants were asked to indicate to what extent the emergency management was connected and united in action (i.e., cohesive).  While a handful of participants were quick to note that the field was becoming more cohesive, virtually every participant’s narrative comment found some level of divisiveness either in the field or outside the field (i.e., homeland security or legislative influence) that was detracting from the field’s overall cohesiveness.  The participants’ commentaries on the lack of cohesiveness once again reiterated the perceived lack of shared interests and identity.  

This study sought to examine the role of power and dependence in the professionalization process, but by virtue of the mixed methods approach utilized herein a secondary and equally powerful focus presented itself.  Two clear mindsets emerged from the whole of the participants’ comments in this study, an identity-centric mindset and a power-centric mindset.  The identity-centric mindset viewed issues of identity as a key impediment to the emergency management professionalization process.  The power-centric mindset viewed the imbalance of power in the relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities as a key impediment to the emergency management professionalization process.  In analyzing and trying to make sense of the data it became clear that these mindsets, while not necessarily in conflict with each other and also not mutually exclusive (i.e., some participants harbor both), do not require the same type of action to advance their cause.  

This conundrum complicated the study’s original agenda, but opened the door to a discussion that has been long brewing in the emergency management community – the question of emergency management’s identity.  The discussion of identity when interlaced with a discussion of power and dependence in the professionalization process is complicated.  This is because a key part of attaining the status of profession requires a fairly concrete notion of identity and ownership over the specialized knowledge base as well as the “exclusive right to perform certain occupational tasks” (Wilson, 2000, p. 132). Hence, a clear identity, although not explicitly stated in the measurable criteria of the measurement approaches utilized in this study is implicitly an underpinning of professions.

While the bulk of participants hit on identity-centric issues in one or more of their narrative responses, it was not clear until the examination of the quantitative data relating to power tactic usage of the dramatic impact identity issues were having on the study’s key research questions.  The research questions were decidedly focused primarily on one power tactic--coalition formation; however, participants were queried in the study on all four of the power tactics first enumerated by Emerson (1962). While the four power tactics were included primarily to assuage a general interest in what participants’ might support, it was believed at the outset to be of limited value to the study at hand.  Yet, in the examination of the data it became clear that said inclusion inadvertently provided a deeper understanding of the failure of premise that is inherent in Marx’s theory as it applies to the professionalization process and the failure in assumptions in the study herein.  

In examining the data on power tactics, the power tactic of demand creation which seeks to use persuasion to create greater dependence in the other party in the relationship, emerged as the favored tactic evidencing the strongest level of agreement from participants.  Participants overwhelming indicated that they favored the tactic (indeed, the mean was 4.65 with a mode of 5.00 and a standard deviation of .68).   This stood in such stark contrast to participants’ willingness, or more aptly put, general lack of willingness, to utilize other power tactics (coalition formation, seeking alternatives and withdrawal).  The other power tactics’ evidenced such a striking difference in level of support that the support for demand creation literally jumped out of the pack.  Yet, it was the coupling of the quantitative data with the qualitative data that brought a level of clarity and understanding about what picture the data actually painted.  This clarity and understanding, which was only derived as a result of utilizing a mixed methods approach, reiterated the power and effectiveness of using one method to buttress the other. Had only one method been used in this study the ability to interpret the data would have been much more one-dimensional. 

Participants’ support of demand creation as a power tactic that would be helpful in increasing emergency management’s power in its relationship with the legislative community makes sense given participants’ narrative comments.  In its utilization of persuasion and influence it allows for resolution of both identity and power-centric issues. Promoting the value of emergency management’s skill and knowledge base to legislators calls for both a cohesive voice and identity and relationship-based persuasion.
The focus on persuasion in demand creation is congruent with a strong theme that emerged out of participants’ comments--the need to facilitate relationship building via ongoing communication with the legislative community.  This theme, which emerged from the open-ended query to participants regarding the strategies they believed would be most effective in gaining power for the emergency management community in its relationship with legislators, was also reiterated in participants’ narrative responses to other questions.  Participants’ repeatedly noted that these relationships were critical to legislators understanding both what emergency management is and why it is valuable.  

The measurement of demand creation ended up being the data lynchpin that allowed insight into both the flawed assumptions of the study and an alternative explanation for the stalled progress in emergency management’s professionalization efforts.  Shared interests, which in the arena of professionalization amount to the need for a fairly shared identity, are critical in reaching the class consciousness that conflict theory posits as a stepping stone to coalescence and coalition formation.  

 A key finding of this research is that the Marxian notion of revolution (coalescence) that can occur upon class consciousness has some limitations as it applies to the process of professionalization in emergency management.  The class consciousness necessary to facilitate coalition formation in relation to the professionalization process appears from this study to be dependent upon both shared structural interests and a fairly consistent shared identity.  Absent members of the emergency management community’s identification with the class through shared interests and a shared identity, coalescence is unlikely to occur.  

Additionally, this study found that absent the shared interests that Marx would posit as necessary for power tactic usage (i.e., coalition formation), Emerson’s power tactic of demand creation was viewed by participants’ as being a means for gaining power for the field.  This finding is the point where the two types of issues, identity-centric and power-centric issues, found a joint ideological base for resolution.  Both of these issue areas were satisfied by the dual tenets expressed in the demand creation power tactic – persuading the legislature of emergency management’s value through relationships that featured ongoing communication.  The identity-centric issues were primarily addressed by the idea that a shared value message would be promoted while the power-centric issues were addressed by the persuasion available through relationships that featured ongoing communication. 

Additional support for this finding is evident in participants’ comments in relation to lobbying and other high profile representation that could be attributed to professional organizations such as the International Association of Emergency Managers and the National Emergency Management Association. Many participants viewed the relationships that had been created and fostered by the professional organizations with the legislative community as both purposeful and powerful.  These organizations can be viewed as mini-coalitions, and they were viewed as such when the question about support of such organizations was included.  However, the examination of participants’ comments on this scale, once again, added important context for the quantitative data.  Interestingly, even in the recognition of professional organizations’ role in creating and maintaining these relationships issues regarding a shared identity emerged in participants’ comments.  The lack of a shared identity also emerged in the quantitative and qualitative data in regard to emergency management’s cohesiveness (the extent to which the field is connected and united in action).  The reiteration of these same themes throughout the study further reinforced participants overall message that the challenge in gaining power in emergency management is indeed two-pronged and is based on establishing a shared identity and gaining power.
Locus of Control 
The participants in the study overall evidenced a medium to high individual and field locus of control.  While there was no relationship between participants’ locus of control at either the micro and macro level in regard to the support of coalition formation as a power tactic, the extent to which the participants leaned toward internal measurements was noteworthy.  In the case of the macro (field) measurement the locus of control scale skewed decidedly toward internal with half the participants’ scale selections falling in the high bracket.  In the micro (individual) measurement the locus of control again scale skewed internal with 65 percent of participants in the high bracket.  

This skewing toward an internal locus of control at both the field and individual level adds depth to the data analysis in that it indicates that the participants view control over what happens as not only within their purview, but also within the field’s purview.  This internal locus of control may provide further insight into why participants’ were more willing to support the power tactic of demand creation than coalition formation.  Inherent in the power tactic of coalition formation is the notion that the party with less power gains greater control to change the relationship by virtue of acting as part of a collective.  It is only in such a coalitional format that control and ultimately power can be realized.   Demand creation focuses on control (and hence power) based on persuasion (i.e., selling value based on relationships) which attributes greater power to the individual’s ability to create change.  Although there was no relationship evident in the analysis of the data in this study between locus of control and demand creation, the possible connection between these two concepts deserves more attention under a power-dependence framework.  

Implications
The implications of this study are threefold.  First, it is clear from the participants in this study that they perceive the relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities to be imbalanced with the emergency management community being in the lower power position.  This needs to be remedied (i.e., the relationship needs to be balanced) for the emergency management community to hold the requisite power to move forward in the professionalization process.  The mechanism perceived to be most effective by the participants in this study is the development of strong relationships with the legislative community that allow the emergency management community to increase the knowledge in the legislative community of what emergency management is, and why it is valuable.  

Second, part and parcel of creating awareness within the legislative community of what emergency management is and why it is valuable, is coming to a consensus of shared identity within the emergency management community itself.  More strides must be taken toward bringing the emergency management community together collectively as a field.  Divisions between sectors, governmental levels and organizations must be addressed so that the emergency management community can stand unified.  This may mean that broader operational concepts need to be more readily embraced instead of government or organizational-centric ideologies.

Third, professional organizations operate as mini-coalitions of the field and have the potential to be a powerful part of emergency management’s strategy to move closer to its desired status as a profession; however, this requires these organizations to operate under a shared collective ideology, to collaborate amongst themselves, and be inclusive as it applies to membership.  These organizations operate as mini-coalitions based on the strength of their membership.  The larger the coalition, the stronger the voice; and, the more unified the joint voice across these mini-coalitions, the more powerful the field‘s voice, and ultimately the field’s control, becomes.  Greater attention must be given to embracing all the members of the field and to working for the field of emergency management’s goals as opposed to simply the individual organization’s goals.

Recommendations for Further Research
The exploratory nature of this study allowed for the examination of a number of concepts and theories that were deemed to be important in the discussion of the emergency management professionalization process.  As is true in such exploratory studies, the study’s findings often generate a whole host of additional questions that deserve examination.  Such is the case in this study.  In particular, recommendations for further research in emergency management are made in the areas of power-dependence theory, locus of control, the measurement of professional criteria, the impact of higher education degrees, the role of professional organizations, and shared identity.  

In the area of power-dependence theory two suggestions for future research are offered.  First, is a duplication of the study herein with the inclusion of a measurement of shared identity as a precondition to power tactic utilization.  The present study found shared identity to be a precondition inadvertently and a follow-up study that would specifically measure it as such would be a valuable addition to both the power-dependence and professionalization literature.  Second, a study that that uses a large random sample of emergency management practitioners and measures willingness to utilize power tactics as suggested above with the included precondition of shared identity would be valuable.  The present study was purposeful in soliciting participants that were invested in emergency management and evidenced that investment by either their position or interaction in the community.  This group’s responses may or may not be representative of the emergency management community as a whole.  To better validate the conclusions in the present study, a larger and more representative sampling of the emergency management community should be used. 

In regard to locus of control, it is recommended that a future study be conducted that specifically examines locus of control at the micro and macro level and its relation to support for power tactic usage.  The present study only focused on the relationship between the willingness to support coalition formation and locus of control.  Additionally, the present study utilized fairly structured statements to measure power tactic selection.  A follow-up study that utilized a definitional approach to describe the activities of the power tactic (as opposed to a structured statement measurement) and then measured support for those tactics in conjunction with locus of control measurements would be helpful in better understanding what role, if any, locus of control plays in power tactic selection.  Again, a large random sample would be beneficial in future efforts.  In the current study the locus of control measurements were quite high (i.e., internal).  It is theorized that this has to do with the types of participants in the study (i.e., invested in the field either by position or interaction).  It could be that an internal locus of control is generally characteristic of the majority of emergency management practitioners, as opposed to a characteristic specifically evidenced in the type of emergency practitioners that participated in this study. 

Future research in the area of emergency management professionalization would be well-served to measure specifically some of the criteria that are cited as essential components of professions (i.e., abstract, specialized knowledge, autonomy, and monopoly) with the emergency management community.  Wilson (2000) began the discussion but conducted a socio-historical analysis of the professionalization process.  Given the number of participants’ in the present study that attributed the status of emerging, growing or evolving profession to emergency management  it would be valuable to more precisely measure the actual criteria used to measure professions.  Given the criteria to measure against, it is suspected that two things would occur: 1) study participants would conclude that emergency management had not fully met the necessary criteria to be a profession; and, 2) study participants would supply greater insight into the areas that are not meeting the necessary criteria.  Such a study would be valuable in not only taking the temperature, so to speak, of emergency management’s current status regarding professionalization, but also to help focus on the areas that still need additional attention in the professionalization process.  

Additionally, an examination of the impact emergency management higher education degrees have specifically had on the professionalization process, on the evaluation of status, and the attribution of power would be valuable.  While such examination could provide greater clarity and understanding in regard to the role higher education plays generally, it could also potentially explain with greater clarity non-linear movement within the professionalization process.  Indeed, examination of the impact that emergency management higher education efforts (i.e., the creation of certificate and degree options across the nation to the doctorate level) have had on the field’s professional movement, status and power would be valuable in understanding the potency of building higher education programs as part of a professionalization strategy.  Arguably, these degrees have created a critical mass that has done more than incrementally move professionalization efforts forward and under that presumption correlation should be evident between increased status and power for the emergency management community and the ever-increasing number of emergency management degree holders.

The present study acknowledged the role of professional organizations in professions as well as examined their role in status elevation.  Future research is recommended in the emergency management community that gauges the role that professional organizations should play as emergency management moves toward professionalization.  Specifically of import are the following areas: organizations’ appropriate roles in accreditation and certification processes, potential conflicts of interest between representing the profession and generating revenue, and the challenge of being inclusive in a membership focused structure.  These areas should be examined with a random sample of members of the emergency management community to help inform emergency management’s forward movement.  It is not enough to merely survey members within a specific organization (as many organizations have done in the past).  The sampling frame must be all emergency management practitioners in the United States, be they in the public or private sector, in a non-profit or a Fortune 500 company, at a federal or state level, or in a rural or urban community.   Not enough of the emergency management community is presently represented in the professional organizations membership to fairly respond to these important questions by in-house sampling alone.

And finally, more work needs to be done on capturing and/or developing emergency management’s shared identity.  The work done on the Principles of Emergency Management (Blanchard, et al; 2007; Cwiak, 2007) while a good start, has clearly not been enough to imbue the community with the shared identity necessary to foster professionalization efforts.  Again, future research efforts should reach out to the entire emergency management community as opposed to those that are simply most easily reached by stakeholder organizations.  By broadening the reach of the research it is theorized that the areas of both consensus and dissensus can be fully examined and more effectively addressed.

Conclusion

This study examined the role of power and dependence in the professionalization process.  More specifically it examined the possible relationship between emergency management practitioners’ perception of the field’s locus of control and the willingness of emergency management practitioners’ to utilize the power tactic of coalition formation to gain power in its relationship with the legislative community. This study was exploratory in nature as the primary conceptual frameworks utilized had not been previously applied to the emergency management community.  

This study revealed that a critical precondition of power tactic usage that was not identified prior to the commencement of the study is shared identity.  Shared identity emerged as an additional precondition (in addition to status awareness and dissatisfaction) to the use of the power tactic of coalition formation.  This limited the study’s ability to obtain answers to its two key queries which sought to gauge the willingness of emergency management practitioners to utilize coalition formation as a power tactic and any possible linkage that utilization has with an internal locus of control. However, it was learned in this study that a power tactic that is perceived as viable and potentially effective to correct the power imbalance that exists between the emergency management and the legislative community (even absent a shared identity) is demand creation.

This study examined the field of emergency management’s status both objectively (i.e., using sociological measurement criteria and the work of Wilson) and subjectively (i.e., using study participants’ perceptions) and found that emergency management has not yet arrived at the status of profession.  Study results evidenced that the power relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities is imbalanced and the emergency management community is in the less powerful position.  The strategy perceived to be most effective to address this imbalance was relationship building with legislators that focused on increasing legislators’ knowledge of what emergency management is and why it is valuable.  This strategy emerged overwhelmingly both in the qualitative (i.e., relationship building) and quantitative data (i.e., demand creation as a persuasive measure).    Professional organizations were viewed as one mechanism by which greater relationship building with the legislative community could occur.

Finally, this study set the stage for future research efforts in emergency management in the areas of power-dependence theory, locus of control, the measurement of criteria critical in the professionalization process, the impact of higher education degrees, the role of professional organizations, and shared identity.  By applying theories that are new to the study of emergency management and examining these areas with both qualitative and quantitative measures in this study, future research efforts will have a starting point.
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