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INTRODUCTION
   This report provides a snapshot of emergency management higher education.  It is a result of a survey distributed to higher education institutions listed on the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Project webpage as offering emergency management programs. The goal of this report is to assist the Higher Education Project evaluate current and future goals and objectives by providing information on current program status, growth expectations and challenges.
METHODOLOGY

   An eight page survey instrument was distributed via email to all of the institutions listed on FEMA’s Emergency Management Higher Education Project webpage with existing emergency management programs (as of March 14, 2007).  This included institutions on the following lists: Associate, Bachelor Level Concentrations and Minors, Bachelor, Masters, Doctoral and Stand-Alone Certificate Programs. Many of the institutions offering programs were listed on more than one of the lists, but each institution was only surveyed once.  The survey allowed for institutions to respond on one survey instrument regarding all of their programs.   The goal of the survey instrument was to provide the Higher Education Project with an updated snapshot of the programs offering emergency management coursework.
   An initial solicitation was sent to all institutions offering programs.  The initial solicitation was followed by two reminder emails to non-responding institutions. Each solicitation after the initial solicitation resulted in approximately a dozen additional responses. In total, sixty-six (66) responses were received.  This represents an overall institutional response rate of approximately sixty percent (60%) across all lists.  A few programs indicated during this data collection that they no longer were operational.  

   The response breakdown per list is given below (see Table 1).  Note that individual lists sometimes have institutions listed twice to indicate multiple degree options.  This is represented in the Total List Entries number.  The number of total program responses across the lists was one hundred (100).  A list of responding institutions and the programs reported as offered are attached as Appendix A to this report.
Table 1

	Program

List
	Responses Received
	Number of Institutions
	Total 

List Entries
	Institution

Response Percentage

	Associate
	20
	36
	36
	56%

	Bachelor - Concentration
	10
	18
	20
	56%

	Bachelor
	10
	16
	16
	63%

	Masters
	24
	36
	40
	67%

	Doctoral
	5
	7
	7
	71%

	Stand-Alone
	31
	49
	51
	63%

	Total Program Responses
	100
	
	
	


   The survey instrument sought data on general program information, student demographics, enrollment and graduation trends, program faculty, program support indicators, utilization of emergency management coursework, challenges facing emergency management programs, anticipated changes in programs, and additional products, activities or services that respondents would like the Higher Education Project to provide.  Some programs could not respond (for lack of in-house data or because not applicable) or chose not to respond to some of the survey questions, inasmuch note should be taken of the “n” for each item reported on. 
   Survey limitations will be noted as they arise in the discussion of the data.  The survey instrument had a series of open-ended questions to which respondents submitted thoughtful responses.  The majority of these responses have been summarized and consolidated for inclusion in this report, but due to the volume of material and high amount of duplication, it was not possible to include each specific response.  
DISCUSSION
Program Demographics
   Respondents reported on all of their institutions’ programs on the same survey instrument.  This caused some confusion and resulted in partial data in relation to program reporting beyond the first program.  In the future, the survey instrument either needs to be modified to avoid this confusion or separate surveys should be completed for each program.  
   Respondents reported up to four programs with the following response rate: first program (n= 65); second program (n= 38); third program (n= 15); fourth program (n= 3).  Thus, fifty-eight percent (58%) of the overall respondent pool reported on at least two programs, twenty-three percent (23%) of the overall respondent pool reported on three programs and five percent (5%) of the overall respondent pool reported on four programs.
   In all, 121 program classifications were represented by the respondents (see Table 2).  Some of the respondents were careful to emphasize that one or more of their programs had either just begun or was scheduled to begin in the fall of 2007 (and hence may not be represented on the program lists on the Higher Education Project’s website yet).  A couple of clarification notes are pertinent here, Certificate was used by all level programs to indicate both undergraduate and graduate certificates and Other was used as follows: by one program to indicate a graduate certificate, by another for a graduate minor, and by two other programs to indicate utilization of courses in diploma programs.  In the future,  the survey instrument should utilize distinct certificate categories to more accurately capture the undergraduate and graduate certificate figures.
   In regard to student enrollment numbers, full-time and part-time student figures are listed across program levels as opposed to within program levels based on lack of clarity with some of the program numbers reported by institutions.  Again, to address this in the future the survey instrument either needs to be modified to avoid this confusion or separate surveys should be completed for each program.  

Table 2
	Program Classification
	Number

Reported

	Certificate
	38

	Concentration with undergraduate minor
	8

	Minor
	6

	Associate Degree
	19

	Bachelor’s Degree
	12

	Master’s Degree
	14

	Doctoral Degree
	1

	Master’s Level Concentration or similar program
	15

	Doctoral Level Concentration or similar program
	4

	Other
	4


     The range reported by respondents for their program’s length of existence was 0-25 years, with more than seventy-four percent (74%) of all the programs reporting being in existence for five years or less (n=62).  More than twenty-seven percent of that figure report being in existence for less than one year.   
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   Student numbers as reported by respondents are being given as figures across programs.  The full-time student numbers reported ranged from 0 to 337.  More than forty-five percent (45%) of programs reported zero full-time students.  Only eleven percent (11%) of programs reported having more than twenty-five full-time students.  The bulk of programs - more than seventy-seven percent (77%) - reported having fifteen or less full-time students.  
   Part-time student numbers reported ranged from 0 to 250.  More than forty-four percent (44%) of programs reported zero part-time students.  Only eighteen percent (18%) of programs reported having more than twenty part-time students.  The bulk of programs - more than seventy-four percent (74%) - reported having ten or less part-time students. As is evidenced in the chart below, there is not a great disparity between full-time and part-time student enrollment numbers as averaged across programs.  This is in contrast to a dramatic disparity evidenced in some programs’ individual student representations which were decidedly one or the other. 
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Primary Program Focus & Purpose
   The majority of respondents – sixty-nine percent (69%), reported that they consider the primary program focus or orientation of their program to be public sector.  Eight percent (8%) of respondents reported private sector as their primary program focus or orientation and the remaining twenty-three percent (23%) chose other as a representation of either a dual public-private sector focus or a non-profit focus (n= 65). 

   In identifying the primary purpose of their program, fourteen percent (14%) of respondents identified pre-employment (i.e., preparation for entry in the field), while twenty-five percent (25%) identified advancement (i.e., preparation of practitioners for advancement). The remaining fifty-eight percent (58%) of respondents indicated that their focus was both pre-employment and advancement (n= 65).  The average across programs of the pre-employment and advancement percentile estimate was forty-three percent (43%) pre-employment and fifty-seven percent (57%) advancement (n= 36).  Three percent (3%) of respondents selected Other to represent specialized training purposes.
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Program Faculty

   Most respondents - eighty-eight percent (88%), reported full-time faculty representation within their program as three or less.  Of note, within this percentage twenty-eight percent (28%) represents programs that have no full-time faculty representation.  Eight percent (8%) of respondents reported full-time faculty representation to be four to five with the remaining four percent (4%) reporting representation to be six to nine (n= 65).
   Seventy-two percent (72%) of respondents reported part-time faculty representation of five or less.  Within that percentage, twelve percent (12%) of respondents reported no part-time faculty.  The remaining respondents - twenty-seven percent (27%) - reported part-time faculty representations from six to thirty (n= 65).
   Most respondents - fifty-three percent (53%) - reported no associated faculty (faculty housed in another department that teach a course in the program).  Twenty-one percent (21%) reported one associated faculty member, ten percent (10%) reported two associated faculty and the remaining sixteen percent (16%) reporting more than three associated faculty members (n= 62).  Of note, one program utilized more than eighty associated faculty members for its distance education program. 
   The number of full-time faculty members principally devoted to the respondents’ emergency management programs was somewhat startling.  Thirty-three percent (33%) of respondents reported no full-time faculty members principally devoted to their program.  Thirty-eight percent (38%) of respondents reported one principally devoted faculty member, twelve percent (12%) reported two, eleven percent (11%) reported three, and the remaining six percent (6%) reported five or more (n= 66).  
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   The majority of respondents – sixty-six percent (66%) reported that they did not attempt to hire new faculty or program staff over the past year.  Six percent (6%) of respondents reported attempting to hire faculty or program staff, but not ultimately hiring.  Twenty-eight percent (28%) of respondents did hire new faculty or program staff (n= 65).  Of those programs that did hire (n=18), thirty-three percent (33%) hired one person, an additional thirty-three percent (33%) hired two people and eleven percent (11%) hired three people.  The remaining twenty-three percent (23%) hired four or more persons.  The majority of the new hires were indicated to be adjunct by the respondents.
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   As to academic credentials held by the new hires reported by respondents (n=53), forty-one percent (41%) were unspecified beyond status as adjunct.  The remainder (n=31) were identified  as such: twenty-three percent (23%) hold master’s degrees, fifteen percent (15%) hold associate degrees, thirteen percent (13%) hold Ph.D.s., and the remaining eight percent (8 %) hold J.D. degrees (2), M.D. degrees (2), a B.S. degree (1) and an ABD (1).  
Student Demographics

   Respondents reported an average gender breakdown across programs of sixty-two percent (62%) male to thirty-eight percent (38%) female (n= 59). Overall student age breakdown across programs was forty-nine percent (49%) at thirty years old or younger and fifty-one percent (51%) at older than thirty years (n= 55).  Age data was problematic for many distance education programs that did not have this type of information; hence, a number of respondents did not answer this question.  Of note, even though the age breakdown ended up as relatively even as averaged across programs, the respondents more often than not provided uneven ratios such as 40-60, 75-25, 10-90, 70-30, 98-2, etc.  
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   The breakdown of traditional versus practitioner students bore similarities to the age responses in that the average across programs which ended up as relatively even at forty-six percent (46%) traditional and fifty-four percent (54%) practitioner, was not representative of many of the responses that often evidenced great disparity in the ratios toward one audience or the other.


[image: image10.emf]Student Representation - 

Traditional vs. Practitioner

54%

46%

Traditional

Practitioner


Distance Education

   Sixty-two percent (62%) of respondents reported offering distance education (n=65). Of the programs offering distance education (n= 41), fifty-nine percent (59%) offer one hundred percent of their course offerings online. An additional twenty-six percent (26%) offer between fifty and ninety-nine percent of their course offerings online. The survey did not ask respondents to qualify if distance education course offerings were also offered on-site in a dual distance education and on-campus program format (albeit some respondents did note in their narrative the breakdown of the offerings). As such, all of the programs above that have indicated a delivery of one hundred percent of their course offerings online (n= 24) should not be construed to be distance education only programs.  This failing of the survey instrument will need to be addressed in future years to capture a more accurate representation of distance education only programs. This will be particularly pertinent as a number of respondents indicated that their programs would be moving toward one hundred percent distance education in the future.
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Enrollment and Graduation Trends

   Due to the number of relatively new programs reporting, a number of respondents were either unable to, or not comfortable with, responding to some of the enrollment and graduation trend questions.   Regarding enrollment over the past three years, seventy-one percent (71%) of respondents reported an increase, twenty-three percent (23%) reported no change and six percent (6%) reported a decrease (n= 51).  Regarding predicted enrollment over the next three years, eighty-eight percent (88%) of respondents predicted an increase, ten percent (10%) predicted no change and two percent (2%) predicted a decrease (n= 58). Regarding graduation figures over the past three years, seventy-seven percent (77%) of respondents reported an increase, eighteen percent (18%) reported no change and five percent (5%) reported a decrease (n= 44). Regarding predicted graduation figures over the next three years, eighty-nine percent (89%) of respondents predicted an increase, nine percent (9%) predicted no change and two percent (2%) predicted a decrease (n= 55).
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Program Support Indicators
   In relation to external funding opportunities for program support (e.g., grants, contracts, etc.), sixty-four percent (64%) of respondents indicated that support was poor, in comparison to twenty-one percent (21%) that indicated adequate support and fifteen percent (15%) that indicated support that was very good (n= 66). 
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   Institutional support (e.g., stipends to develop courses/materials) varied with the largest percentage of respondents – forty percent (40%) reporting that such support was adequate, followed by thirty-six percent (36%) reporting poor support and twenty-four percent (24%) reporting very good support (n=66).   
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   Library support (e.g., ability to obtain new holdings) was reported by the majority of respondents – forty-six percent (46%) to be adequate, with forty-two percent (42%) indicating such support as very good and twelve percent (12%) indicating it as poor (n= 66). 
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   Administrative support (e.g., support attempts to develop and implement new program ideas) was reported be very good by forty percent (40%) of respondents, adequate by thirty-five percent (35%) and poor by the remaining twenty-five percent (25%) (n= 65).
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Utilization of Course Materials

   Sixty-two percent (62%) of respondents reported that they utilized EMI Independent Study Courses as a part of their program (n = 65).  Twenty-three percent (23%) of respondents reported that they utilized the Prototype Curriculum for Associate Degrees in Emergency Management as part of their program (n= 66). Of the respondents reporting usage of the Prototype Curriculum eighty-seven percent (87%) offer Certificate or Associate programs (n=15).  Fifty-two percent (52%) of respondents reported that they utilized FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Courses as a part of their program (n= 66). 
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   Those programs utilizing the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Courses varied in the number of courses utilized with one being the least and twenty being the most.  Some programs indicated that they utilized the courses, but did not indicate which specific courses they had utilized.  The average number of courses utilized by those indicating specific course utilization was six courses (n=32).  Course utilization across programs ranged from eighteen (18) to two (2) (see Table 3).
Table 3
	Programs Utilizing
	FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Course Title

	18
	Disaster Response Operations and Management

	16
	Terrorism and Emergency Management

	14
	Business and Industry Crisis Management

	13
	Technology and Emergency Management

	11
	Homeland Security and Emergency Management

	11
	Principles and Practice of Hazard Mitigation

	10
	Building Disaster Resilient Communities 

	10
	Social Dimensions of Disaster

	9
	Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

	8
	Breaking the Disaster Cycle: Future Directions in Natural Hazard Mitigation

	8
	Hazard Mapping and Modeling

	8
	Sociology of Disaster

	7
	Hazards Risk Management Course

	7
	Public Administration and Emergency Management

	7
	Social Vulnerability Approach to Disasters

	6
	Coastal Hazards Management

	6
	Hazards, Disasters and U.S. Emergency Management - An Introduction (working draft) 

	6
	Holistic Disaster Recovery: Creating a More Sustainable Future

	6
	Individual and Community Disaster Education

	4
	Emergency Management Principles & App. for Tourism, Hospitality & Travel Mgmt.

	4
	Research and Analysis Methods in Emergency Management

	3
	Earthquake Hazard and Emergency Management

	2
	Flood Plain Management


   In response to what they liked about the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Project courses respondents’ praises were easily summed up as being almost unanimous it finding them well-designed, relevant, comprehensive, cost-effective, easy to access, and consistent in offering  quality and up-to-date content.   
   Interestingly, among those respondents that reported they did not utilize the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Project courses, came recognition that they did use them to assist in building their own courses, to provide guidance in the development of an emergency management program, and to provide insight generally into course development.  A handful of respondents reported utilizing some EMI coursework as supplemental to classroom work and as meaningful for meeting students’ research needs.
  Respondents’ only comments for improvement of FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Project courses focused on regular updates, additional exams, development of support videos and other such materials to go with the courses, and new topical course additions (e.g., NIMS graduate level course; federalism; interagency and intergovernmental coordination; legal issues in emergency management; and, policy).
Additional Products, Activities and Services
  Respondents were queried regarding other products, activities and services that they would like to see the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Project provide. Not surprisingly, a number of respondents were purposeful in first acknowledging a great deal of appreciation toward, and support of, Dr. Wayne Blanchard and the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Project for all of the resources already available.  This respondent’s comment captured the collective sentiment best: “Dr Blanchard has provided an absolutely incredible and immense resource to those of us who are trying to merge the educational/scientific aspects of Disaster/Emergency Management with practical use and best practices.” 
   Respondent’s offered a number of varied suggestions for additional products, activities and services which for purposes of clarity are listed in a bulleted list below:

· Speaker’s bureau database;

· Examples of how other institutions are using distance and experiential learning activities in 

        individual courses;

· More (and varied) courses; 

· Downloadable library of lectures by guest speakers; 

· Higher education list serv where members could pose questions and receive suggestions and 

       advice relative to maintaining or expanding certificate degree programs;

· Writer’s workshop or outlet; 

· More “Top 50” lists of books, journal articles, reports; 

· Video/DVD and support materials;
· Tabletop exercises;

· More packaged topical coursework or series, such as the professional development series;

· Greater concentration on biological issues; 

· On-line adaptable videos/presentations on contemporary issues/problems;

· Certifications for instructional staff;

· Podcasts and videos on demand; 

· Start an Executive Emergency Management program, similar to the EFO program but 

       broader in target participants;

· More books/publications;

· Exercises to initiate experience-based learning and team-building; 

· Marketing opportunities via emergency management and Higher Ed listservs, electronic 

       newsletters, magazines, conferences, etc;  

· More pandemic/disaster preparedness content and less traditional disaster content;

· Assistance with distance education implementation; 

· Continuation of conferences; 

· National media promotion of the degree programs and their role in professionalization;

· Courses oriented toward specific occupations (i.e., criminal justice, fire science);

· Greater emphasis on texts that could be used at the Associates level;
· Taking a more political role in securing funding for higher education programs that are 

        necessary to the future of our country; 

· Continuation of present products, activities and services with updates as necessary; 
· An additional staffer to take some of the pressure off of Dr. Blanchard; and,
· Fully funding the FEMA Higher Education Project at the $200,000+ level again so that 
       courses and services can be kept current and the project can serve as a clearinghouse and 
       source of technical assistance to a rapidly growing profession.
Challenges Facing Emergency Management Programs
   Respondents were asked to list what they considered to be the top five challenges facing emergency management programs.  While the responses varied significantly, a number of themes emerged.  The challenge most frequently referenced by respondents was aptly captured in one respondent’s entry –funding, funding, funding.  Funding issues were mentioned thirty-one (31) times in response to the query of challenges facing emergency management programs. While lack of funding is hardly a new phenomenon to academia, it has a compounding effect when coupled with the other challenges facing programs.

   The second and broadest theme that emerged in the respondents’ challenge lists focused on issues of emergency management identity and the academic credibility and professionalism issues tied to it. No doubt this theme also factors back into the funding challenges.  Thirty-two (32) respondents referenced a challenge in this area.  Issues such as no agreed upon competencies, poor credibility and support both in the academic and professional arenas, and lack of a “unified voice” were pointed to as hampering the educational effort.
   Twenty-six (26) respondents addressed the third theme – recruitment, enrollment and retention issues as it applies to students.  While some respondents focused on the competition for students, others focused on marketing in untapped markets (e.g., high schools) and better representing the value of the degree to potential students.  Retaining practitioner students who are fitting studies in amongst already full lives was also a concern for a number of respondents.  

   The fourth challenge was availability of qualified and competent faculty and staff. This concern came up twenty-five times in respondent’s challenge lists. This has been an ongoing challenge for programs which undoubtedly is exacerbated by the challenges addressed above. changes below).
   The fifth theme that emerged was jobs and internships, or more specifically the need for programs to improve in their placement of students in internship opportunities during their time in the program and in jobs upon their graduation. Sixteen (16) respondents ranked these issues as a challenge to emergency management programs.  While some respondents noted the utility of experience via internships in getting jobs, others expressed concern about helping students ferret out more job opportunities in what is perceived by some respondents to be a fairly constricted job market.
   The sixth theme that emerged was current & updated educational material.  This challenge was listed by fourteen respondents. This concern ties back into the second theme about emergency management identity as well.  The seemingly continuous changes in the field cause textbooks to be outdated before they have time to be circulated and curriculums to be in a constant state of flux.  Staying current with a field that has become a moving target is difficult for institutions that move at a much slower pace.  
   The final theme that emerged from the respondents’ challenge lists was finding a balance between practitioner and scholarly content.  Nine (9) respondents listed this as a challenge.  This challenge ties back in again to emergency management identity which affects academic credibility.  Respondents reported a challenge in finding balance in meeting the needs and requirements of both the practitioner and the academic world.  This balance is critical to healthy programs and institutional support as well.  As one respondent put it, “Lack of institutional support is a huge issue/barrier.  Anything that we can do to help our field be recognized as a viable academic field of endeavor will go a long way to breaking down current barriers.”  
Anticipated Changes in Programs
  Respondents were asked what changes they anticipated in the next three (3) years in their programs.  The vast majority of respondents made reference to increasing the size of their existing programs; defining new programs and redefining existing programs; adding new course and degree offerings; reviews and updates to curriculum; going “on-line”; and, adding additional faculty with greater diversity of experience.   Of note, the number of programs that anticipate and have expressed the need for faculty over the next three years is striking.  Of all the respondents commenting on anticipated changes and the addition of faculty members only one noted in this section concurrent with their statement of anticipated change that in the next three years there would be a “continued shortage in finding people to teach EM classes that are qualified.”  
   A few programs expressed concerns about changes such as growing competition for students; losing the program due to low enrollment; or having to limit course offerings based on lack of students.  Other respondents focused on changes that were designed to address and improve upon current issues such as enhanced cooperation and collaboration across programs, departments and with government agencies; allowing for greater program customization for individual students; and, adaptation to emerging issues and concepts.
CONCLUSION
   The data shows that while emergency management programs continue to grow they also continue to face some significant challenges.  Clearly underlying all the challenges facing emergency management higher education programs is emergency management’s identity which has a far-reaching effect on funding, academic credibility, program viability, student markets, resources, etc.
   Of particular interest herein is the data that challenges some of our assumptions about the student demographics such as the relatively equal blend we are seeing between traditional students and practitioners, students aged thirty and younger and those aged over thirty, and full- and part-time students.  Across programs emergency management seems to be serving a blended audience, even as within specific programs the audience is more clearly segmented.
  Continued growth is expected in emergency management education; however, the challenges facing the emergency management higher education community need to be addressed to ensure the sustainability of that growth.  Unfettered growth that is plagued by a lack of collective identity will serve as a detriment to not only emergency management education as a whole, but to the field as well.  It behooves us - the emergency management higher education community - to meaningfully address not only the challenges that face our programs, but also to become advocates (and perhaps even stewards) of stability, growth and professionalism within the field.  

   We have a collective responsibility that far exceeds the reach of our individual programs to meaningfully prepare future generations of emergency management professionals.  We cannot afford to fail in this endeavor as it is our communities that will suffer.  It is imperative that emergency management higher education programs note the criticality of the work they are doing and undertake it with the level of commitment and rigor that are the hallmarks of scholarly endeavor.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

   A special thanks to Dr. Wayne Blanchard for his support of, and dedication to, emergency management education.  Additional thanks go to the dear, and ever-delightful, Barbara Johnson for having the patience of a saint.  Finally, a thank you and deep appreciation to those program representatives who took the time to fill out the survey instrument despite hectic schedules and many other obligations.  It is with your input that we can best facilitate growth in the field and emerging discipline. 
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· Sociology of Disaster 

· Hazards Risk Management Course

· Public Administration & Emergency 
  Management

· Social Vulnerability Approach to Disasters

· Coastal Hazards Management

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

· Holistic Disaster Recovery: Creating a 
  More Sustainable Future

· Individual and Community Disaster 
  Education

· Emergency Management Principles & App. 
  for Tourism, Hospitality & Travel Mgmt.

· Research & Analysis Methods in 
  Emergency Management

· Earthquake Hazard & Emergency 
  Management

· Flood Plain Management

At a Glance:
Gender:
Male 62%         Female 38%
Traditional / Practitioner Student:

Traditional    46%

Practitioner   54%
30 or Younger / Older than 30:

30 or younger   49%

Older then 30   51%
Primary Program Focus:

Public Sector
     69%

                      Private Sector          8%

                      Other

 23%
Primary Program Purpose:

  Pre-employment
14%
  Advancement

25%
  Both


58%

  Other 
             
              3%
Distance Education:

68% of responding programs

provide distance education.
85% of programs offering 

distance education report

that more than 50% of their 

course offerings are available 

via distance education.
Programs - Years in Existence:

Program tenure of responding 

programs ranges from 0-25 years.

74% of all programs have been in

existence for 5 years or less.
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This brochure provides a brief summary 
and overview of a report titled:  
The Face of 
Emergency Management Education: 
2007 FEMA Emergency Management 
Higher Education Program Report.

If you have any questions about this research 
or would like to view the full report provided to the FEMA Emergency Management 
Higher Education Project please see http://www.training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/ 

or contact Carol L. Cwiak by email at carol.cwiak@ndsu.edu or by mail at 
North Dakota State University, 
P.O. Box 5075, Fargo, ND 58105-5075.
The Top Challenges Facing 

Emergency Management Programs:

1.  Funding, funding funding!
2.  Emergency management’s identity 

     and the academic credibility and 

     professionalism issues tied to it.
3.  Recruitment, enrollment and 

     retention issues as it applies 

     to students.    
4.   Availability of qualified and 

      competent faculty and staff.
5.   Jobs and internships for

      students.
6.   Current and updated 
      educational material.  
7.   Finding a balance between 

      practitioner and scholarly 

      content.

Program Support
External funding
Very Good 15%, Adequate 21%, Poor 64%

Administrative support
Very Good 40%, Adequate 35%, Poor 25%
Enrollment:
Past three years: 

Increase 71%, No Change 23%, Decrease 6%

Predicted over next three years:

Increase 88%, No Change10%, Decrease 2%
Graduating Students: 
Past three years: 

Increase 77%, No Change18%, Decrease 5%

Next three years:

Increase 89%, No Change 9%, Decrease 2%

Participating Colleges and Universities 

Emergency Management Programs Offered

Adelphi University (M)

Andrews University (MC)

Anna Maria College (M, C)

American Public University (A, B, M, C)

Arkansas Tech University (MI, B, M)

Auburn University (C) 

Barton Community College (C, A)

Bucks Community College (C, A)

California State University, Long Beach (M)

California University of Pennsylvania (BC, MI)

Capital Community College (C)

Central Georgia Technical College (A, O)

Clover Park Technical College (A)

College of Lake County (C)

Community College of Rhode Island (C)

Delaware County Community College (A)

Eastern Michigan University (BC, M)

Empire State College (BC, B)

Erie Community College, SUNY (A)

Florida State University (C, M)

George Washington University (C, MC, DC)

Georgia State University (C, MC, DC)

Gwinnett Technical College (C, A, O)

Hennepin Technical College (C, A)

Hesston College (C)

John Jay College, City University of NY (M)

Kankakee Community College (C, A)

Lakeland Community College (C, A)

Lamar Institute of Technology (C, A)

Louisiana State University (BC, MI, O)

Lynn University (C, MI, M, MC)

Massachusetts Maritime Academy (B, M)

Metropolitan College of New York (M)

Montgomery County Community College (C, A)

New River Community and Technical College (A)

North Dakota State University (MI, B, M, D)

Okaloosa-Walton College (C, A)

Oklahoma State University (M)

Pikes Peak Community College (C, A)

Red Rocks Community College (C, A)

Rivier College (C)

Saint Louis University (C, M, MC)

Saint Xavier University (C, MC)

San Antonio College (C, A)

Shaw University (BC, B)

SUNY Canton (B)

SUNY Ulster County Community College (A)

University of Akron (C, B, MC)

University of Central Missouri (B)

University of Chicago (MC)

University of Colorado at Denver (MC)

University of Florida (B)

University of Hawaii (C, BC)

University of Idaho (C)

University of Illinois at Chicago (C)

University of Maryland, Baltimore County (C)

University of New Orleans(C, MC, DC)

University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill (C, BC, MC)

University of North Texas (B, MC, DC)

University of South Florida (C)

University of Wisconsin-Green Bay (C, BC, MC)

Upper Iowa University (B, MC)

Virginia Commonwealth University (C, MI, B, M)

Wayne Community College (C, A)

Western Washington University (C)

York University (C, M)
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