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INTRODUCTION


Higher education institutions in the United States offering emergency management programs have been surveyed annually over the past six years with the intent of capturing data on program growth, development, needs, concerns, challenges and trends. This report, the 2012 FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Report, details the data collected in this annual data collection.   The goal of this report is to assist the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Program, policymakers, educators, students, practitioners, and other interested parties and organizations in understanding the state of emergency management higher education. 

This report captures both trends and shifts in the emergency management higher education community. As is true in every year’s report there continues to be widespread growth, both in the number of institutions offering programs and in the number of degree and certificate offerings in existing programs. As is also true, many of the challenges facing emergency management programs still endure; yet, this year’s survey responses do show coalescence on some key items.  Most notably, the recognition that emergency management is a managerial function is clearly evident in program names.  This has been a hard fought recognition that is integrally tied to positional status and the skill sets needed to address the challenges of the position. 
The challenges facing the emergency management higher education community moving forward are strengthening programs across the board; continuing to delineate the key knowledge, skills, and abilities emergency management graduates should know at all program levels; identifying the literature and theoretical constructs that are fundamental to the discipline of emergency management; and, devoting dedicated attention to addressing the challenges that face emergency management as a relatively new player in academia.  The community has done a good job of looking inward as well as looking to the practitioner community in its efforts to identify areas that need attention.  The result has been an increasingly focused mission that is supported by the whole of the emergency management community (academia and practice).
  
 
The emergency management higher education community remains close-knit and continues to support each other’s efforts.  The warm-hearted collegiality across programs evidenced in emergency management higher education is a phenomenon that is not as evident in other disciplines, but it has become a hallmark of emergency management higher education. There is clearly a sense of collective investment in the greater evident across the community that continues to fuel forward movement.  This forward movement is the necessary life blood of a new discipline and with every step the community becomes stronger.    
METHODOLOGY


The survey instrument was hosted online through North Dakota State University’s Group Decision Center.  The survey link was distributed via email to the point-of-contact (POC) for each institution listed on The College List on FEMA’s Emergency Management Higher Education Program webpage.  Only those institutions listed as offering a certificate or degree program in emergency management (as of May 2012) were included in the solicitation. This included institutions on the following lists: Associate, Bachelor Level Concentrations and Minors, Bachelor, Masters, Doctoral and Stand-Alone Certificate Programs. A large number of the institutions offering programs offer more than one degree or certificate option, but each institution was only surveyed once.  
     This survey effort solicits similar data annually, but every year the survey instrument is fine-tuned to maintain relevancy to the community.  Inasmuch, questions may be modified or removed from one year to the next, while others may be added.  The ongoing challenge in this survey effort is to collect the necessary data to capture the pulse of what is going on in the emergency management higher education community, without overwhelming and discouraging program representatives from participating. The survey instrument is typically sent out late in the spring semester which is a busy time for higher education institutions, yet the program response rate has still proven to be hearty.

The initial solicitation for participation was sent out via email to programs in early May 2012 and remained open until the end of May. The survey was sent to 174 institutions. 50 institutional responses were received for an institutional response rate of 29%.  Non-responding institutions fell into one of two categories: 1) no response from a valid POC with a valid email address, or 2) incorrect POC or email address.  Even though the FEMA Higher Education Program has gone to great lengths to contact programs to encourage them to ensure that the contact person and email listing are correct, there are still a number of programs with outdated POCs and outdated email addresses.  To the extent that a new POC or email address could be discerned from program websites it was noted and added to the solicitation list.  The lack of updated information makes the survey effort more cumbersome and results in less participation in the survey effort.
     The survey instrument sought data on general program information, student and graduate numbers, enrollment and graduation trends, program faculty and new hires, 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.  Responses to the open-ended survey questions have been summarized and consolidated for inclusion in this report. A number of institutions did not respond to every survey question - either because they did not collect the type of data requested or felt they were not applicable to their institution; inasmuch, note should be taken of the “n” for each item reported. 
DISCUSSION
Programs

At the time of this year’s survey (May 2012), there were 174 institutions offering emergency management programs listed on the Associate, Bachelor Level Concentrations and Minors, Bachelor, Masters, Doctoral and Stand-Alone Certificate program FEMA college lists.  Most institutions offered either multiple degree levels or multiple focus areas within a degree area.  Table 1 provides the number of institutions offering degrees or certificates at any given level. Indicated in parenthesis is the number of offerings on each list. This figure may be different as it captures multiple programs offered by an institution at any given level. For example, on the doctoral list one of the nine institutions listed offers two types of doctoral degrees; hence there are nine institutions and ten offerings.
	 Degree or certificate
	Number of Institutions (Number of Offerings)

	 Doctoral 
	9 (10)

	 Masters 
	58 (63)

	 Masters (certificate, specialty, or track)
	50 (59)

	 Bachelors
	34 (34)

	 Bachelor (concentration or minor)
	27 (29)

	 Associate
	46 (48)

	 Certificate
	65 (69)



Table 1: Programs - Number and Type
Historically, there has been an average of 12-18 new institutions starting emergency management higher education programs annually.  This trend has shown no signs of slowing. In addition, 20 of the existing institutions responding to this year’s survey reported that they plan to develop new offerings over the next year.

Emergency management programs are housed in a wide variety of departments. The diversity of the departments can be said to support the statement that has often been made that emergency management is interdisciplinary (albeit, interdisciplinary is often a temporary state for new disciplines as they ultimately come to own as a discipline the theoretical constructs and methods borrowed from other disciplines).  A selection of the departments respondents reported being housed in can be seen in Table 2.  
	Emergency Management
	Social Sciences

	School of Social Work
	Public Administration

	Health Science
	School of Management

	Public Safety
	School of Public & Environmental Affairs

	Technology
	Center for Workforce Development

	Human Services
	Landscape Architecture & Urban Planning

	Public Service
	Fire Protection Technology

	Business
	Psychology

	Lifelong Learning & Community 
Engagement 
	Engineering Management & Systems Engineering

	Public Management & Policy
	Continuing Liberal & Professional Studies

	Criminal Justice
	Emergency Services

	Information & Technology School 
of Management
	School of Public Policy & Administration


Table 2: Department Program Housed In
Given the diversity of departments that house emergency management programs, one might assume that there would be like diversity in the names of the programs. To the contrary, the department names bore many of the same terms.  The vast majority of respondents reported their program name to include “emergency management” (31).  In addition, those who chose another term other than emergency, such as crisis or disaster, also included the word “management” (4). The emphasis on management is important as emergency management is defined in the Principles of Emergency Management as a managerial function and that recognition is being illustrated in the programs outward representation via program names.  The third most utilized term was “disaster” (13).  Additional terms that were seen in some level of duplication were: “preparedness” (6), “crisis” (5), and “homeland security” (4).
	Emergency Management (EM)
	31

	Management (includes those with EM)
	35

	Disaster
	13

	Preparedness
	 6

	Crisis
	 5

	Homeland Security
	 4


Table 3: Program Names
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As has been true in past years, programs are increasingly focusing on meeting both public and private sector emergency management needs with their curriculum. The majority of respondents (68%) reported that they consider their primary program focus to be both public and private sector (n=47).  30% of respondents reported a public sector focus, while 2% reported a private sector focus.  Figure A illustrates the program focus distribution.
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In identifying the primary purpose of their program, 48% of respondents reported the focus to be both pre-employment (i.e., preparation for entry in the field) and advancement (i.e., preparation of practitioners for advancement) (n=47).  The bulk of the remaining respondents split fairly evenly between primary program purposes of pre-employment (22%) and advancement (24%), with 6% of respondents indicating another purpose such as offering continuing education credits and adult-focused education at a certificate level. 
Many emergency management higher education programs offer coursework through distance education. A number of programs offer solely online offerings.  This data has been of interest to the FEMA Higher Education Program over the years as the online education opportunities are viewed as meeting the needs of learners who are tied to place as well as the changing delivery modes for education. It is theorized that as emergency management continues to become a career of first choice more institutions will offer degree options that are campus-based.  
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As can be seen in Figure C below, the vast majority of respondents (81%) reported offering distance education opportunities (n=47). However, only 15 of the institutions who reported offering coursework via distance education (n=38) offer the entirety of their coursework solely online (39% of those offering online coursework; as such, 30% of the overall responding institutions (n=50) reported offering coursework that is only online.  Some programs are some select offerings online, while others are utilizing blended models wherein the students may spend a long weekend or a week at the campus each semester.  The blended models are most evident in programs offering online graduate degree options. 

Respondents were asked if they were aware of the Principles of Emergency Management document that provides the definition, vision, mission and eight principles of emergency management (http://www.training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/emprinciples.asp) and whether the document was utilized in instruction.  This data has been culled since 2008 to capture to what extent the document was reaching students in higher education programs.  Figures D and E illustrate that both the awareness and the utilization of the document is high (91% are both aware and utilize the document).  Respondents reported utilizing the Principles across a variety of courses, but most frequently in introductory or foundational coursework.  Some respondents reported that the Principles are interwoven throughout all program coursework.
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Figures D and E: Principles - Awareness and Utilization
Respondents were also asked what type of technology-based instruction their programs offered.  The data has shown an increasing number of programs focusing on these types of offerings.  As has been the case in past years, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) was the most often cited offering with 21 of the respondents (44%) reporting that it is taught in their program (n=45).  Those programs that reported teaching GIS were additionally asked if they teach HAZUS.  About half of the programs that teach GIS (10) also teach HAZUS.  Only 7 respondents (16%) reported no technology-based instruction. See Table 4 below for the other technology-based instruction that programs are engaged in.
	Technology
	Number of Programs Teaching

	GIS
	21

	(HAZUS)
	10

	Web EOC/Other web-based EOC system
	19

	Social networking
	15

	Media software
	12

	Other (LMS, Blackboard, Depiction)
	4

	None
	7


Table 4: Program - Teaching Technology
The survey annually inquires about course resource utilization in three areas: the Emergency Management Institute’s (EMI) Independent Study coursework, the FEMA Higher Education course offerings, and the FEMA Higher Education Prototype Curriculum for Associate Degrees.  As is shown in Figure F below, all of these offerings continue to be utilized by programs.
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Two-thirds of respondents (75%) reported that their programs utilized the Emergency Management Institute’s (EMI) Independent Study coursework in their program (n=44).  As in past years, the vast majority of respondents (97%) reported that this coursework serves as a supplement to other course material as opposed to being used alone as a primary source for information.

While only a small percentage of respondents (14%), reported utilizing the Prototype Curriculum for Associate Degrees in Emergency Management as part of their program (n=44), it must be noted that this percentage represents a confirmation of use by 33% of the Associate level program respondents. This also aligns with the level of usage that has been captured over past years regarding this curriculum offering – approximately a third of programs report utilizing it.

More than half of the respondents (55%) reported that they utilize FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education courses in some capacity in their program (n=44).  Historically programs have reported using courses for everything from reading references, to selective lesson plans, to using the entirety of the course.  The Higher Education courses have value to a faculty member new to emergency management as well as a seasoned emergency management educator (and just about everyone in-between).  This year’s respondents reported that they had used 27 of the Higher Education completed courses. The frequency of utilization per course ranged from 1-13, and the sum of course utilization by respondents was 142.  Table 5 provides a synopsis of the most utilized courses as identified by this year’s respondents.

	Higher Education Course
	Selection Frequency

	Homeland Security and Emergency Management
	13

	Terrorism and Emergency Management
	12

	Hazards Risk Management
	10

	National Incident Management Systems (NIMS)
	9

	Public Administration and Emergency Management
	9

	Principles and Practice of Hazard Mitigation
	8

	Social Dimensions of Disaster
	8

	Disaster Response Operations and Management
	7

	Building Disaster Resilient Communities
	6

	Individual and Community Disaster Education
	6

	Sociology of Disaster
	6

	Technology and Emergency Management
	6

	Business Crisis and Continuity Management
	5

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


Table 5: Higher Education Course Utilization
Programs are asked annually about a series of support and access indicators.  These indicators provide insight into the current status of emergency management and allow efforts to be focused on the areas that need the most attention.  Over the years these access and support indicators have grown to include support from outside the institution and beyond FEMA’s Higher Education Program.  Respondents are asked to respond to the level of access or support using a ten point Likert scale that ranges from “not at all” (1) to “very much so” (10).
The access indicators measure access to external funding, institutional funding, and library resources. The support indicators measure support from institutional administrators, local emergency management, state emergency management, national professional organizations, FEMA, and DHS. Each indicator along with its mean and standard deviation are captured in Table 6 to allow for better comparison between the indicators.

This year there are a number of interesting observations to make about the indicators.  The indicator scoring the highest this year with a mean of 7.95 is access to library resources.  This is an indicator that has gone up over the years as more programs understand where to locate existing resources and as improved resources have become available. 
The support indicator regarding local emergency management is one that has been strong in the past and it is heartening to see it be the second strongest positive indicator with a mean of 7.77.  Relationships with, and support from, local emergency management agencies is crucial to building the collaborative community necessary to advance emergency management’s professionalization efforts. These relationships also help build stronger programs, stronger graduates, and stronger communities. Support from state agencies and state professional organizations emerged as the third strongest indicator with a mean of 7.33.  These relationships are likewise critical. 
The fourth strongest indicator with a mean of 7.14 sits with FEMA’s support.  The strength of this indicator is no surprise based on the linkage the higher education community has with the Emergency Management Institute generally and the FEMA Higher Education Program specifically.  Even though the program manager position for the FEMA Higher Education Program remained unfilled with a permanent replacement for almost two years, the community needs were still met by the program assistant Barbara Johnson, in collaboration with Shannon Cool, and under the supervision of Barbara Nelson and Lillian Virgil.  The higher education community has always evidenced gratitude to, and reverence for, the FEMA team members it has had the pleasure to work with at EMI.  
On the other end of the spectrum sits the three lowest indicators – access to external funding sources (4.35) and institutional funding sources (5.02) and DHS-specific support (4.58).  All of these areas have landed at the bottom of the list before. It is no surprise that higher education wants to see a stronger and more expansive network of external funding sources.  This becomes a more pressing concern each year as college and university budgets continue to tighten. The lack of institutional funding support only exacerbates programs’ desire to be able to access funding to help meet their program needs and pursue needed research.  With the current state of the economy, the focus on funding both in and outside of institutions will continue to grow.  This is an area that has the potential to torpedo struggling emergency management programs.  It needs the attention of potential government and private sector grantors.

As for the assessment of DHS-specific support, it appears that the respondents do not feel like they are connected to, or have a strong relationship with, DHS as an agency beyond FEMA.  It is important to note that FEMA was separated from DHS in this measurement for evaluative purposes. Yet, even absent that action there appears to remain a distance between the evaluation of FEMA and DHS by the community. FEMA continues to be viewed as a cordial and welcoming colleague and partner to the higher education community, while DHS seems to continue to be viewed as the behemoth impersonal agency that has different directives and is oblivious to the higher education community’s strengths, weaknesses, and challenges.  
The remaining indicators that settled into the middle of the pack - institutional administrative support (6.86) and national emergency management professional community support (5.60) likewise tell a story.  The strength of the administrative support indicator is good and shows that even without being able to offer funding, many institutions are at least offering the support programs need to move forward their ideas and agendas.  As for the lower support indicator from the national professional community, this is an area that needs the attention of the boards of the professional organizations representing emergency management.  Academics typically cannot afford the dues an organization such as the International Association of Emergency Management (IAEM) charges and likewise do not have the travel budgets to allow for conference fees, expensive conference hotel rooms, etc.  They are essentially priced out of having a strong relationship with such organizations.  Substantial work needs to be done in this area as higher education is educating the up-and-coming new members of these organizations and this partnership needs to be nurtured.
	Access/Support Indicators
	n
	Mean
	Std. 
Deviation

	Access to external funding opportunities 
to support your program
(e.g.,  grants, contracts, etc.)
	43
	4.35
	2.80

	Access to institutional funding 
(e.g., stipends to develop courses/materials)

	43
	5.02
	2.61

	Access to library resources 
 (e.g., ability to obtain new holdings)
	43
	7.95
	1.96

	Institutional administrative support 
 (e.g., support attempts to develop & implement new program ideas)
	43
	6.86
	2.49

	Local emergency management community support 
 (e.g., county and regional)
	43
	7.77
	2.36

	State emergency management community support 
(e.g., state-level agency & state professional organization)
	43
	7.33
	2.53

	National emergency management professional community support 
 (e.g., IAEM, NEMA, EMPOWER, etc.)
	43
	5.60
	2.82

	FEMA-specific support
 (e.g., Higher Education Program, EMI, etc.)
	43
	7.14
	2.23

	DHS-specific support
 (e.g., overarching DHS programs & agencies within DHS other than FEMA-specific support)
	43
	4.58
	2.60


Table 6: Access and Support Indicators
Faculty

Institutions are queried annually on four faculty measurements (full-time, adjunct, associated and principally devoted) and on new hires.  These measurements are followed to measure the depth of faculty in programs, the number of adjuncts supporting programs, the number of faculty members in other departments being used to augment programs, the commitment to program sustainability (devoted faculty), and the increase in faculty via new hires. The fluctuation in these measurements has been slight over the past six years.  
Commitment of faculty to a program is a complicated dance for many programs.  Often programs are started by faculty members who are only able to dedicate a percentage of their time to the program and are built upon either existing course offerings or an interdisciplinary effort wherein a number of departments step in to offer one or more courses under the program banner.  It often takes years and a proven student base to secure devoted faculty lines to a program; unfortunately, it is sometimes the case that faculty members who have built successful programs with the aforementioned models are found by their institutions to be doing such a good job with no devoted full-time faculty that they allow them to continue on as they are.  This almost always results in burnout over a few years and has a negative effect on both the involved faculty and the program.
In regard to the full-time faculty measurement in this year’s survey effort, about one quarter of respondents (24%) reported their programs had no full-time faculty.  The remainder of programs reported having one or more full-time faculty members, with the bulk reporting one full-time faculty member (41%).  Table 7 details the reported full-time faculty representation.

	Full-Time Faculty (n=49)

	None       
	24%

	1
	41%

	2
	13%

	3-5
	10%

	6-10              
	8%

	11-18            
	4%


	Associated Faculty (n=49)

	None       
	51%

	1
	14%

	2-5
	23%

	6-10
	10%

	11-14              
	2%


	Part-Time Faculty (n=49)

	None       
	22%

	1
	10%

	2-5
	35%

	6-10
	21%

	11-90
	12%


Tables 7, 8, and 9: Full-Time Faculty, Part-Time Faculty, and Associated Faculty
Many programs utilize part-time faculty members.  In fact, some programs employ primarily part-time faculty for the bulk of their teaching.  This is particularly true in regard to programs utilizing distance education options.  An online program allows an institution to solicit adjunct faculty members from any location in the world. In contrast, brick and mortar programs tend to rely heavily on full-time faculty in secured tenure lines. It is likely the latter programs who reported no part-time faculty (22%).  One institution reported having 90 part-time faculty members, but the highest percentage of programs reported having 2-5 part-time faculty members (35%). Table 8 above shows the distribution of part-time faculty.
As is shown in Table 9 above, 51% of respondents report no associated faculty.  This high percentage illustrates that the majority of responding programs are operating autonomously with their own faculty.  While there is value in associated faculty, programs with too many associated faculty and not enough devoted faculty are uniquely vulnerable when budgets are tight and faculty are overworked.  The associated faculty data may be evidence of an increasing trend in emergency management to have ownership over faculty positions.  It may also be indicative of a growing recognition that emergency management as its own unique area of study that is best-served as a primary departmental commitment.  This is a trend to watch into the future as emergency management continues to mature and deepen its roots in academia.
Far and away the most important faculty measurement collected annually is that of devoted faculty.  Devoted faculty members are full-time faculty devoted principally to the emergency management program.  Devoted faculty members are important because faculty lines assigned to a program with a primary focus of developing, growing, and maintaining the program increase the chance of a program’s survival.  One third of this year’s respondents (33%) report no devoted faculty members.  The remainder of the respondents reported between one and six devoted faculty members with the bulk of respondents reporting having one devoted faculty member (43%).  See Table 10 below for the specific breakdown.
	Devoted Faculty 

(n= 49)

	None       
	33%

	1
	43%

	2
	12%

	3-4
	4%

	5-6             
	8%


Table 10: Devoted Faculty
The devoted faculty data has remained fairly static over the years it has been measured.  There are number of possible explanations for this.  First, with new programs being developed every year, part of the lack of devoted faculty members may be attributed solely to a program’s infancy.  Second, the program structure may be such that it doesn’t warrant a full-time devoted faculty member (i.e., the program offers minors, concentrations or certificates that don’t warrant full-time faculty ownership). Third, the economic state at some of the institutions participating in the survey may not favor this type of principal devotion to a singular program. Fourth, this may be a function of program delivery, in that programs primarily offered via distance education may change the traditional brick and mortar faculty model of devoted faculty.  Fifth, this lack of devoted faculty may be tied to a bigger enduring issue in the emergency management community lack of qualified faculty with the ability to run a program. And sixth, this may be a failure of original design within institutions. Programs that were set up and succeeded as interdisciplinary efforts with a collaborative part-time faculty group rooted in other departments may be stuck in that model.  
More research needs to be done to better understand the dynamics involved in the current faculty situation in emergency management. Strong, devoted faculty are key to a program’s success and the higher education community needs to make dedicated efforts toward sending that message to college and university administrators and also toward fostering an environment that helps programs acquire and support such faculty.  Additionally, it must be noted that emergency management faculty members have a call for duty beyond their work with their programs.  Each faculty member is needed to contribute to the higher education community be it through research that adds to the body of knowledge, advocacy, furthering the discipline, or meeting the needs of the field.  Devoted faculty members are a necessity in meeting the emergency management community’s goals.  
The above discussion is juxtaposed with the data on new hires. This year 38% of respondents reported that they went out on the market to fill one or more faculty positions (n=50).  6% of that 38% did not ultimately hire this year.  The remainder - 16 institutions (32%) - hired 43 new faculty members: 17 full-time and 26 adjuncts. This data is promising in that those who sought to hire were, for the most part, able to hire.  An inability to find qualified faculty has been bemoaned as a problem in emergency management higher education for many years.  It is also promising based on the 17 full-time hires as while their hire is captured on this survey, their numbers in existing full-time faculty lines may not be given the timing of the survey and their likely start dates.
Students & Graduates 
Student leadership from IAEM’s Student Region has been conducting a student-centered survey for the FEMA Higher Education Program for a number of years.  That survey effort (which is a self-report) is a better vehicle for collecting specific data about and from students. As such, this effort only captures a few key indicators in regard to students: gender, students reached via emergency management coursework, and the number of graduates.  

The data on gender composition in the student body of emergency management higher education has changed very little over the years.  As can be seen in Figure G, this year’s data presents a 62% male -38% female breakdown across all program levels (n=48).  This is typical of what the data has been over the past six years. The range of variation has been at most five points in either direction.  When compared with the present composition we see in the field, this gender distribution is encouraging as it will result in greater gender balance in the field.  
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The gender distribution at the graduate level has consistently shown a more balanced breakdown between males and females at about a 50-50 split.  This year, females at the graduate level were reported as the majority gender by a couple of points (52%).  This is another interesting area worthy of deeper analysis in future research efforts.  Are there gender leanings between undergraduate and graduate emergency management education and are those leanings influenced by existing perceptions of the field?  Will female leaders come to be the majority in emergency management?  What effect would such a shift have on the field and discipline of emergency management?  These are questions that once answered will allow us to better plan for the future cadre of emergency management professionals and academicians.

In 2008 the FEMA Higher Education Program began collecting data in two new areas: students reached by emergency management coursework and the number of emergency management graduates produced by higher education programs. Both of these new measures were designed to better capture the ultimate reach of higher education efforts in emergency management.  The first measure was designed to focus on the broader audience and the second was designed to capture and create a running count of those who have earned degrees.

The idea behind measuring the number of students reached by emergency management coursework was to capture the reach of emergency management education beyond the students actively enrolled in programs.  This reach beyond students enrolled in programs illustrates the power of emergency management higher education efforts to affect the base knowledge of those who may not enter the field, but who will be a citizen in a community served by an emergency management professional.  This reach is one that has been largely ignored, but that has the potential to dramatically affect the knowledge base of the average citizen into the future.

To illustrate the reach of emergency management coursework, the sum of the respondents’ data is extrapolated to the larger community.  While there is room for inaccuracies in such extrapolation, the diversity in respondent program size, type, and years in existence lends itself to some level of validation in the extrapolation (per the researcher’s knowledge of the emergency management higher education community).  In fact, the extrapolations are likely lower than the actual numbers based on the inability of one of the largest higher education programs prohibition against sharing proprietary information about their program. As seen in Table 11 below, the number of students who took an emergency management course in the 2011-2012 academic year was estimated to be 17,538 (extrapolated from a response of 5,086/29%).

The number of emergency management graduates is now captured annually.  When the emergency management higher education community was asked initially in 2008 to report program graduates they were asked to estimate the number of graduates to-date from program inception.  The number of graduates since program inception was calculated in 2008 to be 7,730 (extrapolated from 3,414/44%).  Each year since 2008, the annual graduate figure (another extrapolation) is added to the total graduate figure.  This year’s figure 4,534 (extrapolated from a response of 1315/29%) was added to the existing figure of graduates for a total of 18,796 graduates since the inception of emergency management higher education programs (current year extrapolation added to 2011 figure of 14,262).  
	     Number of students who took an emergency management course    

     in 2011-2012 (extrapolated from response of 5,086/29%)
	17,538

	     Number of students that graduated this past year from emergency 

     management higher education programs (extrapolated from response    

      of 1315/29%)
	4,534

	    Number of students that graduated since the inception of  

    emergency management higher education programs (current year 

    extrapolation added to 2011 figure of 14,262)
	18,796



Table 11: Extrapolated Student Data

Additional Products, Activities and Services 

Respondents are asked annually what other products, activities and services they would like to see the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Program provide.  This query creates a list that the Higher Education Program can utilize to help guide future areas of improvement or development.  This year’s list was decidedly short given the wish lists that have been created in years’ past.  As is true each year, there are some requests that are outside the FEMA Higher Education Program’s purview, but all requests are included (note that some are consolidated based on duplicity).  
· Continued development and updating of course materials;

· More graduate level focused publications and products;

· Creation of student workbooks to accompany course materials;

· More business continuity products;

· Regional training and network opportunities;

·  Regional conferences;
· FEMA sponsored travel grants for faculty and students;
· Student internship opportunities; 

· Updated FEMA videos;

· More opportunities to present original research;

· More full textbooks; 

· More job opportunities; 
· Better promotion and marketing of EM programs at all levels;

· Greater focus on, and appreciation of, two year degrees;

· Grant information;

· Surveys of  employers regarding required skills for graduates;

· Greater survey focus on women, minorities, and faculty to student ratio;

· More engagement with hi ed by the state and national EM communities;
· Standardized prior learning assessment tool;

· Development of “case” books; and,

· A compilation of funding avenues for higher education.

Challenges Facing Emergency Management Programs

     Each year the survey solicits a listing from respondents of the top five challenges facing emergency management programs.  The themes that emerge from year to year tend to be fairly consistent.  Themes that have emerged over and over again over the past six years are - funding, faculty, student recruitment, marketing, identity, academic legitimacy, internships, jobs, and textbooks. The top themes that emerged this year are:

· Students: recruiting and retaining capable students; 
· Faculty: finding qualified faculty (terminal degree and experience as well) that can teach, conduct research and develop a well-thought out research agenda, write effective grant applications, and create necessary partnerships with the emergency management community;
· Jobs: clarification on the types of positions that emergency management graduates can utilize their knowledge, skills, and abilities in that may not be listed as “emergency management”, greater clarity on what employers are looking for in EM graduates,  and better access and consolidation of job materials for graduates;
· Research Focus: greater focus on research to help build the discipline and to enhance academic legitimacy; 
· Marketing; better marketing of emergency management’s identity, role and value in the job market; and,
· Textbooks: better written and up-to-date textbooks that are targeted toward college students instead of practitioners. 
There is no new news in the above list. These are enduring challenges that the emergency management higher education community has been working to address for a number of years.  None of the items on the list are not simple matters that are easily solved, nor are they all unique to emergency management.  Recruiting and retaining students, marketing, and finding quality textbooks that meet educators’ needs are challenges for any program. However, there are areas where the FEMA Higher Education Program and the higher education community could more heavily engage in concise solution-based efforts in solve some of emergency management’s more specific challenges.  
CONCLUSION

The emergency management higher education community is a community of passionate educators who believe in what they are doing. They work every day to improve their own programs and to strengthen the emergency management higher education community.  They individually and collectively have committed to moving the field and discipline of emergency management forward.  Yet, this movement is sometimes not as quick and not quite as easy as the higher education community would like it to be.  The challenges are multi-layered and the crafting of solutions takes precious time that is often difficult to find. But still the community presses forward – each year denoting successes, setbacks, and commitment to servitude.

Emergency management continues to cement its identity and claim its place in the halls of academia.  Each year the community better knows and understands itself and is better able to wrap its arms around the discipline of emergency management.  It is an exciting time to be engaged in the effort of educating the future of emergency management. In every student, in every program, the end-product of the higher education community’s work is being created.  These are the up-and-coming professionals that will create the solutions that keep communities safe – solutions that most in society cannot today imagine. 
This is important work – the work that is being done daily on college and university campuses with emergency management programs – and those engaged in this work should know that their efforts are well-placed.  The emergency management higher education community should be applauded, often and long, for its ongoing commitment.  Allow me to be the first to offer that ovation for another year of tireless effort by this community.  Onward and upward colleagues…together, we really are the creating the change we want to see in the world.
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“Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed people can change the world. �Indeed, it is the only thing that ever has.”��                                                                               ~Margaret Mead








APPENDIX


Participating Colleges and Universities 





Special thanks to those college and university representatives 


that so graciously participated in this year’s survey effort!








"Education is not the answer to the question. Education is the means to the answer to all questions."�  �                                                      ~William Allin
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