Session No. 24
Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Special Topics: Political Theories and Emergency Management
Time: 2 Hours


Objectives:

By the end of this session, students should be able to:

24.1
Explain in a simple way what theorizing is generally about and what theorists do in developing theory.
24.2
Define the Jeffersonian normative model and explain how it might    apply in the world of U.S. emergency management.

24.3
Define the Hamiltonian normative model and explain how it might   apply in the world of U.S. emergency management.
24.4 
Offer observations on how theories of organization culture and 

bureaucratic politics may be part of emergency management.
24.5
Summarize in brief what principal-agent theory is and how it might be a tool of emergency management.
24.6
Explain what it means to become a profession and reason out whether emergency management is best learned as codified knowledge, practice wisdom, or tacit knowledge.

24. 7
Conduct a discourse on whether emergency management should become a profession largely composed of generalists or one mostly composed of technical specialists.

Scope

This session introduces about a half dozen political theories. It explains what theory is; explains what theorists do to develop theory; and introduces “political and management theory.” It provides a sampling of theories and concepts, many produced by political scientists, public administrationists, and economists, applicable to the domain of disaster policy and to the field of emergency management. This session does not canvass all political or managerial theories; nor does it encompass the full range of political theories developed to explain the substance or processes of emergency management. Rather it presents a sampling of theories which show promise in assisting emergency managers and students of emergency management. The session closes with discussion points about theory, knowledge creation, and the emergence of a profession of emergency management, as well as other course wrap up discussion points.
References
Assigned student readings:

Sylves, Richard. Disaster Policy and Politics: Emergency Management and Homeland Security. Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 2008. See Chapter 2, 26-45.
Sylves, Richard and Cumming, William R. “FEMA’s Path to Homeland Security: 1979-2003.” Journal of Homeland Security and

Emergency Management. Volume 1, Issue 2, 2004, Article 11. Pages 1-21. Available at The Berkeley Electronic Press, at http://www.bepress.com/jhsem/vol1/iss2/11/ Posted 2007. Last accessed 12 August 2009.
Requirements

Maintain open discussion and solicit individual student views. Try to get students to relax and think about theory with an open mind. They need to understand that theories are “not” telling them what to do or how to conduct day to day emergency management work. Theories are suggestions or heuristics, that is, they offer people who understand them alternative ways of seeing the world and thinking about the world. 
Students who dismiss all political theories out of hand overlook the fact that political theories inhere in the entire architecture of the U.S. political system. Make it abundantly clear that while some political theories advance “political ideologies,” - liberal theories, conservative theories, democratic theory, communistic theory, socialist theory -, the theories reviewed in this session are not necessarily ideological and definitely neither totalitarian nor partisan biased. 
It might be advisable to seat everyone in a circle (if possible) so that discussion is not directed from one standing person to a seated audience faced forward. A circle of seated people connotes that every person’s contribution is equal and it tends to relax the authority relationship of teacher-student. This session will succeed best if it is offered in an open give and take educational way.
Invite students to not only explain theories but to critique them. Encourage them to put forward improved theory or alternative theory they think works best, defending their proposals.  Invite students to use their imagination and to discuss ways in which political theory may help emergency managers better understand their place in government and politics. Ask them to consider which theories they think will empower them to work as more capable and successful public managers. 
A warning: work to discourage students from being closed minded on the subject of theory in general or political or managerial theory specifically. The purpose of this session is to help students broaden their thinking, conceive of the field in what may be for them new and original ways, and realize that life-long learning of old and new theory is personally fulfilling, empowering, and professionally necessary.
Finally, some students may wonder why they have been asked to revisit the Sylves and Cumming article, which was previously assigned in session 22 about nuclear power and hazardous materials. The Sylves and Cumming article contains information and themes very relevant to this finally session. What students were asked to take away from the Sylves and Cumming article in session 22 is very different from what they are asked to draw from it in this session.

Remarks
The theories examined in this session will help students to approach emergency management armed with conceptual tools manifesting various degrees of explanatory power. These theory tools serve a variety of purposes. 

· They help students think about the field of emergency management in a broad and intellectual way. 

· These tools allow students to break free of the “case study after case study” approach to emergency management education and training. 

· They also help students to discern whether or not emergency management is evolving into a profession and if so what kind of profession it will be. 

· These tools also empower students to test various theories to determine which ones best explain the work of emergency management generally, best explain the specific managerial environment they are working in or may seek to work in, and best equip them to appreciate the political and policy context of emergency management. 

This session begins with a description of two relatively simple normative theories: one Jeffersonian and the other Hamiltonian. It then considers matters of bureaucratic politics and administrative culture. From there it moves on to the role of “best practice” contributions to the field. This is followed by a brief examination of the relevance of principal-agent theory in disaster policy implementation. Toward the end of the session is a brief discussion about how emergency management knowledge is produced and how it is learned by others.
Objective 24.1
Explain in a simple way what theorizing is generally about and what theorists do in developing theory.

Theories and concepts often serve as tools one can apply to the study of physical and natural phenomena, and (arguably) as well human realms (as accomplished in the social science disciplines of psychology, sociology, political science, economics, human geography, etc.). 
Theories are ways someone can simplify complex problems, break them down into pieces, and reassemble them in different ways. 
Theories in the realm of scientific rationalism are testable. This means hypotheses can be derived from these theories and tested in experiments to determine whether the theory helps explain a phenomenon. The outcome of well conducted and conceived experiments is confirmation or disconfirmation of a theory. A confirmed theory should reproduce the same results in subsequent experiments time after time. 
Philosophy of science scholar Thomas Kuhn has convincingly demonstrated that in every field of science strong theories tend to displace weak theories and a strong dominant theory itself is subject to wholesale replacement by a new theory when certain conditions apply: the old theory set (paradigm) is shown to have flaws or anomalies the new theory set (paradigm) can better address and explain; the old theory fails because a technological breakthrough has revealed its inadequacy, and so it is rejected even in the absence of a new theory to replace the old one; and, the scientific community has achieved consensus that the old theory set or paradigm is unacceptable and that henceforth what constitutes knowledge in the field will only be legitimate if it is a product or application of the consensually approved new theory.

Most worthwhile theories are malleable to some degree. Some theories may be rejected because they are too broad or too narrow, too impractical to apply, or too abstract.  The most useful theories are those that possess strong explanatory power. In other words, they provide an ability to better understand some feature or phenomenon of the past, present, and future.
Worthwhile theories often help bridge gaps between knowledge disciplines as well as between sub-fields of disciplines. They offer conceptual lenses to help make sense of things. Also beneficial, they help us understand the conceptual lens and biases that we as humans consciously, and sometimes unknowingly, already use to comprehend and cope with our world, work, and daily life.

Scholars have developed theories and concepts to help them and us understand and explain governance and public policy generally. Political theories and concepts have also been used to help scholars, practitioners, and students understand and explain specific domains of public policy: health care, social welfare, environment, defense, and education, for example. Disaster policy (which itself includes emergency management), though a relatively new domain of public policy, is also amenable to analysis through the development and application of theories and concepts. 
The United States as a nation has survived and prospered in part because its citizens have embraced as legitimate a worthy set of core principles and ideas, developed by the nation’s forefathers who were themselves students or scholars of political theories and philosophies propounded in the “Age of Reason.” 
Also, America’s people and leaders are often open to adapting old theory or incorporating new theories and principles, which enable the nation to accommodate change, to advance prosperity, to compete with other nations and so endure, and to protect the nation from a great many forms of threat. Certain political theories are so suffused within the American mindset and system of government that its citizens, its leaders, and its public servants sometimes take them for granted or forget that they are there.

If emergency management is evolving into a profession, it must rely on theories, concepts, and abstract knowledge as well as experiential learning and experimental research. Emergency management as an occupation increasingly demands the mastery of a body of professional knowledge, though it also depends on the skills and abilities of generalist managers. For Sylves and Cumming the matter is presented as one of “humanitarian aid” versus “technical prowess.”

For emergency managers to understand their role in the policy process and to establish their profession, they need to grasp the significance of political and managerial theories relevant to their work.
 For example, they need to appreciate that government embodies actors and structures intended to facilitate the effective operation of democracy and political accountability.  

The field or discipline of emergency management is evolving into a profession. Today emergency managers are routinely expected to possess specialized knowledge; especially as new data-processing and geographic information system (GIS) technologies are made new tools of the trade, and as political officials demand more work-smart emergency management.

Objective 24.2
Define the Jeffersonian normative model and explain how it might    apply in the world of U.S. emergency management.
Normative models of theory embed values and value judgments (norms if you will). Norms involve value judgments, such as matters of personal and societal right and wrong as well as good or bad. Many political theories involve matters of norms. Sometimes normative theories do not “travel well” to other cultures and other nations if the theories are based on norms of one nation’s or society’s culture and political system. Sylves proposes two normative theories students of U.S. emergency management may want to consider.

The so called Jeffersonian normative model (or approach) requires that public managers possess skill in consultation, negotiation and communication, and deftness in probing for public understanding and consent. Good Jeffersonian public managers are educated generalists who know and understand personal relationships that exist between agents and tasks.
 
Jeffersonian public managers are strictly accountable to the public and to their elected overseers. As communities bear the effects and impact of a disaster, Jeffersonian managers must use their socio-technical skills to meet the expressed needs of those in their communities. Strong community participation would be a hallmark of emergency preparedness and planning for Jeffersonian emergency managers.
Thomas Jefferson, major author of the Declaration of Independence and the nation’s third president, has been generally understood to insist that the job of public managers was try to obtain “popular and stakeholder guidance” through political consultation or public deliberation before-the-fact.  In other words, public managers make their decisions as the product of grassroots public consultation and the consensus of interest group recommendations. This gives a public manager’s decisions greater political legitimacy for public purposes. 
For Jeffersonian emergency managers, work success and the success of their agencies reside in “maintaining community support from senior elected and appointed officials, the news media, and the public.”
 For example, local emergency managers must serve local elected or appointed executives and at the same time respond to the needs of people in their jurisdiction. Should they fail badly on either or both counts, they risk losing their posts and they risk harming the reputation and welfare of their agencies.
Jeffersonian emergency managers treasure and encourage broad participation by officials of other agencies, by local average citizens, and by representatives of stakeholder organizations. On the local level, they are likely to rely heavily on local emergency management committees.
The reason for this broad inclusiveness stems from the need for local emergency managers to both consult with representatives of these organizations as they draft emergency plans and proposals, as well as to win the broad pluralistic consent and support they need to secure political or administrative approval of their plans and proposals. Such is the essence of Jeffersonian emergency management at the local level.
Jeffersonian principles apply less well on the State and Federal levels largely because these levels interact with the general public much less frequently and tend to be more accountable to direct executive control and legislative oversight & accountability. Obviously, these levels cannot afford to ignore key stakeholder groups. Officials of the State or Federal level often make use of public advisory bodies, regularly measure their agency’s level of customer satisfaction, and are responsive to the public and to organized special interests they work with or serve. The claim of the Jeffersonian normative theory is that the closer one gets to the grassroots (so often the local level) the better.
Local emergency managers must serve local executives and at the same time respond to the needs of people in their jurisdiction. As mentioned, should they fail badly on either or both counts, they risk losing their posts, they risk harming the reputation and welfare of their agencies, and they risk alienating their own and their agency’s political and governmental overseers.

Critiques of the Jeffersonian Model
A Jeffersonian would press for making public administration advance democracy, but doing so often comes at the expense of administrative efficiency. The Jeffersonian model tends to undermine the professional development of the field of emergency management (or any field seeking to professionalize) because it holds that emergency managers should not conduct their work under an “authority of expertise.” Instead they should work under an ethos of public and political acceptability. 
In the extreme, the Jeffersonian theory assumes that disasters and emergencies pose simple and straightforward problems that do not require great socio-technical knowledge to resolve. The application of specialized bodies of knowledge by well educated experts would not be needed in Jeffersonian emergency management. Emergency managers would not be educated and trained to handle the intricacies of contract management with outside businesses or charitable organizations. Instead capable emergency management would entail strong management of public relations and the news media, slavish responsiveness to the wishes of overhead elected executives, and emphases on field work with learning by repetition.
While the Jeffersonian approach encourages volunteerism, it also infers that anyone can do emergency management and that emergency response decision making is best left to the public and/or elected officials, though they are likely to be inexpert in this field. Jeffersonian emergency managers would likely be local community advocates who hold their jobs temporarily, as they are rotated in and out by changing local political administrations.
The Jeffersonian approach would most assuredly oppose credentialing or certifying who is qualified to be an emergency manager. Because “anyone can do emergency management” in this model, and because the vast majority of local emergency managers would owe their jobs to some type of political benefactor, the potential for corruption would be great even if they were “gentlemen and gentlewomen” of the type Jefferson would approve.
Moreover, the Jeffersonian approach would give priority to disaster preparedness, response, possibly recovery, but not disaster mitigation. This is because emergency management is rarely popular and a matter of public concern “between disasters and emergencies.”
Objective 24.3
Define the Hamiltonian normative model and explain how it might   apply in the world of U.S. emergency management.
Alexander Hamilton was a Revolutionary War hero, a major architect of the U.S. Constitution through The Federalist Papers, and the first Secretary of the U.S. Treasury. Hamilton famously advocated a different model of public manager. For him public managers must put emphasis on getting results. 
In a Hamiltonian model or approach, public managers expect others, especially strong elected executives, to judge them by whether or not their efforts produced the desired results. They work under “after-the-fact” accountability, and their concerns are performance and evaluation under public law.  Hamiltonians must be expert decision-makers, must be students of organization, and must possess executive talents in formulating plans and carrying out duties. Hamiltonian public managers know the substance, tools and processes of their work.
 
A Hamiltonian public manager is in many ways a technocrat who possesses special knowledge and expertise most average citizens do not have and who works under norms of objectivity and political neutrality. The rise of a professionalized U.S. civil service system of government employment in the 1930s and its perpetuation today demands well-educated public managers. Moreover, the complexity and vast array of public problems and governmental responsibilities demands managers who possess specialized knowledge and technical abilities. 
Emergency management is time and knowledge sensitive. Thus, Hamiltonian emergency managers can be trusted to act independently and with dispatch.  Time pressures raised by the acute needs of emergencies and disasters often make it difficult and inefficient for Hamiltonian managers to work exclusively through a community- or public-participation model of consultation and decision making.
Those who know emergency management understand something about emergent properties, adaptive and problem-solving systems, social and organizational networks, systems thinking, organizational learning, building alignment and connectivity, and cascade thinking.  Those seeking to learn modern emergency management tools need some awareness of the power of simulation gaming and the potential of emerging digital technologies.  Ideally, emergency management leaders work to build a system that will improve and enhance the individual and collective reasoning of those (at all levels and in all roles) who respond to disaster or communal crisis.  They work to help emergency management people understand team development and leadership. This involves exploration of collaborative and double-loop learning, communications, distributed teams, adaptive proficiency training, situation awareness, decision-making under stress, personal stress management strategies, creativity and improvisation, and other meta-cognitive strategies.

Emergency managers ask, how can we combine and coordinate the multitude of disciplines and organizations— such as businesses, agencies, schools, universities, hospitals, fire and police—and connect across local, state, and federal levels where needed?  How can we build a sufficient practice repertoire that must include new databases, protocols, technologies, simulations, standards, case studies, and research?
 
Modern Hamiltonians?

Significant advances in hazards research—most particularly in meteorology, seismologic studies, and physical geography, as well as in the building sciences, climate change research, and environmental studies—gave further credibility to disaster research.
 These advances coincided with, and often were made possible by, major technological innovations: advances in high-speed computing and massive data storage, the development of personal computers and sophisticated computer software. 

New technologies have automated emergency planning, response, recovery, and mitigation. The combination of geographic information system software and global positioning system tools, including remote sensing, have empowered emergency managers today to do things they could only imagine a decade ago.
 The social sciences have also made major contributions to the field through the work of disaster sociologists, political scientists, economists, social geographers, demographers, and urban planners. Sociologists expanded knowledge about how people behave in disaster circumstances.
This intellectual nurturing and maturation of the field has helped advance emergency management from an occupation to a profession.”
  Emergency management as a profession means greater dependence on a skilled and educated workforce as opposed to large numbers of unskilled volunteers who had performed disaster management response and recovery operations in the past.
 
Modern emergency managers are expected to be well educated and professional. Moreover, they are expected to manifest knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) average citizens could not be expected to have. Furthermore, they are often expected to make independent judgments and decisions drawing on their authority of expertise. This is the epitome of Hamiltonian style emergency management.

Critiques of the Hamiltonian approach

Some allege that emergency management is best conducted by well educated generalists, rather than narrowly focused single discipline experts.
 The term “technocrat,” is not necessarily well received by political officials and average citizens. Because senior emergency managers in particular have to work with senior elected or appointed officials in times of disaster and emergency especially, the skills of an experienced generalist may be better suited to the job than the skills of a technocrat.

When the job of emergency manager entails dealing with victims face to face, it may well be that experienced generalists, perhaps a modern Jeffersonian, may be more responsive and compassionate than technocrats, though this is certainly arguable. Generalist emergency managers may also work more compatibly with the non-profit sector active in disasters.
In political terms, the Hamiltonian approach risks that emergency managers may become another imputed interest group that seeks benefits from government in order to advance their own prerogatives, something perhaps not always in the public interest. They may press elected political leaders to broaden the definition of “disaster” or “emergency” so that the skills and services they provide might be in greater demand than they otherwise would be.
Objective 24.4
Offer observations on how theories of organization culture and 

bureaucratic politics may be part of emergency management.
Bureaucratic politics theories strive to explain why public officials do the things they do. Understanding bureaucratic politics requires an appreciation of an organization’s culture.
 These theories suggest that public officials protect or promote their own agency's special interests, as they compete with other agencies, and this is a major motivating factor in shaping the timing and the content of their decisions.

“Bureaucratic politics are conducted quietly, behind the scenes, in skillful ways, with strategic reversals possible, caution, and contentment with sharing credit for good results. A person needs these attributes in order to exhibit good statecraft.”
 The statecraft of political administration is, “office using by people in a variety of circumstances at the top of the executive branch of government.”
 Statecraft is “using and risking political power through action.” 
In other words, each government bureau, agency or division continually strives to maximize its budget and its authorized manpower, as well as to protect or extend its operating autonomy and discretion in decision-making in the area of its assigned responsibilities. Often this can be most readily accomplished by lobbying for an expansion of the scope of the organization's responsibilities. 
The policies and policy recommendations generated in the executive branch of the government and passed on to both the chief executive and the legislative authorities are often better understood as the by-product of bureaucratic turf-battles and expedient compromises between bureaucratic chieftains than as the product of reasoned analysis of how most effectively and efficiently to carry out the policy commitments of the elected chief executive or to serve the public interest. FEMA is alleged to have been engaged in many bureaucratic turf battles over its history.

The governmental or bureaucratic politics model would for example, explain president disaster declaration decision-making as the outcome of negotiations between senior, political appointees (agency heads, Cabinet level secretaries, state emergency management leaders, etc.) and/or elected executives (governors, mayors, etc.). Political Scientist, Graham Allison refers to these players as elites. Their bargaining and negotiation activities culminate in convincing the chief executive to take some course of action or to make some type of decision.
The bureaucratic politics model assumes that whether or not a president issues a declaration of major disaster or emergency is largely a function of what major political actors have in combination recommended that he or she do. Certainly, in asking, a governor presses the president to approve his or her request by convincing him of the worthiness of the request. As well, presidents are advised, sometimes in group settings, by their staffs, by the heads of affected government departments and agencies, as well as by lawmakers.

For emergency managers, much of their world is one of bureaucratic politics. Often emergency managers must work with elected executives, must bargain and negotiate with very senior political or merit appointed administrative officials, and must be responsive to legislators. To succeed they must demonstrate technical competence as well as lead or manage the coordination of people working in their own agency or department, and bring about the coordination of work by other departments or agencies. Theirs is a world of high tension intergovernmental relations and intense media coverage. 
Partisan mutual adjustment

The bureaucratic politics theory of public organization and policy making overlaps many features of another approach or theory, this one partisan mutual adjustment. Partisan mutual adjustment seeks to explain how public managers behave in governing relations. 
In partisan mutual adjustment public managers clash owing to their,

· respective personal political motivations, 

· their respective obligations to the law (laws differ from agency to agency) and to the agencies they lead, 
· and, to their respective commitments to their elected executive and legislative overseers.
 
This theory
 in a sense provides emergency managers a guide to surviving in a world of partisan political competition among political actors. This theory much concerns how political appointees interact with top civil servant administrators.
 
Political appointees and top civil servant administrators work in a system of organic interdependence, something commonly found in emergency management in the U.S. Though most political appointees take an oath to advance public service for the greater public interest before they begin work in government, the temptation to use public office to advance partisan purposes is often too great for some of them to avoid.
Emergency managers who are not political appointees themselves must often work under officials who are. Those appointed officials have their own personal political motivations and loyalties. Those officials are likely to champion the causes, interests, and preferences of the major political patron and party to whom they owe their appointment. Sometimes these sets of motives clash with the professional norms and legal strictures that govern the behavior of senior civil service emergency managers. How emergency managers deal with these clashes is part of the day to day world of emergency management in government. 

Moreover, owing to election outcomes over time, whole sets of political appointees of one political party are sometimes replaced by a new set of political appointees of another party. Emergency managers within the civil service must be prepared to accommodate this change. They must work between two extremes. One extreme is to slavishly obey whoever is their politically appointed superior even if this causes disruption, distortion, and partisan bias in the operation of their public agency. The opposite extreme is to behave in a total unresponsive manner to the wishes and instructions of legitimate, though politically appointed, superiors. Conducting an appropriate behavior somewhere between these two extremes is a perennial challenge for every public manager.
Objective 24.5
Summarize in brief what principal-agent theory is and how if might be a tool of emergency management.
Principal-Agent theory assumes managers function in an environment in which they cannot observe whether their agents in fact carried out the instructions they issued as principals.  In addition, agents hide information from principals and these agents may use the information to behave in ways inconsistent with what the principal wants. Principal-agent theory gives rise to performance contracting studies.
  
For example, principal-agent theory, may help government emergency managers better understand the realm of contracting and grants management, as well as the relationship between elected and appointed officials. Principal agent theory will help them oversee and steer contractors to do what they are expected to do. Principal agent theory may also help them oversee and influence the behavior of their grantees working in state and local emergency management organizations.
Principal-agent theory helps integrate non-economic elements with structured economic analysis. This approach involves refining situational logic.
 Principal agent theory seems quite appropriate in the world of emergency management.
  Government emergency managers work in a universe of federal, state, local, and private sector agencies.  An immense amount of government emergency management work is contract management involving private contractors and non-profit volunteer organizations. 
Information flows among agents and principals also influence the decisions of principals in matters of fund distribution, budgeting, planning, policy and program administration, and management supervision in general. Emergency manager “principals” might be well served by use of integrated non-economic factors and structured economic analysis that helps ensure that “agents” addressing disaster-related needs are better guided toward achieving the goals emergency manager “principals” are legally and officially obligated to meet.  
“Working the seams” is part of principal-agent theory. Public managers must know how to work the edges of administrative-legislative interaction, intergovernmental relations, agencies and interest groups.
 Seams are gray zones. They are areas in which there is legal and administrative flexibility. Disasters and emergencies often require that emergency managers behave adaptively, bend or ignore rules that confound or delay their work, and establish new and often unusual modes of interaction with people and organizations they often do not encounter in normal periods. They need technical and analytical knowledge to do this. Their world is composed of agents, seams and a technical core.  

Objective 24.6
Explain what it means to become a profession and reason out whether emergency management is best learned as codified knowledge, practice wisdom, or tacit knowledge.
How do people learn what they need to know to do their job and how do they master a body of knowledge they need to understand to achieve high levels of competence in the work they do?  Tacit knowledge and codified knowledge are part of the answer to these questions.

Tacit knowledge is vague and ambiguous and depends on sharing expectations and values through social relationships. One might acquire tacit knowledge from an apprenticeship or internship-type experience. Much of this involves learning by watching, listening, and emulating the behavior of others.
 
Codified knowledge is impersonal and learned through thinking and reasoning, not through social relationships. Knowledge can also be uncodified, that is, knowledge that is not written down or published and must be learned perhaps through verbal exchange and people’s personal recollections.
 

Codified knowledge can be either diffused or undiffused. Diffused codified knowledge is written down and openly available so that audiences outside government can use it. Codified undiffused knowledge is written down but not widely available outside the organization that created it.
To manage well, do aspiring emergency managers need to learn in face-to-face forums that are consensual, democratic, Jeffersonian, and based on un-codified knowledge? Or might they achieve their goals by learning and imparting technocratic knowledge that is produced from data analysis, repeated experimentation, scientific study, scholarly research, Hamiltonian behavior, and codified knowledge?
This may depend on whether codified knowledge is diffused or undiffused knowledge.
 If knowledge is codified but not diffused, it resides within the bureaucracies.  Someone could only master this knowledge if they worked inside the bureaucracy and if they learned internal rules and unique types of information. 
If knowledge is diffused but not codified, those entering public management positions from the outside stand little chance of coordinating the work of others, unless they receive help from those inside and/or they have the time to learn the un-codified information as government employees. To succeed under conditions of diffused, un-codified knowledge, a public manager needs to “learn the agency.” Managers would have to learn from experienced agency insider mentors. 
Unfortunately, for too long a considerable share of federal emergency management knowledge, if recorded at all, was partially codified but not sufficiently diffused beyond the agency. The Code of Federal Regulations
 for emergency management sets forth the core rules of federal emergency management but it does not elucidate the essence of what emergencies and disasters are and it does not explain how to actually do emergency management work. 
Some Federal emergency managers have codified their expertise but much of this information resides within the bowels of various agency offices; a possible exception is the National Emergency Training Center of FEMA within the Department of Homeland Security, which disseminates codified emergency management knowledge and trains state and local authorities and managers. 
However, according to former FEMA attorney William Cumming, “the real disaster tradition was oral, not in writing, and ad hoc rather than procedural.”
 Moreover, FEMA and its progenitor agencies lacked “history divisions” (common at the Department of the Army, Department of Energy, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, NASA, etc.) or institutional memories that were more than merely the recollections of employees who have worked there. The Department of Homeland Security, FEMA’s home since March 2003, was created by law with a history division.
 A fiefdom or cult of personality results when management knowledge is both un-codified and undiffused (inaccessible) or kept secret by government classification.  Such may have been the case in J. Edgar Hoover’s FBI many years ago.
 Management control then becomes highly personalized, un-reviewable, and not subject to managerial appeal. Some fear that the advancement of emergency management largely depends on high-profile, charismatic figures chosen to lead agencies like FEMA or State and local emergency management agencies. If emergency management know-how depends heavily on a cult of personality, there is little hope emergency management will be professionalized.

In un-codified but diffused knowledge situations, clans are the norm and people learn by being socialized into them. Those selected to join the U.S. Diplomatic Corps face this type of situation.  While diplomatic histories are many, those Americans who endeavor to become diplomats must learn how to do this work primarily through the State Department’s Diplomatic Corps.
 They must be socialized to the State Department’s way of doing things before they are officially entrusted to do official U.S. diplomatic work. 
Certain first responder emergency management occupational specialties (fire services and law enforcement) put great emphasis on socialization and mastery of both un-codified knowledge and codified knowledge not widely diffused to those outside the occupational specialty. 

If emergency management is basically learned through apprenticeships within emergency management agencies, few academics will be drawn to the field. In such a case, if the field of emergency management grows at all, it will grow as a function of in-house training, not by broad-based advancement of emergency management education and published research.

Objective 24.7
Conduct a discourse on whether emergency management should become a profession largely composed of generalists or one mostly composed of technical specialists.
Some think emergency management is a body of unsophisticated skill sets imparted to others through simplified, one-directional training. Worse still is that some people assume “anyone can do emergency management because the field is so ill-defined, diffuse, and based on easily learned behaviors.”  People might then conclude that emergency managers are inter-changeable functionaries who carry out relatively simple tasks with clerk-like efficiency during episodic periods officially defined as disasters or emergencies. 
Some disaster sociologists evince a nostalgic and romantic promotion of all voluntary, citizen emergent group addressed, disaster management. Few would criticize local do-it-yourself disaster mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery. However, people (and even local governments) tend to look to Federal and State government for help in times of disaster. Local emergency managers are expected to participate in all phases of the disaster cycle and be a facilitating conduit of Federal and State assistance.
Emergency managers must be judged as professional if their recommendations to top political officials, including the President and White House officials, are to be respected and taken seriously; this respect emanates from the substantive and technical merit of the recommendations themselves and because the recommendations were conceived by those with acknowledged expertise (extensive education, training, and experience).  
If political officials do not consider emergency managers as part of a specialized, knowledge-based profession, or if they consider emergency management skill sets interchangeable or indistinguishable from that of other professions, those political officials might conclude that their own judgments about how to manage disasters and emergencies are just as valid as those of their emergency managers.
 In other words, emergency managers would lack an “authority of expertise” and generalist emergency managers might then be supplanted by political appointees who have little or no emergency management training or experience. 

James Miskel’s “vesting” versus “weighting” observations in many ways affirm this point. “Vesting” involves assigning responsibility while “weighing” is conferring actual authority to do something. Miskel argues that FEMA has too often been an agency “vested” with responsibility but lacking commensurate “weighing” or conferral of authority to do its job. In simple terms, you are blamed for something you lacked the authority to fully address in the first place. This is evident in the tendency of some presidents to confer upon a politically trusted, but disaster inexperienced, White House-level representative authority to act on behalf of the president at the scene of the catastrophic disaster and to be in effect the president’s eyes and ears regarding the disaster in question. Meanwhile, those Federal officials who have legal and “line” authority to respond to and manage the disaster through all of its phases end up having their decisions second guessed, or assumed illegitimate, until okayed by the “weighted” presidential official. Presumably, senior “professional” emergency managers competent to do their jobs would be less vulnerable to presidential replacement by White House plenipotentiaries.

FEMA, throughout the 1980’s and 1990’s was the only federal agency with large-scale disaster recovery monies and budget authority. In addition, the nature of FEMA’s work has both “humanitarian” and “technical” characteristics. Throughout its 23-year history as an independent executive branch agency, those who appointed FEMA officials and those FEMA officials who had to define the agency’s public service positions, qualifications, and work assignments (as well as engage in recruitment and selection of workers), faced a dilemma. Should FEMA be managed and staffed by generalist public managers, often schooled in the social sciences or the humanities? Or, should FEMA be managed and staffed by technical specialists, educated in the physical or biological sciences, or in engineering fields? This question remains unresolved, though thus far generalists have come to occupy most of FEMA’s very senior positions. The same question should be posed for State and local emergency management.
At the intersection of public management and bureaucratic politics, we find what is referred to as best practices. Best practices are a method of producing knowledge by observing (or recounting) field experience and then creating applicable principles. This is often described as “practice as the basis for scholarship, not scholarship as the basis for practice
  and “reflective practitioners” are needed to make the best practice approach work.  Here public management study becomes a kind of art form.  The practitioner draws the picture for the observer. James Lee Witt, the former director of FEMA, wrote a book that stands as a perfect example of best practice knowledge offered by an emergency management reflective practitioner.
  Best practice scholarship codifies and diffuses knowledge but often more as informed “story-telling” than as practitioner relevant academic knowledge.
Supplemental

Considerations

The discipline of philosophy uses the term epistemology. Epistemology in philosophy is the study of “what constitutes knowledge.” The theories presented in this session intrinsically raise questions about “what constitutes knowledge” in emergency management. This course has proposed that the political and policy study of emergency management in the U.S. represents one, but not the only, source of knowledge about this field. 
If someone were parachuted on to the grounds of most U.S. universities, that person is likely to discover that emergency management is not treated as a knowledge “discipline” (in the sense government emergency managers would like it defined) in its own right at any institution. Once our parachutist surveys the academic landscape he or she will discover that various established and traditional knowledge disciplines and subfields may have staked some claim to emergency management. 
In university departments whose faculty chooses to have any relationship at all with emergency management, the area is often treated on the undergraduate level as a specialization, a minor, a sub-field, a certificate program, a stand-alone single course, or a collection of courses. The are a few universities that have created standing departments of emergency management, but most universities and colleges have found this very difficult if not impossible to do. Some universities and colleges have found ways to create and grow emergency management courses, curricula, and degrees as an offshoot of one of their disaster research centers.
Emergency management has only a modest presence in graduate study regardless of academic discipline, though this is changing. Where it does have a graduate presence it often exists as an inter-disciplinary Master’s or Doctoral degree program alliance of various and sundry departments and professors. 
At the community college level, emergency management is often taught as a post-professional technical course by someone who has been (or is) some type of practitioner in the field, though there are notable exceptions to this.
FEMA, many States, and some localities provide in-house education and training of emergency managers. However, these education and training bodies tend to offer “how to” information rendered as best practice knowledge or as technical training laced with immense procedural and planning rule memorization. Unlike universities, they are not in the business of widely diffusing knowledge beyond those they instruct. Moreover, many of the policy and political issues explored in this guide would be controversial and perhaps “out of bounds” at these shops.
The future of emergency management as a profession remains uncertain. The inter-disciplinary knowledge demands needed to do emergency management work may be impossible for any one person to master. Academic programs emerging in the field of emergency management, even if they are subalterns of traditional academic disciplines, may be a worthwhile step in the direction of increased profession nurturing, but what constitutes necessary knowledge in emergency management remains a subject of both academic and practitioner debate.
More questions for closing day discussion

Ask students whether they think that emergency management has become too politicized? How is it that from one president to another the entire field of emergency management can be shifted and transformed: civil defense work, natural disasters, all-hazards emergency management, terrorism primary emergency management? What does this portend for the future of emergency management?
Emergency managers are likely to be deployed to work at more domestic “and” international disasters owing to their expertise, competence, and management ability. They will draw closer to the centers of executive political power at home and abroad. True or false?
The automation of the field of emergency management through technologies like geographic information systems, new decision support technologies, the computer modeling of disasters, Internet messaging (even peer to peer messaging), and applications of the World Wide Web will draw academic disciplines to the field and will help produce more knowledgeable, and inter-discipline-trained disaster managers. True or false?
Politics impacts emergency management in both positive and negative ways. If emergency management lacks the political legitimacy, resources, and support necessary in its public administration, will it erode? Elected executives and legislators craft the laws; moreover, they review and act on the budgets and appoint and supervise the top administrators of emergency management agencies. Emergency management must be perceived by elected officials as a legitimate governmental activity, otherwise this work will fall to non-profit charitable organizations and the private sector, especially through insurers. True or false?
Political officials in a democracy represent their electorate. The President’s electorate is the Nation, but it is a Nation of 50 States accorded electoral weight largely in terms of population. In a sense, Federal emergency management may suffer a degree of distortion owing to political necessity; Presidents must be responsive to States most likely to impact their re-election bids and political fortunes. States with few electoral votes shrink in importance relative to States with larger electoral votes. Does this bias disaster declarations and emergency management? True or false?
Congressional lawmakers have their own electoral constituencies and these are vastly different from the President’s. Senators must look out for the interests of their States, and Representatives their districts. Individual legislators sometimes impact emergency management through their use of the media, through their authority to conduct committee or subcommittee investigations of governmental programs, and through their ability to communicate with their constituents. Individual legislators may form coalitions through which they press for the needs of their constituents. These individual or collective efforts do not always contribute to sound emergency management. However, through long service on committees with jurisdiction over Federal emergency management programs, some lawmakers make lasting contributions to the field through the intelligent measures they propose. Some lawmakers are champions of emergency management, rather than detractors. Some lawmakers engage in pork barreling of emergency management financial assistance. How should emergency managers interact with legislators?
Many Governors are beginning to take emergency management much more seriously than their predecessors. Many recognize the political importance of capable emergency management leadership. Others are slow to make this connection. Some are overwhelmed by the daily press of other, seemingly more immediate concerns. Governors are pivotal players in the emergency management game. Their ability to prepare, respond, recover, and mitigate disasters is often decisive in determining how their State manages natural and man-made hazards. How can Governors be convinced to take emergency management more seriously?
State legislatures have historically struggled with their respective Governors over who holds political power. Some State legislatures impede their respective Governor’s emergency management power by segregating emergency management functions from the Governor’s chain of command. Some States continue to conduct emergency management under the leadership of State Adjutant Generals who hold semi-autonomous authority and do not necessarily see themselves as directly accountable to the Governor. Some legislatures under empower and under-fund their State’s emergency management. Is there an ideal model of best State level emergency management organization?
Correspondingly, many State legislatures have made great strides in fashioning forward-looking disaster management laws and programs. Many States maintain “rainy day” funds, emergency fund accounts, and a few even have disaster trust funds. Some State legislatures deserve high praise for earnest promotion of their State’s local emergency management. Which ones deserve praise?
Local political authorities have dramatic effects on emergency management. Mayors and city managers especially have the opportunity to move their communities beyond a “response only” emergency management. They may have the capacity to bring competing local responder groups together, to forge stronger public safety programs, to promote more effective local disaster mitigation, and to educate the public and their elected representatives on matters of emergency management. Their personnel appointments often make or break the local emergency management agencies. Mayors and city managers, like Governors, need to understand and participate in the intergovernmental world of State and Federal disaster aid application. Again, much more could be offered on this subject.

For example, some might argue that most political officials continue to ignore emergency management issues during normal times. Some continue to perceive the area as one that exclusively involves the acquisition of outside funding, rather than on-going public safety and property protection.

Some political officials continue to appoint under-qualified people to emergency management posts as political rewards for campaign support.

Political officials too often discount or ignore hazard vulnerability studies and the recommendations of their emergency managers. On top of this, local government is often under-indemnified (under-insured) for disaster losses. Local government leaders, like many average citizens, have exaggerated views regarding how much Federal and State post-disaster aid they will receive to repair damages. An “ignorance-is-bliss” attitude sometimes prevails at the local level regarding hazard risks to which communities are exposed.

During the response phase of many disasters, political officials sometimes want to demonstrate that “they are in control,” by directing the actions of emergency managers. Often these political officials are poorly qualified or ill-suited to make these determinations, such that their actions, although well intentioned, actually complicate or confound the response. Some of the best-qualified and most-experienced disaster management officials work in local government and it is these people who deserve to be entrusted with leading the response unfettered (but helped) by local political authorities.

Finally, Congress and the President (both G.W. Bush and B. Obama), decided to keep FEMA, and therefore much of Federal emergency management, within the Department of Homeland Security. Can emergency management continue to grow as a profession if a huge share of its authority and responsibility remains dedicated to terrorism and terrorism consequence management?

Which political theories reviewed here seem to have the most explanatory power in helping emergency managers understand the nature of their work and their place within the nation’s system of politics and policy? Is emergency management a management science?
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