Session No. 11

Course Title: Principles, Practice, Philosophy and Doctrine of Emergency Management
Session 11: Origins and implications of the Principles of Emergency Management and Homeland Security

Prepared by: Lucien G. Canton, CEM

Time: 3 Hours

______________________________________________________________________________
Objectives:
11.1
Describe the barriers to defining a common set of principles for emergency management and Homeland Security.

11.2
Discuss the development of the current set of principles and their strengths and weaknesses.

11.3
Identify the similarities and differences between Homeland Security and emergency management.

11.4
Discuss how the principles could be adapted for use in both emergency management and Homeland Security.

Scope:

This session is applies the Principles of Emergency Management to the relationship between the disciplines of Homeland Security and emergency management. It begins by considering how the current set of Principles was developed and assesses them as a work in progress. The session then considers the similarities and differences in the roles of the two disciplines and questions whether a common set of principles is possible. The session concludes with a discussion of how the current set of Principles could be applied to both disciplines.   
Readings:

Student Reading:

Canton, L. G. (2007). Emergency Mangement: Concepts and Strategies for Effective Programs. Hoboken: Wiley Interscience. Chapter 3
McEntire, D. (2007). Disciplines, Disasters and Emergency Management: The Convergence and Divergence of Concepts, Issues and Trends from the Research Literature . Springfield: Charles C. Thomas, Publisher Ltd. Chapter  10
POEM Working Group. (2007, September 11). Principles of Emergency Management. Retrieved August 14, 2009, from FEMA Higher Education Program: http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/emprinciples.asp
Waugh, W. L., & Tierney, K. (2007). Emergency Management: Principles and Practices for Local Government. Washington DC: ICMA. Chapter 16 
Instructor Reading:
Bellavita, C. (2008). Changing Homeland Security: What is Homeland Security? Homeland Security Affairs, 1-30. 

Blanchard, B. W. (2007, March 5-6). Emergency Management Roundtable Background "Think Piece". Retrieved August 18, 2009, from FEMA Higher Education Project: http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/emprinciples.asp
Etkin, D., & Davis, I. (2007, May 30). The Search for Principles of Emergency Management. Retrieved April 7, 2009, from FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Program: http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/emprinciples.asp

Jaffin, B. (2008, June 27). Education: Emergency Management and Homeland Security Aren't the Same. Retrieved July 7, 2008, from Government Technology: http://www.govtech.com/gt/articles/365421 
Ward, R., & Walmsley, G. (2007). From a Painful Past to an Uncertain Future. In C. B. Rubin, Emergency Management: The American Experience 1900-2005 (pp. 207-241). Fairfax: Public Entity Risk Institure.

Handouts:
Optional Exercise

Reflection Paper

Potential Conflicts between Homeland Security and Emergency Management in Applying the Principles of Emergency Management Table 1 – Variations in Perspective

Potential Conflicts between Homeland Security and Emergency Management in Applying the Principles of Emergency Management Table 2 – Potential Conflicts
______________________________________________________________________________
General Requirements
_____________________________________________________________________________________
1. In preparation for the session, the professor should review the session materials and slide presentation and be conversant with the material included in the student readings.

2. The professor should read the professor readings to understand the context of the material covered in the session. 

3. Review the Principles of the Principles of Emergency Management monograph. The professor should be fully conversant with the entire document in order to emphasize the interconnectivity of the principles. 
4. There are suggestions for using case studies within the session. The professor will need to research and prepare any case studies used in the session. Wherever a case study is suggested, there is a reference for an example. The professor may either use the suggested case study or may substitute a more relevant one. 
5. There is an optional exercise and reflection paper provided as handouts that the professor may choose to use. It is suggested that the reflection paper be prepared prior to the class to facilitate group discussion on the topic.
Objective 11.1 Describe the barriers to defining a common set of principles for emergency management and Homeland Security.

I. Ask the students to define what is meant by a principle. The point of this exercise is to cause the students to realize that there is no easy definition for a principle. 

II. Appendix I in Blanchard (2007) offers a number of possible definitions.

a.  Webster’s New World Dictionary: A fundamental truth, law, doctrine, or motivating force upon which others are based

b. A basic truth or law or assumption

c. A rule or standard especially of good behavior

d. A basic generalization that is accepted as true and can be used as a basis for reasoning or conduct
III. One of the most significant barriers to developing principles is that there is very little consensus on what is meant by a principle. Blanchard (2007) refers to a session by Ian Davis in which he states “research indicates that many if not most hazard, disaster, emergency management and related organizations have difficulty deciding what a “principle” is as opposed to a goal, value, strategy, practice, philosophical orientation, task, objective, core topic, etc.” 

IV. Adding to this confusion is a wide range of documents that purport to provide “principles” of emergency management. (Blanchard (2007) also provides a number of these that can be provided to the students as handouts.) However, as Etkin and Davis (2007) note, there is considerable divergence among the many sets of principles. Etkin and Davis site three reasons for this divergence:
a. Differences in fundamental values and organizational mandates – different organizational cultures and disciplines generate different sets of values. For example, a federal agency may have a different view of emergency management than a local non-profit. In the same way, different organizations hold differing views about the risk of terrorism. To a federal agency, the risk is very real and immediate; a local government is generally more focused on other risks that are considered more immediate.

b. Addressing disaster management from different operational perspectives – one’s view of disaster management depends on whether one is engaged at the strategic, tactical or operational levels. The philosophical approach of the academic researcher may not be relevant to the operational level relief worker. One can make the argument that the government’s division of terrorism response into crisis and consequence management in the 1990’s is an example of a difference in operational perspectives,

c. Working in different parts of the disaster management spectrum – one tends to place importance on what one knows best. Consequently, perspectives will vary based on the phase of emergency management which one practices. As an example, law enforcement officers would argue that prevention is the most important activity in which one can engage as opposed to those who argue that recovery is the final determinant of community resiliency.
V. Given the three reasons for divergence, have the students discuss why there might be differences between principles for emergency management and homeland security. The following are suggested discussion topics for each reason:
a. Differences in fundamental values and organizational mandates – emergency managers see their principle duty as the relief of suffering of disaster victims through either pre-disaster mitigation or response. Homeland security personnel view their principle duty as the detection and deterrence of terrorism.
b. Addressing disaster management from different operational perspectives – Emergency managers tend to view response as leading to recovery. Homeland security views response as an end in itself.
c. Working in different parts of the disaster management spectrum – Emergency managers recognize the importance of mitigation and recovery planning while homeland security tends to be response-centric.
VI. Other points of difference to consider in the discussion include:

a. Emergency managers favor an all-hazards approach; homeland security favors scenario-based planning (see Canton, Chapter 7, for a discussion on scenario based planning versus other types).

b. Emergency managers recognize the need for both formal and informal response mechanisms; homeland security favors a centralized coordinating system.

c. Emergency managers are moving towards standards-based programs; homeland security has no standards on which to base programs.
d. Emergency managers are moving towards evidence-based planning based on fifty years of research literature; homeland security is a new discipline with a limited knowledge base.

VII. Ask the students to discuss why, given all this trouble over definitions, are principles important? What value do they add to an organization? Etkin and Davis (2207) suggest three reasons for having principles:

a. Principles allow for the creation of more coherent sets of policies and procedures. This is achieved by agreement upon multiple organizations on a single set of principles that serve to enhance unity of effort.

b. Principles provide an ethical base for action. This allows for more ethical decision making in all phases of emergency management.

c. Principles guide various elements in disaster planning and implementation. Principles can serve as a guide for planning and strategy development and anchors adaptation, creativity and flexibility.

Objective 11.2 Discuss the development of the current set of principles and their strengths and weaknesses.

I. The Principles of Emergency Management Project was inspired by an email from the then-President of the International Association of Emergency Managers, Mike Selves, to Dr. Wayne Blanchard (Selves’ email can be found in Blanchard (2007) and may be distributed to the students as a handout). Selves suggested that the Emergency Management Institute should lead the development of set of emergency management principles that would form the basis for all EMI courses on emergency management theory and practice. Selves suggested that this development should be done not by a contractor but by a select group of academics and practitioners.
II. Emphasize with the students the reasons for the development of the principles project. Selves believed that many of the problems that he was encountering in dealing with the federal structure were the result of a complete lack of understanding of what emergency managers do. Emergency management lacked a definition and a strong theoretical underpinning. Since emergency management created the context in which federal programs such as NIMS would operate, it has a direct impact on the effectiveness of federal programs. Selves believed that an accepted set of principles could be used to educate federal employees and elected officials (See Ward and Walmsley (2007) for background context for Selves concerns).
III. Canton (2007) also discusses the lack of definition in the role of the emergency manager and its impact on the effectiveness of programs. Blanchard’s (2007) literature search found many references to principles but failed to find an agreed upon definition for those principles.
IV. In March of 2007, Blanchard, at the direction of Dr. Cortez Lawrence, Superintendent of FEMA’s Emergency Management Institute, convened a working group of emergency management practitioners and academics to consider principles of emergency management. The group was deliberately kept small to be manageable but included representation from national emergency management organizations, standards-setting bodies and the academic community. While the group was convened to define principles for the public sector, it felt that it work should be relevant to the private sector as well.

V. The group agreed on eight principles that will be used to guide the development of a doctrine of emergency management. The principles were modeled to a certain extent on the military principles of war: they were intended to identify factors that if not present in the emergency management program would cause significant degradation or failure of the program. 
VI. Following the development of the draft Principles, the working group solicited comments and acceptance from the agencies represented on the working group. The Principles of Emergency Management have been adopted by the National Association of Emergency Managers, the National Emergency Managers Association, the National Fire Protection Association, and the Emergency Management Accreditation Program. Ironically, only FEMA has not yet adopted the Principles.
VII. Etkin and Davis (2007) suggest a four-level hierarchy for principles. Explain these levels and ask the students where they feel the Principles of Emergency Management fall within this hierarchy.

a. Level 1. Ethical, Core Value Principles, which relate to the underlying shared beliefs and concerns of organizations 

b. Level 2. Strategic Principles that concern policy direction will be informed and be based upon the ethical principles articulated in Level 1 

c. Level 3. Tactical Principles that concern the practical outworking of the strategic principles

d. Level 4. Implementation Principles that are related to all the preceding levels: core values, strategies and tactics 

VIII. Students will most likely settle on Level 2 in the Etkins-Davis hierarchy. This suggests that a weakness of the current set of principles is that it does not contain an explicitly ethical component (although one could argue that this is embodied in the Principle of Professionalism). The development of a Code of Ethics for the profession was indeed a next step suggested by the working group. (As an optional student activity, have the students discuss the IAEM Code of Ethics found in Canton, Figure 3.10)

IX.  If the current Principles fall within Level 2, what are the implications for the next two levels? Ideally, one would expect linear development from level to level. However, with multiple agencies creating tactical and implementation procedures daily, this is next to impossible. The question then becomes, “can the current set of Principles unify existing tactical and implementation procedures?” In other words, can the Principles bring coherence to diverse constructs such as NIMS and the Target Capabilities List? Can they be used to develop a unified doctrine of emergency management and homeland security? Ask the students to comment on these issues.

Objective 11.3 Identify the similarities and differences between Homeland Security and emergency management.

I. A significant barrier in developing a common set of principles is the lack of a definition for both emergency management and Homeland Security. If one cannot agree on what each does, it is difficult to determine commonalities and differences between them.

II. Review with the students the definition of emergency management provided in the Principles of Emergency Management. 
III. Ask the students for their definition of homeland security. Bellavita (2007) offers seven possible definitions that define what he calls the “Homeland Security eco-system”. Discuss these seven definitions with the students. Compare them with student definitions and discuss positives and negatives about each.
a. Terrorism Homeland security is a concerted national effort by federal, state and local governments, by the private sector, and by individuals to prevent terrorist attacks within the United States, reduce America's vulnerability to terrorism, and minimize the damage and recover from attacks that do occur.
b. All Hazards. Homeland security is a concerted national effort to prevent and disrupt terrorist attacks, protect against man-made and natural hazards, and respond to and recover from incidents that do occur.

c. Terrorism and Catastrophes. Homeland security is what the Department of Homeland Security – supported by other federal agencies – does to prevent, respond to, and recover from terrorist and catastrophic events that affect the security of the United States.

d. Jurisdictional Hazards. Homeland security means something different in each jurisdiction. It is a locally-directed effort to prevent and prepare for incidents most likely to threaten the safety and security of its citizens.

e. Meta Hazards. Homeland security is a national effort to prevent or mitigate any social trend or threat that can disrupt the long-term stability of the American way of life.

f. National Security. Homeland security is an element of national security that works with the other instruments of national power to protect the sovereignty, territory, domestic population, and critical infrastructure of the United States against threats and aggression.

g. Security above All. Homeland security is a symbol used to justify government efforts to curtail civil liberties.
IV. Bellavita (2007) suggests that emergency managers tend to cluster around the all-hazards definition, law enforcement around the prevention of terrorism, and federal agencies around terrorism and major catastrophes. He found little support for Meta hazards, jurisdictional hazards and security over all. National security also had few proponents but is gaining in popularity.
V. Jaffin (2008) suggests that emergency management is a function of local government dedicated to preserving life and property while homeland security is essentially a Federal government function that looks externally and targets organizations and individuals who are threats to the US. The former is focused on science, facts, and the environment, while the latter is focused on people, beliefs and ideology.

a. Discuss this assessment with the students. Based on the definitions discussed previously, is this a valid distinction between the two disciplines?
VI. Review the points discussed in section 11.1 regarding the differences between emergency management and homeland security. While there are considerable differences between homeland security and emergency management, one must seek commonalities if there is ever to be single set of guiding principles applicable to both disciplines.
VII. Ask the students to develop a list of commonalities for both disciplines within the Comprehensive Emergency Management Model.

a. Mitigation – both disciplines recognize mitigation to some degree. Emergency management considers it a core component of both the principle of comprehensiveness and the principle of progressiveness. Homeland security divides mitigation between prevention (i.e. measures taken to stop events from occurring through intelligence collection and direct action) and mitigation to limit the damage of attacks, primarily target hardening.

b. Preparedness – both disciplines also recognize the importance of preparedness to successfully dealing with crisis. Emergency management focuses on increasing response capacity through building community resilience while homeland security tends to be more focused on building operational capabilities.

c. Response – both disciplines agree on the need for a quick, effective response to crisis. Emergency management orients itself on the relief of victim suffering and the restoration of critical community infrastructure while homeland security has the added complexity of dealing with a criminal investigation. This can lead to conflict between the two missions (Oklahoma City offers a good example of this conflict).
d. Recovery – the recovery phase is the most problematical. Homeland security has traditional ignored this phase in favor of operational capacity building. The Katrina experience has sparked considerable interest in recovery issues and planning for catastrophic events. This interest has not translated into effective strategies and policies for long term recovery. Homeland security remains focused on catastrophic events rather than overall capacity building. However, it should be noted that while emergency managers espouse recovery as important, few communities have recovery plans in place.

Objective 11.4 Discuss how the principles could be adapted for use in both emergency management and Homeland Security.

I. To determine whether the Principles of Emergency Management can be applicable to both homeland security and emergency management, one must start by determining the applicability of each principle to each discipline. Where there are inherent conflicts, it may be possible to modify the existing principle to broaden its applicability.

II. Have the students discuss each principle and determine commonalities and potential conflicts between homeland security and emergency management. Tables 1 and 2 may be distributed to help guide the discussion or may be distributed at the end of the group discussion to help summarize key points.
a. Comprehensive – the principle calls for an all-hazards approach. The applicability of this principle depends on the definition of homeland security accepted by the students. In its narrowest sense, homeland security is focused on a single hazard – terrorism. Further, homeland security tends to be response-centric rather than committed to all phases as called for in the principle.
b. Progressive – this principle focuses on mitigation and building disaster-resilient communities. As discussed above, homeland security does consider mitigation but its emphasis is on prevention and potential targets rather than overall community resilience.
c. Risk-driven – this principle encourages the use of risk-management which could place terrorism on a very low priority at the local level. While emergency managers generally don’t view this as an issue (particularly if you ascribe to Jaffin’s view that homeland security is a federal problem rather than a local one), homeland security personnel would argue that some degree of local preparation is essential.
d. Integrated – this principle does not seem to offer any inherent conflict between the two disciplines. Both disciplines encourage unity of effort among levels of government. The only slight area of potential conflict may be emergency management’s emphasis on involving the community versus homeland security’s focus on private sector critical infrastructure.
e. Collaborative – this principle could probably be agreed upon by both disciplines. However, homeland security does set up a certain cognitive dissonance by its insistence on the use of the hierarchical National Incident Management System that can potentially limit stakeholder involvement in response.
f. Coordinated – this principle also seems to offer no inherent conflict between the two disciplines. The concept is mutually agreeable; the differences emerge in execution with homeland security favoring a hierarchical approach while emergency management is tending more and more towards a networked approach.
g. Flexible – this principle does not seem to offer any conflict between the disciplines. Both use creative problem solving in response to disaster challenges.
h. Professional – this principle could probably be accepted in general by both disciplines. However, part of the principle espouses a knowledge-based approach that, one can argue, has been missing from homeland security.
III. Ask the students if, based on this analysis, they believe it is possible to develop a single set of principles for both homeland security and emergency management. What changes would they suggest to the current principles? Would those changes make the principles so general that they no longer have value to emergency managers?
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Optional Exercise

Students will prepare a recommendation for the chief elected official on merging the local office of emergency management and the office of homeland security.

Divide the class into two groups. One group represents the local office of emergency management; the other represents the local office of homeland security.

Provide the students with the following information:

You are the emergency manager for a small city. As a cost savings measure, your mayor is considering merging your office with the local Office of Homeland Security. She sees this as a way of reducing costs and consolidating services. She has asked for your recommendation as to how she should proceed. She has also asked for a similar recommendation from the Office of Homeland Security.

Students are to develop recommendations for or against the merger based on their assignments. One student from each group will present the recommendations and respond to questions from the opposing group.

Grading for the exercise will be based on an understanding of the differences between emergency management and homeland security, the appropriateness of the recommendation, and the students’ defense of their recommendations.

Reflection Paper
Jaffin (2008) suggests that emergency management is a function of local government dedicated to preserving life and property while homeland security is essentially a Federal government function that looks externally and targets organizations and individuals who are threats to the US. The former is focused on science, facts, and the environment, while the latter is focused on people, beliefs and ideology.
Write a 2-3 page paper (double spaced) agreeing or disagreeing with Jaffin’s premise. Use examples, case studies and evidence to support your argument.  
Papers will be graded based on the student’s adherence to the assignment instructions, presentation (grammar and spelling), and critical analysis of Jaffin’s premise.
Table 1: Variations in Perspective

	Principle
	Emergency Management
	Homeland Security

	Comprehensive 
	All-hazards 
	Terrorism only 

	Progressive 
	Mitigation core concept 
	Prevention & limited mitigation 

	Risk-driven 
	Prioritize risk 
	Plan for terrorism 

	Integrated 
	Community-based 
	Critical infrastructure focus 

	Collaborative 
	
	NIMS may limit stakeholders 

	Coordinated 
	Networked systems 
	Closed systems 

	Flexible 
	
	

	Professional 
	Knowledge based approach 
	


Table 2: Potential Conflicts

	Principle
	Conflict

	Comprehensive 
	Potential conflict – HS espouses all-hazards but focuses on terrorism 

	Progressive 
	Minimal Conflict 

	Risk-driven 
	Potential conflict – EM believes resources should be prioritized by risk at local level 

	Integrated 
	Minimal conflict 

	Collaborative 
	Minimal conflict 

	Coordinated 
	Minimal conflict 

	Flexible 
	No conflict 

	Professional 
	Minimal conflict 
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