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Many academics active in disaster studies and hazard studies would argue that emergency management in higher education must be approached from an interdisciplinary, or multidisciplinary, perspective. Arguments in favor of these approaches appear grounded in the growing consensus on several issues related to emergency management. The issues include

1) the subject of how human beings create, interact, and cope with hazards, risk, vulnerabilities, and the events associated with them is so complex that understanding and developing knowledge involving these topics requires the input of more than one discipline (see for example: Alexander 1991, Mc Entire 2006, Rodriguez 2004, Thomas & Mileti 2003); 

2) many academic disciplines have made or could make valuable contributions (see for example: Mc Entire 2006, Mileti 1999);

3) research on these topics is already trending towards being multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary (see for example: Britton 1999, Kendra 2006, National Research Council 2006); and,

4) either a multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary approach is the best way to improve not just our understanding of hazards, risks, disasters and how people adapt to them, but also practice and policy (see for example: Alexander 1991, 2000, Cutter 2003, p. 7, Drabek 2005, Mc Entire 2006, Mileti 1999, Ngo 2001).

The consensus on these issues has led many to argue that education in emergency management must be approached from a multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary perspective. For instance, Alexander (1991) stated, “the key to the adequate development and teaching of disaster studies lies in making them interdisciplinary” (p. 220). A number of disaster researchers have echoed this sentiment (Boin 2005, Garcia-Acosta 2002, Mileti 1999, Mc Entire 2006, Ngo 2001, Oliver-Smith 2002). The academic community associated with emergency management seems to believe that emergency management is not, or should not be construed as, a traditional academic discipline. 
The issue of emergency management’s disciplinary nature is far from resolved. Phillips (2003) sums up the questions many academics associated with emergency management are asking 

Is emergency management a discipline? Or a multi-disciplinary endeavor? Or a truly interdisciplinary field, integrated into something greater than the sum of its parts? Or perhaps a combination, that these are not mutually exclusive?  (Phillips 2003, p. 1). 
These questions are important for those involved in emergency management in higher education to address as conceptualization of emergency management as a discipline in and of its own right, a multidisciplinary discipline, or an interdisciplinary discipline would influence the development of higher education programs (e.g. faculty, teaching, curriculum, funding, and research) going forward. 

Despite the continuing deliberation about the disciplinary nature of emergency management within the academic community, this essay argues that emergency management is already on the verge of becoming a discipline in and of its own right but that, there is still a need and place for multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary work. The essay provides support for this argument through tracing the development of disaster and hazard studies within sociology and geography. Application of the definitions of multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary to the historical development provide further substantiation of the argument that emergency management is well on its way to being its own discipline. In addition, analysis of the implications of each approach for higher education demonstrates that multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary approaches are not the most pragmatic and sustainable approach to emergency management higher education.  

As many as thirty academic disciplines (Alexander 1997, p. 289) have been involved in “the study of how human beings create, interact, and cope with hazards, risks, vulnerabilities, and the events associated with them” (Jensen 2010). Most associated with emergency management, however, consider sociology and geography to be the founders of disaster and hazards research (Cross 2000). Indeed, the knowledge generated by the two disciplines is primarily what students now study in emergency management higher education programs. The contributions of sociologists to the study of disasters (Cutter 2001, Drabek 1989, 2006, Drabek & Mc Entire 2003, Dynes, DeMarchi & Pelanda 1987, Mileti 1987, 1999, Quarantelli & Dynes 1977b, Stallings 2005) and geographers to the study of hazards (Hewitt 1983, Kates 1978, Kasperson & Pijawka 1985, Mitchell 1984, 1989, O’Riordan 1986, White 1973, Whyte 1986, Whyte & Burton 1980) has been extensively documented. Therefore, to understand emergency management in higher education today, one must first understand the development of disaster studies and hazard studies through the disciplines of sociology and geography. As the following discussion will show, the origins of disaster and hazard studies within sociology and geography were separate and their approaches were different; however, the two areas of study converged and in so doing created a new specialized body of knowledge (Cutter 2001, Kendra 2006).

Disaster as a topic of study grew out of sociology in the 1950s and 1960s due to the Cold War and the interests of granting institutions (Quarantelli 1987, Tierney 2007). At the time, the military and civil defense organizations wanted to anticipate citizen reactions to nuclear war as well as how best to exert social control in the event of a nuclear attack (Quarantelli 1987). These dual concerns led to the funding of disaster research on the premise that military and civil defense organizations could extrapolate findings related to individual, collective, and organizational behavior in natural disasters to nuclear attacks (Quarantelli 1987). Hence, sociologists’ early forays into disaster research were of an applied focus, or problem-orientation. Academics in sociology did not undertake the earliest concerted research efforts related to disasters with the intent to learn about response to disasters per se, but rather to learn about behavior (Quarantelli 1987, p. 295). 

Sociologists found that their initial work on response to disasters fit nicely within the boundaries of the discipline of sociology. Drabek (2006) described the close relationship between sociology and the study of behavior in disasters. 

…most would agree that the focus of the discipline is the study of human interaction. Hence, when disaster strikes, sociologists have asked, ‘how do humans respond?’…this has been the key question that defined the sociological research agenda (p. 2). 

Sociological theory and methods were useful to their work. As Quarantelli (1987) noted, “the applied orientation was married to basic sociological conceptions and ideas, although neither the research supporters nor the researchers were very aware of it at the time…” (p. 306). 
Sociologists initially approached disaster research with the concepts, theoretical frameworks, and methodologies of their discipline (Drabek 1970). They applied concepts such as roles (Form & Nosow 1958, Killian 1952, Marks & Fritz 1954, Moore 1958, Wallace 1956) and norms (Drabek 1969, Drabek & Boggs 1968, Fritz 1961, Fritz & Williams 1957, Form & Nosow 1958, Marks & Fritz 1954, Quarantelli 1954, 1957, Young 1954) in their investigations of disaster behavior. Furthermore, they either explicitly or implicitly applied theoretical frameworks associated with sociology such as structural functionalism/systems theory (Kreps 1984, 1987, Tierney et al. 2001, p. 9, Tierney 2007) and symbolic interactionism/social constructionism (Quarantelli 1987, 1998, Tierney 2002, p. 349) in their data analysis. Tierney et al. (2001) argued that a systems theory, event-based approach dominated disaster research in sociology (p. 12).

The classical theoretical approach to the study of disasters, which blends functionalism and social systems perspectives and looks at disaster as discrete events, seems to have been adopted not so much as the result of conscious choice on the part of researchers,  but rather because of the prominence of systems theory at the time the field was developing and the perspective’s compatibility with the research methods that were commonly employed in the field…case studies of disaster events (Tierney et al. 2001, p. 10).

As the study of disasters progressed, however, sociologists stated the theoretical frameworks underlying their work less frequently (Drabek 2006) and linked their findings to general theory in sociology less and less (Tierney 2007, p. 516). As Tierney (2007) described it, “theoretical concerns generally took a back seek to practical ones” (p. 506).

The movement of disaster researchers away from a traditional sociological orientation appears to have coincided with the desire to solve social problems (Tierney 2007) and the recognition that both collective behavior and organizational response to disasters were related to factors typically studied outside the discipline (e.g. risk perception=psychology, political will, policy, and laws=political science, characteristics of hazards and spatial distribution of hazards=geography, etcetera). Sociologists research explorations related to disasters increasingly took them outside the traditional purview of sociology (Drabek 2006, Kendra 2006, Tierney 2007). They spent considerable time in multidisciplinary settings.  
While these persons maintain a reputation as a sociologist within the discipline, they also have participated in a variety of science and public policy forums. This has often meant endless hours enduring multidisciplinary and multi-interest settings… (Dynes & Drabek 1994, p. 17)

And, they increasingly adopted other discipline’s methodologies (Drabek 2006, p. 17).  
By the turn of the century, many of those examining the development of the study of disasters within sociology no longer saw sociology as the discipline guiding the work produced. As Quarantelli (2005) remarked 

Unfortunately, a great deal of what sociologists (including us) do in the disaster area is not sociology at all—in fact, it is sometimes very difficult to identify the work in any disciplinary terms since it lacks, at least explicitly, any of the assumptions, models, theories, hypotheses, concepts, linkages to the non-disaster literature, etc. that is the corpus of present day sociology or any other science (p. 330).

Indeed, very little of the work being done by sociologists was integrated into the general body of sociological theory. Stallings (1998) described the situation thus

…the sociology of disaster is littered with theories of the middle range. There are theories about how organizations adapt, about how individual process warnings, about how communities recover, and so forth. These are ‘stand alone’ theories. Integrating them with general sociological theory has proven difficult (p. 136)

The development of hazard studies within geography evidences a similar pattern to that of disaster studies within sociology.

Geographers work related to hazards preceded that of sociologists in disasters. Alexander (2004) argued that natural hazards had been a topic of study in geography since the discipline first formed. As he stated, “As spatial variation is a fundamental aspect of natural hazards, extreme phenomena have long been a fruitful subject for geographical study” (Alexander 2004, p. 266). While most geographers trace the origins of natural hazards research to Gilbert White’s (1942) dissertation on human adjustment to living in floodplains, geographers had been working to articulate the spectrum of natural hazards and their characteristics as well as the distribution of hazards, hazard events, and hazard impacts for decades (Hewitt 1983). As Cutter (2001) put it, geographers are naturally interested in “the geographic dimensions of hazards—where they occur, why they occur where they do, who is and which places are most vulnerable…” (p. 2). The assumption underlying the earliest research was that nature was responsible for hazards and the losses suffered from them. As Alexander (2004) put it, 

For most of the twentieth century, the root causes of casualties and destruction in hazards geography were deemed to be natural forces, not human vulnerability and the effects of decisions concerning the use of natural environments (Alexander 2004, p. 270). 

After a group of geographers received funding to investigate “the changes in land use in selected flood plains following the Flood Control Act of 1936” (White 1973, p. 197), geographers  began to change their approach to the study of hazards. Gilbert White, and the students he mentored (e.g. Kates, Hewitt, and Burton), approached their research with the human ecological approach. The human ecological approach “views hazard vulnerability as the joint functioning of a natural events system and the human use system” (Tierney et al. 2001, p. 12). After the initial project by White and his students, empirical work related to hazards became popular within the discipline and took off in a decidedly new direction (Alexander 2004, Golding 1992, p. 23, Mitchell 1989, White 1973).


Hazards geographers became “progressively more human and less physical” in the latter half of the twentieth century. 

Although half of the earliest hazards dissertations were oriented toward an examination of the physical aspects of a hazard, those taking a social perspective, as proposed by White looking at human adjustments, mitigation measures, or social consequences have greatly outnumbered physically oriented hazard dissertations since the1960s (Cross 1998, p. 202). 

As geographers increasingly examined hazards from the human ecological standpoint, they found that understanding human interaction with hazards required the input of more than one discipline. They, like sociologists, began to step outside of the traditional purview of their discipline. They participated in multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary research projects and policy forums (White 1973). Geographers collaborated with psychologists, engineers, economists and others on research related to hazards (White 1973). By the late 1980s, the field of research was described thus,  
Hazards research now resembles a rapidly growing tree. The roots are spreading out to draw upon an increasingly large number of disciplines for inputs that enable the trunk to send out many new branches in the form of specialized research institutions and specialized fields of inquiry (Mitchell 1989, p. 414). 
In their collaboration with other disciplines, geographers increasingly utilized the theoretical tools of other disciplines. For example, as Mitchell (1989) stated, “researchers have begun to explore the utility of various theoretical perspectives, including conflict theory, catastrophe theory, structuralist-materialist viewpoints, and humanistic explanations” (p. 413). 

As the discussion thus far has illustrated, geographers initially pursed the study of hazards separate and apart from the study of disasters by sociologists even though both were working on different issues within the same subject area. Smith (2001) summarized the different approaches of the two disciplines succinctly. 

…hazards research was fragmented amongst many academic disciplines. Mileti et al. (1995) grouped these theoretical perspectives into two main camps. Most physical scientists continued with an agent-specific hazards-based approach using a wide variety of technical solutions plus the non-technical responses derived from human ecology. In contrast, social scientists such as sociologists and anthropologists drew on the structuralist paradigm and adopted a cross-hazard, disaster based view of failings within social systems and the need to improve human responses to all types of mass emergency. (Smith 2001, p. 6-7).

However, as sociologists and geographers increasingly stepped out of their disciplines the distinctions between the research being done by the two disciplines began to disappear. Where once geographers looked at the conditions that created disasters and sociologists looked at how humans behaved in or responded to disasters, members from both disciplines increasingly examined issues that had been initially the intellectual territory of researchers in the other discipline (Kendra 2006).

…in the early years of systematic hazard and disaster research, geographers and sociologists established a division of labor that temporally bracketed the disastrous event—geographers focusing on the decisions that led to the creation of the hazard, with sociologists looking principally at the organizational aspects of responding to the impact of the hazard agent—the disaster. This temporal bracketing was not rigidly exclusive, of course, but over time became even less so. For example, sociologists looked at pre-disaster preparations, while geographers studied post-event evacuation. (Kendra 2006, p. 22-23). 

Increasingly, the boundaries between hazard studies and disaster studies began to disappear. 
Geographers and geologists were primarily interested in hazards, whereas sociologists captured disasters as their intellectual domain. However, as the nature of hazards, risks, and disasters became more complex and intertwined and the field of hazards research and management more integrated, these distinctions became blurred…(Cutter 2001, p. 3)

As the distinctions between the two areas of study began to fade and the theoretical frameworks underlying the work being produced were not easily placed within one discipline or the other, academics associated with the study of hazards and disasters were less able to integrate their findings and the theory being produced into the general theory of their respective disciplines. Observation of this situation led Quarantelli (2005) to comment, 
Unfortunately, a great deal of what sociologists (including us) do in the disaster area is not sociology at all—in fact, it is sometimes very difficult to identify the work in any disciplinary terms since it lacks, at least explicitly, any of the assumptions, models, theories, hypotheses, concepts, linkages to the non-disaster literature, etc. that is the corpus of present day sociology or any other science (p. 330). 

Even while recognizing that the findings and theory being produced in disaster and hazard studies was not easily integrated back into the general theory of sociology or geography, academics associated with the areas of study began to compile and integrate findings from the range of hazard and disaster studies (Tierney et al. 2001).
…the differences that previously existed between the hazards and disaster traditions have broken down as researchers have begun to develop more comprehensive perspectives that consider both disaster events and the broader structural and contextual factors that contribute to disaster victimization and loss (Tierney et al. 2001, p. 22). 

That something new and different was happening is further substantiated by the call of two high profile sociologists for other sociologists to return to their disciplinary roots when approaching the topic of disasters and hazards. Quarantelli and Dynes (1977b) remarked,

While obviously some sociologists should take the interdisciplinary path in disaster research, others, for the good of the discipline as well as for the good of those who the discipline serves, should continue to do high-quality sociological research on important questions regarding disasters (p. 44).

Tierney (2007) commented similarly.

Disaster researchers must stop organizing their inquiries around problems that are meaningful primarily to the institutions charged with managing disasters and instead concentrate on problems that are meaningful to the discipline” (Tierney 2007, p. 720)

Thus, a progression occurred from two separate disciplines engaging in two areas of study with two different approaches; to separate research ventures on related topics that produced valuable findings and theory; to a realization on the part of both disciplines that neither could fully approach the subject area without the contributions of the other; and finally to the understanding that the work that had produced both separately and jointly fit with neither discipline. This process ended with a significant body of related work that was something new—that when combined was not distinctively sociology, geography, or any other discipline. 
Emergency management in higher education is based on this “something new”, or the cumulative work produced by sociologists, anthropologists, and many other disciplines. The knowledge produced by sociology and geography are being, or have been already, integrated into textbooks and/or the curriculum of emergency management programs in higher education (Lindell, Prater, & Perry 2007, Mc Entire 2007, Phillips 2009, Pine 2007, Schwab, Eschelback, & Brower 2007). Review of both the textbooks and curriculum taught at one university, North Dakota State University, reveals that the purview of what students are studying can be described as “how human beings create, interact, and cope with, hazards, vulnerabilities, risks and the events associated with them” (Jensen, 2010). 

The purview of emergency management certainly has significant overlap with topics that other disciplines are currently researching; thus, the findings and theory generated by other disciplines will have to be integrated into the literature of emergency management. Furthermore, as the consensus among academics associated with emergency management demonstrates, the complexity of the topic demands continued work from more than one discipline, many disciplines have the potential to make significant contributions, and knowledge related to the purview of emergency management will only benefit from continued research in disciplines other than emergency management. But, does the intersection of emergency management with other disciplines necessarily mean that emergency management is not a discipline itself? Or, that it has to be multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary in higher education? 

When the definitions of each multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary approach are applied to the historical development of research in the subject area, further support is found for the argument that emergency management is not yet an autonomous discipline but it is well on its way. The terms multidisciplinary, interdisciplinary, and discipline represent three different approaches to research and teaching in higher education despite being closely related terms. Multidisciplinary has several definitions:

· research, problem solving, or training that mingles disciplines but maintains their distinctiveness (Collins 2002, p. 76); 

· research that involves more than a single discipline in which each discipline makes a separate contribution. Investigators may share facilities and research approaches while working separately on distinct aspects of a problem” (Friedman & Friedman 1985); and, 
· is what happens when members of two or more disciplines cooperate, using the tools and knowledge of their disciplines in new ways to consider multifaceted problems that have at least one tentacle in another area of study (Youngblood 2007, p. 2).
When applied to the historical development of research in the area of emergency management, the definitions of multidisciplinary fit best with the early work done on hazards and disasters. While the development of the subject area within sociology and geography were used as examples in this essay, academics from disciplines as diverse as public administration, political science, geology, meteorology, communications, economics, anthropology, engineering, mathematics, and psychology have applied the theory and methodology of their respective disciplines to the intriguing study of disaster and associated phenomena throughout the latter half of the twentieth century. Most research was done by individuals from various disciplines who had an interest in the subject, and in some cases individuals from different disciplines worked together to conduct research on different aspects of the same research question. 

Interdisciplinary research and higher education programs are quite different from multidisciplinary research and programs. Youngblood (2007) even suggested that interdisciplinary research and teaching require the preexistence of multidisciplinary work in a subject area (p. 3). Academics who advocate interdisciplinarity envision the approach as more integrative than the multidisciplinary approach. Definitions of interdisciplinary include: 

·  the juxtaposition and interpenetration of seemingly autonomous and free-standing fields of inquiry (McKeon 1994, p. 25);

· curriculum organization which cuts across subject-matter lines to focus upon comprehensive life problems or broad areas of study that bring together the various segments of curriculum, into meaningful association (Furner 1995, p. 4);

· teaching, learning, research, or problem solving that integrates several disciplines to create a unified outcome that is sustained and substantial enough to enable a new discipline to develop over time is interdisciplinary (Collins 2002, p. 76);

· a mode of research by teams or individuals that integrates information, data, techniques, tools, perspectives, concepts, and/or theories from two or more disciplines or bodies of specialized knowledge to advance fundamental understanding or to solve problems whose solutions are beyond the scope of a single discipline or area of research practice (National Research Council 2004).

The definitions of interdisciplinary appear to fit the interaction between geographers and sociologists as they progressed in their study of hazards and disasters. As the historical development of the subject area makes clear, integration of the concepts, theoretical components, and methodologies used by different disciplines working in the area of hazards and disasters was an important step. As the previous discussion revealed, sociology and geography had to abandon the temporal, methodological, and conceptual divisions between them related to the study of hazards and disasters. In so doing, sociology and geography evolved from a multidisciplinary approach to an interdisciplinary approach. To be sure, multidisciplinary study continued among the many diverse disciplines interested in the subject area, but interdisciplinary work was increasingly undertaken to better understand the complex subject matter. The product of their work is now used to ground teaching and curriculum in emergency management higher education programs. 

To say that emergency management was borne out of multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary research is not the same as saying that emergency management should be conceived of as multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary in higher education programs. As the following discussion makes clear, multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary approaches have different implications for research and higher education programs. The implications from each approach make clear that neither approach is particularly pragmatic or sustainable for emergency management going forward. 
The multidisciplinary approach has both negative and positive implications for research and higher education. Younglove-Webb, Gray, Abdalla & Thurow (1999) noted a number of issues in multidisciplinary research including “disciplinary chauvinism, different world views, status differences among team members, logistical and geographic obstacles”, as well as “differences in work styles, levels of analysis, gender perspectives, goals, visions for the project, and audiences they hoped to impact” (p. 425-429). Yet, despite these issues, there can be significant benefits from multidisciplinary research. 

Disciplines have developed powerful paradigms, theories, and methodologies designed to explain and predict the range of phenomena within their disciplines purview (Hoover 1992). When multiple academic disciplines apply their disciplinary tools to different aspects of a research question, a layered and rich understanding of the phenomena in question can result that would not have been achieved had any one discipline conducted the research alone (Younglove-Webb, Gray, Abdalla & Thurow 1999). As Quarantelli (1994) argued;
At least multi as over against interdisciplinary research does not completely forego the advantages of looking at phenomena from a particularly disciplinary perspective. Overall, the issue is not a matter of maintaining territorial boundaries or making a claim for the supremacy of some disciplinary, explanatory approach. Rather, it is that a disciplinary perspective allows one to see much and brings with it a depth of understanding that is otherwise not possible. The division of labor among the sciences, social ones included, exists because it is worthwhile and valid and not just because of the historical traditions of different disciplines or their intellectual conservatism (Quarantelli 1994, p. 3-4)

The benefits of multidisciplinarity for research referred to by Quarantelli (1994) do not necessarily translate to multidisciplinary higher education programs; there are, however, other benefits. Faculty are easier to find because they can potentially maintain teaching responsibilities in more than one department,  teach from the disciplinary framework in which they were educated, and research and publish within the purview of their discipline. 

While institutions of higher education and faculty may find multidisciplinary programs relatively easy to coordinate, students do not always find the programs easy to navigate (Kusmierek & Piontek 2002). Although students are able to get a taste of many different disciplinary approaches, there tends to be little synthesis across disciplinary perspectives related to the nature of the program of which they are a part (Laliker 1998). Research has found that students find it difficult to apply the knowledge they have learned (Kusmierek & Piontek 2002). 
Even while the knowledge now used in emergency management programs was developed initially through multidisciplinary research, researchers recognized that they needed to adopt an interdisciplinary approach. Multidisciplinary research will still certainly continue as many disciplines have an interest in the subject matter within the purview of emergency management. Students and researchers associated with emergency management programs may also engage in multidisciplinary research, but that is not the same as approaching higher education from a multidisciplinary perspective. 
The growing complexity of the body of knowledge that one has to know to be competent in emergency management is vast, specialized, and separate from any one other discipline. As McEntire (2004) stated, “As important as these disciplines have been and are to emergency management, the research emanating from them may not always capture all types of disaster phenomena” (p. 7). A multidisciplinary approach to degree programs would not be wise particularly given the drawbacks already associated with the approach. For instance, if emergency management is not approached as a traditional discipline, how would core knowledge be communicated in a multidisciplinary program? How would students be able to synthesize the information and material presented in diverse classes into a unified whole and then apply it in practice upon graduation? 
Certainly well-designed, well-funded, and well-managed programs can ensure students are educated sufficiently in emergency management. We know, however, from Cwiak (2008) that not all emergency management higher education programs meet these criteria. According to Cwiak (2008) faculty, funding, student recruitment, changing course material, and institutional support are the top five challenges facing higher education programs. Furthermore, with the current diversity in higher education programs (i.e., variety of degree programs, concentrations in degree programs (e.g., private vs. public sector emergency management), approaches to courses, status of faculty (e.g., full-time vs. devoted to emergency management, doctoral degree or less than a doctoral degree), and institutional, financial, and administrative support), it is unlikely that all programs will be able to equally implement a multidisciplinary approach. 

Implications of an interdisciplinary approach for research and education also reveal issues. An integrated approach to research has the potential to produce findings that are useful to the disciplines involved as well as to practice and policy. Mc Entire (2006) suggested the benefit of interdisciplinary research lies in the ability of findings to “move beyond simplistic descriptions of phenomena, provide explanations that are rarely self-evident …” (p. 6). And since funding to pursue interdisciplinary research is increasingly available (and sometimes required) through funding institutions, such as the National Science Foundation (National Research Council 2006, p. 191), interdisciplinary work has been increasingly attempted. Of course, as Collins (2002) stated, “two key elements for future success will be low barriers between it and other units, and institutional flexibility” (p. 82).  

Barriers to interdisciplinary research such as those mentioned by Collins (2002) are often present. The National Research Council (2006) cited additional common obstacles to the implementation of interdisciplinary research including “lack of funding, indifference or hostility on the part of researchers, and incompatibility with academic incentive and reward structures” (National Research Council 2006, p. 183). And, Glied, Bakken, Formicola, Gebbie, & Larson (2007) found that issues related to “fiscal sustainability, recruiting and retaining of faculty, and leadership sustainability” often were impediments to interdisciplinary research (p. 31). 


Similar to interdisciplinary research, interdisciplinary higher education program success is conditional. Furner (1995) notes the necessary conditions for interdisciplinary programs: “1) Two or more teachers are involved; 2) All teachers share common planning time; 3) All teachers share the same students; 4) All teachers are skilled in professional collaboration, consensus building, and curriculum development; and, 5) Students know how to behave and work in an interdisciplinary environment” (p. 5). As Applebee, Adler, and Flihan (2007) noted without these conditions “distortions in the curriculum, with some kinds of knowledge and skills, or even whole subject areas, being shortchanged within the interdisciplinary mix” and “a great deal of improvisation with both the strengths and weaknesses that that implies” can result (p. 1036-1037). 

Naiman (1999) suggested the conditions necessary for interdisciplinary programs in higher education are difficult to meet because of  

the time necessary to learn about other disciplines and their vocabulary…, not all…are of the same intellectual caliber…, the challenge of actually organizing and performing the work…, commitment of time and energy into understanding other disciplines invariably detracts from…maximizing one’s own mastery of a single discipline (p. 293)

And Applebee et al. (2007) identified a number of similar reasons for why interdisciplinary programs often fail including “require time and resources that are not usually available, are often superficial, and easily degenerate, with one of the integrated subjects dominating the curriculum at the expense of the others” (p. 1003). The National Research Council (2006) discovered that institutions claiming to have interdisciplinary programs often were interdisciplinary in name only and were implemented as “piecemeal and incoherent policies rather than systematic reforms” (National Research Council 2006, p. 184).

Opportunities for interdisciplinary research related to the subject matter of emergency management should certainly be pursued. The benefits of the approach have already been seen as emergency management evolved out of interdisciplinary work; however, the interdisciplinary approach to education is extremely difficult to accomplish and arguably (as the preceding discussion of the historical development should have demonstrated) somewhat unnecessary. There is a large body of knowledge that explains a wide range of phenomena within the purview of emergency management that was born out of both multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary work over time but is now taught as something distinct and discrete (Jensen 2010). 

Because a multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary approach to higher education programs is unrealistic, the alternative to these approaches—a traditional academic discipline approach—to higher education should be pursued. While few academics associated with emergency management have suggested that emergency management should be perceived as a traditional academic discipline, there is ample evidence to claim that the typical progression beyond interdisciplinary study has already occurred. As Davies and Devlin (2007) stated, there has been the “collapse of academic borders and the emergence of a new discipline” (Davies & Devlin 2007, p. 3-4). Collins (2002) defines disciplines as “a body of knowledge or branch of learning characterized by an accepted content and learning” (p. 76). Emergency management certainly meets Collins (2002) definition; see the following essay for a discussion of the body of knowledge, content, and learning in emergency management. Emergency management also evidences two of Foshay’s (1962) characteristics of a discipline—domain and history.
… a domain, an area of human experience, or an area of phenomena for which the person in the discipline takes responsibility, second, as a set of rules that has to do with how truth is established and how truth is conceived of an stated within the discipline, and third, as having a history that may be described and that presumably, ought to be known… (Foshay 1962, p. 5).

The characteristics of disciplines listed by Davies and Devlin (2007) go beyond Foshay’s (1962) characteristics:
…a community of scholars; a tradition or history of inquiry; a mode of inquiry that defines how data is collected and interpreted, as well as defining the requirements for what constitutes new knowledge; and the existence of a communications network (Davies & Devlin 2007, p. 2).

At first glance, emergency management does not appear to embody all of the characteristics described by either Davies and Devlin (2007) or Foshay (1962). For instance, emergency management has yet to define how new knowledge is created and how data is collected. Yet, emergency management is still well on its way to achieving disciplinary status. This essay developed the notion that emergency management exhibits several of the characteristics of a discipline including a tradition of inquiry/history, a defined domain, and a considerable body of knowledge. The academic community associated with emergency management will have to make a concerted effort to shape the discipline in the future and to construct the missing disciplinary components.
To say that emergency management is, or is well on its way to being, a discipline in and of its own right is not to say that the discipline will not share its subject matter with other disciplines, engage in multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary research endeavors, or co-opt the literature and theory of other disciplines to explain phenomena within the purview of emergency management. As Younglove (2007) stated, “No discipline is an island entire in itself. That is to say, disciplines are by no means discrete entities--they necessarily overlap, borrow, and encroach upon one another” (p. 1). The purview of emergency management will always be shared with other disciplines and benefit from their contributions. Furthermore, the subject is important enough and there is ample room for everyone to participate.  
Multidisciplinary study must continue and opportunities for interdisciplinary work must be pursued; yet, emergency management may fail to educate students in the complex subject of how human beings create, interact, and cope with hazards, vulnerabilities, risks, and the events associated with them if emergency management in higher education pursues either approach in higher education. Not only is emergency management poised to be a discipline in and of its own right, but also pursuit of disciplinary status may be the most pragmatic and sustainable option for faculty, students, intuitions, and funding.

References

Alexander, D. (1991). Natural disasters: A framework for teaching and research. Disasters, 15(3), 209-226.

Alexander, D. (1997). The study of natural disasters, 1977-1997: Some reflections on a changing field of knowledge. Disasters, 21(4), 284-304.

Alexander, D. (2000). Confronting catastrophe. Oxford: University Press.

Alexander, D. (2004). Natural hazards on an unquiet earth. In J.A. Matthews and D.T. Herbert (eds.) Unifying geography: Common heritage, shared future?  (pp. 266-282). New York: Routledge.

Applebee, A.N., Adler, M., Flihan, S. (2007). Interdisciplinary curricula in middle and high school classrooms: Case studies of approaches to curriculum and instruction. American Educational Research Journal, 44(4), 1002-1039.

Boin, A. (2005). From crisis to disaster: Towards an integrative perspective. In E.L. Quarantelli and R.W. Perry (eds) What is a disaster? New answers to old questions (pp. 153-172). Xlibris Corporation. 

Britton, N.R. (1999). Whither the emergency manager? International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters, 17(2), 223-235.

Collins, J.P. (2002) May you live in interesting times: Using multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary programs to cope with change in the life sciences. Bioscience, 52(1), 75-83.

Cross, J.A. (1998). A half century of hazards dissertation research in geography. International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters, 16(2), 199-212.

Cross, J.A. (2000). Hazards courses in North American geography programs. Environmental Hazards, 2, 77-86.

Cutter, S. (ed) (2001). American hazardscapes: The regionalization of hazards and disasters. Washington, DC: Joseph Henry Press.

Cutter, S. (2003). The science of vulnerability and the vulnerability of science. Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 93(1), 1-12.

Davies, M., & Devlin, M. (2007). Interdisciplinary higher education: Implications for teaching and learning. Melbourne, Australia: University of Melbourne, Center for the Study of Higher Education.

Drabek, T.E. (1969). Social processes in disaster: Family evacuation. Social Problems, 16, 336-349.

Drabek, T.E. (1970). Methodology of studying disasters: Past patterns and future possibilities. American Behavioral Scientist, 13, 430-439.

Drabek, T.E. (1989). Disasters as non-routine social problems. International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters, 7(3), 253-264.

Drabek, T. E. (2006). Sociology, disasters, and emergency management: History, contributions, and future agenda. In D.A. Mc Entire (ed) Disciplines, disasters and emergency management: The convergence and divergence of concepts, issues and trends in the research literature. Emmitsburg, MD: Emergency Management Institute, Federal Emergency Management Agency.

Drabek, T.E. (2005). Theories relevant to emergency management versus a theory of emergency 

management. Journal of Emergency Management, 3(4), 49-54.

Drabek, T., & Boggs, K. (1968). Families in disaster: Reactions and relatives.  Journal of Marriage and Family, 30, 443-451.

Drabek, T., & McEntire, D.A. (2003). Emergent phenomena and the sociology of disaster: Lessons, trends and opportunities form the research literature. Disaster Prevention and Management, 12(2), 97-112.

Dynes, R., & Drabek, T.E. (1994). The structure of disaster research: Its policy and disciplinary 

implications. International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters, 12(1), 5-23.

Dynes, R., DeMarchi, B., & Pelanda, C. (1987). Sociology of Disasters: Contributions of Sociology to Disaster Research. Italy: Franco Angeli. 

Foshay, A.W. (1962). Education and the nature of a discipline.  In A. Frazier (ed) New dimensions in learning: A multidisciplinary approach (pp. 1-8). Washington, DC: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 

Form, W.H. & Nosow, S. (1958). Community in Disaster. New York: Harper.

Fritz, C. (1961). Disasters. In Contemporary Social Problems (pp. 651-694), R. Merton and R. Nisbet (eds) New York: Harcourt, Brace and World 1961)

Fritz, C.E., & Williams, H. B. (1957). The human being in disaster: A research perspective. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 309, 42-51.

Furner, J. (1995). Planning for interdisciplinary instruction: A literature review. Paper presented at the Annual Conference on Effective Classroom Teaching, The University of Alabama. Tuscaloosa:AL.

Garcia-Acosta, V. (2002). Historical Disaster Research. In S. M. Hoffman and A. Oliver-Smith (eds) Catastrophe & culture: The anthropology of disaster (pp. 49-66). Santa Fe: School of American Research Press.

Glied, S., Bakken, S., Formicola, A., Gebbie, K., Larson, E. (2007). Institutional challenges of interdisciplinary research centers. Journal of Research Administration, 38(2), 28-38.

Golding, D. (1992). A social and programmatic history of risk research. In S. Krimsky and D. Golding (eds) Social Theories of Risk (pp. 23-52). Westport, CT: Praeger.

Hewitt, K. (ed). (1983). Interpretations of calamity. Boston: Allen & Unwin, Inc.

Hoover, K. R. (1992). The elements of social scientific thinking (5th edition). New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Jensen, J. (2010). “Emergency management theory: Unrecognized, underused, and underdeveloped”. In J. Hubbard (ed.), Integrating emergency management studies into higher education: Ideas, programs, and strategies (pp. 7-24). Fairfax, VA: Public Entity Risk Institute.

Kasperson, R.E., & Pijawka, K.D. (1985). Societal response to hazards and major hazard events: Comparing natural and technological hazards. Public Administration Review, 45, 7-18.

Kates, R.W. (1978). Risk assessment of environmental hazard. Scientific Committee on Problems of the Environment, SCOPE 8. New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Killian, L. (1952). The significance of multiple group membership in disaster. American Journal of Sociology, 57(2), 309-314.

Kendra, J. M. (2006). Geography’s contributions to understanding hazards and disasters. In D.A. Mc Entire (ed) Disciplines, disasters and emergency management: The convergence and divergence of concepts, issues and trends in the research literature. Emmitsburg, MD: Emergency Management Institute, Federal Emergency Management Agency. 

Kreps, G.A. (1984). Sociological inquiry and disaster research. Annual Review of Sociology, 10, 309-330.

Kusmierek, K.N., & Piontek, M. (2002). Content, consciousness, and colleagues: Emerging themes from program evaluation of graduated student progress toward multidisciplinary science. Paper presented at the Annual Forum of the Association for Institutional Research. Toronto, Ontario, Canada.

Lalicker, W.B. (1998). Rhetorics, poetics, and cuentos: Critical composition practice in a multidisciplinary department of English. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Conference on College Composition and Communication. Chicago, Illinois.

Lindell, M.K., Prater, C., & Perry, R.W. (2007). Introduction to emergency management. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Marks, E.S., & Fritz, C.E. (1954). Human reactions in disaster situations. Unpublished report. Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago.

Mc Entire, D.A. (2004). The status of emergency management theory: Issues, barriers, and 

recommendations for improved scholarship. Paper presented at the FEMA Higher Education Conference. Emmitsburg, MD.

Mc Entire, D.A. (2005). Emergency management theory: Issues, barriers, and recommendations for improvement. Journal of Emergency Management, 3(3), 44-53.

Mc Entire, D.A. (2006). The importance of multi-and inter-disciplinary research on disasters and for emergency management. In D.A. Mc Entire (ed) Disciplines, disasters, and emergency management: the convergence and divergence of concepts, issues and trends form the research literature. Emmitsburg, MD: Emergency Management Institute, Federal Emergency Management Agency.

Mc Entire, D.A. (2007). Disaster response and recovery. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Mc Entire, D.A., & Marshall, M. (2003). Epistemological problems in emergency management: 

Theoretical dilemmas and implications. ASPEP Journal, 119-129.

Mc Keon, M. (1994). The origins of interdisciplinary studies. Eighteenth-Century Studies, 28(1), 17-28.

Mileti, D. S. (1987). Sociological methods and disaster research. In R.R. Dynes and K.J. Tierney (eds) Disaster, collective behavior, and social organization (pp. 57-71). Newark, DE: University of Delaware and Associated University Presses.

Mileti, D. (1999). Disasters by design. Washington, DC: Joseph Henry Press.

Mitchell, J.K. (1984). Hazard perception studies: Convergent concerns and divergent approaches during the past decade. In T. F. Sarinnen, D.R. Seamon, and J.L. Sell (eds) Environmental perception and behavior: An inventory and prospect. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Mitchell, J.K. (1989). Hazards research. In G. L. Gaile and C.J. Willmott (eds) Geography in America (pp. 410-424). Columbus, OH: Merrill Publishing Company.

Moore, H.E. (1958). Tornados over Texas. Austin, University of Texas Press.

Naiman, R. J. (1999). A perspective on interdisciplinary science. Ecosystems, 2, 292-295.

National Research Council, Committee on Science, Engineering, and Public Policy. (2004). Facilitating Interdisciplinary Research. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. Accessed at: http://books.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=11153&page=29
National Research Council. (2006). Facing hazards and disasters: Understanding human dimensions. Washington, DC: National Academies Press.

Ngo, E. (2001). When disasters and age collide: Reviewing vulnerability of the elderly. Natural Hazards Review, 2(2), 80-89.

Oliver-Smith, A. (2002). Theorizing disasters: Nature, power, and culture. In S. M. Hoffman and A. Oliver-Smith (eds) Catastrophe & culture: The anthropology of disaster (pp. 23-48). Santa Fe: School of American Research Press.

O’Riordan, T. (1986). Coping with environmental hazards. In R.W. Kates and I. Burton (eds) Themes from the work of Gilbert F. White Volume 2 of Geography, resources and environment (pp. 272-309). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Phillips, B.D. (2003). Disasters by discipline: Necessary dialogue for emergency management education. Paper presented at the “Creating Educational Opportunities for the Hazards Manager of the 21st Century” Workshop. Denver, Colorado. Accessed at 

Pine, J. (2007). Technology in emergency management. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Quarantelli, E.L. (1954). The nature and conditions of panic. American Journal of Sociology, 60, 267-275.

Quarantelli, E.L. (1957). The behavior panic participants. American Journal of Sociology, 60, 187-194.

Quarantelli, E. L. (1987). Disaster studies: An analysis of the social historical factors affecting the development of research in the area. International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters, 5(3), 285-310. 

Quarantelli, E.L. (1994). Disaster studies: The consequences of historical use of a sociological approach in the development of research. International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters, 5 (1), 285-310.

Quarantelli, E.L. (2005). A social science research agenda for the disasters of the 21st century: Theoretical, methodological and empirical issues and their professional implementation. In R.W. Perry and E.L. Quarantelli (eds), What is a Disaster? New answers to old questions (pp. 325-396). USA: International Research Committee on Disasters.

Quarantelli, E.L. & Dynes, R. R. (1977). Community conflict: Its absence and its presence in natural disasters. Mass Emergencies, 1, 139-152.

Quarantelli, E.L. & Dynes, R. (1977b). Response to social crisis and disaster. Annual Review of Sociology, 3, 23-49. 

Rodriguez, H. (2004). The role, contributions, and complexities of interdisciplinary research: A holistic approach to hazards and disasters. Paper presented at the 29th Annual Natural Hazards Workshop. Boulder, Colorado.

Schwab, A.K., Eschelback, K., & Brower, D.J. (2007). Hazard mitigation and preparedness. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Smith, K. (2001). Assessing risk and reducing disaster. Boulder, CO: Institute of Behavioral Science, The University of Colorado.

Stallings, R. (1998). Disaster and the theory of social order. In E.L. Quarantelli (ed) What is disaster? Perspectives on the question (pp. 127-145). New York: Routledge.

Stallings, R. (2005). Disaster, crisis, collective stress, and mass deprivation. In E.L. Quarantelli (ed) What is disaster? Perspectives on the question (pp.237-274). New York: Routledge.

Thomas, D., & Mileti, D.  (2003). Designing educational opportunities for the hazards manager of the 21st century.  Paper presented at the 2004 Higher Education Conference, Emergency Management Institute, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Department of Homeland Security.  

Tierney, K.J. (2002). The field turns fifty: Social change and the practice of disaster fields work. In R. Stallings (ed) Methods of Disaster Research (pp. 349-374). Philadelphia: Xlibris.

Tierney, K. J. (2007). From the margins to the mainstream? Disaster research at the crossroads. Annual Review of Sociology, 33, 503-525.

Tierney, K. J., Lindell, M.K., & Perry, R.W. (2001). Facing the unexpected: Disaster preparedness and response in the United States. Washington, DC: John Henry Press.

Wallace, A.F.C. (1956). Tornado in Worcester: An exploratory study of individual and community behavior in an extreme situation. Washington, DC: National Academy of Sciences, National Research Council.

White, G. (1942). Human adjustment to floods. Chicago: University of Chicago, Department of 

Geography Research Paper No. 29.

White, G. (1973). Natural hazards research. In R. J. Chorley (ed) Directions in Geography (pp. 193-216). London: Methuen and Co Ltd.

White, G.F., & Haas, J.E.  (1975).  Assessment of Research on Natural Hazards.  Boulder, CO: Institute of Behavioral Science, The University of Colorado.

Whyte, A.V. (1986). From hazard perception to human ecology. In R.W. Kates and I. Burton (eds) Themes from the work of Gilbert F. White Volume 2 of Geography, resources and environment (pp. 240-271). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Whyte, A.V., & Burton, I. (eds) (1980). Environmental risk assessment. New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Youngblood, D. (2007). Interdisciplinary studies and bridging disciplines: A matter of process. Journal of Research Practice, 3(2), Article M18. 

Younglove-Webb, J., Gray, B., Abdalla, C.W., & Thurow, A. P. (1999). Multidisciplinary research teams in academia. The Review of Higher Education, 22(4), 425-440.






















1

