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INTRODUCTION

	The FEMA Higher Education Program annually surveys colleges and universities with emergency management higher education programs with the intent of capturing the current state of the emergency management higher education community, as well as, growth, changes, and challenges that programs are facing. Due to the multi-year tenure of this survey effort, there is also an opportunity to watch for, and identify, trends. An initial reporting of the data collected each year is presented at FEMA’s Annual Higher Education Symposium (most recently at the 17th annual event). 

[bookmark: _GoBack]	This report covers the 2015 survey effort and, where pertinent, reflects back to prior year data. This report is designed specifically to provide a snapshot of the state of emergency management higher education; share the challenges facing the emergency management higher education community; and, identify areas of curiosity or concern based on shifts or trends developing in the data. In addition to helping inform future FEMA Higher Education Program priorities and activities, this report contains information of value for policymakers, educators, students, practitioners, and others interested in the discipline of emergency management. 

	Last year the FEMA Higher Education Program celebrated its 20th anniversary. The celebration noted the extent to which the efforts of this singular program transformed the universe of emergency management higher education offerings across the United States (which were virtually non-existent in 1994). As the FEMA Higher Education Program has aged, so too have the emergency management programs that have been shepherded by it aged. This year’s data reveals that 40% of reporting institutions have programs that have been in existence for 10 years or more. Indeed, one reporting institution’s program has been in existence for 19 years.  

	Over the years, the emergency management higher education community has increasingly defined the parameters of its academic universe, but as a discipline it is still in its infancy (particularly when compared to disciplines that have roots in the mid- to late-19th century or early-20th century). Efforts to identify the discipline’s purview and to encourage and support disciplinary research contributions have created a strong foundation upon which the community can continue to build. But the work is far from done and there is still much growth to look toward. Each year, the community must continue on its forward movement as a collective. Most importantly, the community needs to examine how it will build a more robust network of research scholars who are well-versed in the theories and methods germane to the discipline of emergency management.

	The emergency management higher education community has also worked to advance professionalization efforts through introspection on curriculum, program outcomes, and the needs of the practitioner community. The connectivity between higher education and practitioner efforts, and the education and competencies of next generation emergency management professionals, are fodder for continued discussion as the field of emergency management increasingly moves toward its goals of becoming a profession recognized for its subject matter expertise, capabilities, and stature as a valued and essential component of a safe and secure world.  The importance of these discussions, and the partnership between the practitioner community and the higher education community, must be continually acknowledged and acted upon.

	The emergency management higher education community remains one of the most gracious, helpful, hardworking, humble, and collegiate communities one is likely to find in academia. Across the community there is recognition of the importance of the work that is being done and its power to ultimately save lives and create a more resilient world.  Understanding that recognition is essential to understanding the passion and commitment that drives the emergency management higher education community, it is, at the end of the day, a community driven by a strong sense of the power and necessity of its contribution. May this annual survey effort and report always serve as a reminder of that contribution. 

METHODOLOGY

	The annual survey link was distributed via email to the point-of-contact (POC) for each U.S. based institution listed on the following college lists on FEMA’s Emergency Management Higher Education Program webpage as on May 8, 2015: Associate, Bachelor, Masters, and Doctoral. These lists feature 115 distinct programs offering degrees. Of the 115 programs on these lists, three did not contain POC contact information; hence, the survey was distributed to 112 programs in total. Each institution surveyed in this effort received a single invitation to participate, regardless of the number of degree options offered across the surveyed lists; hence, the number of actual degree offerings on the surveyed lists amounted to 147 offerings.  Additionally, as will be evident in the discussion of the data, the programs surveyed also reported offering a number of other non-degree offerings (e.g., certificates, concentrations, and minors).	
 
	The distribution utilized this year was a deviation from past distributions in that programs on the following lists were not specifically surveyed in the distribution: Masters Certificate, Specialization, Concentration, Track; Bachelor-Level Concentrations, Minors; and Stand Alone Certificate Programs (referred to herein collectively for ease as the non-degree lists). The list of institutions on the One or More Courses Offered list has never been included in the survey effort. The change in distribution was a purposeful effort to align with a series of other higher education survey efforts on focused topics that were only soliciting input from the Associate, Bachelor, Masters, and Doctoral lists. As understood by the researcher in the current effort, the rationale behind the limited distribution for those efforts was based upon an assessment of impact and relevancy. Based on the significance of these other survey efforts in shaping future emergency management higher education efforts, the limiting of the traditional survey audience for the annual higher education survey was purposefully undertaken to discern two things: 1) Would the data received from this limited audience be dramatically different than that received from the larger audience historically surveyed? (a query to be answered by the data); and, 2) To what extent, should survey efforts be including or excluding lists? (a query to be visited as a point of discussion in this report based on any clear differences evident in the data). As noted above, regardless of the omission of the non-degree lists, some institutions on those lists were surveyed as a result of being on a degree list.

	As has been true with past iterations of this survey effort, the survey was hosted online through North Dakota State University’s Group Decision Center. Each year the survey effort is reviewed for areas that can be expanded upon or omitted. Additionally, the survey is used annually as a vehicle by which to gauge salience regarding previously identified strengths and challenges within the emergency management higher education community. 
 
	The survey instrument specifically elicited data in the following areas: general program information, student and graduate numbers, enrollment and graduation trends, program faculty and new hires, importance of specific faculty considerations and characteristics, program access and support indicators, utilization of emergency management materials and technology, challenges facing emergency management programs, anticipated changes in programs, and additional products, activities or services that respondent institutions would like the FEMA Higher Education Program to provide. A number of the open-ended questions on the survey offered an opportunity for narrative responses. Some of these responses were for the purposes of explanation or clarification of the responses provided. Narrative responses included in this report, in whole or in part, are included based on relevancy to the discussion at hand. 

	A couple of key figures regarding student access and graduation were long ago identified as a priority within this survey effort (for the purposes of benchmarking for FEMA’s Higher Education Program). As such, the data collected annually in regard to these two figures are extrapolated in an attempt to capture the outreach and output of the emergency management higher education community in regard to students.  The specifics of these extrapolations are included in the portion of the report in which they are addressed.
           
	From the initial population that was surveyed (112), responses were received from 47 institutions resulting in a response rate of 42%. This response rate is fairly typical for this survey absent the two outlier response rates of 60% (2007) and 29% (2012). Surveyed institutions are asked annually to answer as many questions as they are able to given the relevancy of the question to their program and the data available to them at the time of the survey distribution; hence,  note should be taken of the “n” for each item reported. Responding institutions can vary widely in program offerings, faculty composition, student audience served, instructional delivery, etc. and that can affect their ability to respond fully. Indeed, one institution chose not to provide identifying institution information this year (which only affects the institution’s ability to be listed at the end of this report), but completed other parts of the survey.


DISCUSSION
Programs

Responding institutions reported offerings across all categories (degree and non-degree). Some of the responding institutions offered multiple degree levels and/or multiple focus areas within a degree area. Table 1 provides the breakdown of the 102 reported program offerings reported by responding institutions (n=47).  These program offerings are fairly representative of the breakdown seen in past years, with the exception of graduate and undergraduate certificates which are represented at approximately 50% of what was reported in 2014. Certificate programs can often be an institution’s first step into emergency management higher education; therefore, the list that includes those offerings (Stand-Alone Certificate Programs) may not carry the extent of institutional listing crossover that is seen in other lists. Conversely, Table 1 does illustrate the nature of many degree offering institutions, in that many programs offer more than just one degree or non-degree offering and often more than one degree offering in a given category.  

	 Degree, Certificate, Etc. Offered  
	Reported Offerings

	Doctoral Degree
	4

	Doctoral Level Concentration
	1

	Master’s Degree
	13

	Master’s Level Concentration
	6

	Graduate Certificate
	8

	Bachelor’s Degree
	23

	Bachelor’s Level Concentration
	2

	Minor
	12

	Associate Degree
	18

	Undergraduate Certificate
	12

	Other (track, non-degree course offerings, diploma)
	3



Table 1: Offerings - Number and Type

Given the fact that all the surveyed institutions already have existing degree programs, one might expect that the number of responding institutions reporting the addition of new programs may be fewer than previous year surveys. To the contrary, 47% of responding institutions reported that they plan on developing new offerings over the next year (n=47). The percentage of responding institutions reporting new offerings is higher than has been reported in the past.  The highest percentage of new offerings reported prior to this year’s survey effort was in 2014 when 43% of responding institutions reported that they planned to develop new offerings (degree and non-degree lists). This increase when coupled with last year’s increase is worth watching and may indicate that emergency management higher education is once again seeing a surge of new programs after appearing to grow more moderately for a few years. 
The new offerings reported by responding institutions included degree offerings (bachelors, masters, and doctoral levels), certificates, concentrations, and minors. Topically, the new offerings cover the gamut from additions focusing on emergency management partner agency functions (fire, EMT, public health, homeland security, etc.) to sector-specific concentrations (private, humanitarian) to more tightly-focused emergency management topical areas (tribal, policy, communications, international). The breadth of new offerings serves as a reminder of the extent of diversity that exists in emergency management program offerings.   

Responding institutions are queried about both the department their emergency management programs sit within and their program names. One of the 47 responding institutions chose not to enter department or program name data. The remaining 46 responding institutions reported departmental placement across the campus. This is hardly a new phenomenon in emergency management higher education. The programs have historically emerged (at least initially) in the department of the faculty member or administrator who is championing the program.

	 Emergency Management
	Business

	 Social Sciences
	Public Administration

	 Public Service
	Political Science

	 Environmental and Public Affairs
	Health and Human Services

	 Criminal Justice
	Public Safety

	 Emergency Services
	Forensic Sciences

	 Behavioral Studies and Human Inquiry
	Environmental and Occupational Health 

	 Homeland Security
	Fire Protection

	 Sciences, Humanities, and Communication
	Allied Health Emergency and Legal Services 



 Table 2: Departments Programs Housed In (Sampling)

While the departments that programs are housed in vary widely, increasingly program names are more homogenous. Over the past few years, a majority of programs have reported “emergency management” in their program titles.  This year, 83% of responding institutions (n=46) reported having a program with “emergency management” in the program titles. Additionally, of the program titles that did not contain “emergency management” (8), three contained “emergency” in the program name and three contained “management” (with one containing both – i.e., emergency services management). 
	
      In regard to the length of time individual institutions have been engaged in offering emergency management higher education programs, the trend of program aging continues.  For many years, a large percentage of responding institutions reported being in existence for five years or less; however, as years pass that cohort of new programs has aged into the audience of programs in existence for six years or more. As can be seen in Figure A, the majority of respondents (64%) report that their program has been in existence for six or more years (n=45). Two notes on this data point: 1) institutions often have a number of offerings that started at varying times; as such, the term “program” as used presently refers to the initial academic endeavor undertaken by the responding institutions; and, 2)  two responding institutions reported being in existence for 1.5 years; these two were captured in the one year data. 

	     News on aging programs while predictable to some extent, adds another insight – programs are enduring.  Hence, the measurement of years in existence offers insight into not only the actual aging of programs, but also confirms the roots that emergency management higher education programs have put down in colleges and universities across the country. The hardiness of these roots is further reiterated by the number of institutions that continue to add new program offerings to existing programs. 
		
 






	

	






	Institutions were surveyed in regard to program focus with options of public, private, VOAD, or humanitarian as a singular focus; a combination of the previously mentioned areas; all or the areas; or another focus. Surveying specifically with these pre-determined focus areas came about as a result of survey respondent comments and suggestions.  These focus areas also align with disciplinary discussions that have taken place in the emergency management higher education community. As can be seen in Table 3, 64% of responding institutions reported focusing on two or more of the focus areas (n=47).  Specifically, 41% focus on all four areas, while 23% limit their focus to two areas. Of those programs reporting a dual focus, nine reported a public/private focus, one reported a public/humanitarian focus, and one reported an emergency management/homeland security focus. Additionally, one program reported a tribal focus (reported herein as “other”).    

	Program Focus

	Public                       
	34%

	Private                       
	---

	VOAD
	---

	Humanitarian           
	---

	All of the above      
	41%

	Combination*         
	23%

	Other
	2%


* Combination of two or three focus areas

Table 3: Program Focus

In alignment with what institutions have reported in past years, 68% of responding institutions reported the primary purpose of their program to be both “pre-employment” (i.e., preparation for entry in the field) and “advancement” (i.e., preparation of practitioners for advancement) (n=47). As can be seen in Figure B, 23% of responding institutions reported “pre-employment” as a singular program focus and 9% reported “advancement” as a singular program focus. As has been historically true in the reporting of purpose distribution between programs offering both “pre-employment” and “advancement”, those reporting a 50-50 split are in the minority (29%). The remaining distributions vary widely, ranging from 15/85 to 90/10 (pre-employment/advancement) and may be a reflection of different program levels (e.g., undergraduate or graduate), missions, structures, geographic reach, and ideology. The emergency management higher education community has not formally explored what implications program purpose may have on curriculum, course delivery, program requirements, etc.; likewise, it has not explored in-depth the extent to which differences in program purpose may create different resource needs from the community, generate different challenges worthy of community-level focus, and, complicate (and perhaps impede) future efforts of accreditation. 








     







The extent to which programs are offered in part, or in full, online has been an enduring focus in the survey effort. The percentage of online offerings and wholly online programs in emergency management are not compared herein to national trends with other disciplines.  However, the curiosity remains regarding the extent to which emergency management offerings are more or less engaged in online education than other disciplines, and if so, what that level of engagement might be attributed to. There is room for additional dialogue in the emergency management higher education community regarding the value, ideology, and market focus (pre-employment/advancement) of online offerings and the extent to which brick and mortar presence (or lack thereof) affects the perception of others in longstanding disciplines that came into course delivery before online delivery was a viable option. Alas, the aforementioned curiosity is far beyond this data collection and is encouraged as a dialogue to be taken up by those likewise curious about such matters. 
Figure C illustrates the number of responding institutions that reported offering coursework online via distance education. The bulk, 89%, offered such coursework (n=47). Of this percentage, 17% (7) reported having 50% or less of coursework available online, 20% (8) reported having 51%-99% of coursework available online, and 63% (26) reported having 100% of coursework available online. Of those offering 100% of coursework online, half (13) offer 100% of their coursework online only 
















In regard to technology-focused instruction, 81% of responding institutions reported teaching about one or more types of technology in their program (n=47).  The types of technology applications reported included: GIS, Web EOC, social media networks (i.e., Facebook, LinkedIn, and Twitter), media, risk assessment, intelligence analysis, ANGEL, Blackboard, STATA, Moodle, and COP. The highest concentration of technology-focused instruction was in GIS and social media networks.

	Since 2008, the survey instrument has included a query about the awareness and utilization of the Principles of Emergency Management. The Principles of Emergency Management were finalized in 2007 by a working group that represented the key stakeholders in emergency management. The goal of the document was to capture the identity and key elements of emergency management. The document delineates the definition, vision, mission and eight principles of emergency management (http://www.training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/emprinciples.asp). 

	As has been the case for many years, widespread awareness of the Principles was reported – 91% (n=47).  In regard to utilization, 80% of responding institutions reported utilizing the Principles in their program (n=46). Comments provided about the way in which the Principles are being used illustrated that they are being used for foundational purposes in introductory undergraduate and graduate coursework; being emphasized as they explicitly, and more uniquely, apply in specific courses (to include phases courses, leadership offerings, etc.); woven throughout program curriculum; and, as the foundational framework for programs. 
















Figure D: Principles - Awareness and Utilization

	The survey instrument also annually queries responding institutions about usage of the Emergency Management Institute’s (EMI) Independent Study coursework, FEMA Higher Education course offerings, and the FEMA Higher Education Prototype Curriculum for Associate Degrees. In regard to EMI Independent Study coursework, 67% of responding institutions reported that they utilized the coursework (n=45). In a follow-up question to those who utilized the coursework, 93% reported using it as a supplement to other classroom materials and 7% reported using it alone as a primary source of information (n=30).   

	This year, 46% of responding institutions reported utilizing the FEMA Higher Education course offerings (n=46). Table 4 shows the reported utilization of all surveyed courses. The FEMA Higher Education course offerings that ranked the highest this year are: Hazards Risk Management (11), National Incident Management Systems (11), Social Dimensions of Disaster (10), and, Disaster Response Operations and Management (9).


	FEMA Higher Education Course
	Selection Frequency

	Breaking the Disaster Cycle: Future Directions in Natural Hazard Mitigation
	5

	Building Disaster Resilient Communities 
	8

	Business Crisis and Continuity Management
	7

	Catastrophe Readiness and Response
	6

	Coastal Hazards Management
	1

	Comparative Emergency Management
	3

	Disaster Response Operations and Management
	9

	Earthquake Hazard and Emergency Management
	3

	EM Principles and Application for Tourism, Hospitality & Travel Mgmt.
	0

	Flood Plain Management (Graduate Level)
	2

	Floodplain Management: Principles and Current Practices
	3

	Hazards, Disasters and U.S. Emergency Management - An Introduction 
	4

	Hazard Mapping and Modeling
	4

	Hazards Risk Management
	11

	Holistic Disaster Recovery: Creating a More Sustainable Future
	4

	Homeland Security and Emergency Management 
	8

	Individual and Community Disaster Education
	2

	National Incident Management Systems (NIMS) 
	11

	Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management
	7

	Principles & Practice of Hazard Mitigation 
	7

	Principle, Practice, Philosophy and Doctrine of Emergency Management
	5

	Public Administration and Emergency Management
	4

	Research and Analysis Methods in Emergency Management 
	2

	Social Dimensions of Disaster
	10

	Sociology of Disaster
	8

	Social Vulnerability Approach to Disasters
	7

	Technology and Emergency Management 
	5

	Terrorism and Emergency Management
	8



Table 4: Higher Education Specific Course Utilization

In regard to the utilization of the FEMA Higher Education Prototype Curriculum for Associate Degrees, 7% (3) of responding institutions reported using this resource (n=46).  It is important to look at the number of Associate level degree programs reported overall (18) and the number of responding institutions that reported offering an Associate level degree (14 – some have more than one Associate level offering) to contextualize this response.  Examining the utilization based on the number of responding institutions offering degrees at this level results in usage being 21% of that subset of 14. 

Program growth in enrollment and graduation rates for the past, and next, three years are queried to understand the extent to which programs are expanding and producing graduates.  These queries also allow the higher education community to better understand trends in the stabilization of programs and potential market saturation.  Historically, the majority of responding institutions have reported past and future growth in enrollment and graduation. The data this year is in line with past years with the majority of responding institutions reporting increases in enrollment (past three years), expected increases in enrollment (next three years), increases in graduation (past three years), and expected increases in graduation (next three years).    

 


















Figure E: Enrollment and Graduation

	Access and support are measured across a number of indicators. The access indicators measure access to external funding, institutional funding, and library resources, while the support indicators measure support from institutional administrators, local emergency management, state emergency management, national professional organizations, FEMA, and DHS.  Responding institutions utilize a ten point Likert scale that ranges from “not at all” (1) to “very much so” (10) to indicate the level of access and support their program receives. Table 5 shows the distribution of responses and the mean derived from those responses. The raw distribution is shared to better illustrate the extent to which responding institutions are similarly or dissimilarly situated in regard to the queried indicators.   
	Indicator
	1 Not at all
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10 Very much so
	n
	Mean
	S.D.

	Access to external funding opportunities to support program (e.g., grants, contracts, etc.)
	15
	3
	6
	4
	6
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	43
	3.67
	2.78

	Access to institutional funding (e.g., stipends to develop courses and materials)
	7
	3
	5
	1
	8
	5
	1
	5
	4
	4
	43
	5.23
	2.99

	Access to library resources (e.g., ability to obtain new holdings)
	2
	1
	2
	2
	4
	3
	6
	5
	4
	15
	44
	7.36
	2.71

	Institutional admin. support (e.g., support attempts to develop and implement new program ideas)
	7
	0
	2
	1
	5
	3
	3
	4
	10
	9
	44
	6.66
	3.18

	Local EM community support (e.g., county and regional)
	0
	1
	2
	0
	6
	4
	3
	5
	6
	17
	44
	7.89
	2.32

	State EM community support (e.g., state-level agency & state prof. organization)
	0
	4
	4
	2
	5
	2
	6
	8
	7
	6
	44
	6.68
	2.59

	National EM professional community support (e.g., IAEM, NEMA, EMPOWER, etc.)
	6
	2
	3
	3
	10
	3
	5
	5
	3
	4
	44
	5.48
	2.79

	FEMA-specific support (e.g., Higher Education Program, EMI, etc.)
	2
	1
	2
	2
	6
	5
	6
	6
	7
	7
	44
	6.84
	2.51

	DHS-specific support  (e.g., overarching DHS programs & agencies within DHS other than FEMA-specific support)
	8
	1
	3
	6
	8
	5
	3
	5
	5
	0
	44
	4.98
	2.63



Table 5: Access and Support Indicators
Faculty

Each year data is collected about the number of full-time, adjunct, associated, and devoted faculty members. Of these four categories, the one that has been deemed most critical over the years is the number of faculty principally devoted to emergency management higher education programs. It is theorized that the health and wellbeing of emergency management higher education programs as a whole can be seen in the percentages of programs that have one or more faculty member principally devoted to their program.  For many years about 30% of responding institutions reported no devoted faculty, but last year that figure dropped to 24%.  That percentage remains the same this year with 24% of responding institutions reporting no devoted faculty (n=46). The remaining responding institutions reported one (44%), two (9%), three (11%), four (5%), and 6-8 (4%) devoted faculty in their program (see Table 6 below).  


	Devoted Faculty

	None     
	24%

	1
	44%

	2
	9%

	3
	11%

	4                      
	4%

	5
	4%

	6-8               
	4%



Table 6: Devoted Faculty

In regard to full-time, adjunct, and associated faculty (faculty from other departments/disciplines that teach a course or courses within the emergency management program), the majority of responding institutions continue to report larger numbers of adjunct faculty members than full-time faculty members (n=46). As can be seen in Table 7, very few programs have no adjuncts. The majority of programs do not have associated faculty. In total, responding institutions reported 101 full-time faculty members, 277 adjunct faculty members, and 40 associated faculty members.    


	Full-time Faculty
	
	Adjunct Faculty
	
	Associated Faculty

	None
	20%
	
	None
	9%
	
	None
	74%

	1
	39%
	
	1
	15%
	
	1
	9%

	2
	13%
	
	2-4
	24%
	
	2
	2%

	3
	7%
	
	5-7
	22%
	
	3
	4%

	4                 
	7%
	
	8-10
	15%
	
	4
	4%

	5-11 
	14%
	
	11-20
	15%
	
	5-8
	7%


Table 7: Full-time, Adjunct, and Associated Faculty
New faculty and program staff hires and attempts to hire are also tracked annually. The majority of responding institutions (57%) reported attempting to hire new faculty or program staff. Of those, 51% of responding institutions successfully hired, while 6% did not. In total, responding institutions reported 52 new hires: 14 full-time faculty members and 38 adjunct faculty members. 
















Based on the limited survey audience – degree programs only – and disciplinary consensus efforts that have been undertaken over the past few years, responding institutions were queried for the first time in the annual higher education survey about the extent to which specific faculty considerations and characteristics were important. The responding institutions assessed the importance of these considerations and characteristics based on program delivery format – face-to-face or online. Of note, in this reporting of the data, the degree levels were aggregated under the aforementioned headings. 

As such, the reader is reminded that that an Associate level degree program may value faculty considerations and characteristics quite differently than a graduate level program. By the same token, face-to-face programs may value these items differently than online programs. However, having said the above, it must likewise be noted that the data distribution is telling and it is clear that in some instances (such as with the queries focused on faculty connectivity to the practitioner community and emergency management oriented degree), a potential degree level or offering type distinction is not as evident. All-in-all, the valuations provided regarding the 13 queried faculty considerations and characteristics (see Tables 10 and 11) show that in many instances there is more similarity than difference between the face-to-face and online programs. 

“The true purpose of education is to make minds, not careers.”

                                                        ~William Deresiewicz





	Question
	1
Not at all
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
Very much so
	n
	Mean
	SD

	Tenure track faculty lines
	8
	1
	1
	5
	1
	6
	11
	33
	4.58
	2.44

	Full-time faculty members
	5
	0
	0
	2
	2
	9
	15
	33
	5.52
	2.11 

	Knowledge of the research related to two or more phases
	2
	1
	0
	3
	2
	7
	17
	32
	5.84
	1.76 

	Potential to secure sponsored research grants
	6
	3
	1
	5
	6
	3
	8
	32
	4.34
	2.22 

	Established research agenda
	7
	2
	1
	4
	6
	5
	7
	32
	4.34
	2.25 

	EM oriented degree
	2
	0
	0
	4
	4
	7
	14
	31
	5.74
	1.65 

	Highest level of degree: Master’s level
	7
	1
	0
	5
	1
	0
	17
	31
	4.94
	2.54 

	Highest level of degree: Doctoral level
	7
	0
	0
	5
	6
	3
	10
	31
	4.68
	2.29 

	Faculty connectivity to practitioner community
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2
	7
	20
	32
	6.19
	1.55 

	Professional EM experience at the practitioner level
	2
	0
	2
	4
	3
	7
	14
	32
	5.59
	1.76 

	Practitioner experience in a field related to EM (e.g., fire, law enforcement, public health, etc.)
	2
	0
	2
	6
	7
	7
	8
	32
	5.16
	1.65 

	Engagement in discipline-building activities
	3
	0
	0
	3
	5
	9
	11
	31
	5.52
	1.79 

	Engagement in the EM higher education community
	3
	0
	1
	5
	3
	7
	13
	32
	5.44
	1.88 



Table 10: Faculty Considerations and Characteristics - Face-to-face Programs 


	Question
	1
Not at all
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
Very much so
	n
	Mean
	SD

	Tenure track faculty lines
	11
	3
	1
	2
	4
	5
	11
	37
	4.19
	2.55

	Full-time faculty members
	3
	2
	2
	2
	9
	5
	14
	37
	5.24
	1.94

	Knowledge of the research related to two or more phases
	1
	1
	2
	4
	4
	12
	13
	37
	5.62
	2.41

	Potential to secure sponsored research grants
	7
	3
	2
	8
	9
	3
	5
	37
	4.03
	1.99

	Established research agenda
	8
	2
	2
	5
	11
	4
	5
	37
	4.11
	2.07 

	EM oriented degree
	1
	0
	0
	4
	6
	12
	14
	37
	5.86
	1.68 

	Highest level of degree: Master’s level
	6
	1
	2
	4
	2
	3
	18
	36
	5.11
	2.34 

	Highest level of degree: Doctoral level
	10
	2
	1
	3
	6
	4
	9
	35
	4.17
	2.43 

	Faculty connectivity to practitioner community
	2
	0
	0
	3
	2
	10
	20
	37
	6.05
	1.53 

	Professional EM experience at the practitioner level
	1
	0
	2
	6
	3
	9
	16
	37
	5.73
	1.52 

	Practitioner experience in a field related to EM (e.g., fire, law enforcement, public health, etc.)
	1
	0
	3
	6
	6
	9
	12
	37
	5.46
	1.52 

	Engagement in discipline-building activities
	2
	1
	0
	5
	11
	8
	10
	37
	5.32
	1.58 

	Engagement in the EM higher education community
	2
	1
	1
	5
	9
	10
	9
	37
	5.27
	1.61 



Table 11: Faculty Considerations and Characteristics - Online Programs 

Students & Graduates 

Data regarding emergency management students is only collected in four areas in this survey effort: gender, students reached via emergency management coursework, the number of graduates (annually and cumulative), and employment. It became clear many years ago that more specific demographic questions about students – such as age and ethnicity – were far too difficult for responding institutions to respond to.  Student data is now collected annually through a student generated survey effort that allows students to directly respond to demographic and program queries.    

	The gender composition of the emergency management higher education student community has been sadly predictable and imbalanced for the entire history of this survey effort. Each year, the distribution evidences that there are more male than female emergency management students. As can be seen in Figure G below, this year’s data shows a breakdown of 61% male students to 39% female students (n=46). However, it must be noted that from program to program the reported distribution between male and female students varied widely with female students reported as comprising anywhere from 5% to 75% of the student population. Indeed, ten responding institutions (22%) reported that females comprised 50% or more of their student cohort. 
 





	
	







	The FEMA Higher Education Program is invested in attempting to track the number of emergency management graduates and the number of students reached by emergency management coursework (non-emergency management students who took one of more emergency management course offerings). This data has been collected since 2008 and offers a sense of the reach of emergency management higher education as a collective. The number of graduates and students reached via coursework are extrapolated annually from the data received from responding programs. The number of graduates is then added to the running total that has been collected since 2008 (with the exception of 2013 when no survey was distributed to the higher education community). The 2008 data collection effort requested a count of all graduates to-date to create a baseline for this effort (7,730).

	This is the place in the annual data collection where the most dramatic impact is evident regarding the exclusion of programs with concentrations and certificate offerings. The reach of the omitted programs can be quite expansive and a failure to capture that data has comprised the annual measure of the number of students reached by emergency management coursework. Additionally, the emergency management concentration degree holders are omitted in this year’s count. The importance of these measures alone makes a strong case for including the omitted programs in the annual survey effort. 

	Table 12 provides the extrapolated student data. The number of students that were reached during the 2014-2015 academic year was estimated by responding institutions to be 14,707 (extrapolated from a response of 6,177/42%) (n=47).  To provide a point of comparison, the extrapolated figure for this measurement last year was 26, 671. The number of students that graduated in the past academic year was estimated to be 1,871 (extrapolated from a response of 786/42%) (n=47).  The current year’s figure for graduation when added to the 2014 figure (22,770) brings the estimated total of students that have graduated from emergency management higher education programs to 24,641.

	     Number of students who took an emergency management course in 
     2014-2015 (extrapolated from response of 6,177/42%)
	14,707 

	     Number of students that graduated this past year from emergency 
     management higher education programs (extrapolated from response    
      of 786/42%)
	1,871

	    Number of students that graduated since the inception of emergency 
    management higher education programs (current year 
    extrapolation added to 2014 figure of 22,770)
	24,641




Table 12: Extrapolated Student Data


	As can be seen in Figure H, roughly half of responding institutions (49%) reported that they track graduate employment (n=47). Of those responding institutions that track employment (n=23), 48% reported employment of graduates to be between 80% - 100%, 35% reported employment of graduates to be between 50% -75%, and the remaining 17% reported employment of graduates to be 40% or less.











 
	

Comments and Requests for Additional Products, Activities and Services
 
	Responding institutions are encouraged each year to share any additional comments and concerns they have as well as additional products, activities, and services they would like to see the FEMA Higher Education Program develop. This year, as has been the case in so many of these survey efforts, responding institutions are quick to comment regarding their gratitude for the past and current efforts of the Higher Education Program staff and the existing materials and services provided that they have found to be helpful at their institution. On occasion, there are also comments regarding the survey instrument itself and requests for inclusion of additional queries in future survey efforts. These comments are noted, while not specifically addressed herein, and help shape future survey efforts.

 	This year, a few of the general comments offered bear sharing.  From one of the responding institutions came the following comment, “The consensus of EM faculty at [REDACTED] has us firmly opposed to the current effort to attempt to accredit EM educational programs.” Accreditation has been an ongoing discussion in the emergency management higher education community and has, at times, been a source of great disagreement in the community. An accreditation working group has surveyed the higher education community regarding its views on accreditation and is still soliciting comments and concerns. Toward that end, this comment is included and members of the higher education community who have like concerns, questions, or would like additional information are encouraged to reach out to the accreditation group (see http://training.fema.gov/hiedu/emfoundation.aspx). 

	From one of the responding institutions came a call for advocacy from the FEMA Higher Education Program: “Be more active in the promotion of the EM program. Leave political issues aside and stand up for the needs of EM scholars and professionals.” This comment without additional context is difficult to root a discussion in, but some things can be said. First, the FEMA Higher Education Program can never be fairly chastised as not promoting emergency management as they have been the foundation for the creation of hundreds of programs and the primary promoter and supporter of emergency management higher education for two decades. Second, the FEMA Higher Education Program, as a government service, is very limited in its ability to take a stand or speak out in regard to political matters; indeed, to do so would potentially affect employee jobs and program viability. Third, emergency management scholars and professionals would benefit from greater advocacy from those who should, and can, speak intelligently to the value and importance of emergency management scholars and professionals in creating a safer and more secure world; unfortunately, too many of those who should, and can, speak to this value and importance, are uninterested, undereducated regarding emergency management, or lacking political capital themselves. Finally, the painful truth in this statement regarding identity, academic credibility, professionalism, and value has been documented as a challenge in emergency management higher education for many years and the frustration with this enduring issue is noted.

	Another comment that merits inclusion was in regard to FEMA courses: “FEMA courses are generally written with the average person in mind.  In higher ed we have a higher level of expectation than that.  Perhaps FEMA could either create, or adopt from IHE, support material that meets the rigor of higher ed.” This comment touches on a point of confusion that has come up in the past and bears clarification.  Clearly, this comment is referencing FEMA Independent Study coursework, which this survey does ask about.  This survey also asks about the usage of higher education coursework created by higher education subject matter experts and available on the FEMA Higher Education Program webpage (see http://training.fema.gov/hiedu/aemrc/). The higher education coursework has been designed to meet the rigor of higher education and includes syllabi, lesson plans, assignments, tests, additional reading, handouts, etc.  These courses are updated as needed and as funds are available to continue to serve the higher education community.  The courses are designed in such a way that instructors can use them in multiple ways – be it as a plug-and-play course or as a resource for independent course development.

	The list created below in regard to additional products, requests, and services, is a compilation of responding institutions’ comments; however, it must be noted that some of the items listed are outside of the FEMA Higher Education Program’s purview.  Indeed, often these items fall in the purview of the Emergency Management Institute (EMI), the emergency management practitioner community (to include membership organizations), private sector development, textbook publishers, or in the individual industry of emergency management scholars. These comments outside the FEMA Higher Education Program’s purview are provided in this report as a service to all those serving the emergency management higher education community to better convey the current thoughts and needs of the community.  Yet, a cautionary point for those seeking to pursue further development regarding any of the items below is that these are often singular comments and may not be of widespread interest or concern to the higher education community as a whole. Reviewing past higher education community reports, surveying the higher education community, and conducting other market research is advised before any major investment of time, energy, or money is made to meet unmet needs as expressed herein.  

· Continue updating of Hi Ed courses;
· Additional information on EM job market and careers; 
· Edited books based on the annual EMI Higher Education Conference (such as those done before by PERI in past years); 
· More instructor material and hands-on training for faculty;
· Current videos;
· More reading material, textbook development, etc.;
· EM-based simulations;
· More efforts on defining the discipline of emergency management and the research within it;
· More scholarly and peer-reviewed articles and research available for academic classroom use; 
· Continue to provide networking/course sharing /information sharing;
· More marketing avenues (in addition to the Hi Ed website) to attract potential students; 
· Curriculum design assistance products and curricular materials;
· Technology tools and training (e.g., GIS and EOC technology);
· Partner with the International Association of Emergency Managers for credentialing;
· Social media management and monitoring training; 
· Clear cut curriculum to parallel the NFA's FESHE program;
· More online materials; 
· Greater regional availability and regionally-based student training sessions;
	


· Accredit EMI courses;
· More on technological hazards, cybersecurity, and cyber terrorism; 
· Designation of university sites as FEMA training centers; and,
· More collaborative courses with the COMET MetEd program on natural hazards similar to hurricane community preparedness and others.

Challenges Facing Emergency Management Programs

	The higher education community has been surveyed regarding challenges facing programs since 2007. Capturing this information year after year is important to helping not only the FEMA Higher Education Program, but also all institutions offering emergency management higher education, in that it allows the community to take a stark look at where it needs to focus its collective efforts. Responding institutions are asked to provide annually what they believe to be the top five challenges facing their programs. Historically, the challenges reported have been quite repetitive from year to year.  This year’s top five challenges are both disappointing (in that they remain in the typical short list we have seen for years) and hopeful (in that emergency management identity, academic credibility, professionalism, and value has fallen to the bottom of the list). This year’s challenges (as seen in Table 13) are: (1) student recruitment, enrollment, and retention; (2) internship and job placement; (3) funding; (4) qualified and competent faculty; and, (5) emergency management identity, academic credibility, professionalism, and value (n=42). Table 14 provides the program challenges identified from 2007-2015. 
 
	Challenge Identified
	Percentage
(n=42)

	Student Recruitment, Enrollment, and Retention
	48%   (20)

	Internship and Job Placement  
	45%   (19)

	Funding
	43%   (18)

	Qualified and Competent Faculty
	33%   (14)

	Identity, Academic Credibility, Professionalism, and Value
	24%   (10)



Table 13: Challenges Facing Programs


	
Challenges Identified
	Survey Year/ Ranking
	

	
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2014
	2015

	Funding
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	--
	2
	3

	Emergency Management Identity, Academic Credibility, Professionalism, and Value
	2
	--
	6
	--
	3
	5
	3
	5

	Student Recruitment, Enrollment, and Retention
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	1
	4
	1

	Qualified and Competent Faculty
	4
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	--
	4

	Internship and Job Placement
	5
	6
	7
	3
	5
	3
	1
	2

	Current and Updated Educational Materials: Textbooks, Journal Articles, Etc.
	6
	--
	8
	5
	--
	6
	5
	--

	Constantly Changing Policies and Material
	--
	4
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Institutional Support
	--
	5
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Lack of Political Understanding and Support
	--
	--
	4
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DHS/FEMA
	--
	--
	5
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Connection Between Field and Academia
	--
	--
	9
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Greater Focus on Research
	--
	--
	--
	--
	6
	4
	--
	--

	Need for Clarity Between Emergency Management and Homeland Security
	--
	--
	--
	--
	7
	--
	--
	--


Table 14: Challenges Facing Programs – 2007-2015

	
	Other challenges that came up multiple times in this year’s responses were focused on: lack of textbooks; need for greater collaboration across programs and with practitioner partners; lack of institutional support; undue influence of FEMA and DHS on university-level education; need for a unified or standardized curriculum; and, constantly changing federal structures and paradigms that affect course material, textbooks, and emergency management practice. The emergency management higher education community’s angst is apparent each year in their reporting of these challenges. While some of these challenges are endemic to higher education (i.e., funding; and, student recruitment, retention, and enrollment), others are part and parcel of emergency management’s formative years in higher education (i.e., qualified and competent faculty; and, identity, academic credibility, professionalism, and value) and its navigation of its relationship with the practitioner community (i.e., internship and job placement). Alas, understanding the genesis of these challenges does not assuage the community’s angst in the short-term.  

CONCLUSION

	At the outset of this report it was noted that there was a departure from the traditional survey audience this year for this survey effort. This was to better understand the extent to which the current audience fairly represented the omitted audiences. This choice was based on other significant survey efforts shaping future emergency management higher education efforts that have only surveyed this limited audience (i.e., degree programs).  Two queries were posed at the outset of this report regarding the impact of this more narrowly defined audience and these queries can now be answered. 

	In response to whether the data received from this limited audience was dramatically different than that received from the larger audience historically surveyed, the simple answer is a cautionary “yes.” There were areas where the absence of the excluded lists was quite evident (e.g., students who took coursework and emergency management graduates); where the absence likely diminished a balanced view of the community (e.g., faculty and program measures); and, where the absence resulted in a lack of capture of the community members’ data and voices (e.g., the entire survey). As for the extent to which this effort and other efforts should be including or excluding lists into the future, two comments are offered. 

	The first comment is based on a truism that exists in the emergency management community – institutions tend to start with one offering and build to create others. This can be seen in all the higher education program reports to-date, the continual development of new program offerings is an enduring phenomenon of existing programs. What this means is that a failure to survey those programs not offering degrees today on a topic such as accreditation, will result in an omission of an impacted audience. Also, believing that institutions without degree programs evidence less ability or interest in contributing to, or shaping, key higher education initiatives is a faulty conclusion. The vast majority of academics who have led, or are leading, efforts in the emergency management higher education community started in a place of relative newness as fledglings. In addition, those academics new to emergency management or offering limited programs may have decades of experience in the college and university community and may have valuable insights to contribute on that front.

	The second comment on this front focuses on a key hallmark of the emergency management higher education community that has served it well as it has grown over the years – inclusivity. To omit the lists that have what is perceived as “less skin in the game” from key developmental and reporting efforts is to risk changing what is so essential about the community at its core. The emergency management higher education community has been said to be one of the most gracious, accepting, and helpful communities in higher education and that identity must be preserved to fulfill the far-reaching mission of emergency management higher education.

	Having said the above, it must also be noted that the emergency management higher education community has worked hard to get where it is today. The sensitivity of individuals who have spent many years in the community to those who enter the fray without first understanding the work that has been done or the gravitas of the work still to be completed is completely understandable.  The emergency management higher education community has evidenced strength in its innate willingness to push back efforts from the outside that seek to arbitrarily shape or reshape it – the type of efforts that have been visited and revisited upon the emergency management practitioner community for years. As such, the onus of inclusion must be tempered with homage to the trails that have already been blazed and the thousands of hours that have been dedicated to the emergency management higher education community to help it become the community it is today.

	In summary, it is advised that future iterations of the annual program survey include the traditionally surveyed emergency management lists. It is also advised that careful consideration be given to the omission of these lists in other higher education survey efforts based on the points raised above. The emergency management community has evidenced itself to be replete with caring and committed individuals who want to do right by their students, fellow faculty, institutions, the emergency management higher education community, and the emergency management practitioner community.  We must trust the strength that resides in the community as a collective to advance the discipline and practice of emergency management. 


	
“The principle goal of education is to create men and women who are capable of doing new things, not simply repeating what other generations have done.” ~ Jean Piaget
.”
					  				     ~Ferdinand Foch

Read more at http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/quotes/f/ferdinandf130701.html#klIs6vFcm0VdUufl.99weapon on earth is the human soul on fire.
Ferdinand Foch 

Read more at http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/quotes/f/ferdinandf130701.html#klIs6vFcm0VdUufl.99
.”

                                                                               ~Margaret Mead
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	Carol L. Cwiak, North Dakota State University





APPENDIX
Participating Colleges and Universities 




Anderson University
Arkansas State University
Barry University
Boston University
Central Georgia Technical College
Clackamas Community College
Coastline Community College
Columbia College
Concordia University-Portland
Crown College
Durham Technical Community College
Eastern New Mexico University
Edmonds Community College
Erie Community College
Gaston College
Guilford Technical Community
Idaho State University
Jackson State University
Jacksonville State University
Meridian Community College
Millersville University
Montgomery County Community College
Niagara County Community College
North Dakota State University 
Northern Arizona University
Northwest Missouri State
Nova Southeastern University
Oklahoma State University


Park University
Pennsylvania College of Technology
Philadelphia University
Portland Community College
Saint Louis University
Savannah State University
SUNY, Canton
Texas Southern University
Union College
University of Central Missouri
University of Nebraska, Omaha
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
University of New Haven
University of North Carolina, Charlotte
Utah Valley University
Wayne Community College
West Texas A & M University
Yavapai College

“Let us think of education as the means of developing our greatest abilities, because in each of us there is a private hope and dream which, fulfilled, can be translated into benefit for everyone and greater strength for our nation.” 
          ~ John F. Kennedy 



 


 Figure A: Program Years in Existence 
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 Figure B: Program Primary Purpose
 	



Pre-employ	Advance	Both	11	4	32	 	Pre-employ	Advance	Both	0	 	Pre-employ	Advance	Both	0	




Figure C: Distance Education
Very Good	


No 	Yes	5	42	 	No 	Yes	0	 	No 	Yes	0	

Utilization
Very Good	80%
Yes
20%
No

YES	NO	37	13	 	YES	NO	0	 	YES	NO	0	
Awareness
Very Good	91%
Yes
9%
No
YES	NO	91	9	 	YES	NO	0	 	YES	NO	0	
Increase	64%
66%
55%
64%

Enrollment - Past 3 years	Enrollment - Next 3 Years	Graduations - Past 3 Years	Graduations - Next 3 Years	30	31	26	30	No Change	21%
23%
34%
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Enrollment - Past 3 years	Enrollment - Next 3 Years	Graduations - Past 3 Years	Graduations - Next 3 Years	7	11	16	12	Decrease	15%
11%
11%
11%
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 Figure F: Faculty/ Program Staff Hires 
 	



Did not attempt	Attempted, but did not hire	Hired	20	3	24	 	Did not attempt	Attempted, but did not hire	Hired	0	 	Did not attempt	Attempted, but did not hire	Hired	0	




Figure G: Student Gender
Very Good	


Males	Females	61	39	 	Males	Females	0	 	Males	Females	0	



Figure H: Track Employment
 	


Track employment	Do not track employment	23	24	 	Track employment	Do not track employment	0	 	Track employment	Do not track employment	0	
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