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     This paper presents a summary of the results of FEMA’s Higher Education Project’s 2006 Body of Knowledge Survey.  The Body of Knowledge Survey sought to collect basic program demographic information and a listing of the top ten readings or materials that were considered fundamental from all of the programs listed on FEMA’s Higher Education Project.  The resulting data gives us a snapshot of the readings and materials considered essential to emergency management education.  In a field where the expertise areas are tremendously broad and where materials and guidance are in a constant state of flux, it is critical that the discussion of pertinence and value as it applies to readings and materials be regularly had.  This is the second body of knowledge compilation that has been completed on behalf of FEMA’s Higher Education Project.
METHODOLOGY

     The one page survey instrument used in this data collection was transmitted electronically to all the existing programs on FEMA’s Higher Education College List.  The survey sought basic demographic information, such as program name, location, degree level, estimated number of students, and the name and title of the party completing the survey, in addition to the top ten “must reads” for students in their program.  
     The hope was to receive at least one response from each of the current emergency management programs.  At the time of transmission, ninety-three (93) institutions were solicited.  Institutions that were listed multiple times across degree levels were only solicited once if the point of contact for each program level was the same.  These programs were asked to submit a response for each degree level.  Survey recipients who did not return a survey were solicited a second time to complete the survey.  In total, thirty-five (35) responses were received resulting in an overall institution response rate of thirty-eight percent (38%).  Three institutions replied for both a Bachelor and Graduate level with the same “must read” list. 
     At the Associate level seven (7) responses were received from twenty-six (26) programs surveyed for a response rate of twenty-seven percent (27%). Twelve (12) responses were received from the thirty (30) Bachelor level programs solicited (including Bachelor Level Concentrations and Minors). The response rate was forty percent (40%).  Fourteen (14) responses were received from Graduate level programs.  Thirty (30) programs were surveyed at that level with a response rate of forty-seven percent (47%).  Forty (40) Stand-Alone programs were also surveyed.  Three (3) responses were received for a response rate of seven percent (7%).  The responses of the Stand-Alone programs have been included with the Bachelor level program’s results.
RESULTS
     It is important to note at the outset that a number of surveys were accompanied with notes from the replying individuals that indicated that due to the specific focus of their program that they felt their list would have less utility to the broader audience.  The diversity of program focus is evident in the compilation of responses.  While there is some consensus on a handful of “must reads”, the number of entries that were chosen by only one program gives a sense of the vast difference in material valuation from program to program depending upon the program’s foundational focus.
     Some programs chose to list less than ten “must read” selections, while a few listed more than ten.  Any informational gaps in the list as they relate to author, publisher or year are attributed to the lack of information supplied by respondents; where missing information was known by the researcher, the gaps were filled. In the Body of Knowledge compilations all items receiving an equal number of selections were listed in simple alphabetic order by title.  In the few instances where multiple editions of the same material were offered, the most current was listed and all previous editions were included in the count.  
Associate Level Programs

     Of the seven programs reporting, six indicated student enrollment of less than fifty (50) students.  One indicated an enrollment in excess of 150 students.  The “must reads” from this program level, sparing a handful of repeats, were fairly diverse.  A list of forty (40) entries was created from the responses (see Table 1).
     The number one “must read” at this level is Introduction to Emergency Management by Haddow and Bullock with six of the seven programs selecting it as a must read for their students.  Beyond that, it was hard to find much consensus.  Disasters by Design by Mileti, Avoiding Disaster by Laye, Facing the Unexpected by Tierney, Lindell & Perry, the National Response Plan and NIMS by FEMA/DHS and Introduction to Natural and Manmade Disasters and Their Effects on Buildings by McDonald were chosen by two programs each.   The lack of consensus is clear in the numbers: fifty-three (53) entries were recorded at the Associate level and forty-five (45) were solitary selections (85%)
Bachelor Level Programs

     Of the fifteen programs reporting in this category, twelve indicated student enrollment of less than fifty (50) students.  Two indicated student enrollment of between 100-150 and one indicated student enrollment of 200.   A list of ninety-eight (98) entries was created from the responses (see Table 2).

     Disasters by Design by Mileti was selected by six programs. Facing the Unexpected by Tierney, Lindell & Perry, Introduction to Emergency Management by Haddow and Bullock, and Living with Hazards, Dealing with Disasters by Waugh all were each selected by four programs. The National Incident Management System (NIMS), National Response Plan and The 9/11Commission Report all received three selections. 127 entries were recorded at the Bachelor level and 111 were solitary selections (87%).
Graduate Level Programs

     Of the fourteen programs reporting, eight indicated student enrollment of less than fifty (50) students.  The remaining six indicated an enrollment of between 50-100 students.  The “must reads” from this program level, reiterated some of the choices made in the lower level programs, but for the most part was once again illustrative of the diversity of focus in the different programs.  A list of ninety-four (94) entries was created from the responses (see Table 3).  
     Disasters by Design by Mileti was the top choice with eight programs selecting it as a “must read” and Facing the Unexpected by Tierney, Lindell & Perry came in right below it with seven programs selecting it.   Methods of Disaster Research by Stallings, Introduction to Emergency Management by Haddow and Bullock, and Disasters and Democracy by Platt were selected by four programs.  131 entries were recorded at the Graduate level and 114 were solitary selections (87%).

Top Reads Across Programs

     Table 4 details the top ten “must reads” across program levels.   Mileti’s Disasters by Design was selected sixteen (16) times across the three program levels.  Haddow and Bullock’s Introduction to Emergency Management was selected fourteen (14) times, followed closely by Facing the Unexpected by Tierney, Lindell & Perry selected thirteen (13) times.  
CONCLUSION
     As can be seen in the Body of Knowledge compilations, what we learn from this year’s survey is that material valuation consensus is fairly low.  The “must reads” speak to each program’s core foundational focus.  This makes sense, since emergency management does not exist in isolation in its own department, but instead it is found housed in departments all over campus.  The breadth of academic diversity in emergency management is a dual-edged sword.  On one hand it brings more and different minds to the table to view a field that can be very complex in its dynamics; one the other hand, it stymies attempts at uniformity and accreditation.  
     The question of what is important and why, remains quite subjective.  Perhaps we are better suited to asking a different question, such as “What principles are key to the field and how do we ensure that our students are imbued with these principles?”  At the very least we are likely to find some principle consistency from each academic focus area; perhaps, that should be our starting point.  Absent learning a shared language, we should at least understand how our neighbor’s language is different and its utility in being heard.  
     Thank you to Dr. Wayne Blanchard and Dr. George Youngs for their assistance with this project, and many thanks to those who took the time to participate in the survey.
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