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ABSTRACT
Cwiak, Carol Lynn, Ph.D., Department of Sociology, Anthropology, and Emergency Management, College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences, North Dakota State University, October 2009.  Strategies for Success: The Role of Power and Dependence 

In the Emergency Management Professionalization Process. Major Professor: Dr. George A. Youngs, Jr.
Power and dependence are characteristics of professions.  Emergency management has been said to be on the path of professionalization for years, and yet the field has still not achieved the desired status of profession.  This study examined the role of power and dependence in the emergency management professionalization process.  More specifically it examined the possible relationship between emergency management practitioners’ perception of the field’s locus of control and the willingness of emergency management practitioners’ to utilize the power tactic of coalition formation to gain power in its relationship with the legislative community.  This research was exploratory in nature as the primary conceptual frameworks had not been previously applied to the emergency management community.  A dual qualitative and quantitative approach was used to explore the relevance and contextual meaning of the concepts within an emergency management framework and to more concretely asses the conceptual relationships examined by the research questions in this study.  
This study found that there was not strong support in the emergency management community for coalition formation and no correlation was found between the willingness to support the power tactic of coalition formation and locus of control.  This study likewise found that an imbalanced power relationship exists between the emergency management and legislative communities with the emergency management community being the lesser power player; the emergency management community is aware of the power imbalance and recognizes its lesser power status; and, the emergency management community is dissatisfied with its lesser status.  Shared identity was identified in this study as an additional precondition to the utilization of coalition formation as a power tactic.   The strategy perceived to be most effective to address the power imbalance between the emergency management and legislative communities was relationship-building with legislators that focused on increasing legislators’ knowledge of what emergency management is and why it is valuable.  This strategy aligns with the power-dependence theory power tactic of demand creation.  Professional organizations were viewed as one mechanism by which greater relationship building with the legislative community could occur. Recommendations for future research efforts that build on the concepts explored in the study are set forth.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Emergency management is at a crossroads.  Historically, practitioners of emergency management have occupied positions with modest pay, marginal status, and considerable responsibility but little authority.  In recent decades, the emergence of professional emergency management associations, undergraduate and graduate programs in emergency management, accreditation, and certification efforts all suggest that the field is moving toward becoming a profession (Wilson, 2000).  Yet even as emergency management continually seems to be moving toward meeting the sociological criteria (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001) for such a designation, the field has still not yet arrived.  

What will it take for emergency management to finally become an accepted profession?  One answer is to review the list of criteria offered by sociologists to identify a field as a profession and examine what criteria are yet to be met.  In the pages to follow, such criteria will be reviewed; but, a second answer is to suggest that much of the struggle for a field to become a profession is to gain power.  Power is a dynamic property of a field and gaining power in an unbalanced relationship requires the use of power tactics.  In the present study, I will take a unique perspective on emergency management and its ultimate success or failure as a profession by viewing efforts to professionalize as a power struggle wherein emergency’s management’s success in gaining power will result in dependence from others.
The issue of emergency management’s power became salient with recent, rapid reversals in the status of the field’s premier agency, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  In less than a decade, FEMA went from a highly respected cabinet level agency, to a troubled and dismembered agency buried several layers deep in the U.S. government’s biggest and newest department—the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), to its most recent position, wherein some of its former status has been re-established (Rubin, 2007).  This cycle of empowerment, loss of power, and re-empowerment repeats similar power shifts in the early history of emergency management (Rubin, 2007).  Many of the factors that have contributed to this cycle have been external to the field of emergency management such as ideological shifts in national politics (Rubin, 2007) and “focusing events” including major natural disasters and terrorist events (Birkland, 1996).  Lacking power to control its own direction when faced with such cyclical shifts, the field of emergency management has been in a largely dependent status relative to the legislative community.  In an effort to understand this situation and assess the likelihood that emergency management may gain increasing power and status in the future, the power relationship between the emergency management and legislative community must be examined.

Power-dependence theory suggests that one party’s power lies in another party’s dependency (Emerson, 1962, p. 32).  The greater the second party’s dependency on the first, the greater the power the first party has over the second. The second party’s dependency is associated with the extent to which the second party has access to alternative sources of resources and the extent to which the second party desires the first party’s resources. The parties involved in these power relations can be an individual or group (i.e., person-person, group-person, or group-group) (Emerson, 1962, p. 32).  

Power-dependence theory identifies four balancing operations, or power tactics, that can be used by a weaker party to gain power and balance the relationship: coalition formation, seeking alternatives, demand creation, and withdrawal.  In the present study, I argue that emergency management’s status as a profession will depend in part on the extent to which representatives of the field perceive that it can successfully utilize power tactics to help emergency management emerge as a recognized profession.  

While participants were queried on all of the power tactics associated with power-dependence theory in this study, a specific focus was placed on one power tactic--coalition formation. Research suggests that coalition formation is often a successful power tactic relative to the more powerful party in a relationship (Caplow, 1956; Cobb, 1982; Gamson, 1961; Karathanos, 1994; Lawler & Youngs, 1978; Mizrahi & Rosenthal, 2001).  The present study examined the willingness of emergency management practitioners to advocate such an approach to further the field’s empowerment and the factors that might be associated with that willingness.  Specifically, it is argued that usage of this tactic requires an internal locus of control.  The extent to which emergency management practitioners sense that the field has an internal or external locus of control and whether those emergency management practitioners who perceive the field to have an internal locus are more likely to promote coalition formation within the emergency management community as a strategy to achieve its goals is examined. 
Brief History of Emergency Management

Preparing for, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating against disaster is hardly a new phenomenon; these activities are, at their most basic presentation, part of human preservation.  However, the embodiment of a government function at the local level that is tasked with responsibility for these activities is a relatively recent occurrence that grew out of two separate, but related government-oriented agendas--the ad-hoc federal response to sporadic major disasters during the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century (Platt, 1999; Rubin, 2007) and the civil defense concerns that arose out of the Cold War (Bea, 2007).  As a result of these two separate agendas, Congress passed two acts in 1950 (Disaster Relief Act and Federal Civil Defense Act) that began to more definitively define the government function of emergency management.

The enactment of the Disaster Relief Act of 1950 (Public Law No. 81-875, 64 Stat. 1109) was noteworthy in that “it established ongoing (permanent) authority for federal action”, shifted the responsibility for decision-making regarding federal disaster assistance to the President, and committed the federal government to not only provide specific disaster assistance but also disaster planning (Bea, 2007, p. 83). In enacting the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 (Public Law No. 81-920, 64 Stat. 1245), Congress recognized that the “primary responsibility for civil defense rested with individuals and communities supported and guided by plans developed by their local governments and their states” (Bea, 2007, p. 82) and focused on creating an infrastructure (to include planning guidance, training, and grants) that would protect national interests by fostering and facilitating preparedness activities at the state level (Blanchard, 1984, pp. 3-4).
While focused on two different types of threats, natural disaster and nuclear attack, the theme that connected these two Acts was one of federal assistance in the face of powerful threats and potential overwhelming events. These two Acts set the stage for a more consistent, coordinated and collaborative relationship between the federal government and the states as it applied to preparedness from civil-defense related events and preparedness, response and recovery from disasters (Hogue & Bea, 2006, pp. 5-7). The Acts were significant in that they created the structure within which a portion of responsibility was assumed by the federal government in an area that was considered to be previously solely a state and local responsibility.  The Federal Civil Defense Administration’s focus on the creation of shelter, evacuation, and training programs designed for state and local level implementation was arguably the lineage origination of emergency management in that it provided a continuous unbroken line of federal personnel that led to an institutionalized knowledge base that ultimately served as a foundation for emergency management as a “field” (Blanchard, 1984).
A number of laws and programs have been developed since 1950 and have since been revamped, amended, enhanced and re-evaluated by our national legislative community in response to major disasters or “focusing events” (Rubin, 2007; Birkland, 1996).   These “focusing events” have been “pivotal events in the evolution of emergency management” (Rubin, 2007, p. 3) and have been the genesis of change in the field of emergency management by providing, among other things, dynamic opportunities for power shifts. These “focusing events” historically possess a number of the following characteristics: affect a “large geographic area or large number of people”; have high visibility in the media; occur in an unusual location that is  less prepared for such an event; the event has a high impact based on the extent of the damage to “physical, economic, environmental, social, and political structures”; is a result of an “unusual threat agent”;  emerges as a surprise; and, reaches a magnitude that it becomes eligible for federal assistance (Rubin, 2007, p. 5).  
As disasters expose new vulnerabilities, such “focusing events” have often triggered new policy (Birkland, 1996). In periods between such events, less and less attention would be given to the field until yet another disaster occurred.  The result has been the historically uneven status of emergency management.  If the field is to stabilize and professionalize, it must help inform change under the framework it knows to be effective, as opposed to continually adjusting to new frameworks that have been created without the considered input of the emergency management community.
Despite a growing knowledge-base, established structures, and organizational representation, emergency management’s efforts to professionalize in the late twentieth century were still progressing slowly.  The slow, but methodical momentum of these efforts were feared derailed with the creation of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in 2002 which ultimately led to what many view as a dismantling and dismemberment of FEMA.  The morale within the emergency management community reached an all-time low and many began to question the future viability of emergency management given the breadth of homeland security’s control (Cwiak, 2007).  It took yet another “focusing event”, Hurricane Katrina (2005), to refocus the federal government’s attention on the serious failures that occurred in part based on FEMA’s placement and restructuring under DHS.   The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 (Public Law No. 109-295) was a byproduct of that focusing event and served to partially restore FEMA’s power and identity.  More notable in the view of the professionalization process than the partial restoration of FEMA was the emergency management community’s representation in the dialogue over language in the Act via national member organizations such as the International Association of Emergency Managers (IAEM--an organization of roughly 2,700 members from all aspects of the emergency management community) and the National Emergency Management Association (NEMA--an organization that represents state agency emergency management directors from all 50 states, eight territories, and the District of Columbia).  

The dialogue that occurred in the emergency management community as a result of the Post Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act was a primer for a larger dialogue within the community that focused on the lack of a professional ideology and guiding principles.  Although it was not the first time the emergency management community had ventured into a discussion of identity (indeed it has been a topic liberally revisited with every new law or shift in politics – e.g., Blanchard, et al, 2007; Canton, 2007; Cwiak, 2007; Haddow, Bullock & Coppola, 2007; McEntire, 2007; Platt, 1999; Rubin, 2007; Waugh, 1999), it seemed the most salient and pressing given the field’s recent brush with what many considered to be the possible death of emergency management at the hands of homeland security.  It became glaringly apparent that emergency management would continue to be defined and redefined by others if there was not some overarching consensus within the larger emergency management community regarding the core concepts and principles of emergency management.

The emergency management community moved toward consensus in relation to the definition, vision, mission and principles of emergency management when representatives of all the national stakeholder organizations endorsed a document entitled the Principles of Emergency Management that was finalized by the Emergency Management Roundtable Working Group on September 11, 2007.   The Emergency Management Roundtable Working Group, convened under the auspices of FEMA’s Emergency Management Institute and the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Program, was comprised of twelve individuals that served as representatives of FEMA, IAEM, NEMA, the National Fire Protection Association 1600 Committee (NFPA 1600 Committee – developed the NFPA Standard for Disaster/Emergency Management and Business Continuity Programs in a collaborative effort with representatives from FEMA, NEMA, and IAEM), Emergency Management Accreditation Program (EMAP--an organization that administers a voluntary review process for state and local emergency management programs whose development was supported by many organizations including IAEM, NEMA,  FEMA, among others), the emergency management practitioner community, and  the emergency management academic community.  The group came to a consensus in a half-day on matters that had previously found no consensus within the emergency management community.   The group members then went back to the distinct segments of the community they represented with their consensus document and received overwhelming support.  These supportive segments represent all the major organizational players in the emergency management community.
The overwhelming consensus across the larger emergency management community begged the question –why now?   Why was a relatively small group (i.e., the twelve members on the Emergency Management Roundtable Working Group) able to reach a consensus that was so readily embraced by the larger community at that specific juncture in time?   It is posited herein that the members of the emergency management community viewed the consensus as a step toward creating a larger collective entity that has greater power by virtue of its status as a coalition of players, and that this willingness to coalesce reflects an emerging, internal locus of control wherein members of the field perceive the field ready to be proactive rather than largely reactive to external events and the wishes of the national legislative community.   
In other words, this emergence of widespread consensus around a set of professional principles appears to reflect a sense among key members of the field that emergency management should, and can, take action to enhance its power and that acting collectivity is at least one power tactic that offers hope of success. Thus, this historical event may reflect a larger phenomenon within the emergency management community wherein there is both a developing sense of internal control over external matters and a sense that coalition formation is one way to exert that control.  If so, this would be a significant milestone in emergency management’s history that indicates the field is prepared to take the action it needs to stabilize and professionalize the field. These observations and speculations led to the following research questions.
Research Questions
To the author’s knowledge, there is little or no research examining emergency management practitioners’ support for the use of power tactics, such as coalitional activity, to achieve professional goals.  Similarly, there is little or no research examining the extent to which emergency management practitioners perceive the field and/or themselves to be in a position to control their own fate (i.e., to have an internal locus of control).  And, finally, there is no known research either within the field of emergency management or within the larger body of literature that examines a possible link between a field’s locus of control and members’ of the fields’ willingness to use a power tactic such as coalition formation.  Therefore, the primary research question sought to explore the possible relationship between emergency management practitioners’ perception of the field’s locus of control and the willingness of emergency management practitioners to support coalitional activity to enhance the field’s position relative to the legislative community.
Additional research questions sought to measure the preconditions that are necessary for the usage of power tactics.  Conflict theory, which lays the groundwork for collective action in a situation where there is an imbalance of power in an established power structure (Lopreato, 1967, p. 282), posits that dissatisfaction with standing is a necessary prerequisite to action (Dahrendorf, 1959, p. 284).  Presumably, an internal locus of control will trigger support for power tactic usage in a situation only when there is dissatisfaction.  Power-dependence theory traditionally has argued that one party is most likely to use power tactics against a second party if the first party perceives the power relationship to be imbalanced in favor of the second party (Emerson, 1962).  Together, conflict theory and power-dependence theory suggest that power tactic usage (e.g., coalition formation) is most likely to occur when at least two preconditions exist, perceived imbalance and dissatisfaction with that imbalance.  To measure these two preconditions, both participants’ satisfaction with status and their perception of relative power/relative dependence was queried.  Additionally, dependency measurements were utilized in an attempt to gauge more concisely the perceived relative power and dependence between the emergency management and legislative communities.
Finally, a number of open-ended questions were asked about perceived status of field; satisfaction or dissatisfaction with that status; perceived cohesion of the field; perceived role of collective action; and, requested suggestions about what emergency management should do to gain power in its relationship with the legislative community.  These open-ended questions provided insight on the primary research question and allowed for an exploratory examination of emergency management practitioners’ perception of the field outside the present study’s focus on power tactic usage to promote professionalization.
Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the role that power plays in the process of professionalization and the role locus of control has on the utilization of the power tactic of coalition formation.  Professionalization is often approached as a linear process that is marked by discernable hallmarks or conceptual themes. This study examined a more dynamic concept of professionalization, one wherein a power tactic can be utilized to gain power in relationships that are perceived as impeding the professionalization process. 

Methodology

This study was exploratory in nature.  Whereas many of the concepts (e.g., locus of control and power-dependence power tactics) are well-defined in past research (Rotter, 1966; Emerson, 1962), their use to understand behaviors in the field of emergency management was new.  The newness of these concepts to emergency management suggested the need for a dual approach in the research.  First, a qualitative approach was used to explore the relevance and contextual meaning of the concepts within an emergency management framework.  Second, specific quantitative measures were utilized to more concretely asses the conceptual relationships examined by both the primary and additional research questions in this study.  Finally, an effort was made to not only examine both the qualitative and quantitative data in their own right, but to study the extent to which these data sources are consistent and inform the meaning of each other.  This dual approach supported the value of limiting the study to a modest sample that is both small enough to make qualitative analyses manageable and large enough to make quantitative analyses meaningful.

Thus, a modest, non-probability, purposive sample was utilized for the study, with care taken by the researcher to select participants that were at all levels of government (local, state, and federal) and in the private sector.  Those invited to participate in the study were invested in the dialogue given its relevance to their professional lives, so a higher than normal response rate was expected.  
A single survey instrument with both qualitative and quantitative measures was used. The instrument began with a series of qualitative measures and concluded with fairly extensive quantitative measures.  The qualitative and quantitative questions elicited perceptual, attitudinal, background, and demographic data. The survey focused on questions such as emergency management’s perceived status, its relationship with the legislative community, locus of control, strategies for gaining power, and support for coalition action.  The survey instrument was distributed to 75 participants within three samples via email.  The three samples were comprised of the following: a) a stratified systematic random sample of state-level directors stratified by the number of federal disaster declarations the state had incurred during the period of 1953 – 2008; b) an identical sampling effort focusing on leaders of state practitioner associations; and, c) a purposive sample of nationwide leaders of emergency management many of which the researcher had observed in leadership roles.  Greater explanation about the rationale behind this three-tiered sampling approach will be provided later.
Limitations

This study utilized in part a non-probability sample and inasmuch cannot be generalized to the larger community population; however, care was taken in the sample selection process to include the level of diversity necessary to reflect a broad cross-section of the practitioner community.  

Definition of Terms

Some of the terms discussed in this study have been used unsystematically throughout the scholarly and practitioner communities and require clarification at the outset.   In emergency management in particular, terms, definitions, and concepts have been created, revised, re-thought, and re-invented so many times that it takes an encyclopedic document to keep up with them (see Blanchard’s Guide To Emergency Management and Related Terms, Definitions, Concepts, Acronyms, Organizations, Programs, Guidance, Executive Orders & Legislation, 2007,  which is updated regularly and at the time of this writing was in excess of 1,200 pages).  

For years the terms “field, “ “discipline,” and “profession” have been liberally used in books, articles, presentations, et cetera to capture emergency management’s status.  These terms are not synonymous, although they are frequently used as such. Arguably, the recognition of the existence of a “field” is a precursor to, but distinguishable from, the establishment of the “profession”; while the legitimacy of the “discipline” is based upon recognition of a body of knowledge (among other things – see Phillips’ Disasters by Discipline: Necessary Dialogue for Emergency Management Education, 2003); and finally, the credibility of the “profession” will be based on the legitimacy of the “discipline.”  The differentiation as well as the connectivity between these statuses is critical to the discussion of professionalization. 
A “field” is used to acknowledge occupational cohesiveness based on similar position titles and duties.  A field is defined as “a realm of knowledge and or special work or opportunity” (Agnes, 1999, p. 527). Emergency management as a discipline is viewed within an academic confine in the definitional context of “a branch of knowledge or learning” (Agnes, 1999, p. 410).   Emergency management will be referred to as a field throughout this document with an acknowledgment that the status sought is that of a profession which is an end point, not a path.  The process of, or efforts toward, becoming a profession is termed “professionalization”.  
Webster’s New World College Dictionary defines profession in its broadest context as “a vocation or occupation requiring advanced education and training and involving intellectual skills” (Agnes, 1999, pp. 1145-1146).  Narrower and more measurable sociological approaches will be used in this analysis to examine emergency management’s status and movement within the professionalization process – namely the hallmark approach (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001), the monopoly/autonomy approach (Wilson, 2000), and the risk approach (Evetts, 2003).  
In the discussion of “power tactic” usage the terminology will be limited to the narrow confines of Emerson’s power-dependence theory.  According to Emerson, a power tactic is a behavior that alters either one’s own dependency on the other or the other’s dependency on oneself.  While this definition is a very focused view of power, it suffices for the discussion at hand.  “Coalition formation,” as discussed in reference to power-dependence theory, is a power tactic wherein weaker actors increase their power against a stronger actor through collective action (Emerson, 1962).  This action is taken to achieve control of a relationship for a specific goal.  In this study, the relationship being examined is the relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities.  This specific relationship is being examined based on a recognition that emergency management is “enmeshed in partisan politics” (Ward & Wamsley, 2007, p. 223) and operates within a political context (Rubin, 2007; Sylves, 2008; Waugh, 1999).  To achieve the goal of becoming a profession, the field of emergency management must become autonomous (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001), which means it must have the power to control the field (and ultimately, the profession).  Such is not the case presently; indeed, the field’s relationship with the legislative community has historically presented itself as decidedly unbalanced in the favor of the legislative community.  
The phrase, “locus of control”, will be used at both the micro (individual) and macro (field) levels.  The definitional context for this term is such that individuals (micro) or fields (macro) with an internal locus of control “believe they can control events in their lives with effort and skill” (Boone & Brabander, 1993, p. 619).  Presumably, if a party perceives a relationship to be imbalanced and favoring the other party, the more the party believes that he/ she and/or the field as a whole has sufficient internal locus of control to use power tactics, the more likely it is that such tactics will be supported.
The term “legislative community” is used to represent lawmakers at the state and federal level who have the ability to make law and change policy that affects the emergency management community. While these two levels of government (state and federal) are historically autonomous, in the realm of emergency management, federal legislation and policy greatly influences state legislation and policy.   Given the linkage between these two legislative bodies in the area of emergency management they are referenced jointly in the term “legislative community.”
Significance of Study

This study’s significance is evidenced in three ways:  first, it is significant in its examination of professionalization as a dynamic process; second, it is significant in its analysis of coalition formation as a power tactic to promote professionalization; and, finally it is significant in identifying the role locus of control plays in the utilization of coalition formation as a power tactic.

CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Emergency management is a field tasked with an important undertaking, the protection of lives and property. Although it as been said that the field of emergency management is “professionalizing” (Wilson, 2000), the field has not yet arrived at its destination as a recognized profession.  The field’s efforts seem to be continuously frustrated by a legislative community that defines the emergency management community’s roles, functions, and organizational structure on a disaster by disaster basis.  

This study examines professionalization as a dynamic process that involves power usage.  More specifically, it examines what role locus of control plays in the utilization of power tactics that would empower the emergency management community in their relationship with the legislative community. As such, my primary research question focused on exploring the extent to which there is a relationship between emergency management practitioners’ perception of the field’s internal locus of control and the willingness of emergency management practitioners to support coalitional activity to enhance the field’s position relative to the legislative community.

In this chapter, the general concept of professionalization; various sociological models that can be utilized in measuring emergency management’s progress toward becoming a profession; previous research in emergency management on professionalization (in particular, Wilson’s work – 2000);  the role power tactics such as coalition formation play in balancing unbalanced relationships (power-dependence theory);  the impact locus of control has on usage of power tactics;  and, the role relative power and dissatisfaction play in support for power tactics will be examined.
Professionalization

There is a large body of work in sociology that has addressed professions, the process of professionalization, and the changing nature of professionalism (Abbott, 1988; Collins, 1990; Evetts, 2003, 2006; Freidson, 1994; MacDonald, 1995; Parsons, 1939, 1968; Rossides, 1998; Rothman, 1987; Wilensky, 1964).  Despite many years of vigorous study and discussion there remains no universal agreement across the discipline as to what constitutes a profession.  Evetts’ recent work on appraising and reappraising professions, acknowledges that “most researchers have accepted definitional uncertainty and moved on” (2006, p. 133). Toward that end, no single approach will be touted as the model; instead, three approaches will be examined and discussed: the hallmark approach, the monopoly/autonomy approach, and the risk approach.

The hallmark approach (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001) utilizes four characteristics as points of analysis in evaluating whether an occupation has obtained the status of profession.  This approach is one of the easiest mechanisms for measurement of a profession based on the definitional nature of the approach which is purposefully focused and limiting.  Under the hallmark approach a profession is defined as: “…a high-status, knowledge-based occupation that is characterized by  (1) abstract, specialized knowledge, (2) autonomy, (3) authority over clients and subordinate occupational groups, and (4) a certain degree of altruism (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 282).”

Hodson and Sullivan (2001) assert that the knowledge base of a profession is comprised of three parts: “theoretical knowledge, detailed practical information and technique” (p. 283-284).   Theoretical knowledge is that knowledge typically acquired at the university level which is typically not used on a day-to-day basis (p. 284).  Detailed practical information is the knowledge used day-to-day to assist clients (p. 284).  Technique is the application of the knowledge; this is typically learned in applied portions of a professional program such as internships, residencies, and apprenticeships (p. 284).    The knowledge base of the profession is fostered, informed, and continually molded by the professional associations, professional journals, universities, and the overall professional culture (pp. 284-285).

Autonomy allows professionals to “rely on their own judgment” based upon their mastery of the knowledge base (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 285).  With autonomy comes responsibility and a certain level of power which necessitates an accountability mechanism to maintain the profession’s standards.  Many professions have internal systems to help maintain standards and to ensure that the public is protected (p. 285).

Authority speaks to the professional’s expectation of compliance from clients and subordinate occupational groups (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, pp. 285-286).  This authority is rooted in the knowledge base and is supported and maintained by professional associations that ensure that access to the profession is regulated and controlled (p. 286).  The power inherent in this hallmark is a function of the importance of the profession’s role within society (or put another way, society’s dependence on the profession’s expert knowledge).   

The final hallmark, altruism, focuses on a profession’s commitment to its professional ideals which places client interests and service to the community as high priorities.  The underlying tenet in altruism is that the profession has a “duty to use its knowledge for the public good” (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 287).  Wilensky (1964, p. 140) argues that altruism is evidenced at a higher rate in established professions than in other occupations noting that he felt C. Wright Mills cynicism in his book White Collar (1956) was misplaced (1964, p. 140). Mills, who has been noted for his contribution to modern conflict theory, expressed views in line with other conflict-oriented theorists that view this hallmark as “mostly a smoke screen to prevent the public from investigating the internal workings of the profession” (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 288).

The hallmark approach is a structural-functional approach that while helpful in distinguishing professions from occupations, does not focus specifically on the role power plays in professions even though the role of power in the hallmarks of autonomy and authority is particularly evident (Hodson and Sullivan, 2001, p. 288).   The recognition within the hallmark of autonomy that “professionals can rely on their own judgment” based on their mastery of the knowledge (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 285), is decidedly a form of power.  The fact that accountability to the client is a concern for the public when dealing with a profession whose knowledge base is highly specialized is another indication of the inherent power in autonomy (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 285).  The hallmark of authority, which is based on expertise, has control as its primary premise.  The professional has control over clients and subordinates based on trust, and that control equates with power.  Although the hallmark approach does not view these concepts through a power lens, the roots of the discussion are inherent in the application of the hallmarks.
The monopoly/autonomy approach is based in a more conflict-oriented approach and does recognize the use of power as a mechanism for gaining and maintaining status as a profession.  The hallmark approach is inclusive of the concepts of monopoly (the knowledge and authority hallmarks) and autonomy, but dilutes the potency of the power element with the hallmark of altruism.  Even though Wilson (2000) utilized the concepts of monopoly and autonomy in her analysis of emergency management’s attempts to professionalize, her analysis leaned toward a more structural-functional analysis framework than a conflict-oriented framework based in part on the processes she analyzed (accreditation and certification).

The monopoly/autonomy approach suggests that professionalization is based on the creation of three barriers to laypeople – “professional schools, licensure and mystification” (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 288).  Mystification as Hodson and  Sullivan (2001) describe it “comes about because the learning is so specialized and often couched in such difficult jargon that even after being exposed to the information, a layperson might not understand it” (p. 289) and serves to “protect the jobs of the existing professionals and help them extract higher fees for their services” (p. 289).  Thus, the monopoly/autonomy approach allows greater potential for the examination of the role of power plays in creating and maintaining professions.

The risk approach focuses on “shared characteristics and common practices” and avoids drawing rigid definitional lines (Evetts, 2003, pp. 397-399).  This view as presented by Evetts has a surprising resonance for the field of emergency management: 

Professions are essentially the knowledge-based category of occupations which usually follow a period of tertiary education and vocational training and experience.  A different way of categorizing these occupations is to see professions as the structural, occupational and institutional arrangements for dealing with work associated with the uncertainties of modern lives in risk societies. Professionals are extensively engaged in dealing with risk, with risk assessment and through the use of expert knowledge, enabling customers and clients to deal with uncertainty. (2003, p. 397)
Evetts’ view of professions certainly allows for a deepening of the discussion.  Viewing professions from a risk society perspective shifts the measurement of professions to one of profession prioritization and valuation based on the profession’s ability to function around the main priority in a risk society of risk management (Beck, 1992; Giddens, 1991, 1999).  This approach does have a power component at its core, but the power is fashioned by the risk and the profession’s utility in addressing that risk. 

All three approaches discussed above offer an opportunity for a rich dialogue about the emergency management professionalization process and its intersection with power.   Common explicitly or implicitly in all three approaches is the role of power usage (and the resultant dependency created by such usage) in the professionalization process; thus, an examination of emergency management’s status and its efforts toward professionalization warrant an examination of the nature of power and power usage.  Power-dependence theory, with its focus on power-balancing and the creation of greater dependency in the other party, presents itself as a potent mechanism by which to better examine and understand the emergency management professionalization process.
Professionalization in Emergency Management

While the study of hazards, disasters, and their impacts has long been an area of scholarly interest, emergency management, the “managerial function” tasked with preparing for, mitigating against, responding to and recovering from hazards and disasters (Blanchard, et al., 2007) has historically been an area that has received only sporadic coverage from researchers and scholars.  Early scholars who specifically focused on emergency management practice and practitioners were relatively few (Drabek, 1985, 1987, 1990; Drabek & Hoetmer, 1991; Hy & Waugh, 1990; Kreps, 1990; May, 1985; Petak, 1985; Waugh, 1990).  
It is speculated that the lesser interest in emergency management early on by scholars was a byproduct of a more dominant hazard and disaster research focus in the larger multi-disciplinary community and a less than clear representation of the actual role of the emergency manager.  While the scholarly focus was somewhat tentative throughout the eighties and early nineties, the number of contributions from scholars has steadily increased, particularly over the past decade; however, even given this steady increase in emergency management concerns, the bulk of material discussing emergency management issues, best practices, identity and practice continues to come out of the emergency management practitioner community (e.g., International Association of Emergency Managers; National Emergency Management Association; International City/County Management Association;  National Fire Protection Association; Association of State Floodplain Managers; Emergency Management Accreditation Program; National Governors Association) or government agencies (e.g., FEMA Higher Education Program;  Department of Homeland Security; Government Accountability Office; Congressional Research Service).   

For example, Dr. Wayne Blanchard, the head of the FEMA Higher Education Program, has focused on the knowledge base component of the profession.  His studies have resulted in a number of writings and “think pieces” focused on the changes he believes need to occur in emergency management.  One of the most notable items Blanchard has created is a characterization of the stereotypical emergency manager and the “new generation” emergency manager (Thompson, 2001).   These characterizations detail traits of the existing emergency management community and the expectation for the “new generation” of emergency management practitioners.   The “new generation” of emergency management practitioners have a significant knowledge base; possess an emergency management specific degree; inform their practice with emergency management specific theory and science; participate in professional organizations; and stay abreast of the literature. 
Blanchard has promoted these characteristics through his position as the head of the FEMA Higher Education Program.  He has been committed to growing the number of college-based emergency management programs and has been successful in facilitating growth. The number of college-based emergency management programs has increased from four in 1994 to more than 150 in 2008 (Blanchard, 2008).  

The professionalization of emergency management, while an area of constant discussion in the field itself, has received little serious attention from the scholarly community (Drabek, 1987; Wilson, 2000; Wilson & Oyola-Yemaiel, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2005).   A debate regarding emergency management’s status as a “profession” has never been fully engaged, indeed many in both the academic and practitioner communities seem to have merely acquiesced to the status prescribed to emergency management over time as a “profession” or an “emerging profession” (e.g., Drabek, 1991, 2004, 2007; Haddow, Bullock & Coppola, 2007; Kendra, 2007; Sylves, 2005; Waugh, 1999; Waugh & Streib, 2006).  

This acquiescence arguably finds its roots primarily in Wilson’s (2000)
 examination of the topic in her doctoral dissertation (which was followed up in short order with a series of articles published with Oyola-Yemaiel reiterating the same themes--2001, 2002, 2005).  Wilson’s work on emergency management’s process and progress toward becoming a profession has been the most expansive scholarly discussion specifically focused on the emergency management professionalization process and indeed the only in-depth discussion to-date focused on the emergency management professionalization process.

Wilson’s (2000) work on emergency management’s professionalization process has not been critically questioned nor challenged by either the sociology or the emergency management scholarly community.  This is not to state that Wilson’s work is not worthy of challenge or support, but to illustrate the receptivity of the emergency management community toward this notion of professionalization.  The call for continued professionalization of emergency management has become a common response for curing the challenges faced in the field (both in the scholarly and practitioner community), often with little recognition of why such a cure could or would be effective.  

Wilson (2000) utilized the sociology of professions literature to measure emergency management’s progression toward becoming a profession. The conceptualization of the professionalization process presented by Wilson had two phases: “indirect institutionalization of the occupation of emergency management” and “formal advancement toward an emergency management profession” (p. 1).  Wilson characterized the period of 1900 through the late 1970s as the “indirect institutionalization” phase and undertook a “socio-historical analysis” (p. 36) to review the evolution of emergency management in the United States and Florida concluding that institutionalization “developed in incremental steps as a consequence of new societal complexities” (p. 101).  According to Wilson, a desire to minimize risks and reduce disaster costs coupled with the ability to gain more qualified personnel in leadership positions and increased political accountability factored into emergency management’s institutionalization  and laid the groundwork for “formal advancement toward an emergency management profession”(p. 102).

Wilson (2000) focused on the two broad primary characteristics of professions in measuring advancement toward professionalization--monopoly and autonomy, contending that advancement in emergency management was “occurring through two basic processes-accreditation and certification” (pp. 132-133).  Wilson asserted that these two processes-- one targeted at the macro level (accreditation of emergency management programs) and the other targeted at the micro level (certification of individual practitioners)--function as “axes” around which the field was organizing (p. 228).  

Wilson (2000) ultimately concluded that while emergency management was “not yet a profession” (p. 230), it was “well on its way to becoming a profession” (p. 241).   Wilson cited the following reasons for her conclusion:

NEMA’s development of the accreditation program and performance standards for emergency management agencies; development of an increasing number of university degree programs fueled by FEMA’s Higher Education project; the promotion of FEMA’s director to cabinet status; and the dedicated and organized members of the professional associations such as NEMA, IAEM, and FEPA who are championing the various professionalization efforts. (p. 241)
Yet, Wilson (2000) also acknowledged a series of challenges to emergency management’s professionalization based on difficulty in realizing the necessary monopoly and autonomy (pp. 239-242).  Wilson’s primary concerns in regard to monopoly and autonomy focus on the diversity of positions that can fall under the purview of emergency management (a detriment to achieving monopoly) and the boundaries and dynamics within existing workplaces that would limit decision-making power (a detriment to achieving autonomy) (pp. 239-242).   

In forming her notion of monopoly, Wilson drew upon Abbott’s work (1988) on the use of jurisdictional claims as a mechanism by which groups identify themselves as a profession (2000, pp. 28-31).  Wilson focused specifically on the importance of professional associations (the utility of collective power, capability to offer credentialing, and ability to influence legislative action) and “a knowledge system governed by theory” (2000, p. 31) as the means by which jurisdiction is gained and monopoly achieved (2000, p. 31).  Wilson defined monopoly as “the exclusive right to perform certain occupational tasks” (2000, p. 132).  Wilson relied on Freidson’s work (1977) in defining autonomy relationally to her definition of monopoly as the “self-regulation of the performance of those tasks” (2000, p. 132).  

Wilson’s work (2000), in particular her analysis, leaves much room for discussion.  While the conceptual framework utilized in her analysis was decidedly linear on its face, its genesis from a conflict-based perspective opens the door for a multi-layered analysis.  There is little to quibble about in the factual accounting of the events presented in her phase one approach or her characterization of it as “indirect institutionalization”.  There is much to discuss however in Wilson’s measurement of monopoly and autonomy in her phase two discussion.  The primary use of accreditation and certification as illustrative of benchmarks that indicate movement toward monopoly and autonomy, while a logical starting point, consumed the bulk of Wilson’s attention, limiting the ability to accomplish a deeper analysis of the concepts of monopoly and autonomy as they apply to the emergency management professionalization process; albeit, it must be noted that Wilson’s analysis of the weaknesses of the certification structure was insightful and deserves a deeper discussion within the field.  Thus, Wilson’s overview of the role of higher education, occupational cohesiveness, and to a lesser extent, the role of power (e.g., her discussion of political context, collective identity, recognized professions, and the choice of conceptual framework which is decidedly conflict-based) indicated an appreciation of the multiplicity of layers that exist in a discussion of the concepts of monopoly and autonomy, but her discussion also left much room for greater elaboration and discussion in future work in emergency management professionalization. 
Power-Dependence Theory

In the present study, the goal was to provide greater elaboration with the assistance of two concepts, locus of control and power-dependence theory.  Although it has been posited that locus of control is an important factor in professionalization and related power usage, the discussion begins with power-dependence theory which will provide context for a subsequent discussion of locus of control.  

Power-dependence theory, framed in 1962, by Emerson, asserts that “power resides implicitly in the other’s dependency” (p. 32).  Power-dependence theory although anchored in small group research, was “meant to apply to more complex community relations as well” (Emerson, 1962, p. 32).  Power is viewed by Emerson as a “property of the social relation…not an attribute of the actor” that lies in the “other’s dependency” (1962, p. 32); hence, “power is treated as an attribute of a reciprocal A-B relation rather than an attribute of a person” (1964, p. 289).  The premise of reciprocity in power-dependence theory is represented by Emerson’s equation that illustrates “the power of A over B is equal to, and based upon, the dependence of B upon A” (1962, p. 33): Pab=Dba, Pba=Dab.  In distinguishing his theory of power relations from past work done on power, Emerson argued that the “highly generalized concept of dependence…covers most if not all of the forms of power” (1962, p. 32).
Emerson’s theory views unbalanced relations (wherein one party has greater dependency than the other) as unstable and focuses on balancing operations as strategies for reducing one’s own dependency and increasing the other’s dependency-- thereby balancing the relation (1962, p. 34).   Power-dependence theory identifies four balancing operations that can be used to balance the relation.  These tactics have been referred to by different labels, but herein will be referred to as: coalition formation, seeking alternatives, demand creation, and withdrawal (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1962; Michener & Schwertfeger, 1972).  The balancing operation that the research questions herein are focused on is coalition formation, the balancing operation “most commonly recognized as a power process” (Emerson, 1962, p. 37); however, a brief overview of other three balancing operations are provided first as they were also tested in this study.
All of the power tactics seek to change the balance of power between the weaker (more dependent) actor and the stronger (less dependent) actor.  In seeking alternatives the weaker actor “seeks (or threatens to seek)” the items received in the relationship from another source (Michener & Schwertfeger, 1972, p. 191).  In demand creation the weaker actor seeks to increase the other party’s desire for, and dependence on, the items the weaker party has to offer; persuasion is a common variation of this tactic (Michener & Schwertfeger, 1972, p. 192).  Finally, with withdrawal the weaker actor places less value on the outcomes received in the relationship and withdraws diminishing the stronger actor’s power (Michener & Schwertfeger, 1972, p. 191).
In coalition formation the power of weaker actors is increased through collectivization and the emergence of a “collective actor” (Emerson, 1962, p. 37).  Emerson’s use of the term “actor” is intended to refer to either a person or a group, and as such, a “collective actor” can be either a collection of individuals or groups that coalesce (1964, p. 289).  Coalitions alter relative power because they reduce the other party’s ability to seek alterative resources from a divide and conquer approach.
Coalitions do not seek the control of the relation as their end goal, but instead, control of the relation to accomplish another goal important to the group (Emerson, 1962, p. 37). Emerson views coalitions as a group “characterized by the fact that (a) the common environment is an actor to be controlled, and (b) its unity is historically based upon efforts to achieve that control” (1962, p. 37).  From the perspective of emergency management as a field, the use of coalitional action would put the field in the “driver’s seat” in its efforts to impact its relationship with the legislative community.  So, what might determine if and when emergency mangers might be supportive of such action?
Locus of Control 

It is theorized that the utilization of the power strategy of coalition formation requires an awareness of control on the part of the field of emergency management that is evidenced by an internal locus of control.  Viewing locus of control as a predictor of power tactic utilization is akin to throwing theoretical muscle beyond the oft uttered maxim, “You must believe to achieve.”  
This argument interweaves two perspectives, one macro and one micro.  The macro perspective is Marxian while the micro is based on locus of control research in social psychology.  Both perspectives offer insight into a possible causative factor in the decision to engage in the use of power tactics such as coalition formation.
At the macro level, Marx’s examination of “false consciousness” and “class consciousness” focused on the proletariat’s lack of awareness of the extent to which the bourgeoisie controlled the interests of the proletariat (Ritzer, 2000, p. 66-67).   Marx believed that the raising of the workers’ collective consciousness would result in greater engagement in collective power by the workers.  Marx’s recognition of the importance of “consciousness” coupled with his call for the “collectivization of labor” as a strategy for balancing the power relationship between the proletariat and bourgeoisie underpins his theoretical framework.   Emerson viewed the “collectivization of labor” as an example of the coalition formation power tactic in power-dependence theory (1962, p. 37).

Once the proletariat becomes aware of its collective interests, it is prepared to initiate revolution.  In the jargon of coalition research (Lawler, Youngs, & Lesh, 1978), this amounts to engagement in revolutionary coalition formation as a power strategy to overtake those in power.  While I am not suggesting that the professionalization of emergency management involves revolutionary coalition formation, I am suggesting that it is likely to involve a more general coalition of interests as a means to establish its professional status as an entity that others (e.g., the legislative community) must depend upon.  As such, it should necessitate a sense of true consciousness (versus “false consciousness”) among the subordinate class members to take action.  In the case of emergency management, a rough translation of this Marxian notion is that emergency management practitioners that support coalitional action are likely to be precisely those who believe in the collective ability of the field to determine its fate, that is, those who believe that the field possesses a (macro) level internal locus of control (Rotter, 1966).

Similarly, on a personal (micro) level, I hypothesize that this process is likely to involve an internal locus of control for the individual emergency management practitioner. The theory of locus of control, developed by Rotter (1966), focuses on the perception people hold regarding things that happen to them and others.  People with an internal locus of control believe that they have control over the things that happen to them; while those with an external locus of control believe that outside factors influence what happens to them – such as luck, fate, or others with more power.  
Individuals with an external locus of control are less likely to believe they can affect change in their situation and hence are less-likely to seek solutions to problems.  An internal locus of control broadens an individual’s perception of his or her own power and results in a belief that outcomes are within his or her control. Individuals with an internal locus of control “believe they can control events in their lives by effort and skill” (Boone & Brabander, 1993, p. 619).  Individuals with an internal locus of control believe they have more power over outcomes and that affects their choices and decisions in the workplace (Anderson & Schneier, 1978). 

The linkage between internal locus of control and individual power has been noted in the area of management (Anderson & Schneier, 1978; Boone & De Brabander, 1993; Cobb, 1984; Miller, Kets De Vries & Toulouse, 1982; Miller & Toulouse, 1986; Perlow & Latham, 1993).  Individuals with an external locus of control have been shown to be more willing to use coercive tactics in the workplace than those with an internal locus of control (Goodstadt & Hjelle, 1973; Kapoor, Ansari & Shukla, 1986; Kipnis, 1976; Lamude, Daniels & White, 1987).  However, no examination has been conducted of locus of control as a factor in tactic utilization in a power relation at a collective level (i.e., field or profession) in accordance with the Marxian perspective of class consciousness.  In the present study, it was hypothesized that an individual with an internal locus of control is more likely to also attribute an internal locus of control to his or her field.  It was further hypothesized that those who possess both a micro and macro level internal locus of control related to emergency management are more likely to support the use of the power tactic of coalition formation.  
The Rotter I-E scale offers two alternatives statements (one with an internal orientation and the other with an external orientation) and asks respondents to select the one that most closely resembles their beliefs.  The Rotter I-E scale is “comprised of 29 items, 23 of which are designed to assess the respondents’ locus of control beliefs, the others being ‘filler’ items” (Hodgkinson, 1992, p. 312).   Hodgkinson (1992) and others (e.g., Davis, 1983; Furnham, 1986;  Lau & Ware, 1981; Spector, 1988; Wood & Letak, 1982), have created context-specific scales following Rotter’s acknowledgment that the I-E scale was intended only to measure a general orientation.  Specially-designed scales should be used for greater accuracy in specific situations (Rotter, 1975).  
Hodgkinson’s scale also measured locus of control at a micro and macro level in the area of strategic management (1992, p. 312). Hodgkinson’s micro-macro scale is comprised of sixteen questions with four internal and four external at both the micro and macro level (1992).  Hodgkinson’s scale utilizes a five-point, Likert Scale and allows respondents to indicate the extent to which they agree with a given statement (1992).  Statements with an external orientation are scored one to five whereas statements with an internal orientation are reverse-scored (five to one).  The higher a participant’s score the more external their locus of control (i.e., Hodgkinson’s scale has a possible I-E score range of 16-90).  Hodgkinson’s usage of context-specific questions coupled with a Likert Scale measurement allows for a more discerning assessment of locus of control.
Due to the nature of the present study, a context-specific scale was created that measured locus of control at the micro and macro level in an emergency management context.  The Hodgkinson scale (1992) was used as a model for the emergency management scale for three reasons: context-specificity, micro-macro application, and Likert Scale measurement.  It was theorized that participants who scored high for internal locus of control at the micro and macro levels (i.e., had high I-E scores) would be more likely to support the use of coalitional activities to promote a power shift that benefited the professionalization efforts of emergency management.  

Related Issues

Related to the above focus on locus of control and power usage are two integral concepts, power balance and dissatisfaction.  Each of these concepts further elaborate on the basic research question and provide context.  These additional concepts trigger two additional areas to be examined. 
First, power-dependence theory suggests that a lower power party is likely to seek power balance with the other party (Cook, Cheshire, & Gerbasi, 2006; Emerson, 1962).  This suggests that emergency management practitioners who view emergency management, as a field, to be in the lower power position relative to the legislative community will be especially supportive of coalitional activities.  However, the theory does not limit the use of power tactics to just coalitions, so the present study also examined participants’ support for the other three power tactics specified in power-dependence theory’s four power tactic typology (i.e., seeking alternatives, demand creation, and withdrawal).

Second, a Marxian or conflict theory perspective on coalitional action not only suggests that subordinate parties need to see their collective interests correctly, additionally they need to be dissatisfied with their standing relative to the superordinate party (Dahrendorf, 1959).  Therefore, the extent to which participants in the study are satisfied or dissatisfied with the current position of emergency management relative to the legislative community was also assessed.  Presumably, those emergency management practitioners who view the field’s locus of control as more internal and view the emergency management community’s relative power as subordinate to the legislative community would be dissatisfied with their standing relative to the legislative community and would be most likely to support coalitional activities.

CHAPTER III

METHODS

This study sought to examine the relationships between perceived locus of control and the utilization of the power tactic of coalition formation from power-dependence theory within the larger framework of the professionalization of emergency management.  A mixed methods approach was utilized incorporating both qualitative and quantitative data.  An 11-page survey instrument distributed via email was used for data collection.
Sample
The survey instrument was distributed to 75 emergency management practitioners within three sampling frames.  In samples one and two the 50 states were stratified by the number of federal disaster declarations each state had incurred during the period of 1953 – 2008 as of September 2008 (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2008).  The rationale for the stratification was to allow for state-level representatives from states with different levels of disaster experience to participate in the study both at the state director level (sample one) and at state emergency management professional organization level (sample two).  The stratification was created by dividing the span of disaster declarations during this period into three strata: large (82-41 declarations), medium (40-24 declarations), and small (23-7 declarations).  Each strata captured a relatively equal number of states (large-17, medium-17, and small-18). The states within each category were alphabetized and a random start was used to select every third state until five states had been selected from each of the three categories.  This selection was used to identify those states whose state directors would be solicited to participate in the study (sample one). The same categories and process were utilized for sample two.  A random start was once again used to select every third state until five states had been selected from each of the three categories.  The sample two selection culled different states than sample one did which allowed for a total of 30 state representatives (at either the state director or state professional organization level) to be included in these two samples.  In sample one, 15 surveys were distributed and five responses were received from this effort for a response rate of 33 percent.  In sample two, 15 surveys also were distributed and four responses were received from this effort for a response rate of 27 percent.  
The effort to randomly select participants in the first two samples was driven primarily by the motivation to supplement the purposive sample (discussed below) with a selection effort that would incorporate more diversity among emergency management leaders rather than to specifically get representative samples of these first two groups.  The small Ns, which were unfortunately made even smaller by low response rates despite multiple contacts, reflect the focus in this study on qualitative analysis as well quantitative analysis in this very first effort to explore power tactic usage in an emergency management context. 

A non-probability, purposive sample was utilized for sample three.  This sample was populated based on the researcher’s work in the field and awareness of those emergency management practitioners that had evidenced heightened leadership and investment in the emergency management community.  In this sample the researcher was careful to include diversity across three areas: 1) years of experience; 2) gender; and, 3) organizational and jurisdictional affiliation (different organizations involved in the practice of emergency management in the private, non-profit, and public sector as well as diversity at the jurisdictional level--local, state, and federal).  In sample three, 45 surveys were distributed.  A total of 28 responses were received from this effort for a response rate of 62 percent. Across the three sampling efforts, 37 responses were received with an overall response rate of 49 percent.  
Finally, all three sampling efforts reflected the goal of incorporating high profile leaders in emergency management at the local, state, and federal level (all who could likewise be termed national leaders).  The desire to focus on leaders within the field reflects two key characteristics of the present study.  First, it was deemed the most appropriate way to “test run” the concepts of power-dependence theory with a sample most likely to think in these terms (if indeed emergency management practitioners do think about the professionalization process as reflective of power dynamics).  Second, leaders in the field of emergency management (particularly those who were selected in the purposive sample) are most likely to be the individuals in the field with direct knowledge if not contact with the legislative community.  These rationales should be kept in mind as the background and demographic characteristics of the sample are reported below.  
Participant Background and Demographic Characteristics

It would be reasonable to expect that a sample of leaders would include, for the most part, individuals with several years in their present positions and several years of related experience in prior positions.  The data to follow will examine the characteristics of the obtained sample in some detail.  These data suggest that the central goal of selecting a diverse sample of emergency management practitioners that were invested in the field was largely achieved.
Participants were asked how many years they have worked in the emergency management field.  The range provided by participants, 2 to 41 years, was dramatic.  The average number of years participants reported being in the field was 17.  When asked to provide the length of time they have served in their current position, participants reported a range from 1 to 21 years, with an average of 7 years.  Almost a quarter of participants (22%) reported that they were presently serving in their first emergency management position.  In regard to participants’ prior experience, 30 percent reported prior experience in the field of education (ranging from 1 to 32 years), 38 percent reported prior military experience  (ranging from 2 to 30 years),  32 percent reported prior experience in the private sector (ranging from 1 to 27 years),  46 percent reported prior experience in the emergency response field to include entities such as EMS, sheriff and fire (ranging from 2 to 42 years), and 35 percent reported serving in another government position other than an emergency response field (ranging from 2 to 38 years). 

In addition to asking about emergency management experiences, participants were asked about the nature of their current position. The vast majority (92%) of participants indicated that their position was full-time (32 hours or more).  Participants were also asked to indicate the nature of their current agency (e.g., city, county, state, federal, etc.).  Participants in the study represented all the agency areas with the largest grouping (30%) represented at the state level (see Figure 1).
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More than two-thirds of participants (68%) reported that their position sat in its own office or department as opposed to being under another office or department such as police, fire or public works.  Nearly three-quarters of participants (73%) reported that 100 percent of their position involves emergency management responsibilities.  Participants were also asked what percentage of emergency management responsibilities within their department, agency or organization they were personally responsible for (as opposed to other staff members).  Again, nearly three-quarters of participants (73%) reported that they alone were responsible for all of the emergency management responsibilities in their workplace.
Participants’ responses regarding their years in the field, past experience, and current workplace indicate not only the wealth of experience and expertise that was brought to bear in this study, but also the diversity of those who have emerged as leaders in the emergency management field.   In particular the variety of past experience, both in type of experience and years of experience, evidence the rich mosaic currently leading the field.  This eclectic mixture of experience has been an enduring reality of the field, but as the emergency management higher education movement has strengthened and the push toward professionalization has become more forceful, new professional behaviors have come to denote the more advanced practitioner community. The extent to which these professional behaviors were characteristic of the study participants was queried.
Participants were asked to indicate to what extent they believed specific professional behaviors identified by Blanchard (Thompson, 2001) were characteristic of them individually. A five-point, Likert scale was used to gauge whether the behavior was “not at all characteristic” (1) or “very characteristic” (5).  Four behaviors were measured: reading of emergency management and disaster literature; knowledge of theories, concepts, and practices prior to entering the field; activity in professional organizations; and, possession of an emergency management degree. The first professional behavior measured whether participants read the emergency management and disaster literature.  The bulk of participants reported that this was characteristic of them (see Figure 2).  The average of responses across the sample was 4.08 (SD = .80). 
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The second professional behavior measured whether participants’ were knowledgeable about the theories, concepts, and practices in the field prior to getting the job.  The bulk of participants again reported that this professional behavior was characteristic of them (see Figure 3).  The average of responses across the sample was 3.89 (SD = .94).
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The third professional behavior measured whether participants’ were active in professional organizations. This behavior evidenced the largest support from participants as being a behavior that was characteristic of them (see Figure 4).  The average of responses across the sample was 4.27 (SD = 1.02).
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The fourth professional behavior measured whether participants’ had an emergency management or emergency management related four year college degree. Here 30 percent of participants reported that this professional behavior was not at all characteristic of them (see Figure 5).  The average of responses across the sample was 2.97 (SD = 1.61).
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On the whole, the participants evidenced a variety of professional behaviors.  These results are consistent with the sampling goals of incorporating emergency management leaders as primary participants to the study.  The participants, as noted earlier, indicated significant experience in emergency management, and the data on professional behaviors suggests that the participants also consider the field of emergency management to have a significant knowledge base for which they are responsible.
The participants in this study ranged in age from 28 to 69.  The mean participant age was 51.  Nearly one quarter (24%) of the participants in the study were female. The majority of participants (60%) reported holding a Master’s degree, while 21 percent reported having a Bachelor’s degree, 11 percent reported having an Associate degree, and eight percent reported having some college coursework.  Three participants reported that they were currently enrolled in college programs and seeking advanced graduate degrees.  
Procedure

The survey was pre-tested with three local emergency management professionals in October 21, 2008 to gauge the clarity of instructions, the types of responses the questions would generate and the length of time survey completion would take.  After the survey pre-test was completed, the survey instrument and the introductory letter were submitted to North Dakota State University’s Institutional Review Board for approval.  Approval for the study was received from the Review Board on November 4, 2008.  The introductory letter and the survey instrument (see Appendix A) were distributed via email to all three samples on November 9, 2008.  
Participants were asked to respond within three weeks of the initial distribution.  Nevertheless, after ten days those participants that had not responded were reminded of the importance of their participation to the overall study effort and asked to contact the researcher if they had any additional questions about the study. Three days prior to the final suggested return date, those participants that had not yet responded were emailed again with the survey reattached and a note indicating again the importance of their participation to the overall study effort.  Additionally, participants were offered the option of a short extension if they believed they could not complete the survey by the “deadline”.  The day after the return date deadline a final email was sent out to those who had not yet responded with a reminder of the importance of their thoughts and comments to the success of the study and a proviso that survey instruments not received within the next seven days would not be included in the study results.  Thus, a total of four contacts with encouraging rationale for participation were made to promote response.
The email format with the survey attached was used to accommodate emergency management practitioners’ hectic schedules and allowed participants to finish it in manageable segments, whereas web-based surveys do not always allow this ease or option.  Participants could also retain a copy of their response in an electronic format if they so desired. Participants were encouraged to return their survey via email, but were given a fax and a mail return option as well.
The benefits of email distribution and email return for the researcher are both pragmatic and methodological.  Pragmatically, email distribution relies on obtaining simply a single line of address per person, very little cost, and less time spent converting narrative material received to an electronic format.  Methodologically, email distribution and return of an attached survey encourages typed responses which reduce potential errors associated with interpreting difficult to read handwriting.  The email format further allows more frequent reminders that are presumably less intrusive than say, repeat phone contacts.  Finally, email has also been shown to have a higher response rate than surveys distributed and returned by mail or fax (Cobanoglu, Warde & Moreo, 2001, p. 405). 
Measures
The survey utilized both qualitative and quantitative measures (see Appendix A). Important terms were defined at the outset of the survey instrument to increase the clarity of the questions.  The first part of the survey featured eight open-ended questions that sought to explore participants’ perceptions of the key concepts discussed earlier as well as to explore some additional contextual issues.  Five of these open-ended questions followed five-point, close-ended Likert scales.  The combination of open-ended questions and close-ended scales addressing the same topics is analogous to doctors asking patients to both describe their pain and it to give it a numeric value.  The qualitative description and the quantitative score provide reciprocal context.  The eight questions explored the following concepts: the status of emergency management; satisfaction with status; legislators understanding of the importance of strong emergency management programs; cohesiveness of emergency management; actions that have strengthened the emergency management community’s status; strategies for gaining power with legislators; the role professional groups have played in emergency management’s status; and, collective action’s value in elevating emergency management’s status.  The next part of the survey included primarily quantitative measures such as the I-E scale measurement, support for coalition use, support for other power tactics, and measures of personal, professional behaviors.  Finally, background and demographic data were also collected from the participants to provide additional context to the data collection.
Measures for Primary Research Question

Internal/external locus of control
The I-E scale sought to measure both macro and micro level locus of control.  The scale created for this study was a context-specific scale.  The Rotter I-E scale (1966) and Hodgkinson’s scale (1992) were used as guidelines for scale development.  Context-specific scales have been utilized in areas such “as health (e.g. Lau & Ware, 1981; Wood & Letak, 1982), politics (Davis, 1983), economics (Furnham, 1986) and work settings (Spector, 1988)” (Hodgkinson, 1992, p. 312).  The scale used sixteen questions, eight which were focused on the macro level and eight which were focused on the micro level.  Each set of eight questions contained a set of four internally-oriented and four externally-oriented statements.  Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with each statement using a five-point, Likert scale wherein “1” indicated strong disagreement and “5” indicated strong agreement.  On the survey instrument the micro/macro and internal/external questions were intermixed.  
The five point, Likert scale approach utilized by Hodgkinson (1992) allowed for a more discerning measurement of locus of control.  The original Rotter I-E scale (1966) only allows for selection of one of two statements which forces those participating in the measurement to choose the one closest to their beliefs.  This choice of either an A or B option naturally limited the depth of measurement that Rotter could obtain.  Using a Likert scale measurement allowed for a more concise snapshot of the micro and macro levels of locus of control.  The scales in this study established baseline locus of control ranges of 8-40 (based on the eight questions at each level –individual and field).  Internally worded scale measurements were reverse-scored.  The higher participants’ total score was on the locus of control scale, the more internal their locus.  Two questions were dropped from each scale to increase the power of the indices and the scale ranges were adjusted to 6-30.  
Support for coalition formation 

Participants’ valuation of coalition formation as a power tactic was assessed once qualitatively and twice quantitatively. The first measure was both qualitative and quantitative and asked participants, “To what extent do you believe collective action from the emergency management community would be beneficial in elevating emergency management’s status with legislators?”  Participants were asked to both quantify their response on a five-point, Likert scale that measured the extent to which participants deemed such action beneficial, and to elaborate in an open-ended qualitative question on their quantitative response selection.   
The second quantitative measure was designed to measure support for the power tactic of coalition formation.  The question utilized a five-point, Likert scale to gauge to what extent participants agreed or disagreed with a statement focused on the relationship between the legislative and emergency management communities,   “The emergency management community should do all it can to ensure that the legislative community relies solely on the emergency management community (e.g., rather than other government agencies) for local, state and national response to disaster.”   The phrases, “all it can” and “relies solely” were intended to suggest power tactic usage that would block access to alternative resources, the definition of coalitional action.  Unfortunately, as will become obvious later, neither of these quantitative measures appeared to be clearly understood by participants.  Fortunately, some insight into this situation was gained by accompanying the first coalition measure with an opportunity for participants to add comments.
Measures for Additional Research Questions

Participants were also asked the following question to assess their view of the relative power of the emergency management and legislative communities, “Indicate your view of the relative power of the emergency management community (EM) and legislators in determining policy that dictates the approach taken for preparation for and response to disasters.” The five-point, Likert scale used in this question measured the power between the two communities on a continuum that started with “Emergency management has a great deal more power” (1) and ended with “Legislators have a great deal more power” (5).  The mid-range of the scale (3) indicated that power was “about equal.”
Participants also were asked to respond qualitatively and quantitatively regarding the extent of their satisfaction with emergency management’s current status.  A five-point, Likert scale used to quantify participants satisfaction and further elaboration on the scale selection was supplied in an open-ended qualitative question.

Four statements were utilized to assess the extent to which participants perceived the emergency management community to be dependent on the legislative community and vice versa.  For example, one statement posits, “The emergency management community can obtain the resources it needs to successfully prepare for and respond to disasters without the help of the legislative community.”  A five-point, Likert scale was used to measure to what extent participants agreed or disagreed with these statements. These statements allowed for deeper analysis of the relationship between the emergency management and the legislative communities.
A series of additional qualitative questions were asked that examined emergency management’s current status; legislators’ understanding of emergency management; cohesiveness in the emergency management community; professional organizations’ role in status elevation; and, effective strategies in gaining power.  Finally, statements representing support for the use of the remaining three power tactics (i.e., seeking alternatives, demand creation, and withdrawal) were queried quantitatively using a five-point, Likert scale that measured to what extent participants agreed or disagreed with the use of each tactic.  All of these questions will be presented in detail as they are discussed in the results section.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Participants consistently completed questions throughout the survey instrument which resulted in an N of 37 for the vast majority of the questions; as such, only the handful of questions with fewer responses will be identified with a sample number (n) in the results discussion.  Responses included all three samples due to the low response rate of the first two sampling efforts (i.e., the state director and state professional organization leader samples).  
The small number of participants from the two random samples and the purposive nature of the third sample technically preclude the use of inferential statistics. Thus, inferential statistics referenced herein are offered solely for the general insight they may provide to the reader.  These tests provide an “as if” guide (i.e., what would be significant if the samples were random) to identify potentially valuable findings.  This “as if” guide introduces a check on the researcher’s purely subjective decision about the extent to which various predictions made earlier have or have not been supported. 

The qualitative data was culled from open-ended questions on the survey.  The bulk of these questions took the form of a request for comments after the respondent had made a selection on a five-point, Likert scale. In addition, comments were culled from several, stand-alone, open-ended questions.  
Where applicable, participants’ scale responses were combined with their narrative responses and then reviewed for consistency.   The qualitative comments that followed the scale responses were organized and discussed in clusters.  Specifically, qualitative comments were grouped into three clusters based on scale selections: a) those who selected 1 or 2; b) those who selected 3; and, c) those who selected 4 or 5.  With these clusters in place for each of the 5 combined quantitative and qualitative questions, clusters were examined separately for unique themes as well as examined in total for scale-wide themes.
This combined qualitative/quantitative coding approach had several advantages. First, it allows the reader to assess what participants had in mind as they selected various scale responses.  Second, by aligning the qualitative responses in clusters consistent with scale selections the reader can assess whether the qualitative comments progress consistently with the progression of the scale selections.  Finally, it was anticipated and confirmed by the data that participants would provide rationale for their scale selection; thus, providing added insight into the meaning of the quantitative scales.  The result of this combined qualitative and quantitative analysis is the provision of considerable depth to the qualitative data and a consistent means of contextualizing the quantitative data.     

As much as is practicable, participants’ narrative responses have been liberally included to allow the voice of the participants to be fully heard.  Narrative responses that are presented verbatim within the text are noted with a sample and participant number.  The first digit represents the sample (i.e., samples one to three as designated earlier) and the following two digits reflect the participant number (i.e., 201 represents participant 01 from sample 2).  Great care has been taken to try and include a fair sampling of participants’ narrative comments in the text. 

The entirety of the narratives noted by participant number and question are included in Appendix B.  In both the comments provided below and in the comments in Appendix B, details in narrative comments that could be used to identify participants have been removed.  The narratives collected in this study are rich and valuable in their own right; the intent in including the entirety of the narratives in an appendix is to spur additional conversations beyond the current work on emergency management’s status and its movement toward professionalization. 

The Theoretical Framework

Power-dependence theory posits that one party’s power lies in another party’s dependence (Emerson, 1962, p. 32).  Power and dependence are predominant themes (albeit often implicit) in the discussion of professions and the professionalization process; yet, the roles of power and dependence as they relate to professions have been glossed over in the literature.  Indeed, all three approaches to examining professions discussed herein recognize the creation of dependence as a mechanism for power within the profession, but none outwardly address the power-dependence dynamic.

This study is premised on the supposition that emergency management’s status as a profession is dependent upon the extent to which representatives of the field perceive that it can successfully utilize power tactics to create the power that is necessary to establish and maintain the status of profession.   This study more specifically examined the willingness of emergency management practitioners to advocate the use of power tactics to further emergency management’s push toward professionalization and the factors involved in that willingness.  Foundational queries within this study focused on emergency management practitioners’ view of and satisfaction with emergency management’s current status, emergency management practitioners’ perceived power-dependence relationship with the legislative community, the extent to which there is a relationship between emergency management practitioners’ perception of the field’s power relative to the legislative community and emergency management practitioners’ willingness to support the use of power tactics, and the extent to which emergency management practitioners with an internal locus of control support the use of power tactics.


Preconditions for Power Tactic Usage
Since Wilson’s statement in 2000 that “emergency management is tending toward a profession” (p. 230) many in emergency management have moved toward referencing it as a profession.  It is posited that those who perceive emergency management’s status to be satisfactory (i.e., a profession) are less likely to support the use of power tactics as a means to further the field’s professional status.   Status perception as a trigger for power tactic usage harkens back to the Marxian notion of false consciousness.   The premise of false consciousness is that workers will not utilize power tactics until they recognize their true status and are dissatisfied with it.  

Participants were queried on their perception of emergency management’s status and their satisfaction with that status.  These two questions were critical to later questions that measured the willingness to use power tactics.  The first question, “What do you perceive emergency management’s current status to be?” gave participants an opportunity to describe emergency management’s status along whatever dimensions they chose.  Consequently, no scale was associated with this question. The second question, “To what extent are you satisfied with emergency management’s current status?” was designed to capture the level of status satisfaction of the participants.  As such, the question included both a request for a scale response and comments.  

Answers to these two questions provided important context for subsequent analyses.  If participants had described the field’s status as a profession already and indicated high satisfaction with its status (e.g., answered 4 or 5 on the five-point, Likert scale of satisfaction with 5 representing “Very satisfied”), then there would be little reason to expect much support in subsequent analyses for power tactic usage to promote the field’s professionalization.  However, as will be clear in the results that follow, the participants saw the field, at best, as an emerging profession and reported only moderate satisfaction with the field’s status.
Emergency management’s perceived status

Participants’ were asked in an open-ended question, “What do you perceive emergency management’s current status to be?”   Almost half of the total participants (46%) referred to emergency management as an emerging, evolving, or growing profession.  Even as participants assigned the status of profession to emergency management they qualified the field’s professional status as a work-in-progress. 

311:  There has been significant progress in the last several years in terms of doctrine and education, but would still classify emergency management as an emerging profession. 

323:  Transitioning into a recognized profession.
104:  My perception of emergency management in terms of status is that it is an emerging profession.  Much discussion is underway in various quarters on the professionalization of emergency management, i.e. adherence to specific standards, requiring the certification of emergency management practitioners, and, in my view, an increasing tendency to acknowledge emergency management as a profession.
202:  Emergency Management is an emerging and evolving profession.  Where it is most effective, it is perceived by key stakeholders as a critical element in building and maintaining resilience and continuity for an organization or entity (private or public).
309:  My perception of the current status of EM is that it is moving from a strictly operational field to a more robust, emerging profession.
Yet, even as participants noted some level of professional status or movement forward as a field they commented (often at great length) on ongoing challenges such as fragmentation, a lack of professional identity, a diminished valuation of emergency management, and the field’s cyclical status flux based on other’s decisions outside the emergency management community.    
316:  I perceive emergency management as an emerging profession that has made great strides in the last five years as such. I also realize we still have a long way to go to get to the light at the end of the tunnel of acceptance by all.  We need to keep educating others on exactly what it is that we do and how important it is that it stands alone to be successful and productive.

327:  It is struggling, fractured and emerging; it has not achieved the status of a full profession. The relatively intermittent cycles of disaster make the field an easy target for cut-backs in tough economic times and easy to ignore except when a disaster strikes.

320:  Unfortunately, emergency management’s current status is in flux.  Although significant strides have been made towards professionalizing the discipline, these inroads have not been made uniformly across the public and private sectors.  Disjointed is a word that immediately comes to mind.
309:  My perception of the current status of EM is that it is moving from a strictly operational field to a more robust, emerging profession. I do not believe we are proceeding together as a group, as a field, and as a profession. Right now, each “phase” (mitigation, response, preparedness, recovery) all act independently with various supporters of each phase. In addition, the constant struggle between homeland security and emergency management is only deepening the chasm.
306: It is still creating itself – and has not found a strong and definite “niche” in local government.

324:  Progress has been made over the years and yet the business is on hold in the sense that the status and stature of the EM position is still very much the same as it has been over the past 30 years. No and low pay in many cases in many jurisdictions.  There are still many volunteer programs. Only the larger cities have seen growth in pay, staff and resources in most cases.   EM still suffers from an identity crisis.

303:  ….We have a very diverse profession from private sector, to public sector, to the military and NGOs.  There are professional emergency managers and there are people who have emergency management assigned as an additional duty to their primary jobs.   We have people pushing for degrees, certifications, and standards as a means of strengthening the profession and we have a near equal number pushing to keep the status quo.  Outsiders (and some insiders) hold us up against other professions like doctors, CPAs, teachers, police, etc and say we are not a profession.  What they don’t give us credit for is that the existence of our profession is measured in decades while the others are measured in centuries.

203: As a profession, it is still evolving.  It is still not perceived in many organizations as an important function with dedicated full-time staff.  
312:  Continuous state of transition whether it be maintaining and/or establishing programs to abide by updated standards and policies, attainment of training to increase professionalism and trade tips and practices, and events around the country which directly impact the development of future standards and practices.

201:  …the profession remains invisible and anonymous.

105:  EM is currently undergoing changes in our state from a job one took to earn a supplemental retirement income to one of mid-career choice.  It’s not at the level of first choice career yet, but we’re taking steps to professionalize the discipline.

103:  …ever changing due to environment, legislation, regulatory review, congressional and legislative mandates.

302:  It is in a state of flux as a paradigm shift is in full force.  On one side are those who have demanded that the profession become more formalized within a structure of certifications and degree programs.  On the other side are the realizations of a declining economy wherein jobs are being cut and the pure emergency planner is being diverted into part time functions in other first responder or civil offices: law, fire, EMS, public works, etc.  Meanwhile, a third leg of the discord is the constant change of direction, policy, and terminology coming out of Washington and the Beltway Bandits.  Every four years they change the direction of operational guidance and the words used within the business.  This does not promote continuity but rather continuous need for the previously employed bureaucrats to become consultants.  Since they retooled the language they now claim ownership of the process, so only they can be the purveyors of the “true way.”  So, with these three conflicting elements the entire profession is in a constant state of flux.  With a new change of administration one should expect the cycle to start again.
Other participants perceived emergency management’s status challenges to be more overwhelming.  Challenges such as poor representation in some states or jurisdictions that result in diminished image and status in the larger emergency management community, lack of conceptual cohesion across the field as to emergency management’s role, and a lack of appreciation regarding what skill sets are needed and should be valued in emergency management were cited as having a negative impact on emergency management’s status.
313:  Bluntly, I see emergency management as an “also ran” in the world of government emergency services.  The basis for this perception is rooted in my observation of the staffing, funding and general operation of emergency management programs throughout the country.  In some states, there is no mention of an emergency management program at all.  This fact alone, I believe, weakens the overall status of emergency management.
204:  Apathy, both from the general public and from elected/appointed officials is a continuing challenge, as is the overall staffing picture.  We are the silent step child until there are grant funds, disaster funds/relief monies, or other forms of assistance available, then we cannot move quickly enough.
319:  I believe emergency management has reached a critical threshold – do we continue to think of EM as a single point on a spectrum of thought or as a layer of processes that transcend multiple boundaries [or verticals]?  My fear is that EM itself sees EM as a vertical/silo of specialization instead of a catalyst for shared responsibility in preparing for and responding to emergencies/disasters. 

321:  I see the Emergency Management profession as a severely fractured system due to the inconsistent approaches to the selection, experience, and qualifications used in the hiring and placement of emergency managers in the profession today.  Essentially anyone can call themselves an “Emergency Manager”…a professional certification or credentialing system…is needed to ensure qualified and experienced people are placed into these positions…many people are hired because they know someone, are friends or acquaintances of the hiring authority, or the only person applying.  In some cases, police and firefighters are deemed “automatically” qualified to serve as emergency managers because they simply wear a badge, have a uniform, and have some “response-related” experience.  These types of unqualified appointments continue to harm the profession.  People that have no business or experience in emergency management are being assigned to the profession and learning “on the job”.  Until the emergency management profession is treated as any other specialized field, and experienced, well-rounded emergency managers with experience are placed into these positions; the profession will be diluted by inexperienced, novice or amateur practitioners.
The participants’ qualitative responses made quite clear that emergency management’s status, while having improved over recent years, has a very long way to go.  Almost half of the participants cited emergency management as an emerging, growing, or evolving profession; yet, even as the recognition of increased or improving status was noted by participants, also noted were identity-centric (i.e., fragmentation, identity, and valuation) and a power-centric (i.e., constant state of flux based on decisions made by those outside the emergency management community and a lack of cohesion) issues.  More specifically, the participants saw as divisive to emergency management’s status: a lack of a professional identity; fragmentation within the field that exists based on a sector and jurisdictional difference perceptions (i.e., private versus public sector; state versus federal) and alignment with sub-categories within emergency management (i.e., emergency management planner, mitigation specialist, and training officer); a lack of value and appreciation for what emergency management is and does (i.e., funding cuts and hiring of unqualified personnel); a continued outside control of the field by others who do not understand emergency management that causes the field to remain in a “constant state of flux.” 
The participants’ comments on emergency management’s status were, in-and-of-themselves, quite telling in regard to their satisfaction with status.  Few expressed the belief that emergency management was already a profession.  Presumably, this lack of full professional status would trigger dissatisfaction; however, the next question on status directly examined participants’ status satisfaction.  This next question also allows for a deeper examination of the themes that emerged in regard to emergency management’s perceived status.  
Satisfaction with emergency management’s status

Satisfaction with status (or lack thereof) presumably is a factor in the utilization of power tactics.  Thus, participants’ satisfaction with emergency management’s status is one of the gateway measurements necessary to the discussion of power tactic usage. Participants’ satisfaction with emergency management’s status was measured with a five-point, Likert scale that ranged from “Not at all satisfied” (1) to “Very satisfied” (5).  The Likert measurement was followed with a request for an explanatory narrative as to why the specific level of satisfaction was selected.  
In the Likert measurement, no participants indicated that they were “very satisfied” (5) with emergency management’s status.  The average of responses across the sample was 2.92 (SD = .83).  Only a small percentage of participants, five percent, indicated that they were “not at all satisfied” with emergency management’s status.  Almost half of the participants, 49 percent, placed their satisfaction level with emergency management’s status at a “3,” with 22 percent of participants placing it at a “2” and 24 percent placing it at a “4” (see Figure 6).     
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Participant’s discussion of their status satisfaction scale selection evoked greater elaboration on participants’ beliefs about emergency management’s status and the impediments it faces.  Some participants were optimistic in their comments stating that emergency management was moving in the right direction; yet, even most of the optimistic acknowledged that further improvements were still needed.  Selected participant comments listed below supply a sense of the themes relevant to the numerical satisfaction level selected.  


The comments of  participants who selected either “1” or a “2” on the satisfaction with status scale focused on challenges that have affected emergency management’s status and how far the field has to go to be recognized as a profession.  The dissatisfaction evidenced by these participants ranged from frustration based on lack of recognition for the field and its practitioners to comments reflecting a sense of divisive fragmentation within the field.    
313:  As an emergency management practitioner, I am not at all satisfied with its current status.
326:  Many still see it as a secondary occupation.  They assume first responder and do not understand all the other aspects involved. This is very frustrating having to explain what I do on a regular basis and that it is a valid and important field.
309:  I think that the politics, the posturing, and the mentality of “good enough” are getting in the way of progress and professionalism within the field. I think the “old school” mentality of looking at the job as some kind of side work or a last job before retirement is seriously impacting the vision, goals, and outlook for the profession. In addition, the lack of standards is shocking and unacceptable.

325:  The professionalization of EM has a long way to go. There are too many subgroups that either do not see or do not feel that an all hazards approach...is worth the effort.  This approach includes a spectrum of activities that can no longer be seen as isolated disciplines such as business continuity, risk management, law enforcement, emergency management, to name only a few.  We have to think outside the box for one reason only … there is no box anymore.
The comments of participants who selected “3” on the satisfaction with status scale focused on room for improvement in emergency management’s status.  Many of the participants specifically noted that strides had been made, but likewise noted that there is still much that needs to be done to improve the field’s status.
303:  While we have come a long way, even the big gains in just the past 10 years, we are still not recognized at the level we should be, or given the appropriate level of authority for the jobs we are expected to perform.
105:  Emergency management has a long way to go toward true professionalism; however, great strides are being made to achieve it.
318:  We’re not there yet, but the work of professional individuals and organizations is making progress.
203: I feel that as a profession there is a lot of growth potential.

311:  Progress has been made in numerous areas but basic emergency management doctrine and training has been somewhat neglected.  Both are areas that are important for professionalizing the discipline.
204: There is still tremendous room for growth and expansion, particularly when viewing the genuine needs and realities of disaster and emergency preparedness opportunities. 

101: There is plenty of room for improvement.

304:  I believe the profession of Emergency Management is on its way to being better defined and more recognized generally – however, there is still room for improvement.
The comments of participants who selected “4” on the satisfaction with status scale focused on the advancements that have been made and the movement toward professionalization.  Some of the factors participants mentioned as having helped increase emergency management’s status were consensus between academics and practitioners, enhanced training and education resources, increased visibility in the public eye, improved intellectual resources, and professional organization support.
315:  EM has come a long way, baby, from the old days of civil defense and nuclear attack preparedness to the current days of multi-hazard planning and response, with a fully integrated team of professionals.
104:  I am fairly satisfied with emergency management’s current status because I am confident that the profession is headed in the right direction and there appears to be a consensus on the part of practitioners and educators alike, that the profession needs to be upgraded.
322:  Emergency management is growing into “professional” status. Enhanced training, education, professional associations, certification, professional journals, books, magazines and higher-level emphasis on trained emergency managers all bode well for the future of emergency management.
323: The existence of degree programs, credentials, and certifications is hope that someday soon EM will be integrated into other public safety and land-development based professions.  Organizations like IAEM have done an excellent job of educating legislatures as to the needs and role of EM.

While the bulk of participants’ scale responses in relation to status satisfaction denoted some level of satisfaction (albeit not at the level of “very satisfied”), the narrative comments generally focused on the challenges still facing emergency management in its movement forward.  It is clear from many participants’ comments that there is satisfaction with the increasing status emergency management enjoys as it has pushed toward professionalization, but even those participants who indicated that they were most satisfied with the status of emergency management still noted the need to keep pushing forward toward increased status.
Emergency Management’s Relationship with the Legislative Community

Following the status questions, participants were asked to focus specifically on the emergency management community’s relationship and status with its primary partner, the legislative community.  Participants were asked, “To what extent do you believe legislators understand the importance of strong emergency management programs?”   This question allowed the perception of emergency management’s status to be examined from a different angle, and gave insight into the perceived balance in the relationship between the legislative and emergency management communities. 

A five-point, Likert scale was followed by a request for a narrative elaboration on the scale selection.  The Likert scale ranged from “Do not understand” (1) to “Completely understand” (5).  The average of responses across the sample was 2.46 (SD = .80).  No participants indicated that legislators “completely understand” (5) the importance of strong emergency management programs.   Indeed, the vast majority of participants rated legislators’ understanding to be quite low with 49 percent reporting the understanding level at a “2” and 32 percent reporting it at a “3.”  A small percentage of participants, eight percent, reported the understanding level to be “1” while 11 percent reported an understanding level of “4” (see Figure 7).
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Illustrative of the scale measurements of legislators’ understanding were participants’ comments that focused specifically on legislators’ lack of understanding as to the function of emergency management, lack of sustaining interest in emergency management directives, and lack of insight and commitment as it relates to funding and legislating for preparedness and mitigation directives that would have long-term public safety and cost-reduction benefits.  Only a few participants selected a “1” on the legislators’ understanding scale, and those who did had comments that were very similar in nature to those who selected a “2.”  Comments associated with “1” and “2” scale selections are provided below.  While some participants noted that a small percentage of legislators might understand the importance of strong emergency management programs, they went on to state that the bulk of legislators at all levels (federal, state and local) lacked understanding of what is involved in effective emergency management and lacked knowledge regarding who their emergency management representatives are and what they do on a day-to-day basis. 

313:  I’ve yet to meet the legislator willing to take the time necessary to learn the nuances of emergency management... I’ve also yet to meet the legislator who actually understands the importance of the work performed by the emergency management community.
302:  Those who understand are truly few and far apart.  Most know they have to have fire and law support to get reelected.  They are willing to build the pork into legislation to feed the request for toys that make fire chiefs, police chiefs, and sheriffs look good to the public without ever looking deeply into what makes an effective strategy.  
102:  I think very few really understand the entire comprehensive emergency management system or the funding that it takes to have a great program and again they pay attention only after a disaster happens.
307:  I doubt that they have an adequate understanding except for a few based on committee assignments.
325:  Only to the extent that they can send funds and grants to people after a disaster occurs. This helps them with their re-election campaigns and is immediate in impact. What they don’t understand is the need for long term investment in mitigation projects and other activities that don’t have an immediate impact or may show no future impact because they prevented or lessened the impact of an incident.
305:  Most legislators at all levels of US government (federal, state and local) have no idea what EM is nor even who their lead emergency manager is by name.
202:  I believe legislators know that strong emergency management programs are important.  However, I do not think that most legislators understand what that entails, what it costs, or what it takes to develop and maintain strong programs.
315:  E.M. as a profession is not well understood by state and federal officials – even feds within the Dept. of Homeland Security.  To some, a “strong program” means ability to respond quickly.  Just a few seem to understand that a “strong program” is composed of multiple elements from planning (including mitigation and prevention) to response and recovery.

The comments of participants that selected a “3” on the legislators’ understanding scale focused on the same themes the participants that selected “1” and “2” on the scale focused on such as a lack of understanding of what is involved in effective emergency management; however, in contrast, a number of comments in this scale grouping more specifically focused on the role past or recent disaster experience had on legislators’ understanding.

310:  I think they understand, but I don’t think they care until something major (like Katrina) happens and turns the spotlight on what role the legislative process can play in making communities disaster resistant.
322: As long as disasters are recent, emergency management stays in the forefront of legislators’ minds.

326:  After the 2004 storms, Hurricane Katrina, Ike, the Greensburg tornado and the mid-west floods this summer legislature were forced to learn about it and its importance.  
311: Hard to determine but expect it has more to do with legislators having seen recent results of disasters within their jurisdictions.
324:  I doubt that many understand unless they have had devastating disasters in their home districts and/or have local and state people working with them constantly to keep the program before them in a very proactive manner.

The few participants that selected a “4” on the legislators’ understanding scale offered responses that reiterated some of the issues and concerns mentioned by participants that had selected lower scale numbers.
312:  …I believe the program has received more publicity due to continued frequency of disasters.
321:  I believe legislators understand the importance of strong programs, but that is countered by the placement of unqualified staff because of perceived experience (police & firefighters, and ex-military).
Overall the participants attributed to legislators a fairly low level of understanding of the importance of strong emergency management programs.  Those participants who did note some understanding tended to qualify their comments suggesting that the legislators who understand  are in the minority and attributed that understanding to either experience with a recent disaster event or experience gained by virtue of  a committee assignment.  Throughout the comments across the scale, participants consistently portrayed legislators understanding of emergency management to be reactive.  If politics, disasters, or committee assignments forced legislators to learn about emergency management the legislators would indeed learn, but even on these occasions legislators would learn “just enough” to support response activities while still largely ignoring preparedness and mitigation needs.  Participants’ perception of legislators as largely reactive in their interests in emergency management, as opposed to proactive, suggests that something must be done to increase legislators’ understanding and support of emergency management.  
Perceived power 
Earlier, two key factors were posited to be motivators or preconditions of support for power tactic usage assuming that, a) participants perceived the need for such usage (e.g., the field of emergency management was not yet perceived to be a profession and legislators were not viewed as fully understanding emergency management); and, b) that participants’ were dissatisfied with the emergency management’s current state.  These preconditions appear to be satisfied given the data reported so far.  Thus, it is time to examine the two key triggering factors more closely – the perception of structural imbalance in relative power and the perception of the ability or internal locus of control to address that imbalance.  First, both the quantitative and qualitative data on participants’ perception of the relative power relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities will be examined.
The extent to which participants’ perceive the relationship between the emergency management and the legislative communities  to be an imbalanced power relationship is central to the present study so three measures of this concept were included.  First, a global question was asked to gauge whether participants’ believed emergency management’s power in its relationship with the legislative community to be sufficient.  Second, a more focused, but still fairly global question was asked to assess the extent to which participants perceived the relative power of emergency management or the legislative community to favor one party or the other or to be equal.  Third, four questions specifically based on power-dependence theory’s specification of dependence dimensions in a relationship were asked to assess perceived relative power more precisely.  These three measures of power are discussed below. 

Finally, a measure was created that subtracted the perceived total dependency of the legislative community on the emergency management community from the perceived total dependency of the emergency management community on the legislative community. High positive scores indicate that participants’ perceive greater dependency for the emergency management community on the legislative community while high negative scores indicate that participants’ perceive the legislative community to be more relatively dependent on the emergency management community.  This measure of relative dependency was then compared to the earlier measure of relative power.  Because power-dependence theory suggests that power and dependence are reciprocal concepts, the measure of relative dependency should be negatively correlated with the earlier discussed measure of relative power.  If all three sets of measures of relative power are consistent, the power-dependence theory prediction made in the present study can be examined.
Participants were asked in a “Yes” or “No” question format whether they believed “emergency management’s power in determining legislative policy is sufficient.”  The majority of participants (87%) indicated that they did not believe that emergency management’s power in determining legislative policy to be sufficient (see Figure 8).
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Participants’ view of the relative power between the emergency management and legislative communities as it relates to determining policy was measured via a five-point, Likert scale.  Participants were asked their view of “the relative power of the emergency management community and legislators in determining policy that dictates the approach taken in preparation for and response to disasters.”  The scale measured relative power with “1” indicating that emergency management has a great deal more power, “3” indicating equal power, and “5” indicating that legislators have a great deal more power.  The average of responses across the sample was 3.53 (SD = .83, n = 34).  No participants indicated that they believed emergency management has a great deal more power.  About a third of participants responded that they believed power was about equal.  The bulk of the remaining participants (56%) leaned toward legislators having greater power (see Figure 9).  So far, the first two measures of perceived relative power suggest that participants viewed emergency management to be the weaker party in the emergency management/legislative relationship.
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The third and final measure of relative power is actually a set of measures, and this set of measures focuses on perceptions of each party’s dependence on the other.  Power-dependence theory (Emerson, 1962) identifies two sources of dependency for each of the parties in a relationship.  First, the more Party A desires or needs the resources available from Party B, the more dependent A is on B.   Second, the less available such resources are to Party A from a source or sources other than Party B, the more dependent Party A is on Party B.  A sum of these two dependencies measures Party A’s total dependency on Party B,  while a sum of the two sources of dependency for Party B measure Party B’s dependency on Party A.  The questions for these measures are presented below.
Perceived dependence of the legislative community

The first two statements measured the perceived dependence of the legislative community on the emergency management community, and the second two statements measured the perceived dependence of the emergency management community on the legislative community.   Participants were asked to indicate on a five-point, Likert scale to what extent they agreed with each statement.  The Likert scale ranged from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (5).  
The first legislator dependency statement was intended to assess participants’ perceptions of the extent to which legislators needed the skills and resources of the emergency management community.  The question posed to participants was, “Legislators perceive the emergency management community to be the primary source of help in preparing for and responding to disasters.”  “Strongly agree” or high scores reflected perceptions by participants of high dependency on emergency management on the part of the legislative community.  Only three percent of participants strongly disagreed with this statement.  The bulk of the participants, 89 percent, selected “2”, “3” or “4”, while the remaining eight percent indicated strong agreement by selecting “5” (see Figure 10).  The average of responses across the sample was 3.11 (SD = .99).   Overall, participants appear to perceive the legislative community to be moderately dependent on the emergency management community on the “need dimension” of dependency.
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The second legislator dependency statement assessed dependency from the perspective of alternative sources of needed resources.  The question posed to participants was, “Legislators believe that they can obtain most of the help they need in preparing for and responding to disasters from agencies outside the field of emergency management.”  This scale was reverse-coded so that high values again indicated perceived high dependency of legislators on emergency management.  The average of responses across the sample was 3.05 (SD = 1.18).   A small percentage of participants, five percent, selected a recoded “1” on the scale, reflecting a perception of very low dependence of the legislative community on the emergency management community.  Once again the bulk of the participants, 82 percent, selected a recoded “2”, “3” or “4”, while the remaining 14 percent selected a recoded “5” reflecting the perception that the legislative community had very high dependence on emergency management.  This pattern of response, once again, suggests that participants perceived the legislative community to be moderately dependent on the emergency management community (see Figure 11).  
The above two measures of participants’ perceptions of the legislative community’s dependence on emergency management were combined as an index.  The Chronbach alpha (.81) for the combined statements evidenced a high level of internal consistency.   Therefore, these scores were combined to create a legislator dependency index with the original 1 to 5 scale range maintained.  The index average was 3.08 (SD =1.00).
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Perceived dependence of the emergency management community
The next two statements assess the extent to which participants perceived emergency management to be dependent on the legislative community.  It is often assumed that relative dependencies in a relationship are zero-sum, that is, the more dependent Party A is on Party B, the less dependent Party B is on Party A.  If this were automatically the case, this second set of statements measuring emergency management’s dependency on legislators would not be needed.  However, a central tenet in power-dependence theory is that dependency (and its reverse, power) is not a zero-sum phenomenon in relationships.  Therefore, the next two dependency measures are as critical as the first two in ultimately determining participants’ perceptions of the nature of interdependency in the emergency management/legislative relationship.
The first emergency management dependency statement assessed participants’ view of the extent to which the emergency management community needs the legislative community’s resources.  The question posed to participants was, “The emergency management community needs the support of legislators to successfully prepare for and respond to disasters.”   The average of responses across the sample was 4.24 (SD = .72).   No participants strongly disagreed with this statement.  The majority of participants (89 %) selected “4” or “5.”  The remaining 11 percent of participants selected “3” (8%) or a “2” (3%) (see Figure 12).  The participants’ generally perceived the emergency management community to be dependent on the legislative community for resources. 
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The final statement measured the extent to which the emergency management community might access its needed resources from a source or sources other than the legislative community. The question posed was, “The emergency management community can obtain the resources it needs to successfully prepare for and respond to disasters without the help of legislators.”  This scale was reverse-coded so that high values once again indicated perceived high dependency of emergency management on legislators.  The average of responses across the sample was 4.30 (SD = .78).   No participants selected a recoded “1” which would have reflected the perception that the emergency management community has no dependence on the legislative community.  A small percentage of participants, selected a recoded “2” (3%) and “3” (11%).  The remainder of participants, 86 percent, selected a recoded “4” and “5” (see Figure 13).  Again, participants’ viewed the emergency management community to be considerably dependent on the legislative community with few if any alternative sources of support.  The Chronbach alpha for these two statements was weak at .63 indicating a lower level of internal consistency between the statements.  Nevertheless, these measures were of theoretical interest, and the items were combined as an index.  The combined index average was 4.27 (SD=.64).
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Finally, to determine participants’ view of the relative dependencies of the emergency management and legislative communities on each other, the index measuring the perceived dependency of the emergency management community on the legislative community was subtracted from the index assessing the perceived dependency of the legislative community on the emergency management community.  This newly created difference measure of relative dependency could vary from -4 to +4 with negative values indicating that participants perceived emergency management as more dependent on the legislative community than visa versa.  The average was -2.38 (SD=2.25).  As predicted by power-dependence theory, this difference measure of relative dependency was negatively correlated (r (32) = -.34, p< .05) with the earlier discussed measure of perceived relative power; indicating that relative power/relative dependency were indeed the reciprocal of each other.  Thus, the survey included three parallel, but distinct measures of one of the key concepts of this study, the extent to which participants viewed the emergency management community to be the lower power party relative to the legislative community.  All three quantitative measures provide similar results.  Participants clearly perceived the emergency management community to be the lower power party.

To this point in the data analysis, the theoretically specified preconditions for power tactic usage have been examined.  Participants generally do not perceive emergency management at the status of profession; participants are at least moderately dissatisfied with this lack of professional status; participants do not believe that the legislative community understands emergency management; and, participants consistently reported across multiple measures that they perceive emergency management to be the weaker party in the emergency management/legislative relationship.  Based on these results, there should be support for some sort of power tactic usage to correct these concerns and the perceived power imbalance.
Support for Power Tactic Usage
In further examining the relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities, participants were asked a series of questions about actions that they might support to move emergency management more toward a profession.  For example, participants were asked to elaborate on actions that have strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators and the extent to which professional groups and organizations have played a role in that relationship.  Participants’ views in this area are valuable in that they allow a more comprehensive understanding of what participants believe is effective in affecting change in the community’s relationship with legislators.  In asserting what has resulted in change, participants responses often reinforced some of the struggles and concerns that were addressed in their earlier narrative responses.      
Actions that have strengthened status
Participants were asked, “What actions do you believe have strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators?”   This question was the first of three questions exploring participants’ views on what should be done to enhance the emergency management community’s relationship with the legislative community.  The intent of these three exploratory questions was to avoid imposing a power-dependence framework on participants’ responses in an effort to explore the possibility of support for non-power focused strategies.  As will be obvious, the questions did get gradually more targeted on power tactic concerns.

Participants’ responses generally focused in the following areas: building and enhancing relationships with legislators, heightened awareness of disasters, and lobbying and educational efforts by representative organizations and individual emergency management professionals in the field.  For example, a number of responses indicated relationship-oriented activities as having strengthened emergency management’s status.  These comments focused on developing better communication and alliances with legislators.

105:  Doing a better job of communicating with the legislators, providing them updates and situational awareness during and after a disaster so they know best how to answer concerns of their constituents is very helpful.  Developing and maintaining communications and relationships between disasters also helps to keep EM issues alive in their thoughts.

201: Awareness and personal contacts between legislators and EM/HS 
professionals.
311:  Also, some sort of program to maintain regular contact with legislators would also be important.

203:  Local Emergency Management relationships with legislators… 
302:  When there are emergency managers who provide strong testimony, with well thought out, simple ideas, then legislators get it, especially if the presentations are such that they help support the reelection of incumbents.  Elected officials love to find an issue they can raise that they know they already have an answer for in their pockets.  Feeding that need is what must be done to form alliances.
Recent high profile disaster events and legislators’ specific experiences with disasters were also pointed to as activities that elevated emergency management’s status.

301:  Recent high-visibility emergencies.  

303:  Systematic failures during major disasters of local, state, and federal response.  
102:  Experience with disasters, participation in exercise, and being members of councils or committees where they learn the details.

310:  Public outrage over disasters like Katrina.  
101:  Good performance under emergency situations is the best way to gain respect.  When legislators know that we can be consistently relied upon during the bad times, they will support us.  When we fail to perform we will immediately lose their respect.
311:  Actual events certainly strengthen status with legislators as they can observe activities and determine strengths and weaknesses.  Also, some sort of program to maintain regular contact with legislators would also be important.
320:  Without question, failings at all levels during and after Hurricanes Katrina and Rita strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators.  
Lobbying and educational efforts by representative organizations and individual emergency management professionals in the field was viewed by many participants as an action that has strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators.  Participants’ included in their responses to this question acronyms for a number of professional organizations, entities, and processes.  The explanation of the acronyms to follow is provided to ease any confusion: International Association of Emergency Managers (IAEM); National Emergency Management Association (NEMA), National Association of Counties (NACO); Emergency Management (EM); Emergency Management Accreditation Program (EMAP); and, Certified Emergency Manager (CEM).
324:  The work done by locals and states to work with our elected representatives is very powerful.  IAEM, NEMA, NACO, have accomplished a lot.  These groups have hired professionals to help them keep up and react when bills and votes come up that are vital to the EM community’s interest, funding and welfare.  With their diligence and guidance, this has benefited everyone.

325:  In addition to the efforts of IAEM, NEMA…and other emergency management organizations when they testify before Congress, the individual emergency management professional should be given a lot of credit for educating  his/her own congressman and senator.  Also, the day to day activities of emergency managers is being noticed, especially after a disaster.

321:  Emergency Management Associations have initiated better lobbying and provided direct participation in addressing the impacts and concerns related to legislation over the past 5 years.  Direct action by emergency management practitioners has improved the relationship with legislators, and has taken away the role of other non-EM practitioner associations (police & fire) from being perceived as the subject matter experts in emergency management.  Legislators appreciate hearing an emergency manager testifying on EM legislation than a police chief or fire chief (non-practitioners).
315:  Making factual-based arguments and engaging professionals…at IAEM and engaging other related organizations such as the National Association of Counties, National Governor’s Association, NEMA, etc., to offer joint and consistent testimony.
304:  Specifically, I believe the actions of the International Association of Emergency Managers have contributed to an increased knowledge among members of the U.S. Congress about the issues of importance to emergency managers.
305:  Increased lobbying and education by umbrella groups such as IAEM as well as certification programs such as EMAP and CEM.

307:  Better organization and lobbying efforts.  Better public relations.
Thus, participants’ responses attributed the strengthening of the emergency management community’s status with legislators to be a byproduct of four key factors; 1) the development of better communication and relationships with legislators; 2) recent high profile disaster events; 3) legislators’ specific experiences with disaster or as a result of committee participation; and, 4) lobbying and educational efforts by individuals and representative organizations.     
The role of professional organizations in strengthening status 
The literature on professions recognizes professional organizations as a key component of professions (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001; Wilson, 2000).  One of the primary roles of these professional organizations is that they often function as coalitions that can affect the power-dependence relationship.  In examining the power-dependence relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities the participants’ perception of whether professional organizations have played a role in emergency management’s status with legislators provides insight on two fronts: 1) the perceived utility of professional organizations; and, 2) the coalitional power these professional organizations are perceived to have.  

Thus, the second of the three exploratory questions examining participants’ perceptions about the emergency management and legislative communities’ relationship zeroed in on support for existing professional organizations.  While the topic of emergency management organizations was already raised by many participants in the prior question, this second exploratory question specifically focused on this topic.  Participants were asked in a query that elicited both a Likert scale and narrative response, “To what extent do you believe professional groups and organizations (i.e., IAEM, NEMA, EMPOWER, EMAP, NFPA 1600 Committee, etc.) have played a role in emergency management’s status with legislators?”  The five-point, Likert scale ranged from “None at all” to “A great deal.”  The average of responses across the sample was 3.54 (SD = 1.02).  
All participants indicated that they believed that emergency management professional groups and organizations had made some contribution (hence, no participants selected “none at all”).  As to the extent of that contribution, participants responses were distributed across the scale with the largest percentage of participants at a “3” (27%) or a “4” (35%) (see Figure 14).  
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The majority of participants’ comments, 76 percent, made following the above scale measurement noted that professional groups and organizations have played some role in elevating the emergency management community’s status with legislators.  Yet even as many participants noted the role of these groups and organizations they also pointed to struggles and failings that needed to be addressed.    
Participants that selected a “2” on the scale focused their comments on the lack of cohesion in organizational agendas and the emergency management community, divisiveness between groups, and a lack of visibility with the legislative community.  

103:  Multiple professional organizations have diverse and uncoordinated agendas and positions. This must be changed.

313:  The lack of a cohesive emergency management community necessarily limits the effectiveness of these professional groups and organizations.

204:  I think I could safely say that 98% or more of our legislators have never heard of these organizations or their efforts.  The NFPA might have a bit of name recognition, but I seriously doubt it would be linked to emergency management.

306:  I’ll bet no legislator can tell you what IAEM or NEMA stands for.
319:  Fragmented multiple competing agendas.
Participants that selected a “3” on the scale focused on the negative effect politics between the professional organizations can have and the limited reach of the organizations. 
309:   I believe they …have played an important part in helping progress the field. However, I also believe that the politics involved with those organizations/associations has decreased productivity at times.

303:  When they play well together, IAEM and NEMA can be a very persuasive alliance.  When they differ, that can be to the detriment of the whole profession.  I’ve always wondered why there needed to be a separate organization just for State Directors; I’m not aware of any other profession with such a division.  EMAP and NFPA 1600 have some value; but they are only voluntary standards so I don’t think they carry as much weight with legislators as mandatory compliance does.
201:  At the federal level.  I believe these groups have little impact on the local level except in the EM community.  Active state EM associations can be very effective at raising awareness at the less than federal, local level.
Participants that selected “4” or “5” on the scale focused their comments primarily on the representative power of the groups and organizations, the value of their contributions to the field (i.e., standards, information sharing, best practices, etc.), and their success in getting and keeping the emergency management community’s agenda in front of the legislative community.  

104:  These are exactly the groups/organizations and professional standards that contributed to the current status of emergency management as an emerging profession.

302:  Having been a lobbyist in three states I know quite well that when you open your mouth, legislators had better hear the roar of a crowd or serious campaign money behind you.  The more organized and substantial the PAC or special interest, the more likely the message will be heard.  It’s an awful truth…but it is the truth.

312:  Professional groups have engaged committees and general membership to comment on draft plans and policies.  Voices heard in numbers generate more attention than the individual whispers.  Professional groups have procedures and a process that are professional and well documented.  They have been held in higher regard due to the collaboration and content.

203:  These professional groups keep Emergency Management issues in front of legislators consistently.  

308:  I believe that as groups of collective emergency managers, and other related professionals, I believe that these groups have been successful in shaping standards and legislation that will positively affect emergency management.

316:  These groups have been our voice when we are trying to get a seat at the table or when we want to officially make comments on bills being proposed. It is extremely important to have the professional groups representing us as a community as it shows a more organized concerted effort.

325:  These are the organizations that have opened some, if not all, of the legislators’ eyes and have provided the Congress with documents that explain and educate them on the purpose and goals of emergency management, though there is still a long way to go. It is a constant process of education.

326:  Without these organizations EM would still be wallowing in the shadows and pushed around as the legislators see fit without any input.
While the majority of participants viewed professional organizations as having played a role in enhancing emergency management’s status via their scale responses, participants’ narrative responses zoned in on some concerns.  Issues such as a lack of cohesion in organizational agendas as well as in the emergency management community were addressed as detracting from professional organizations’ ability to enhance emergency management’s status.   Also, noted numerous times was the divisiveness that exists between professional groups such as NEMA and IAEM.  While some participants applauded the heighten visibility these organizations were able to supply to emergency management, others questioned whether more than a handful of legislators were even aware of the organizations.
Tactics for gaining power

The third and final exploratory question examining what participants’ might advocate be done about their weaker power position relative to the legislative community specifically focused on power tactics, but still did not specify what these power tactics might be.  Participants were asked, “What three strategies do you believe would be most effective for the emergency management community to gain power in its relationship with legislators?”  While one broad theme did emerge from the responses, analysis of the responses produced few other substantive themes.  The small number of themes that did tentatively emerge were shared by relatively few participants and added little to the overall data analysis.  As such, only the one broad theme that emerged is discussed herein.

The broad theme that was touched on by 70 percent of participants focused on strengthening relationships with the legislative community by quite simply building better one-on-one relationships between those in the field and their individual legislators.  The participants believed such relationships would allow the development of heightened awareness of emergency management’s identity and increased education regarding what is important in emergency management which would ultimately result in greater power for the emergency management community.  Notably, this broad theme is in-line with the power tactic of demand creation within power-dependence theory rather than coalition formation; greater discussion of this observation will be entertained later.

The strategies offered by participants’ as having been effective in the past or as being potentially effective in the future to increase the emergency management community’s power with the legislative community focused primarily on relationship building with legislators.  Participants’ reiterated that the emergency management community’s efforts should be on increasing the knowledge level within the legislative community of what emergency management is and why it is valuable to communities.  Many participants indicated that professional organizations played an integral role in increasing this knowledge within the legislative community.  While participants’ noted some members of the legislative community are incidentally aware of emergency management based on committee assignments or disasters that have occurred in their jurisdiction, such awareness was deemed to be quite basic and too often fleeting. 
Support of Power-Dependence Theory Power Tactics 

With the exploratory questions on support for power tactic usage aside, it is now time to focus on this study’s key dependent variable, support for the power tactic of coalition formation.  Toward that end, participants were additionally queried on the survey instrument, “To what extent do you believe collective action from the emergency management community would be beneficial in elevating emergency management’s status with legislators?”  A five-point, Likert scale was followed with an open-ended question seeking elaboration on participants’ selection.   The Likert scale ranged from “Would not be beneficial” (1) to “Would be very beneficial” (5).  All participants indicated that they believed that collective action from the emergency management community would be beneficial in elevating emergency management’s status with legislators (hence, no participants selected “Would not be beneficial”); indeed, the average of responses across the sample was 4.38 (SD = .79).    The majority of participants (86%) valued the benefit of collective action at a “4” or a “5” (see Figure 15).   Only three percent of participants selected a “2” and only 11 percent selected a “3.”  Thus, the majority of participants’ supported the value of collective action as a mechanism by which emergency management could elevate its status.
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The Role of Locus of Control on the Willingness to Use Power Tactics
The primary research question in this study sought to examine the linkage between participants’ perception of the field’s locus of control and willingness to support coalitional activity specifically.  Toward that end locus of control was measured at both the field and individual level.  Measuring both levels allowed the two measurements to be analyzed for possible relationships with support for coalition formation.   Eight statements were utilized to conduct the locus of control measurement at both the field and individual level.  The first eight statements measured participants’ perception of the field’s locus of control while the second eight statements measured participants’ perception of their own locus of control.  Within each set of eight statements, four were written to measure an internal locus of control while the remaining four were written to measure an external locus of control.   Participants were asked to indicate to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the statements on a five-point, Likert scale that ranged from “Strongly disagree” to “Agree.”   The statements used to measure the extent to which participants perceived an external locus of control for themselves and the field were reverse-coded.  The means and standard deviations for the field locus of control are displayed in Table 1 and the means and standard deviations for the individual locus of control are displayed in Table 2.  The higher the mean (on a scale of 1-5), the more internal the perception of locus of control was reported to be by participants.
Table 1. Field Locus of Control Measurement Statements
_________________________________________________________________________

Statement





                                Mean     Std. Dev.                                            

_________________________________________________________________________

Emergency management is capable of elevating its status.
 4.51
  .61
 

Emergency management’s status is controlled by the 

political will of others.E





          3.00
1.13
Emergency management’s success as a community is based 

on its commitment to shared principles and ideals, not the 
luck of the political draw.





          3.95       1.10 

The emergency management community’s potential for success

is limited because it operates in an ever-changing political context.E         3.24       1.09
Emergency management’s success is linked to the commitment 

of its members to emergency management. 



          4.24         .86
Emergency management is only as important as the last disaster.E              3.84  
1.37


The emergency management community is a powerful 

community that controls its own fate.*



          3.22 
1.00
The emergency management community is fragmented and 

is controlled by bureaucrats that will continue to stifle its 

efforts to come together.E*





          3.30
1.22
E external; reverse-coded     * removed from the index

** Based on a scale range of 1-5 with higher numbers on the scale representing a perceived internal locus of control

_________________________________________________________________________

Table 2. Individual Locus of Control Measurement Statements
_________________________________________________________________________

Statement





                                Mean     Std. Dev.                                            

_________________________________________________________________________

What happens in my emergency management career is my 
         
         3.81        1.00

own doing.*  





 
Others are limiting my ability to advance as an emergency                        3.97
1.17
manager.E







 

My work environment limits my ability to succeed as an                           3.84
1.21
emergency manager.E 





 

My successes in emergency management can be attributed to 

hard work.*






                     4.19
  .62

As a member of the emergency management community, 

my voice matters.






         4.11
  .94
It doesn’t matter what I say, I can’t change anything in the

emergency management community because I have no control.E              4.43
  .77
No matter how hard I work, my superiors impede my 

effectiveness as an emergency management practitioner.E
                     4.05     
1.20  

My effectiveness as an emergency management practitioner

is directly proportional to the effort I put in.                                               3.89          .94

Eexternal; reverse-coded     *removed from the index

** Based on a scale range of 1-5 with higher numbers on the scale representing a perceived internal locus of control

_________________________________________________________________________
A Chronbach alpha was run to test the inter-item reliability of both the field and individual locus of control indices.  On the field locus of control index the Chronbach alpha for the eight items was .71.  Two items (the last two in Table 3) were ultimately removed to strengthen the index to .75.  On the eight items within the individual locus index the Chronbach alpha was .70.  Two items (the first and fourth in Table 4) were ultimately removed to strengthen the index to .75.  
The potential range for both six-item indices was 6-30.   The larger the participant’s total score within each index, the more internal the participant’s locus of control or perception of the field’s locus of control.  The distribution of both the field and individual locus of control skewed toward internal (see Tables 3 & 4 below).  The range for the field locus of control was 11-29 with a mean of 22.78 (SD = 4.22).   The range for the individual locus of control was 12-30 with a mean of 24.30 (SD = 4.16).   Not surprisingly, there was a positive correlation (Pearson) between field and individual locus of control in that those who saw the field as having an internal locus of control also saw themselves as having an internal locus of control, r (35) = .52,  p< .01.
Table 3. Field Locus of Control 
_________________________________________________________________________

Field Locus of Control


                       Percentile of Participants       

_________________________________________________________________________

Low (11-17)







  14%

Medium (18-23)






  36%

High (24-29)







  50%

_________________________________________________________________________
Table 4. Individual Locus of Control 
_________________________________________________________________________

Individual Locus of Control


                       Percentile of Participants       

_________________________________________________________________________

Low (12-17)







   6%

Medium (18-23)






  29%

High (24-29)







  65%

_________________________________________________________________________
Explicit Hypothesis Testing

The present study focused on the role of two theoretically important sets of factors in predicting support among emergency managers for an exertion of power as a profession through power tactic usage – locus of control and relative power/dependency.  In addition, the present study has referenced the historically important argument by Marx that dissatisfaction by the less powerful, perceived difference in interests and understanding between the less and more powerful, and perceived internal cohesion of the less powerful are all prerequisites to support for collective action and similar power tactic usage.  As noted above, the qualitative data suggests support for all of these predictions in the sense that participants clearly use reasoning consistent with this study’s theoretical predictions in discussing participants’ own perceptions of the professional status of emergency management, its perceived locus of control, its relative power standing and advocacy for professional action.  To explicitly test these predictions the present study included quantitative measures of the pertinent concepts.

Multiple regression was used to examine the relationship between the dependent variable, collective action, and the three independent variables of field locus of control, individual locus of control, and relative power that were predicted to trigger support for collective action.   The multiple regression equation was not significant with a very small percentage (2.2%) of the variance explained by all three of the independent variables (see Table 5). 

Table 5. Multiple Regression Analysis: Collective Action
_________________________________________________________________________

Independent Variable                              b             SEb          Beta             t             Sig.          

_________________________________________________________________________

Field locus of control


  .02           .04            .12            .53           .60 
Individual locus of control

  .01           .04            .05            .24           .82
Relative power                                      .05           .18            .05            .24           .81 
NOTE: R2 =.022, F (3, 30) = .22, ns
_________________________________________________________________________
The results of the multiple regression analysis are both surprising and disappointing.  The preconditions for the predicted relationship seemed to be in place; the concept of locus of control is well-established; and power-dependence theory has been well-supported.  Despite these results, all is not lost.  Additional data from the survey provide new insight into the failed hypotheses and into the processes of professionalization.  The additional data come from three sources.  First, a return to the collective action question and its associated qualitative comments suggests collective action did not mean coalition formation to all participants.  Second, comparative data on support for coalition formation relative to other power tactics surprisingly reveals demand creation as participants’ much preferred power tactic choice.  Finally, data on participants’ views of the field’s cohesiveness, or lack thereof, suggests that the field has considerable homework in the area of shared identity to do before engaging in power tactic usage.  

The discussion must begin with a close examination of the qualitative comments that followed the collective action question.  There are two distinct themes in these comments: 1) collective action in relation to the strength in numbers; and, 2) collective action in relation to a shared message and identity for the emergency management community.  First, a sampling of participants’ comments regarding collective action as strength in numbers power tactic perspective (i.e., coalition formation) is provided. 
304:   I believe collective action on the part of the Emergency Management community is the only way we will make substantial progress with legislators at both the federal and state government levels.

102:  I have experienced this collective action and it is effective and makes a great difference in outcomes.

322: Elected officials usually go with the numbers. The more people who support emergency management, the easier it will be for the legislators to support it. Make the message vocal, specific, and often and the support will come.

317:  Being on the same page brings credibility to the program, with numbers comes strength.

301:  Always better to have a united front and effort.

104:  I am confident that it is only through collective action that the status of emergency management will be elevated with legislators and as a profession.
303:  Several voices singing the same song is more compelling than several voices singing different songs.  

305:  There is strength in numbers. Just look at how effective the fire and police associations and unions are in shaping local, state and national policies.
320:  Strength in numbers…
.
In sharp contrast, other participants focused on the need to present a shared message and identity as a mechanism of collective action.  These participants addressed both the ability of the emergency management community to come to consensus on a shared message and identity and the need for it to strengthen the field. 

203:  If as a community we could all agree on key issues to promote our profession and programs - I think we would be highly effective.

326:  The EM community HAS to come together as a united voice, the fragmentation has to stop.
202:  I believe it would be very beneficial but will require significant effort to develop consensus and action plans that meet the diverse needs.

302:  There’s a long way to go on this issue yet....the process still sees us as smart people who need to serve the important first responder’s needs as they see fit. We just haven’t risen above the noise yet to be seen as a unique force.

325:  I believe that it would be most beneficial…the problem I see is getting everybody to agree as a collective on multiple issues, concepts and actions.

313: A unified, national approach is always more effective than the current fragmented status of emergency management.
321:  EM laws should reflect similar qualifications in hiring and placement that law enforcement and fire agencies currently enjoy.  You cannot be hired as a cop or firefighter without stringent requirements under current statute across America.   EM practitioners should have similar standards in law and statute.  That would stop the placement of unqualified personnel into the EM field.

While participants were for the most part in wholesale support of collective action based on their scale selections, participants appeared to define collective action differently.  Some viewed collective action in the vein of coalitional action, while others viewed it as coming to consensus on and presenting a shared message and identity.   These two definitional viewpoints limit the value of the collective action qualitative data for evaluation of coalitional support, but reinforce the need to examine the question of cohesiveness in the emergency management community.

Next, a surprising finding emerged in a series of questions measuring power-dependence theory’s power tactics.  The survey specifically asked about participants’ support for power-dependence theory power tactics.  Participants were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with four statements, one per power tactic in power-dependence theory’s typology of four fundamental tactics.   The four power tactics measured were: coalition formation, demand creation, seeking alternatives, and withdrawal.  While the main focus of the research was on collective action in the form of the power-dependence theory’s power tactic of coalition formation, all of the power tactics within the power-dependence theory typology were measured to allow for a more comprehensive understanding of the type of power tactics participants might support.  Participants were asked to indicate on a five-point, Likert scale to what extent they agreed with each statement.  The Likert scales ranged from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (5).  
Participants’ support for the power tactics measured was fairly low with the exception of demand creation (see Table 6).  Demand creation emerged as the favored tactic with a mean of 4.65 and lesser variability across the responses than the other power tactics.  Indeed the mode for demand creation was 5.00, a full two points greater than the closest mode of the other tactics.  
These findings on demand creation were unanticipated but fit very nicely with the qualitative comments on collective action.  As stated previously, the strategies for gaining power that participants provided in their earlier narrative responses on collective action hit repeatedly on the idea of promoting identity and awareness through enhanced relationships.  Promoting identity and awareness (i.e., convincing the other party of how desirable your resources are) is conceptually the same approach as demand creation.  
Table 6. Power Tactic Statements 
_________________________________________________________________________

Statement





                                Mean      Std. Dev.                                            

_________________________________________________________________________

1.  [Coalition formation] The emergency management community               

     should do all it can to ensure that legislators rely solely on the 

     emergency management community (e.g., rather than other 

     government agencies) for local, state and national response to 
     disaster.







         2.62
 1.11
2.  [Demand creation] The emergency management community 
     should actively promote to legislators the value of its skills
     and knowledge base.

          



         4.65
   .68
3.  [Seeking alternatives] The emergency management community 
     should seek primary support from entities (e.g., private business, 

     local governments) other than legislators.



         2.95
 1.13
4.  [Withdrawal] The emergency management community should 
     come to the realization that it really does not need the support 

     of legislators to be effective.




         1.70
 1.15

_________________________________________________________________________
Finally, as a number of participants noted, to instigate collective action a certain level of cohesiveness needs to exist within the emergency management community.  While the participants’ clearly recognized the value of collective action to elevating emergency management’s status, their evaluation of the emergency management community’s current cohesiveness found much less consensus.  Participants were asked “To what extent do you believe the emergency management community is cohesive (i.e., connected and united in action)?”  A five-point, Likert scale was followed with an open-ended question seeking elaboration on participants’ selection.   The scale ranged from “Not at all cohesive” (1) to “Completely cohesive” (5).  The average of responses across the sample was 2.78 (SD = .95).  No participants indicated that they believed the emergency management community to be completely cohesive (see Figure 16).  While eight percent of participants selected “1”, the bulk of the participants split fairly evenly across the middle of the scale with 32 percent selecting “2”, 33 percent selecting “3” and 27 percent selecting “4”. 
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Participants’ comments regarding cohesiveness bemoan many of the enduring challenges the emergency management community has struggled with for years, namely identity, disconnects between government levels, rural and urban disparities, and experience versus education.  This topic is one that evoked strong responses from participants.  The narrative responses to this query were on the whole considerably longer than narrative responses to other queries.   While the general consensus captured in participants’ comments was that the emergency management community was not currently cohesive, some participants’ noted positive movement forward toward greater cohesion.

Participants that indicated scale selections of “1” and “2” primarily spoke to disconnects that were causing the field to be, and remain, divided.  Participants specifically focused on the diversity of identities and cultures in subgroups, the placement of the emergency management function in agencies with disparate or loosely linked missions, divides between academics and practitioners, and multilayered governmental disconnects.

309:  I believe that the EM community is cohesive by function, but not as a whole in united action.
326:  The field is divided and split. Every time I read something it is about a new sub-group that has emerged.  Instead of addressing it together the various aspects of emergency management are competing against each other.  Also EM academia is out of touch with what is going on in the field.  EM academia is training the future professionals and not providing them with the reality, as many have never actually worked in emergency management.  Additionally, many teaching EM are not emergency managers they come from other specialties and try to apply it to EM.  There is a large disconnect between the researcher and the field practitioners.
202:  I believe the emergency management community is not cohesive but is becoming more so.  There are many opportunities for disconnects – local versus state versus federal, private versus public, fire versus police versus EMS, etc. In order to be effective and integrated, a framework has to be established that recognizes the needs and challenges at all levels.  
303:  I think the diversity of the profession currently prevents cohesiveness.  Rural emergency manager and emergency managers from big metropolitan areas have differing views and needs.  One has a multi-million dollar budget and the other is struggling to keep the basic elements of their program functioning….We also lack a common identity.  
307:  Organizations like IAEM and NEMA are doing much to help but there are great divisions between national, state, county and local organizations and opinions.  We can not even agree on basic definitions and standards.  In addition, our assessment methodologies (benchmarks) are lacking.
320:  I do not believe the emergency management community is cohesive across and between local, state, and federal agencies.  A disconnect exists between what emergency management is in theory and what occurs in practice.  Cooperation and partnership are touted as ‘new’ tenets of emergency management, but seem to be rarely evidenced in how state/local and federal agencies and their designees interact.  In addition, certain segments of the emergency management community rarely unite and, to a degree, purposefully choose to remain separate.  This is certainly evident in the great divide between the academic and practitioner communities.  
321:  The EM community is not cohesive because it so fractured under a wide variety of agencies (police, fire, EH&S, general services, city/county administration, etc.), each with its own agenda and engrained cultures.  Each of these agencies define how the position will function, i.e., if the position is assigned within a police department, the EM position takes on a police-centric culture and mission, diverting work toward police centric duties (crime prevention, citizen services, etc.) and is affiliated with like associations. The best example is the International Association of Law Enforcement Administrators (IACLEA).   IACLEA is primarily police-centric in its function and mission, yet IACLEA is promoting its limited EM-related subject matter expertise throughout the country.   IACLEA is unqualified to do so because the role of IACLEA is primarily law enforcement centric.  Few of the IACLEA members have experience in comprehensive emergency management.  IACLEA’s expertise lies primarily in “response-related” missions only.  If the EM position is fire-based, the position is situated toward fire-centric programs (fire prevention, CPR, first aid, etc.).  These practices fracture the role and mission of the emergency management profession away from the core principles of the profession as they relate to preparedness, response, recovery and mitigation.
While the comments of participants that selected a “3” on the emergency management cohesiveness scale also focused on disconnects some also noted forward movement in the field’s cohesiveness.  A few participants attributed increased cohesion to the work of emergency management professional organizations at the state and national level.

203:  Due to diverse backgrounds, often Emergency Manager’s bring past experiences to current positions.  There are two categories of Emergency Managers that I have observed: 1. Retired Fire, Police, EMS or Military Emergency Managers. 2. College educated with no public safety field experience. With public safety experience versus theory educated Emergency Managers, there is sometimes a disconnect.

302:  There is a strong esprit de corps building throughout the field, which is good....They understand how hard it is for each of us to do this job every day and to serve our publics. What breaks that cohesion are the obvious guffaws and missteps of the bureaucratic newbies who are often appointed by new Governors and Presidents.  Without a sense of what this job really requires, and the repercussions of bad decision making, these doorstops have often created impediments to the growth and development of the profession…and have on occasion brought us great acrimony from the public.  Katrina is the prime example of that issue.
315:  Organizations like the International Association of Emergency Managers provide a great number of opportunities for connecting with fellow emergency managers.  State associations play the same role.

311:  Not totally disconnected by any means but there are two areas where there are issues.  One, there is a division between homeland security and the more traditional emergency management group.  Two, not all emergency management disciplines (fire, law enforcement, and EMS) always work well together.
The participants that selected a “4” on scale were the most assured of emergency management’s cohesiveness, but still noted challenges to that cohesiveness such as lack of sector integration, disconnects between levels of government, disparities related to elected officials cohesiveness, and Homeland Security.

102:  I believe it is very cohesive...the only thing that has challenged this cohesiveness is Homeland Security.
308: I believe that the emergency management community is more united and cohesive today than it ever has been.  However, there is a long way to go.  Integration of all sectors of emergency management (public, private, educational, volunteer, NGO, etc.) is important to a successful emergency management program.  Historically, a lot of these sectors have worked within their own silos, only dealing with one another on occasion (if at all).  However, with the September 11, 2001 Commission Report and the Hurricane Katrina Commission Report, it is evident that this cannot continue.  Emergency Managers must understand that an integration of all sectors into a united / cohesive group is necessary in order to effectively deal with emergencies, and particularly disasters.  It is necessary due to the fact that no one sector has all of the resources, technical expertise, or otherwise to deal with all aspects of every disaster.  I believe that a slow evolution that is occurring that will bring these groups together more and more, but the efforts have a long way to go.

101:  There are obvious disconnects between the Federal level and the State and local level.  However, I believe those who are in this for the long run are very united.  I believe we all understand that it is not about us.

104:  I think that the emergency management community, from the perspective of the practitioners is very united on what needs to be done and the best structure to get it done. The elected officials, in my view, seemingly are not so united in their thinking on what is the best way forward.
Participants’ scale scores were spread across the scale; however, their accompanying narratives were fairly consistent in the recognition that the emergency management community still has much work to do as it relates to cohesion.  Thus, this shared identity issue, which is complicated by a number of factors such as subgroups, inconsistency in agency placement, and lack of connectivity between the academic and practitioner communities within emergency management, emerged as one of the key themes in the data analysis.  This issue threads through and brings together participants’ comments about collective action, their selection of demand creation as their preferred power tactic, and their perception of cohesion.
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

George Bernard Shaw once observed, “We have not lost faith, but we have transferred it from God to the medical profession.”   Shaw may have been flippant in his comment, but he captured a characteristic of professions that while seemingly transparent is often downplayed - dependence and the power inherent in it.  Dependence and power are ever present themes in the discussion of professions, although they are rarely referred to directly.  These themes are also relevant in the discussion of the professionalization process.   
This research effort sought to capture emergency management practitioners’ perceptions regarding the field’s status as a profession and the field’s use of power tactics to enhance its movement toward professionalization.  The data provided by participants actually provided fodder for a much richer discussion of emergency management’s challenges in its efforts toward professionalization.  In total, the data provided a snapshot of not only participants’ perception of emergency management’s status and the field’s willingness to use power tactics, but also provided insight into more complex challenges within the field of emergency management.  
The original research questions of the study sought to examine the emergency management community’s willingness to utilize the power tactic of coalition formation to gain power in its relationship with the legislative community, and the relationship between locus of control and that willingness.  The data did show that the preconditions of recognition of low status and dissatisfaction were met.  However, the emergency management community did not strongly support the use of coalition formation as a power tactic.  Specifically, the data indicated that no relationship existed between emergency management practitioners’ perception of the field’s locus of control and the willingness of emergency management practitioners’ to utilize the power tactic of coalition formation to gain power in its relationship with the legislative community.   The data did indicate a perceived imbalance in the power relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities with the emergency management community being the subordinate party in the relationship and also support for the usage of power tactics; however, the power tactic most supported by participants was not the power tactic coalition formation, but instead the power tactic of demand creation.  This support for demand creation emerged in concert with qualitative responses that focused on the importance of shared identity and the need to build stronger relationships with the legislative community that allow the emergency management community to better promote not only its identity, but also the importance and the value of the work it does.
The discussion to follow begins with the necessary evaluation of emergency management’s current status.  This discussion is the requisite baseline for moving forward to examine and discuss satisfaction with status.  Conflict theory posits that two things must occur prior to arriving at “class consciousness,” the first is recognition of status and the second is dissatisfaction with status.  Only after the concept of “class consciousness” has been examined can the usage of power tactics as a strategy for balancing power be fully discussed.  

The usage of power tactics, specifically the tactic of coalition formation, under a conflict theory perspective requires recognition of shared interests as a precursor to coalescence (Dahrendorf, 1959).  This presents a challenging paradox herein as it is clear from the data that in the area of coalescence the notion of shared interests seems to have hit a roadblock.  This roadblock appears from the data to be rooted in emergency management’s somewhat murky self-identity.  Interestingly, the identity issue that surfaced in this study was powerful enough to significantly deter from the study’s ability to measure the next step and indeed the primary focus of the study-- the usage of the power tactic of coalition formation. 
Beyond the above noted discussion the data regarding the willingness to utilize power tactics and the role locus of control and other factors play in that willingness will be examined.  Finally, the participants’ observations on important strategies for emergency management’s forward movement toward professionalization that emerged throughout the data will be discussed.  Understanding the themes that emerged in this area is helpful in understanding where future research should be focused.
Emergency Management’s Status
Many in the emergency management community have taken to referring to emergency management as an emerging or evolving profession (indeed, in this study almost half of the participants referred to emergency management as some type of profession, be it emerging, evolving or growing).  This is consistent with Wilson’s assessment in 2000 that “emergency management is tending toward a profession – by pursuing the principal characteristics of a profession: autonomy/self-regulation and monopoly/exclusiveness” (p.  230).  Wilson’s work, by her own recognition, was “the first comprehensive analysis” of the professionalization process in emergency management (p. 243).  In the almost ten years since the publication of Wilson’s work there has been no work by other researchers that has either substantively challenged or supported Wilson’s conclusions.  Instead, Wilson’s conclusions have been generally interpreted as a signpost of the profession’s emergence despite her suggestion that additional critical analysis from a sociology of professions purview was warranted in the discussion of emergency management (2000, p. 244) and a caution that emergency management may “never reach professional status” (2000, p. 230).   

The happy acceptance of Wilson’s acknowledgement of progress toward professionalization by the emergency management community without deeper introspection has resulted in the discussion of this important topic being all but ignored by the emergency management community.  On the whole, the field appears to have accepted that emergency management has continued its movement toward professionalization since Wilson’s assessment. Few are immune from the leap; indeed prior to the introspection herein this researcher was also quick to accept the labels “emerging profession” and “evolving profession”.  

The lack of introspection within and beyond Wilson’s work has resulted in the emergency management community moving forward without the valuable insight needed to do so purposefully.  For example, a number of important observations in Wilson’s work regarding accreditation and certification processes in emergency management provided the groundwork for discussing changes in these structures so that they could better advance the professionalization process.  Wilson’s work was intended to be the first in a series of scholarly discussions on emergency management’s movement (or lack thereof) toward becoming a profession.  The current discussion is initiated with a like intent and a challenge to the emergency management community to become more introspective on this topic so that the professionalization process of emergency management is not one merely left to chance, but instead one that is understood and nurtured by the community as a collective. 

Dependence as a characteristic of professions 

This study specifically focused its professionalization lens on a key component that is threaded throughout professions – power.  The discussion of power in the professions is a circular one.  Power creates the frame in which professions can control knowledge and entry into their ranks, which ultimately creates dependence on the profession by outside users.  Conversely, the creation of dependence in outside users creates power for the profession. Simply put, a profession creates institutionalized dependence.
 The three approaches used herein to measure a field’s status as a profession recognize in their criteria, albeit never explicitly stated as such, the creation of dependence as a characteristic of a profession.  It is the control exercised over the field that equates ultimately to dependence by the outside user, which creates the power necessary to be recognized as a profession.  In examining the approaches from a dependence perspective the value of understanding power-dependence relationships becomes more apparent. 

The hallmark approach defines a profession as “…a high-status, knowledge-based occupation that is characterized by  (1) abstract, specialized knowledge, (2) autonomy, (3) authority over clients and subordinate occupational groups, and (4) a certain degree of altruism (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 282).  This approach creates a dependence relationship within all four hallmarks.  Abstract, specialized knowledge speaks to a knowledge base typically acquired by virtue of university study (theoretical knowledge), day-to day practice (detailed practical information) and applied application (hands-on supervised learning) (Hodson & Sullivan p. 283-284).  This knowledge is specific to the profession, and its ongoing refinement is fostered by those organizations and publications focused on professional advancement. As knowledge becomes more abstract and specialized it moves out of the reach of the casual learner creating a dependence on the learned professional.  

This mastery of an abstract, specialized knowledge base allows the profession to exercise autonomy and serves to distance outside attempts to control it.  Most professions recognizing the potency of the power in autonomy and the depth of the responsibility that comes with it create internal systems that seek to maintain practice standards and protect clients (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 285).  Autonomy deepens others’ dependence by allowing control of the profession to sit with the profession as opposed to others’ outside it.   Clients must rely on the integrity of the profession and in the absence of said integrity are left with limited options for recourse.

In turn, the profession expects that society’s dependence on it and its abstract, specialized knowledge will result in compliance from clients and subordinate occupational groups (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, pp. 285-286).  This authority over clients and others is maintained by restricting access to the profession through barriers and controls such as professional organizations, entry requirements, and rigorous testing mandates. Altruism is said to arise out of a profession’s recognition that it has a “duty to use its knowledge for the public good” (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 287).  Inherent in the concept of “duty” is noblesse oblige or a sense among those with resources (e.g., abstract knowledge) that those resources must be shared.  Such altruism, while laudatory, also serves to morally legitimize the profession’s claim to autonomy.
Wilson’s approach (2000) focuses specifically on monopoly and autonomy.  Wilson argues that jurisdiction is the mechanism by which professions create monopoly.  To gain this jurisdiction professions depend heavily on professional associations’ ability to build collective power, offer credentialing and influence legislative action.  The power within the professional associations coupled with “a knowledge system governed by theory” (Wilson, 2001, p. 31) results in the profession’s “exclusive right to perform certain occupational tasks” – hence jurisdiction (Wilson, 2000, p. 132).  “Self-regulation of the performance of those tasks” results in autonomy for the profession (Wilson, 2000, p. 132).  This approach, similar to the hallmark approach, creates dependence through a specialized knowledge base, through exercise of authority (via professional associations), and through the exercise of autonomy.

The risk approach views professions as possessing similar knowledge-base characteristics, but departs radically from the other approaches by viewing professions as “the structural, occupational and institutional arrangements for dealing with work associated with the uncertainties of modern lives in risk societies” (Evetts, 2003, p. 397).   This approach departs from the delineated criteria of the other two approaches and evidences a seemingly more direct linkage to dependence based on the specialized ability to reduce and address risk.
In all three approaches dependence of the outside user on the profession can be recognized as a delineation of power for the profession.  This interplay between power and dependence boils down to control over the knowledge of the field and entry into the field (autonomy and monopoly).  Each approach evidences control to some extent over specialized knowledge which is then considered exclusive to, and controlled exclusively by, the profession in order to gain the power to create the outside dependence necessary.  Hence, to be proactive in movement toward professionalization an appreciation of what matters (i.e., power and its consequential dependence) is critical.  

Toward that end, the simplest approach is to ask, “Does the emergency management community presently control the knowledge base of the field and entry into the field?”  The answer to that question is a fairly succinct, “no.”  Yet, the discussion of status is more complex than just a “yes” or “no” answer can illustrate.  Status is not a linear progression that can be measured in incremental steps.  Indeed, status is a state that is sensitive to its initial conditions and little changes can result in big differences.  Also, because the perception of a field’s professional status is a precursor to satisfaction with its status, there is a distinction to be made between the value of objective and subjective assessments of status.

Emergency management when measured objectively based on any of the more static measurements of professions discussed previously cannot presently claim the status of profession.  The simplest illustration of this can be found in the hallmark approach.  Explicit in the definition is the recognition that the occupation enjoys a “high-status,” is autonomous and maintains “authority over clients and subordinate occupational groups” (Hodson & Sullivan, 2001, p. 282), none of which can be fairly said presently about emergency management.  Wilson’s analysis in 2000 although decidedly favorable toward emergency management’s movement toward “becoming a profession” never concluded that it was indeed one.  Instead she alluded throughout her commentary that of the two areas she focused on (monopoly and autonomy), autonomy was the area that seemed most difficult for emergency management to capture.
Participants in the study while quick to note progress in the area of status were likewise quick to point out a number of impediments to affecting change in emergency management’s status.  The impediments that participants addressed seemed to emerge as two general themes, an identity-centric theme and a power-centric theme.  These themes are important to note here as their emergence at the beginning of the survey ended up providing important interpretive and theoretical contexts for subsequent responses.

 The identity-centric impediments cited by participants focused on matters that were attached to emergency management’s identity or lack thereof.  Concerns such as a lack of understanding on the part of others outside the field regarding what emergency management is and why it is valuable; a lack of understanding in the legislative community and by those working with and hiring emergency management personnel of the differences between emergency management, fire, law enforcement, emergency medical services, and homeland security;  and the challenges within the field regarding a shared identity (participants referred to the field as “fractured”, “disjointed”, “fragmented”,  and “not clearly and universally defined”).  
The power-centric impediments mentioned by participants focused on the “constant state of flux” in the field at the hands of external forces outside the field and a lack of cohesion (in regard to unity of action) within the field that has left the field “struggling”.  Participants’ dissatisfaction with the field’s status and their perception of being dependent on the legislative community can be seen throughout their comments.  This coupled with the field’s inability to come together based on jurisdictional, sector, or experiential differences on a unified plan of action resulted in participants’ expressing frustration about “others” who were not on the same page.  
These themes, while not surprising to any one close to the field, carry more significant meaning in the study at hand as they weigh into individuals’ decisions on not only the general value of collective action, but the perceived utility of it for emergency management specifically.  These decisions are ultimately the bricks that build the wall of support that is necessary for the utilization of collective action as a power tactic.   

Satisfaction with Status

Not surprising, given participants’ comments about the impediments facing emergency management, was participants’ general dissatisfaction with emergency management’s status.  Both participants’ scale scores and their comments reflected dissatisfaction.  Many participants commented on improvement of status that occurred over time, but still recognized that there was still much work to be done.  Participants’ comments in regard to satisfaction with status repeated many of the same themes of concern that first emerged in the previous query about status.  Identity-centric concerns such as a lack of widely accepted standards and doctrine; lack of definition in the public eye as to what emergency management’s role is; struggles with a multitude of subgroups within the field that compartmentalize to distinguish themselves, but then cause confusion about emergency management’s general identity; and, the confusion, subjugation and strife that has emerged as a result of the creation of the Department of Homeland Security.  Power-centric concerns also emerged in response to status satisfaction.  Concerns in this area primarily focused on the amount of responsibility that the emergency management community is tasked with relative to its lack of recognition.  
Participants’ status assessment as a field (i.e., it has not yet arrived as a profession) and participants’ dissatisfaction with this status suggest that participants had a fairly accurate sense of “class consciousness”.  As was stated previously, under Marxian ideology and a conflict theory approach such consciousness is necessary to be able to maximize the “collectivization of labor” as a strategy for balancing power.  Marx’s presentation of “class consciousness” operates under an assumption that the shared interest would be similar enough to allow the collective to appreciate the utility of coalitional action to reach its shared goals.  In Marx’s view of this power process the proletariat (the downtrodden workers who were underpaid and overworked) would utilize such action to create balance in their relationships with the powerful bourgeoisie (the rich owners of the manufacturing companies).  The end result would be a more equitable relationship for the proletariat having appreciated and utilized their collective power.  Power-dependence theory operates on the same notion; the collective must share a goal (i.e., power balance) and that goal is furthered by the creation and action of the coalition.  

It is important to note at this juncture that the consciousness of the class herein does not presently seem to be a shared one.  There are two clear mindsets that emerged in the data.  The first mindset viewed the problems with emergency management as being within the emergency management community.  These problems emerged as a lack of identity and structural framework. The second mindset viewed the problems with emergency management as being outside emergency management and the product of outside entities usurping the field’s power.  The most oft named culprits on this front were legislators, the Department of Homeland Security, and other government entities that hired unqualified personnel for key emergency management positions with no factual knowledge or appreciation of the importance or day-to-day activities of the position.  These mindsets mimic the two themes that emerged in the participants’ narratives – identity and power.  While both mindsets result in a shared dissatisfaction with emergency management’s current status they do not establish the shared interest necessary for coalitional action. 
The power-centric mindset emerged as predicted based on a pre-study analysis of emergency management’s status.  The anticipation of this mindset led to reliance on power-dependence theory to predict how emergency management practitioners might respond to the lower power position relative to outside forces, in particular the legislative community.  More will be said about this later.  However, the emergence of identity-centric concerns complicated the picture and ultimately enriched an understanding of preconditions for power tactic usage.  Clearly, a shared identity, not just awareness of one’s power situation and dissatisfaction with it, is necessary for coalitional action.  The participants’ responses made it clear that in some cases it was not the legislative community that was viewed as the source of emergency management’s depressed status, but instead the emergency management community itself.   
Perception of Relative Power and Dependency

Understanding the power-dependence relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities was important to this study’s focus on the willingness to utilize power tactics.  Very few participants indicated that legislators understood the importance of strong emergency management programs.  Interestingly, once the discussion was focused solely on the legislative community’s understanding (or conversely their lack thereof), the participants’ responses became fairly consistent.  The majority of participants indicated that they felt legislators not only lacked understanding, but also lacked a sustained interest in the field’s directives and commitment to funding public safety initiatives as a whole.  When participants were asked to relate actions that had strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators the responses reiterated three themes: better communication and relationships with legislators, greater awareness or a connection to high profile events; and, lobbying and educational efforts.  All of these themes relate to exposure of the legislative community to continuous information that could provide perspective to their decision-making.  This concept, that an ongoing dialogue with legislators is part of strengthening emergency management’s status, becomes more contextually grounded in the examination of the data on power tactic usage.
Shared Interests, Willingness to Utilize Power Tactics, and Identity 

Shared interests play a role in coalescence and the willingness to support collective action.  While the participants in the study overwhelmingly supported collective action as a mechanism to elevate emergency management’s status, it was clear from the reviewing both the quantitative and qualitative data that collective action was not viewed by participants to be synonymous with coalescence or the support for coalition formation.  Many participants’ viewed collective action in their response as the value to the field of commitment to a shared message and identity as opposed to the power inherent in the formation of a coalition.  

The need for a shared message and identity was echoed again in relative concert when participants were asked to indicate to what extent the emergency management was connected and united in action (i.e., cohesive).  While a handful of participants were quick to note that the field was becoming more cohesive, virtually every participant’s narrative comment found some level of divisiveness either in the field or outside the field (i.e., homeland security or legislative influence) that was detracting from the field’s overall cohesiveness.  The participants’ commentaries on the lack of cohesiveness once again reiterated the perceived lack of shared interests and identity.  

This study sought to examine the role of power and dependence in the professionalization process, but by virtue of the mixed methods approach utilized herein a secondary and equally powerful focus presented itself.  Two clear mindsets emerged from the whole of the participants’ comments in this study, an identity-centric mindset and a power-centric mindset.  The identity-centric mindset viewed issues of identity as a key impediment to the emergency management professionalization process.  The power-centric mindset viewed the imbalance of power in the relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities as a key impediment to the emergency management professionalization process.  In analyzing and trying to make sense of the data it became clear that these mindsets, while not necessarily in conflict with each other and also not mutually exclusive (i.e., some participants harbor both), do not require the same type of action to advance their cause.  

This conundrum complicated the study’s original agenda, but opened the door to a discussion that has been long brewing in the emergency management community – the question of emergency management’s identity.  The discussion of identity when interlaced with a discussion of power and dependence in the professionalization process is complicated.  This is because a key part of attaining the status of profession requires a fairly concrete notion of identity and ownership over the specialized knowledge base as well as the “exclusive right to perform certain occupational tasks” (Wilson, 2000, p. 132). Hence, a clear identity, although not explicitly stated in the measurable criteria of the measurement approaches utilized in this study is implicitly an underpinning of professions.

While the bulk of participants hit on identity-centric issues in one or more of their narrative responses, it was not clear until the examination of the quantitative data relating to power tactic usage of the dramatic impact identity issues were having on the study’s key research questions.  The research questions were decidedly focused primarily on one power tactic--coalition formation; however, participants were queried in the study on all four of the power tactics first enumerated by Emerson (1962). While the four power tactics were included primarily to assuage a general interest in what participants’ might support, it was believed at the outset to be of limited value to the study at hand.  Yet, in the examination of the data it became clear that said inclusion inadvertently provided a deeper understanding of the failure of premise that is inherent in Marx’s theory as it applies to the professionalization process and the failure in assumptions in the study herein.  

In examining the data on power tactics, the power tactic of demand creation which seeks to use persuasion to create greater dependence in the other party in the relationship, emerged as the favored tactic evidencing the strongest level of agreement from participants.  Participants overwhelming indicated that they favored the tactic (indeed, the mean was 4.65 with a mode of 5.00 and a standard deviation of .68).   This stood in such stark contrast to participants’ willingness, or more aptly put, general lack of willingness, to utilize other power tactics (coalition formation, seeking alternatives and withdrawal).  The other power tactics’ evidenced such a striking difference in level of support that the support for demand creation literally jumped out of the pack.  Yet, it was the coupling of the quantitative data with the qualitative data that brought a level of clarity and understanding about what picture the data actually painted.  This clarity and understanding, which was only derived as a result of utilizing a mixed methods approach, reiterated the power and effectiveness of using one method to buttress the other. Had only one method been used in this study the ability to interpret the data would have been much more one-dimensional. 

Participants’ support of demand creation as a power tactic that would be helpful in increasing emergency management’s power in its relationship with the legislative community makes sense given participants’ narrative comments.  In its utilization of persuasion and influence it allows for resolution of both identity and power-centric issues. Promoting the value of emergency management’s skill and knowledge base to legislators calls for both a cohesive voice and identity and relationship-based persuasion.   

The focus on persuasion in demand creation is congruent with a strong theme that emerged out of participants’ comments--the need to facilitate relationship building via ongoing communication with the legislative community.  This theme, which emerged from the open-ended query to participants regarding the strategies they believed would be most effective in gaining power for the emergency management community in its relationship with legislators, was also reiterated in participants’ narrative responses to other questions.  Participants’ repeatedly noted that these relationships were critical to legislators understanding both what emergency management is and why it is valuable.  

The measurement of demand creation ended up being the data lynchpin that allowed insight into both the flawed assumptions of the study and an alternative explanation for the stalled progress in emergency management’s professionalization efforts.  Shared interests, which in the arena of professionalization amount to the need for a fairly shared identity, are critical in reaching the class consciousness that conflict theory posits as a stepping stone to coalescence and coalition formation.  

 A key finding of this research is that the Marxian notion of revolution (coalescence) that can occur upon class consciousness has some limitations as it applies to the process of professionalization in emergency management.  The class consciousness necessary to facilitate coalition formation in relation to the professionalization process appears from this study to be dependent upon both shared structural interests and a fairly consistent shared identity.  Absent members of the emergency management community’s identification with the class through shared interests and a shared identity, coalescence is unlikely to occur.  

Additionally, this study found that absent the shared interests that Marx would posit as necessary for power tactic usage (i.e., coalition formation), Emerson’s power tactic of demand creation was viewed by participants’ as being a means for gaining power for the field.  This finding is the point where the two types of issues, identity-centric and power-centric issues, found a joint ideological base for resolution.  Both of these issue areas were satisfied by the dual tenets expressed in the demand creation power tactic – persuading the legislature of emergency management’s value through relationships that featured ongoing communication.  The identity-centric issues were primarily addressed by the idea that a shared value message would be promoted while the power-centric issues were addressed by the persuasion available through relationships that featured ongoing communication. 

Additional support for this finding is evident in participants’ comments in relation to lobbying and other high profile representation that could be attributed to professional organizations such as the International Association of Emergency Managers and the National Emergency Management Association. Many participants viewed the relationships that had been created and fostered by the professional organizations with the legislative community as both purposeful and powerful.  These organizations can be viewed as mini-coalitions, and they were viewed as such when the question about support of such organizations was included.  However, the examination of participants’ comments on this scale, once again, added important context for the quantitative data.  Interestingly, even in the recognition of professional organizations’ role in creating and maintaining these relationships issues regarding a shared identity emerged in participants’ comments.  The lack of a shared identity also emerged in the quantitative and qualitative data in regard to emergency management’s cohesiveness (the extent to which the field is connected and united in action).  The reiteration of these same themes throughout the study further reinforced participants overall message that the challenge in gaining power in emergency management is indeed two-pronged and is based on establishing a shared identity and gaining power.
Locus of Control 

The participants in the study overall evidenced a medium to high individual and field locus of control.  While there was no relationship between participants’ locus of control at either the micro and macro level in regard to the support of coalition formation as a power tactic, the extent to which the participants leaned toward internal measurements was noteworthy.  In the case of the macro (field) measurement the locus of control scale skewed decidedly toward internal with half the participants’ scale selections falling in the high bracket.  In the micro (individual) measurement the locus of control again scale skewed internal with 65 percent of participants in the high bracket.  

This skewing toward an internal locus of control at both the field and individual level adds depth to the data analysis in that it indicates that the participants view control over what happens as not only within their purview, but also within the field’s purview.  This internal locus of control may provide further insight into why participants’ were more willing to support the power tactic of demand creation than coalition formation.  Inherent in the power tactic of coalition formation is the notion that the party with less power gains greater control to change the relationship by virtue of acting as part of a collective.  It is only in such a coalitional format that control and ultimately power can be realized.   Demand creation focuses on control (and hence power) based on persuasion (i.e., selling value based on relationships) which attributes greater power to the individual’s ability to create change.  Although there was no relationship evident in the analysis of the data in this study between locus of control and demand creation, the possible connection between these two concepts deserves more attention under a power-dependence framework.  

Implications
The implications of this study are threefold.  First, it is clear from the participants in this study that they perceive the relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities to be imbalanced with the emergency management community being in the lower power position.  This needs to be remedied (i.e., the relationship needs to be balanced) for the emergency management community to hold the requisite power to move forward in the professionalization process.  The mechanism perceived to be most effective by the participants in this study is the development of strong relationships with the legislative community that allow the emergency management community to increase the knowledge in the legislative community of what emergency management is, and why it is valuable.  
Second, part and parcel of creating awareness within the legislative community of what emergency management is and why it is valuable, is coming to a consensus of shared identity within the emergency management community itself.  More strides must be taken toward bringing the emergency management community together collectively as a field.  Divisions between sectors, governmental levels and organizations must be addressed so that the emergency management community can stand unified.  This may mean that broader operational concepts need to be more readily embraced instead of government or organizational-centric ideologies.
Third, professional organizations operate as mini-coalitions of the field and have the potential to be a powerful part of emergency management’s strategy to move closer to its desired status as a profession; however, this requires these organizations to operate under a shared collective ideology, to collaborate amongst themselves, and be inclusive as it applies to membership.  These organizations operate as mini-coalitions based on the strength of their membership.  The larger the coalition, the stronger the voice; and, the more unified the joint voice across these mini-coalitions, the more powerful the field‘s voice, and ultimately the field’s control, becomes.  Greater attention must be given to embracing all the members of the field and to working for the field of emergency management’s goals as opposed to simply the individual organization’s goals.
Recommendations for Further Research

The exploratory nature of this study allowed for the examination of a number of concepts and theories that were deemed to be important in the discussion of the emergency management professionalization process.  As is true in such exploratory studies, the study’s findings often generate a whole host of additional questions that deserve examination.  Such is the case in this study.  In particular, recommendations for further research in emergency management are made in the areas of power-dependence theory, locus of control, the measurement of professional criteria, the impact of higher education degrees, the role of professional organizations, and shared identity.  
In the area of power-dependence theory two suggestions for future research are offered.  First, is a duplication of the study herein with the inclusion of a measurement of shared identity as a precondition to power tactic utilization.  The present study found shared identity to be a precondition inadvertently and a follow-up study that would specifically measure it as such would be a valuable addition to both the power-dependence and professionalization literature.  Second, a study that that uses a large random sample of emergency management practitioners and measures willingness to utilize power tactics as suggested above with the included precondition of shared identity would be valuable.  The present study was purposeful in soliciting participants that were invested in emergency management and evidenced that investment by either their position or interaction in the community.  This group’s responses may or may not be representative of the emergency management community as a whole.  To better validate the conclusions in the present study, a larger and more representative sampling of the emergency management community should be used. 
In regard to locus of control, it is recommended that a future study be conducted that specifically examines locus of control at the micro and macro level and its relation to support for power tactic usage.  The present study only focused on the relationship between the willingness to support coalition formation and locus of control.  Additionally, the present study utilized fairly structured statements to measure power tactic selection.  A follow-up study that utilized a definitional approach to describe the activities of the power tactic (as opposed to a structured statement measurement) and then measured support for those tactics in conjunction with locus of control measurements would be helpful in better understanding what role, if any, locus of control plays in power tactic selection.  Again, a large random sample would be beneficial in future efforts.  In the current study the locus of control measurements were quite high (i.e., internal).  It is theorized that this has to do with the types of participants in the study (i.e., invested in the field either by position or interaction).  It could be that an internal locus of control is generally characteristic of the majority of emergency management practitioners, as opposed to a characteristic specifically evidenced in the type of emergency practitioners that participated in this study. 

Future research in the area of emergency management professionalization would be well-served to measure specifically some of the criteria that are cited as essential components of professions (i.e., abstract, specialized knowledge, autonomy, and monopoly) with the emergency management community.  Wilson (2000) began the discussion but conducted a socio-historical analysis of the professionalization process.  Given the number of participants’ in the present study that attributed the status of emerging, growing or evolving profession to emergency management  it would be valuable to more precisely measure the actual criteria used to measure professions.  Given the criteria to measure against, it is suspected that two things would occur: 1) study participants would conclude that emergency management had not fully met the necessary criteria to be a profession; and, 2) study participants would supply greater insight into the areas that are not meeting the necessary criteria.  Such a study would be valuable in not only taking the temperature, so to speak, of emergency management’s current status regarding professionalization, but also to help focus on the areas that still need additional attention in the professionalization process.  
Additionally, an examination of the impact emergency management higher education degrees have specifically had on the professionalization process, on the evaluation of status, and the attribution of power would be valuable.  While such examination could provide greater clarity and understanding in regard to the role higher education plays generally, it could also potentially explain with greater clarity non-linear movement within the professionalization process.  Indeed, examination of the impact that emergency management higher education efforts (i.e., the creation of certificate and degree options across the nation to the doctorate level) have had on the field’s professional movement, status and power would be valuable in understanding the potency of building higher education programs as part of a professionalization strategy.  Arguably, these degrees have created a critical mass that has done more than incrementally move professionalization efforts forward and under that presumption correlation should be evident between increased status and power for the emergency management community and the ever-increasing number of emergency management degree holders.
The present study acknowledged the role of professional organizations in professions as well as examined their role in status elevation.  Future research is recommended in the emergency management community that gauges the role that professional organizations should play as emergency management moves toward professionalization.  Specifically of import are the following areas: organizations’ appropriate roles in accreditation and certification processes, potential conflicts of interest between representing the profession and generating revenue, and the challenge of being inclusive in a membership focused structure.  These areas should be examined with a random sample of members of the emergency management community to help inform emergency management’s forward movement.  It is not enough to merely survey members within a specific organization (as many organizations have done in the past).  The sampling frame must be all emergency management practitioners in the United States, be they in the public or private sector, in a non-profit or a Fortune 500 company, at a federal or state level, or in a rural or urban community.   Not enough of the emergency management community is presently represented in the professional organizations membership to fairly respond to these important questions by in-house sampling alone.
And finally, more work needs to be done on capturing and/or developing emergency management’s shared identity.  The work done on the Principles of Emergency Management (Blanchard, et al; 2007; Cwiak, 2007) while a good start, has clearly not been enough to imbue the community with the shared identity necessary to foster professionalization efforts.  Again, future research efforts should reach out to the entire emergency management community as opposed to those that are simply most easily reached by stakeholder organizations.  By broadening the reach of the research it is theorized that the areas of both consensus and dissensus can be fully examined and more effectively addressed.
Conclusion

This study examined the role of power and dependence in the professionalization process.  More specifically it examined the possible relationship between emergency management practitioners’ perception of the field’s locus of control and the willingness of emergency management practitioners’ to utilize the power tactic of coalition formation to gain power in its relationship with the legislative community. This study was exploratory in nature as the primary conceptual frameworks utilized had not been previously applied to the emergency management community.  
This study revealed that a critical precondition of power tactic usage that was not identified prior to the commencement of the study is shared identity.  Shared identity emerged as an additional precondition (in addition to status awareness and dissatisfaction) to the use of the power tactic of coalition formation.  This limited the study’s ability to obtain answers to its two key queries which sought to gauge the willingness of emergency management practitioners to utilize coalition formation as a power tactic and any possible linkage that utilization has with an internal locus of control. However, it was learned in this study that a power tactic that is perceived as viable and potentially effective to correct the power imbalance that exists between the emergency management and the legislative community (even absent a shared identity) is demand creation.
This study examined the field of emergency management’s status both objectively (i.e., using sociological measurement criteria and the work of Wilson) and subjectively (i.e., using study participants’ perceptions) and found that emergency management has not yet arrived at the status of profession.  Study results evidenced that the power relationship between the emergency management and legislative communities is imbalanced and the emergency management community is in the less powerful position.  The strategy perceived to be most effective to address this imbalance was relationship building with legislators that focused on increasing legislators’ knowledge of what emergency management is and why it is valuable.  This strategy emerged overwhelmingly both in the qualitative (i.e., relationship building) and quantitative data (i.e., demand creation as a persuasive measure).    Professional organizations were viewed as one mechanism by which greater relationship building with the legislative community could occur.
Finally, this study set the stage for future research efforts in emergency management in the areas of power-dependence theory, locus of control, the measurement of criteria critical in the professionalization process, the impact of higher education degrees, the role of professional organizations, and shared identity.  By applying theories that are new to the study of emergency management and examining these areas with both qualitative and quantitative measures in this study, future research efforts will have a starting point.
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APPENDIX A
INTRODUCTORY LETTER AND SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Emergency Management Program
Department of Sociology, Anthropology, and Emergency Management

North Dakota State University

Greetings!

 

I am Carol Cwiak from North Dakota State University and this email is not a general solicitation.

 

You are receiving this email because you have been identified as one of 75 practitioners in the field of emergency management whose participation would be meaningful in an invitation-only survey effort dealing with professionalization in emergency management.  You have been selected as part of one of three samples – state-level emergency managers (15), leaders of state-level emergency management associations (15), or practitioners who are active in the field (45).

I have sent this to all of the invited participants in a blind copy format with the intent of protecting each participant’s confidentiality and contact information.  Participants’ responses will be confidential.

This is an important data collection that seeks to address some enduring issues in emergency management professionalization.  Each of you are practitioners uniquely situated to speak to the issues in this study. As a small token of appreciation study participants will be emailed an executive summary of the study (in the Spring of 2009) so that they can be fully apprised of the contribution their collective participation has made.  This executive summary can be distributed or posted by study participants as they see fit (without any further permission).
The survey format (Word document) allows participants to respond at their leisure and to elaborate on their responses.   I estimate that survey completion will take approximately 45-60 minutes. I have been purposeful in allowing for a longer than usual response time based on the upcoming IAEM conference and Thanksgiving holiday.  I want to ensure that all of the study participants have the opportunity to share their thoughts on this important matter.  

Please return your survey to me at carol.cwiak@ndsu.edu no later than December 1, 2008.

 

The professionalization of emergency management is an area near and dear to my heart and I appreciate the time, knowledge and expertise you are contributing to this effort.  I am hopeful that this study will invigorate the discussion of emergency management professionalization and create forward movement.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at carol.cwiak@ndsu.edu.  Or if you would prefer, feel free to call me at NDSU at (701)231-5847 or on my cell at (701)261-8025.  

 

I thank you for the contributions you have made to the field of emergency management and I look forward to your contributions to this study.  I am excited that collectively we will have an opportunity to help facilitate emergency management’s professionalization process. Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedules to participate.

 
Carol Cwiak

Emergency Management Program

Department of Sociology, Anthropology, and Emergency Management

North Dakota State University

NDSU Dept. 2350

P.O. Box 6050

Fargo, ND 58108-6050

(701) 231-5847

carol.cwiak@ndsu.edu
Emergency Management Professionalization Study
Carol Cwiak

North Dakota State University
[image: image17.jpg]



Consent to participate in Emergency Management Professionalization Study
You are invited to participate in an emergency management research study being conducted by Carol Cwiak from North Dakota State University, Fargo, ND.  This study is being done to collect data on matters related to the professionalization of emergency management.  You have been selected specifically by the researcher based on your position in emergency management and participation in the emergency management community. Completion of the survey will provide important data for a study of emergency management’s current status and its movement toward professionalization.  

It is estimated that this survey will take approximately thirty to forty-five minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary.  If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue participation at any time. Completion and return of the survey indicates your consent to participate in the survey. You responses will be kept confidential.  
Participants will be emailed an executive summary of the study so that they can be fully apprised of the contribution their collective participation has made.
If you have any questions now or at any time during the study, you can contact Carol Cwiak at (701) 231-5847 or at carol.cwiak@ndsu.edu.  .If you have questions about the rights of human research participants, contact the North Dakota State University IRB Office at (701) 231-8908. 
Emergency Management Professionalization Study

The goal of this survey is to gain a greater understanding of the factors affecting the professionalization of emergency management.

Please answer every question in the survey as best you can.  If you have comments about any of the questions or want to clarify why you responded in a particular way, do not hesitate to write below the question.  This survey is a Word document and the formatting has been kept at a minimum to allow you to supply any additional input.  
I sincerely appreciate you taking the time out of your busy days to assist in this endeavor.  All your responses will remain confidential; please answer with candor and the appreciation that your comments are uniquely important to this study effort. 
EMERGENY MANAGEMENT’S STATUS

The open-ended questions in this section seek to elicit your thoughts and opinions on matters relating to emergency management’s status.  Feel free to use as much space as you need for your responses.

Explanation of Terms Used in the Following Section:

· Emergency management community - federal, state, local, and private sector emergency management practitioners in the United States;

· Status - emergency management’s current position nationally from an occupational viewpoint (e.g., a struggling field, an emerging profession, a profession, a fractured occupation, etc.);

· Collective action - the emergency management community acting together as a group toward the common goal of gaining control over the field of emergency management;
· Legislative community - state and national legislators. 
Q1. 
What do you perceive emergency management’s current status to be?


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________
Q2.
Are you satisfied with emergency management’s current status? Why or why not?

______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________
Q3.
Do you believe that the legislative community understands the importance of 
strong emergency management programs?  Why or why not?


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________

Q4.
Do you believe the emergency management community is cohesive (i.e., connected 
and united in action)?  Why or why not?


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________

Q5.
What actions do you believe have strengthened the emergency management 
community’s status with the legislative community? 

______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________

Q6.
What things could be done to further strengthen the emergency management 
community’s status with the legislative community (state and national)?


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________
Q7.
What three strategies do you believe would be most effective for the emergency 
management community to gain power in its relationship with the legislative 
community?

a.
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________
b.
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________
c.
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________
Q8.
What role, if any, do you believe professional groups and organizations (i.e., 
IAEM, NEMA, EMPOWER, EMAP, NFPA 1600 Committee, etc.) have played in emergency management’s status with the legislative community (state and national)?


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________
Q9.
Do you believe collective action from the emergency management community 
would be beneficial in affecting an elevation of emergency management’s status 
with the legislative community (state and national)?
Why or why not?


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________
Q10.
Do you see homeland security as included or excluded in the emergency 
management community? Why or why not?


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________
Q11.
What effect, if any, has homeland security had on emergency management’s 
status?


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________

ATTITUDES
The questions in this section seek information about your attitudes regarding emergency management’s status and power and behaviors of practitioners in the field.
Q12.  
Indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the statements below using the 
five point scale below wherein 1 indicates “strong disagreement” and 5 indicates 
“strong agreement”.  Please respond to all of the statements.   


   STRONGLY       
       
      



   STRONGLY       

                   DISAGREE                  
                       
         

       AGREE



1

2

3

4

5

1.   Emergency management is capable of elevating its status.

______
 (1-5)


2.   Emergency management’s status is controlled by the 


      political will of others.





______
 (1-5)


3.   Emergency management’s success as a community is based on its 

                   commitment to shared principles and ideals, not the luck of the 

                   political draw.






______
 (1-5)


4.   The emergency management community’s potential for success 

                   is limited because it operates in an ever-changing political context.
______
 (1-5)

5.   Emergency management’s success is linked to the commitment 

      
      of its members to emergency management. 



______
 (1-5)


6.   Emergency management is only as important as the last disaster.
______
 (1-5)


7.   The emergency management community is a powerful 

                    community that controls its own fate. 



______
 (1-5)

8.   The emergency management community is fragmented and 
                    is controlled by bureaucrats that will continue to stifle its 

                    efforts to come together.





______
 (1-5)


9.   What happens in my emergency management career is my 

                    own doing. 







______
 (1-5)


10.  Others are limiting my ability to advance as an emergency 

                    manager.







______
 (1-5)


11.  My work environment limits my ability to succeed as an 


       emergency manager. 





______
 (1-5)

             12.  My successes in emergency management can be attributed to 

                    hard work.







______
 (1-5)


13.  As a member of the emergency management community, 

                    my voice matters.






______
 (1-5)


14.  It doesn’t matter what I say, I can’t change anything in the

                    emergency management community because I have no control.
______
 (1-5)


15.  No matter how hard I work, my superiors impede my 

                    effectiveness as an emergency management practitioner.

______
 (1-5)


16.  My effectiveness as an emergency management practitioner 

                    is directly proportional to the effort I put in.



______
 (1-5)

Q13.  
Indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the statements below using the 
five point scale below wherein 1 indicates “strong disagreement” and 5 indicates 
“strong agreement”.  


   STRONGLY       
       
      



   STRONGLY       

                   DISAGREE                  
         
         

                     AGREE
 


1

2

3

4

5
1.  The legislative community perceives the emergency 
     management community to be the primary source of help 
     in preparing for and responding to natural and technological 
     disasters.







______
 (1-5)

2.  The legislative community believes that it can obtain the help 
     it needs in preparing for and responding to disasters from 
     agencies outside the field of emergency management.


______
 (1-5)
3.  The emergency management community needs the support of 
     the legislative community to successfully prepare for and 
     respond to disasters.






______
 (1-5)
4.  The emergency management community can obtain the resources 
     it needs to successfully prepare for and respond to disasters without 
     the help of the legislative community.



______
 (1-5)
Q14.  
Indicate your view of the relative power of the emergency management (EM) and 
the legislative community (LC) in determining policy that dictates the approach 
taken for preparation for and response to disasters. 


  EM HAS A 






   LC HAS A


GREAT DEAL 

  POWER IS

              GREAT DEAL


MORE POWER

ABOUT EQUAL 

MORE POWER



1

2

3

4

5
RELATIVE POWER  ______
 (1-5)
Q15.
Do you believe the relative power emergency management has in determining 
policy is the amount it needs to be successful in promoting the effective 
preparation for and response to disasters?  


a.
YES
______


b.
NO
______
Q16.  
Indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the statements below using the 
five point scale below wherein 1 indicates “strong disagreement” and 5 indicates 
“strong agreement”.  


   STRONGLY       
       
      



   STRONGLY       

                   DISAGREE                  
         
         

                     AGREE
 


1

2

3

4

5
1.  The emergency management community should do all it can to 
     ensure that the legislative community relies solely on the 
     emergency management community (e.g., rather than other 
     government agencies) for local, state and national response 
     to disaster.







______
 (1-5)
2.  The emergency management community should actively promote
     to the legislative community the value of its skills and knowledge 
     base.







______
 (1-5)

3.  The emergency management community should seek primary 

     support from entities (e.g., private business, local governments) 

     outside the state and national legislative communities.


______
 (1-5)
4.  The emergency management community should come to the 

     realization that it really does not need the support of state and 

     national legislative communities to be effective.


______
 (1-5)

Q17.  
This question seeks to measure the level of your agreement with behaviors related 
to emergency management.  Indicate in the first column the extent that you believe 
the behavior is characteristic generally in the field and in the second column the 
extent that you believe the behavior is characteristic of you.  



1 indicates “not at all characteristic” and 5 indicates “very characteristic”.

                      NOT AT ALL       
       
      



     VERY       

    CHARACTERISTIC                
         
         
                      CHARACTERISTIC
 

1

2

3

4

5






        IN THE FIELD?

 YOU?


1.  Read EM and disaster research literature

______
 (1-5)

______
 (1-5)




2.  Knowledgeable about the theories, concepts, 

     and practices in the field prior to getting job 

______
 (1-5)

______
 (1-5)

3.  Have an EM or EM related four year 

     college degree




______
 (1-5)

______
 (1-5)
4.  Active in professional organizations  


______
 (1-5)

______
 (1-5)

ABOUT YOUR BACKGROUND
The questions in this section seek basic information about your background. This information will help me to better understand the context of your experience in answering the above questions.  
Q18.  
Is your emergency management position part-time (31 hours or less) or full-time 
(32 hours or more)?

a. PART-TIME (31 HOURS OR LESS)

______



b.
FULL-TIME (32 HOURS OR MORE)

______
Q19.
Please indicate the nature of your current agency: 




a.
CITY


______

b.
COUNTY

______

c.
STATE


______

d.
FEDERAL

______

e.
PRIVATE

______

f.
NON-PROFIT

______

g.
OTHER

______
Q20.
What is your position title? ______________________________________________

Q21: 
Is your position in its own office or department (as opposed to being under another 
office or department (e.g., under police, fire, public works)?

a.
YES
______ (In its own office/department)

b.
NO
______ (Under another office/department)
Q22.
What percent of your position involves emergency management responsibilities?

PERCENT
______

Q23.
Are you responsible for the entirety of the emergency management responsibilities 
within 
your department, agency or organization?


a.
YES
______


b.
NO
______
Q24. 
Approximately, how many years have you worked in emergency management?


YEARS  
________


Q25.
Approximately, how many years have you held your current position in emergency 

management?



YEARS
________


Q26.
Is this your first emergency management position?         



a.
YES
______          



b.
NO
______
Q27.
Which category best represents your annual pay for your emergency management position? (If your position includes additional responsibilities, only include that portion attributed to your EM responsibilities.)
a.
UNDER $10,000
______

b.         
$10,001 - $20,000   
______

c.
$20,001 - $30,000 
______          

d.
$30,001 - $40,000
______

e.
$40,001 - $50,000
______     

f.
$50,001 - $60,000
______          

g.
$60,001 - $75,000
______

h.
$75,001 - $100,000
______

i.
$100,001+

______

Q28.   
Do you have prior work experience in any of the following fields?  If YES, how 


many years?         


Please check YES or NO for each of the items below, and provide years as applicable.  







  YES

  NO

YEARS


a. EDUCATION


______

______

_______



    (e.g., teacher, college professor, 



    school administrator, etc.) 



b. MILITARY SERVICE

______

______

_______


c. PRIVATE INDUSTRY

______

______

_______


d. EMERGENCY RESPONSE

______

______

_______


    FIELD (e.g., EMS, sheriff, fire, etc.)


e. GOVERNMENT POSITION 

______

______

_______


    OTHER THAN AN 

              
    EMERGENCY RESPONSE FIELD



Q29.  
What is your gender?

a. MALE


______



b.
FEMALE

______
Q30.
What is your age?

AGE _________
Q31.
 Please indicate which of the following categories best reflects your ethnicity.


a.
WHITE  





______
b.
BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN        

______       

c.
AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA NATIVE
______


d.
ASIAN  





______                  

e.
HISPANIC OR LATINO (OF ANY RACE)

______    


f.
OTHER (please specify) ______________________  
______
Q32.   
What is the highest level of education you have completed?


a.
SOME HIGH SCHOOL




______       


b.
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE (
includes GED)

______

c.
SOME COLLEGE, NO DEGREE 


______     


d.
ASSOCIATE DEGREE 



______                


e.
BACHELOR’S DEGREE



______   


f.
GRADUATE OR PROFESSIONAL DEGREE

______      
Q33.   
Are you currently enrolled in coursework at a college or university?            


a.
YES
______


b.
NO
______

(Q33a.  If YES, what level of coursework are you                        

                                                                                 taking? 





1.
UNDERGRADUATE
_______






2.
MASTER'S

_______






3.
DOCTORAL

_______
Please feel free to offer any additional thoughts or comments you may have regarding the material covered in this survey.

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________
My sincere thanks for the contribution of your time and thoughts.

APPENDIX B 
NARRATIVE RESPONSES

Narrative Responses

Question 1

What do you perceive emergency management’s current status to be?

	101
	I believe the status is very good and getting better everyday. The scope of responsibility and recognition of EM’s role is growing very rapidly.  The greatest vulnerability, at least in our State, is the almost total reliance on Federal funding to support our operations.


	102
	Growing at a very rapid pace and trying to redefine it’s self to possibly a certified profession.


	103
	Proactive & ever changing due to environment, legislation, regulatory review, congressional and legislative mandates.


	104
	My perception of emergency management in terms of status is that it is an emerging profession.  Much discussion is underway in various quarters on the professionalization of emergency management, i.e. adherence to specific standards, requiring the certification of emergency management practitioners, and, in my view, an increasing tendency to acknowledge emergency management as a profession.  


	105
	EM is currently undergoing changes in our state from a job one took to earn a supplemental retirement income to one of mid-career choice. It’s not at the level of first choice career yet, but we’re taking steps to professionalize the discipline. We’ve instituted a professional emergency manager program (similar to the CEM) and require emergency managers to meet various annual requirements (training, exercising, grant management, etc). 


	201
	Emergency Management (EM) and Homeland Security (HS) are both growing professions.  This is evident by the increase of EM and HS positions. I believe this has been a growing profession since 9/11. Although, EM and HS are growing professions, the profession remains invisible and anonymous.  Few people know what EM is and what they do.  More recognize “homeland security”, but it is usually seen as law enforcement.


	202
	Emergency Management is an emerging and evolving profession.  Where it is most effective, it is perceived by key stakeholders as a critical element in building and maintaining resilience and continuity for an organization or entity (private or public).  Post 9/11, Katrina/Rita, Enron (Sarbanes-Oxley), etc. – emergency management is becoming higher profile either for failures or for successes.  Progressive governments and companies are beginning to view emergency management (and related fields such as crisis management, disaster management, and business continuity) as necessary and important parts of an effective management system. Others still see emergency management as either unnecessary or belonging to individual sectors such as police or fire.  


	203
	As a profession, it is still evolving.  It is still not perceived in many organizations as an important function with dedicated full-time staff.  Generally, a part of other duties. If this continues Emergency Management will continue to evolve slowly as a true profession.


	204
	Varies widely based on jurisdiction, population and perceived/realistically identified need.  In my jurisdiction it is moving forward, primarily because there are multiple active and involved jurisdictions and EM offices in the area, however, as I am sure with many other jurisdictions large or small, there are still significant challenges.  Apathy, both from the general public and from elected/appointed officials is a continuing challenge, as is the overall staffing picture.  We are the silent step child until there are grant funds, disaster funds/relief monies, or other forms of assistance available, then we cannot move quickly enough.

From the perspective of a profession, we continue to see significant growth potential and a rapidly increasing interest in the field of emergency management.  Several colleges and universities have introduced degree programs related specifically to emergency management and the opportunities continue to increase.  I personally believe this increased opportunity is due, at least in part, to the continuing and growing need for emergency management services and capabilities.  However, increased educational opportunity does not necessarily translate into increased professional opportunity, particularly from the funding and “reality” perspective.

I additionally would say, at least in our state, that the role confusion between homeland security, law enforcement, emergency management, and other entities and activities continues to be disappointing, frustrating and tremendously wasteful.  While the upper-level officials in those areas continue to maneuver for better positioning, we at the local, “worker-bee” level continue to be pulled and stretched too many directions, with too many duplications of efforts and expectations.


	301
	Evolving.  Becoming more of a dedicated profession.  Becoming more academic based with all the courses and programs. Still subject to the disjointed nature of civilian government – so not easily/clearly fitting in to government structures as it should.


	302
	It is in a state of flux as a paradigm shift is in full force. On one side are those who have demanded that the profession become more formalized within a structure of certifications and degree programs.  On the other side are the realizations of a declining economy wherein jobs are being cut and the pure emergency planner is being diverted into part time functions in other first responder or civil offices: law, fire, EMS, public works, etc.  Meanwhile, a third leg of the discord is the constant change of direction, policy, and terminology coming out of Washington and the Beltway Bandits.  Every four years they change the direction of operational guidance and the words used within the business.  This does not promote continuity but rather continuous need for the previously employed bureaucrats to become consultants.  Since they retooled the language they now claim ownership of the process, so only they can be the purveyors of the “true way.” So, with these three conflicting elements the entire profession is in a constant state of flux.  With a new change of administration one should expect the cycle to start again.


	303
	I don’t know if I would go with emerging or fractured profession. We have a very diverse profession from private sector, to public sector, to the military and NGOs.  There are professional emergency managers and there are people who have emergency management assigned as an additional duty to their primary jobs.   We have people pushing for degrees, certifications, and standards as a means of strengthening the profession and we have a near equal number pushing to keep the status quo.  Outsiders (and some insiders) hold us up against other professions like doctors, CPAs, teachers, police, etc and say we are not a profession.  What they don’t give us credit for is that the existence of our profession is measured in decades while the others are measured in centuries.


	304
	I believe the status of Emergency Management is a bit analogous to the emergence of surgeons as a profession from barbers.  We’re not quite there, yet, but we are well on our way.  Things like state level certifications and the International Association of Emergency Managers Certified Emergency Manager ® credential have moved us in the direction of professionalism.  Another positive trend in the professionalism in our field is the Higher Education Project at the Emergency Management Institute.  I believe this has helped to create a number of degree programs, which are helping our profession to become better defined and more recognized.


	305
	It is a profession still in its formative or almost infancy stages.  It is not understood by the “common man” out on the street and is not appreciated as a full-player in community emergency response.  It is the forgotten stepchild of other services such as police, Fire and EMS.



	306
	It is still creating itself – and has not found a strong and definite “niche” in local government.



	307
	We are doing fairly well, especially those that have wrapped their arms around homeland security and continuity of operations as additional responsibilities.  These areas are where there has been more attention and funding and they should be part of a comprehensive emergency management program. In addition, the recent spate of disasters (and failures) have stressed the importance of EM.  So it is a time of opportunity, growth and improvement.


	308
	Emergency Management, as a whole, and as a profession, is fine and well. Over the last several years (since the events of September 11, 2001), there has been some paradigm shifts that have convoluted, I feel, the field of emergency management however.  With the development of the Department of Homeland Security at the federal level, and the placement of FEMA under the umbrella of this Department, an inconsistency arose in terms of the all-hazards nature of emergency management.  The Department of Homeland Security primarily focuses around the hazards associated with terrorism.  This is a hazard, albeit not the extent that we see it today, that actually should fall under FEMA.  Terrorism, and the hazards associated with it, are actually hazards that have been dealt with for decades by FEMA – think of terrorism as a hazardous material event or biological event with criminal intent.  
Be that as it may, the perception is that a Department of Homeland Security should be encompassing of Emergency Management, and not the other way around.  I am not convinced that this is correct.  What has seemed to have occurred is that a wave of “homeland security professionals” has hit the job market with little experience in true all-hazards emergency management.  Many, not all, of these homeland security professionals are of a law enforcement or fire background that primarily has dealt with response, and not the additional mitigation, preparedness, and recovery aspects that go along with true emergency management.  So, emergency management, again, as a whole, still is alive and well for the most part.  It’s just been muddled with the reaction (note not a “response”) to the terrorist threat that is being recognized now (as it should have been before).


	309
	My perception of the current status of EM is that it is moving from a strictly operational field to a more robust, emerging profession. I do not believe we are proceeding together as a group, as a field, and as a profession. Right now, each “phase” (mitigation, response, preparedness, recovery) all act independently with various supporters of each phase. In addition, the constant struggle between homeland security and emergency management is only deepening the chasm.


	310
	Teetering on the cusp of major change:  The major, regional disasters of late have increased the overall understanding of the need for a program to look at all aspects of a community’s vulnerability   There is a dawning recognition that it must consist of something other than ‘response’.  This will threaten the traditional response groups – and we will have to find some way to bridge that concern.


	311
	There has been significant progress in the last several years in terms of doctrine and education, but would still classify emergency management as an emerging profession.


	312
	Continuous state of transition whether it be maintaining and/or establishing programs to abide by updated standards and policies, attainment of training to increase professionalism and trade tips and practices, and events around the country which directly impact the development of future standards and practices.


	313
	Bluntly, I see emergency management as an “also ran” in the world of government emergency services.  The basis for this perception is rooted in my observation of the staffing, funding and general operation of emergency management programs throughout the country.  In some states, there is no mention of an emergency management program at all.  This fact alone, I believe, weakens the overall status of emergency management.


	314
	Fragmented and without focus


	315
	Becoming more professional with the infusion of staff who have completed formal academic studies and obtained degrees specific to the field of emergency management. In a way, Katrina did the field of E.M. a great favor by renewing the interest and commitment to “all-hazards” planning and response – and that EM is not all terrorism all the time.


	316
	I perceive emergency management as an emerging profession that has made great strides in the last five years as such. I also realize we still have a long way to go to get to the light at the end of the tunnel of acceptance by all. We need to keep educating others on exactly what it is that we do and how important it is that it stands alone to be successful and productive.


	317
	I feel the federal level will require more professionalism from not only the state levels of EM but also the local levels in regards to emergency management and disasters, pushing more towards an organized response.


	318
	Emerging profession


	319
	I believe emergency management has reached a critical threshold – do we continue to think of EM as a single point on a spectrum of thought or as a layer of processes that transcend multiple boundaries [or verticals]?  My fear is that EM itself sees EM as a vertical/silo of specialization instead of a catalyst for shared responsibility in preparing for and responding to emergencies/disasters.


	320
	Unfortunately, emergency management’s current status is in flux.   Although significant strides have been made towards professionalizing the discipline, these inroads have not been made uniformly across the public and private sectors.  Disjointed is a word that immediately comes to mind.


	321
	I see the Emergency Management profession as a severely fractured system due to the inconsistent approaches to the selection, experience, and qualifications used in the hiring and placement of emergency managers in the profession today.   Essentially anyone can call themselves an “Emergency Manager” – “Emergency Services Coordinator” – “EM Director, EM Chief or EM Administrator”.   The lack of a professional certification or credentialing system like that used to certify firefighters and police officers in every state of the union is needed to ensure qualified and experienced people are placed into these positions.    In the case of fire and police (public safety) services, one cannot call themselves a “firefighter” or “police officer” until some form of uniform hiring and training criteria is established under statute or standard:  attendance in a formal, certified and accredited police or fire academy; successful graduation from the academy; background and hiring, psychological testing, etc.; assignment to a field training officer in a formal probationary period, and completion of uniform standards – the field training officer(s) must certify the police or firefighter candidate has completed the probationary rotation and is certified for permanent assignment in the field; and a certificate is issued by a certifying authority.   
Emergency managers are not typically recognized in any formal hiring process that measures experience in the four main areas of comprehensive emergency management (preparedness, response, recovery, and mitigation).  Essentially, anyone who can pass an oral board, or is selected by a police commander, fire commander, or city/county administrator can be selected for the top position in emergency management in a government municipality based on any subjective criteria used by the appointing authority.  In some instances, no qualification is needed to serve, other than a desire to serve with no experience required or a loosely affiliated association (“I knew the person, I hired them”).   In most cases, the people hiring emergency managers are unqualified to hire emergency managers.  Most police and firefighters are hired under a peer review process – the police officers and firefighters that will be working with the new recruit, or recommend hire based on formal hiring criteria.   
Many people are hired because they know someone, are friends or acquaintances of the hiring authority, or the only person applying.  In some cases, police and firefighters are deemed “automatically” qualified to serve as emergency managers because they simply wear a badge, have a uniform, and have some “response-related” experience.   These types of unqualified appointments continue to harm the profession.   People that have no business or experience in emergency management are being assigned to the profession and learning “on the job”.  Until the emergency management profession is treated as any other specialized field, and experienced, well-rounded emergency managers with experience are placed into these positions; the profession will be diluted by inexperienced, novice or amateur practitioners.   An emergency manager should be well-rounded with verifiable experience as an incident command or first responder (response),  documented performance in developing comprehensive emergency plans, policies & procedures, running the development of a full-scale exercise (preparedness), participation and lead role in a formal emergency declaration (recovery), and experience in developing, implementation of emergency management public education programs (CERT, presentations, and other risk reduction services (mitigation) should be initial qualifiers before a person is placed into a lead emergency management position.


	322
	Good and getting better following Hurricane Katrina at the governmental level. Same goes for the future due to the expanding academic emphasis on emergency management with over 130 degree and certificate programs.


	323
	Transitioning into a recognized profession.


	324
	Progress has been made over the years and yet the business is on hold in the sense that the status and stature of the EM position is still very much the same as it has been over the past 30 years. No and low pay in many cases in many jurisdictions.  There are still many volunteer programs. Only the larger cities have seen growth in pay, staff and resources in most cases.   EM still suffers from an identity crisis.   The brightest light for the business is the many higher education programs and fairly large numbers of people coming out of those programs with various degrees in emergency management.  It would be interesting to know how many go into the public sector vs. the private sector.  Has anyone researched that over the past 10 years?


	325
	I believe we are on a tipping point from which we can go in at least one of three directions. 1. We can go to the “silo” mode in which we are all cut off from each other because we are so specialized according to hazards or response function that we ignore each other. 2. We can  go to “generic” mode in which we treat planning and response to all hazards as completely the same without taking into account the unique problems in both planning and response that each hazard poses. 3. We can go to the “professional” mode in which we take into account both the commonalities and the differences in planning and responding for all hazards.  


	326
	It is improving; however it is still not clearly and universally defined.  Thus making it difficult for others to understand what we do and what it is about.  Homeland security has not helped.


	327
	It is struggling, fractured and emerging; it has not achieved the status of a full profession. The relatively intermittent cycles of disaster make the field an easy target for cut-backs in tough economic times and easy to ignore except when a disaster strikes.


	328
	In transition, moving from a profession ancillary to emergency services to one with a higher professional status.


Narrative Responses

Question 2
To what extent are you satisfied with emergency management’s current status?

	101
	By nature, I am rarely satisfied.  I do not believe that is a luxury we can afford.  There is plenty of room for improvement.



	102
	I think it is a very complicated subject, which in my opinion no one thinks about it until a disaster happens. I also believe it has been challenged by the Homeland Security, which has created and caused many things to happen.


	103
	The Emergency Management (EM) community must unite to explore methods/mechanisms to enhance and improve our system to provide improved customer service from the local/tribal/county (local), state, regional, and national levels.


	104
	I am fairly satisfied with emergency management’s current status because I am confident that the profession is headed in the right direction and there appears to be a consensus on the part of practitioners and educators alike, that the profession needs to be upgraded.


	105
	Emergency management has a long way to go toward true professionalism; however, great strides are being made to achieve it. We partner with the higher education institutions to prepare the next generation of emergency managers. We’ve attempted to bring professionalism into the discipline and help make EM a career of first choice. In addition to educating our future EMs, we need to create a sense of accomplishment and respect in the field. The field must also pay more respectable salaries to fully be on our way toward a great career.


	201
	Huge responsibility and little recognition.


	202
	In the past several years, some progress has been made but there is much more to do.  I have seen university programs being developed that focus on emergency/disaster management and efforts being made to develop more degree programs.  Post 9/11 efforts   are forcing diverse government groups to work together which broadens the knowledge base of all involved.  Once organizations are exposed to emergency management professionals that are skilled, knowledgeable, and effective, the value of the function is improved and growth follows.


	203
	I feel that as a profession there is a lot of growth potential.


	204
	There is still tremendous room for growth and expansion, particularly when viewing the genuine needs and realities of disaster and emergency preparedness opportunities. My state continues to lead the nation in declared disasters and emergencies, and the needs and services related to these situations continue to grow, but resources (funding and staffing) are still lagging far behind, particularly at the local level.  Statistics indicate huge amounts of money for relief, recovery and reconstruction (often ill-advised and politically motivated), but the day-to-day operations and planning activities are typically either taken for granted, not included, or ignored.


	301
	See notes above – still not functioning efficiently within most government structures.  (Q1 Response: Evolving.  Becoming more of a dedicated profession.  Becoming more academic based with all the courses and programs. Still subject to the disjointed nature of civilian government – so not easily/clearly fitting in to government structures as it should.)


	302
	The United States is a country rife with risks from a plethora of sources, with 80% of its population within 100 miles of coastlines, and with a degenerating infrastructure that is failing due to diverted maintenance and poor public policy.  Until we have leaders who think beyond the next sunrise, and develop real 10 and 20 year plans, the field of emergency management will continue to be a game of fire drills interspersed with hunts for grants and some policy struggles to improve a fragile and tenuous system of support and resources.


	303
	While we have come a long way, even the big gains in just the past 10 years, we are still not recognized at the level we should be, or given the appropriate level of authority for the jobs we are expected to perform.


	304
	I believe the profession of Emergency Management is on its way to being better defined and more recognized, generally – however, there is still room for improvement.


	305
	It does not have the same status as other professions at this time due to the fact that most of the public does not know what we do as EM professionals.


	306
	We are getting more attention, but not near enough.


	307
	I am fairly satisfied as noted above. Referencing response to Q1: We are doing fairly well, especially those that have wrapped their arms around homeland security and continuity of operations as additional responsibilities.  These areas are where there has been more attention and funding and they should be part of a comprehensive emergency management program. In addition, the recent spate of disasters (and failures) have stressed the importance of EM.  So it is a time of opportunity, growth and improvement.



	308
	See above. Referencing response to Q1: Emergency Management, as a whole, and as a profession, is fine and well. Over the last several years (since the events of September 11, 2001), there has been some paradigm shifts that have convoluted, I feel, the field of emergency management however.  With the development of the Department of Homeland Security at the federal level, and the placement of FEMA under the umbrella of this Department, an inconsistency arose in terms of the all-hazards nature of emergency management.  The Department of Homeland Security primarily focuses around the hazards associated with terrorism.  This is a hazard, albeit not the extent that we see it today, that actually should fall under FEMA.  Terrorism, and the hazards associated with it, are actually hazards that have been dealt with for decades by FEMA – think of terrorism as a hazardous material event or biological event with criminal intent.  Be that as it may,  the perception is that a Department of Homeland Security should be encompassing of Emergency Management, and not the other way around.  I am not convinced that this is correct.  What has seemed to have occurred is that a wave of “homeland security professionals” has hit the job market with little experience in true all-hazards emergency management.  Many, not all, of these homeland security professionals are of a law enforcement or fire background that primarily has dealt with response, and not the additional mitigation, preparedness, and recovery aspects that go along with true emergency management.  So, emergency management, again, as a whole, still is alive and well for the most part.  It’s just been muddled with the reaction (note not a “response”) to the terrorist threat that is being recognized now (as it should have been before).



	309
	I think that the politics, the posturing, and the mentality of “good enough” are getting in the way of progress and professionalism within the field. I think the “old school” mentality of looking at the job as some kind of side work or a last job before retirement is seriously impacting the vision, goals, and outlook for the profession. In addition, the lack of standards is shocking and unacceptable.


	310
	Since disasters are not going to decrease in magnitude or impact, the need to plan is going to stay on the front burner.  I think the new administration will be cognizant of the need for a larger planning scope – and that the notion of individual responsibility can only go so far.  After that, it is a cultural change – and that has to be driven from the top.


	311
	Progress has been made in numerous areas but basic emergency management doctrine and training has been somewhat neglected.  Both are areas that are important for professionalizing the discipline.


	312
	Fortunately/unfortunately, emergency management has been able to seize the shock and awe from citizens due to the frequency of disasters and catapult the idea of emergency management into action.  People are much more aware of “emergency management” than they were ten years ago.  Unfortunately, emergency management continues to be a “behind the scenes” organization even though planning is completed in collaboration with other non-governmental entities.  Until the staffing increases to keep up with grants and other ever-increasing demands, programs may remain stagnant or continue to suffer rapid turnover.


	313
	As an emergency management practitioner, I am not at all satisfied with its current status.  


	314
	No response indicated



	315
	EM has come a long way, baby, from the old days of civil defense and nuclear attack preparedness to the current days of multi-hazard planning and response, with a fully integrated team of professionals.


	316
	Three years ago I would have place my measurement of satisfaction on a one or two but as I said above we have made great strides so I would say a 3 or 4 is where I am at in regard to satisfaction.


	317
	Emergency management as we see it now locally is taking a back seat and will be forced to take the lead in planning and in emergency situations.   


	318
	We’re not there yet, but the work of professional individuals and organizations is making progress.


	319
	EM needs to embrace the concepts of inclusivity – of cross-pollination – create meaningful [and not particularly politically correct] change.


	320
	I’m fairly satisfied with emergency management’s current status.  The volume of publicity surrounding recent large scale disasters has changed, for better and worse, how emergency management is perceived by both the general public and those working within the realm. 


	321
	Status is often associated with a discipline (fire or police).  Until the profession is perceived as being a specialized field, the current status of the EM profession will remain sub par.


	322
	Emergency management is growing into “professional” status. Enhanced training, education, professional associations, certification, professional journals, books, magazines and higher-level emphasis on trained emergency managers all bode well for the future of emergency management.


	323
	The existence of degree programs, credentials, and certifications is hope that someday soon EM will be integrated into other public safety and land-development based professions.  Organizations like IAEM have done an excellent job of educating legislatures as to the needs and role of EM.


	324
	We have made progress but I am disappointed in the attitude of so many practitioners in the USA.  We don’t feel the need to reach out, share and learn from our peers and their wealth of experiences around the world.   I do not think the US has their act together – we could learn much from others.  The problems, threats and hazards are common to all mankind.


	325
	The professionalization of EM has a long way to go. There are too many subgroups that either do not see or do not feel that an all hazards approach that includes prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery as a total comprehensive system is worth the effort. This approach includes a spectrum of activities that can no longer be seen as isolated disciplines such as business continuity, risk management, law enforcement, emergency management, to name only a few.  We have to think outside the box for one reason only … there is no box anymore.


	326
	Many still see it as a secondary occupation.  They assume first responder and do not understand all the other aspects involved. This is very frustrating having to explain what I do on a regular basis and that it is a valid and important field.


	327
	Local government too often ignores its importance.  The same is often done with risk management, but to a greater degree with EM.


	328
	No response indicated


Narrative Responses

Question 3

To what extent do you believe that legislators understand the importance of strong emergency management programs?

	101
	Those that are interested in EM fully understand the importance.  Those who are focused in other areas say the right words, but have little understanding of what it takes to be truly prepared and responsive.


	102
	I think very few really understand the entire comprehensive emergency management system or the funding that it takes to have a great program and again they pay attention only after a disaster happens.


	103
	Due to continuous change based on customer demands and actual incident actions or inactions.


	104
	It appears that Congress, due largely to the efforts to educate the members by federal/state emergency managers, to understand the importance of emergency management.  Local legislative leaders, seemingly, either don’t understand its importance or is unwilling/unable to allocate the funding at a level that demonstrates that understanding.  I am inclined to believe that federal/state/local emergency managers have not properly educated the state/local elected officials.


	105
	I think some legislators want to understand emergency management and public safety, but I’m not convinced they know their role (or lack thereof). Public safety is always touted during election time as being the top priority for politicians, but with the numerous other concerns of the community (state included), it doesn’t always get the attention or funding it deserves. Our state has a disaster contingency fund that is funded by state law. However, at times, the funding is insufficient.


	201
	Legislators do not understand what EMs do (5 phases of EM – Prevention, Mitigation, Preparedness, Response, Recovery).  Response and Prevention are, generally, the only phases understood and then only in a broad context. I believe the complexities of our job (e.g. planning for special needs populations) and intricate networks that are necessary to do our jobs are poorly understood by legislators.


	202
	I believe legislators know that strong emergency management programs are important.  However, I do not think that most legislators understand what that entails, what it costs, or what it takes to develop and maintain strong programs. Emergency Management is usually staffed out of the executive branch while funding and laws are legislative – many times these are disconnected.


	203
	There is still a lot of misunderstanding of what Emergency Management is especially when legislators speak to Fire Chiefs and Police Chiefs about Emergency Management issues.  The perception is that the Fire and/or Police can handle and run Emergency Management programs.


	204
	Again this is dependant on the jurisdiction and other demographics; however this particular question also has huge political implications.  We continue to see tremendous amounts of federal money directed toward the west and east coast, and one particular region in the gulf coast, with comparatively little to other areas.  Granted, these areas (east & west coasts) are densely populated and carry significant importance in terms of finance, infrastructure, etc., however, these same areas are repeatedly identified for their lack of responsiveness to genuine citizen needs, government corruption and misspending of available funds.  The political implications are to say the least, disgusting and frustrating – case in point, the ongoing funding for New Orleans despite their obvious disregard for prudent, solvent actions and a significant lack of personal responsibility.  How long will the government continue to reward and “enable” irresponsibility while increasing demands and expectations on those regions and jurisdictions that do not receive the millions in resources?


	301
	But don’t know how to make EM strong; don’t understand the management and leadership factors for EM programs to be fully functional.  
 

	302
	Those who understand are truly few and far apart.  Most know they have to have fire and law support to get reelected.  They are willing to build the pork into legislation to feed the request for toys that make fire chiefs, police chiefs, and sheriffs look good to the public without ever looking deeply into what makes an effective strategy.  Everything is about influence.  Little is about outcomes.  When the GAO writes scathing reports about misused, underused, or poorly assigned funding the most that can be expected is perhaps a Senate hearing or an OMB audit.  The people at the helm never get off the merry-go-round long enough to look at the big picture or the truly long term ramifications of short-term solutions.


	303
	I think a legislator (or more importantly their staff), that truly understands emergency management, especially at the federal level, is very rare.  You typically find Emergency Management at the top of the list for budget cuts and when legislators talk about Emergency management its typically viewed as an element of “Emergency Services;” Fire, Police and EMS.  Part of the problem could be due to the fact that Emergency Management is so diverse and can vary so drastically from City to City, County to County and State to State.   Not to mention private sector emergency management, NGOs and consultants.  Some places its part of Police, others it’s part of Fire and still others it’s in Public Works.  The rare exception is Emergency Management as its own Department or a program directly under the Chief Elected or Administrative Official.


	304
	While I have picked one discrete value to respond to this question, I don’t believe there is a uniform level of awareness of emergency management among legislators – both at the state and federal levels of government. 
 

	305
	Most legislators at all levels of US government (federal, state and local) have no idea what EM is nor even who their lead emergency manager is by name.


	306
	They only ask or get involved when it is a crisis.


	307
	I doubt that they have an adequate understanding except for a few based on committee assignments.


	308
	I believe that some legislators understand the importance of strong emergency management programs, but with all of the different issues on legislators’ plates, I believe that the understanding ebbs and flows.  There are a few legislators that champion emergency management causes.  However, I certainly believe that these might be a minority whether it be for political, personal, or other reasons.  My observation is that legislators’ awareness is heightened following a large disaster - in particular one that affects their constituents.  


	309
	I think legislators look at EM as a “disaster field” vs. a full-time bone-a-fide profession. The perception that EM is reactionary is prevalent and is not going to change overnight. I do think legislators are asking for the impossible right now....less funding with more responsibilities.


	310
	I think they understand, but I don’t think they care until something major (like Katrina) happens and turns the spotlight on what role the legislative process can play in making communities disaster resistant.  


	311
	Hard to determine but expect it has more to do with legislators having seen recent results of disasters within their jurisdictions.


	312
	Again, I believe the program has received more publicity due to continued frequency of disasters.  Grant programs have been established; however, it is a continuous effort to maintain funding for sustainability of programs.


	313
	I’ve yet to meet the legislator willing to take the time necessary to learn the nuances of emergency management.  Therefore, I’ve also yet to meet the legislator who actually understands the importance of the work performed by the emergency management community.


	314
	No response indicated



	315
	E.M. as a profession is not well understood by state and federal officials – even feds within the Dept. of Homeland Security.  To some, a “strong program” means ability to respond quickly.  Just a few seem to understand that a “strong program” is composed of multiple elements from planning (including mitigation and prevention) to response and recovery.


	316
	I think they have their own agenda and we are just barely scratching the surface because they lack the knowledge needed for understanding or they are just not interested at this point.


	317
	They know they’re there but as of now I don’t think they understand the true role of an emergency manager.


	318
	Key members and committee staff do understand, but as a whole there is still a lot of work to do.


	319
	I believe any understanding is fragmented based on local/regionalized crises.

	
	

	320
	Legislators have, as they do about a large number of programs, a cursory understanding of emergency management programs.  The amount of sustained funding earmarked specifically for emergency management program implementation speaks to the importance our legislators place on fostering (or being perceived as fostering) strong emergency management programs.


	321
	I believe legislators understand the importance of strong programs, but that is countered by the placement of unqualified staff because of perceived experience (police & firefighters, and ex-military).


	322
	As long as disasters are recent, emergency management stays in the forefront of legislator’s minds. We’ve had multiple disasters the last few years so EMPG is still here and actually received increased funding the last couple of years rather than being totally eliminated.


	323
	Thanks to IAEM!


	324
	I doubt that many understand unless they have had devastating disasters in their home districts and/or have local and state people working with them constantly to keep the program before them in a very proactive manner.


	325
	Only to the extent that they can send funds and grants to people after a disaster occurs. This helps them with their re-election campaigns and is immediate in impact. What they don’t understand is the need for long term investment in mitigation projects and other activities that don’t have an immediate impact or may show no future impact because they prevented or lessened the impact of an incident. 


	326
	After the 2004 storms, Hurricane Katrina, Ike, the Greensburg tornado and the mid-west floods this summer legislature were forced to learn about it and its importance.  Especially when you take into account the financial implications of not addressing emergency management.


	327
	Legislators only focus on EM when there are problems.


	328
	Improving, but still relatively low.


Narrative Responses

Question 4
To what extent do you believe the emergency management community is cohesive (i.e., connected and united in action)?

	101
	There are obvious disconnects between the Federal level and the State and local level.  However, I believe those who are in this for the long run are very united.  I believe we all understand that it is not about us.


	102
	I believe it is very cohesive and I truly believe that anyone that has been an emergency manager for a few years and has experienced a disaster has made them stronger and more capable. The only thing that has challenged this cohesiveness is Homeland Security.


	103
	Believe locals and states are cohesive. The federal system is not cohesive which has been amply demonstrated in their administrative and operational venues.


	104
	I think that the emergency management community, from the perspective of the practitioners is very united on what needs to be done and the best structure to get it done. The elected officials, in my view, seemingly are not so united in their thinking on what is the best way forward.


	105
	Within certain areas of the state, there are emergency management agencies that are cohesive and others that aren’t.  It is a matter of working together from the top down to create a sense of unity.  Our state has created 10 districts that have been newly tasked with planning, training, and exercising together.  They are also required to develop grant funding requests as a group.  At times it’s been a struggle to get all the players to come to the table to work together.  But during our recent disasters, we have seen some very positive results from relationships that have been cultivated over the past few years.  Sometimes there is a feeling of whichever city is the largest or has the most resources in the district will get all the money, but focusing them on building capabilities within the district helps to allay those feelings. An investment into a district response team / incident planning team / exercise planning team is a large undertaking and presents many challenges, however, when an incident occurs where resources can be shared among the counties in that district, we ultimately have a better prepared community.


	201
	I believe this is very much the case in my state.   Generally, we plan and work very well together across jurisdictions.


	202
	I believe the emergency management community is not cohesive but is becoming more so.  There are many opportunities for disconnects – local versus state versus federal, private versus public, fire versus police versus EMS, etc. In order to be effective and integrated, a framework has to be established that recognizes the needs and challenges at all levels.  HSPD-5 was an attempt at the federal level.  States and other communities need to develop a framework and a vision as well.  This must include how to balance the needs of all key stakeholders (i.e. funding) while driving toward an integrated approach.


	203
	Due to diverse backgrounds, often Emergency Manager’s bring past experiences to current positions.  There are two categories of Emergency Managers that I have observed: 1. Retired Fire, Police, EMS or Military Emergency Managers. 2. College educated with no public safety field experience. With public safety experience versus theory educated Emergency Managers, there is sometimes a disconnect.


	204
	Again, very dependant on the region, jurisdictions involved, etc.  In my area the EM offices are well-connected, but in rural areas, particularly where available resources are sparse, this connection is difficult to maintain.  Our state association does a relatively good job in this area, but there are still many all-volunteer EM offices and they simply do not have the resources (time, funding, staffing, etc.), to meet all the needs and expectations presented.  Our EM offices work well together and are quick to assist in any and all situations, but there is still the ever-present challenge of getting all participants to “play well with others.”  There are obviously some exceptions, but as long as knowledge is power there will continue to be some professional jealousy, lack of genuine overall coordination, etc.  This is further complicated when grant, budgetary and other funding mechanisms become so competitive that departments and offices within the same jurisdiction can not even work together.  Personal agenda items too often trump public needs and the general welfare of our citizens.


	301
	Common doctrine is emerging, but EM programs at all levels are subject to the inefficiency of the government and no strict chain of command linking all together.


	302
	There is a strong esprit de corps building throughout the field, which is good. I was quite amazed how taken people were when I would wear my CEM button (which I, by the way, resigned from rather publicly). They understand how hard it is for each of us to do this job every day and to serve our publics.  What breaks that cohesion are the obvious guffaws and missteps of the bureaucratic newbies who are often appointed by new Governors and Presidents.  Without a sense of what this job really requires, and the repercussions of bad decision making, these doorstops have often created impediments to the growth and development of the profession…and have on occasion brought us great acrimony from the public.  Katrina is the prime example of that issue.

	303
	I think the diversity of the profession currently prevents cohesiveness.  Rural emergency manager and emergency managers from big metropolitan areas have differing views and needs.  One has a multi-million dollar budget and the other is struggling to keep the basic elements of their program functioning.  Emergency Managers in our State who work for the Sheriff’s Office typically are not allowed to lobby or take positions or make an opinion on legislative issues; that’s left up to the Sheriff, and they usually have higher priority issues (i.e., law enforcement issues) that they  concentrate on.  As mentioned before you have one side pushing for more formal education, certification and standards and the other seeking to keep things as they have always been.  Both can be equally correct – it’s all relative to the situation they are in.  We also lack a common identity.  APWA exists in Chapters at the State level and at the national level; as does the IAFC and other professional organizations.  We have varying names for state level Emergency Management Associations and we have IAEM-USA at the National level.


	304
	I chose a discrete value of 3.5 to respond to this question because I think there are a number of commonalities among emergency managers, but there are also differences of interest – particularly between local government and state government emergency managers.


	305
	We are getting better at becoming more cohesive as a profession in the US, however, due to our small #s (much less than police or Fire), it is hard to identify and connect those people responsible for EM across this huge nation.


	306
	Local, State, and Federal levels are more competing than cooperating.  Local governments are doing a better job at working together on regional basis.  But there still is major room for improvement…for example, there is no “major cities Emergency Managers group” like Police and Fire have.


	307
	Organizations like IAEM and NEMA are doing much to help but there are great divisions between national, state, county and local organizations and opinions.  We can not even agree on basic definitions and standards.  In addition, our assessment methodologies (benchmarks) are lacking.


	308
	I believe that the emergency management community is more united and cohesive today than it ever has been.  However, there is a long way to go.  Integration of all sectors of emergency management (public, private, educational, volunteer, NGO, etc.) is important to a successful emergency management program.  Historically, a lot of these sectors have worked within their own silos, only dealing with one another on occasion (if at all).  However, with the September 11, 2001 Commission Report and the Hurricane Katrina Commission Report, it is evident that this cannot continue.  Emergency Managers must understand that an integration of all sectors into a united / cohesive group is necessary in order to effectively deal with emergencies, and particularly disasters.  It is necessary due to the fact that no one sector has all of the resources, technical expertise, or otherwise to deal with all aspects of every disaster.  I believe that a slow evolution that is occurring that will bring these groups together more and more, but the efforts have a long way to go.


	309
	I believe that the EM community is cohesive by function, but not as a whole in united action. 



	310
	The answer depends on how you define ‘emergency management practitioners’.  There is a wide range of definitions.  If you mean the practitioners who look at the entire picture of prepare, respond, recovery, mitigate as well as continuity and prevention.


	311
	Not totally disconnected by any means but there are two areas where there are issues.  One, there is a division between homeland security and the more traditional emergency management group.  Two, not all emergency management disciplines (fire, law enforcement, and EMS) always work well together.


	312
	Emergency Managers do not have a lot of opportunities to engage in one-on-one networking (budgets, part-time employees, lack of association).  It is disturbing to garner support with comrades through e-mail and other technological advances.  Again, some budgets can not accommodate the technology and/or positions have not been trained in the technology.  Local, statewide, and regional training/workshops would be a great way to “build” connectivity.


	313
	I believe there are pockets of unity and cohesion, but there is not a national cohesion of any significance.  For example, there are state associations and regional associations of emergency management, but no true national unity when it comes to emergency management.


	314
	No response indicated



	315
	Organizations like the International Association of Emergency Managers provide a great number of opportunities for connecting with fellow emergency managers.  State associations play the same role.


	316
	From my perspective I think we are extremely united, though that may only be because I have a specific niche within this field. The city and county EMs in my area also seem to be quite cohesive so I can only use that as a measurement for the rest of the US.


	317
	I think the State has tried to bring the EM community together but in the same breath has divided the state into East vs. West.

	318
	Still too many who think they’re part of emergency services/response without a “big picture” understanding.


	319
	Multiple organizations with multiple agendas – several of which have multiple competitive subgroups fighting within their respective organizations.
 

	320
	I do not believe the emergency management community is cohesive across and between local, state, and federal agencies.  A disconnect exists between what emergency management is in theory and what occurs in practice.  Cooperation and partnership are touted as ‘new’ tenets of emergency management, but seem to be rarely evidenced in how state/local and federal agencies and their designees interact.  In addition, certain segments of the emergency management community rarely unite and, to a degree, purposefully choose to remain separate.  This is certainly evident in the great divide between the academic and practitioner communities.  


	321
	The EM community is not cohesive because it so fractured under a wide variety of agencies (police, fire, EH&S, general services, city/county administration, etc.), each with own agenda and engrained cultures.   Each of these agencies define how the position will function, i.e., if the position is assigned within a police department, the EM position takes on a police-centric culture and mission, diverting work toward police centric duties (crime prevention, citizen services, etc.) and is affiliated with like associations.    The best example is the International Association of Law Enforcement Administrators (IACLEA).   IACLEA is primarily police-centric in its function and mission, yet IACLEA is promoting its limited EM-related subject matter expertise throughout the country.   IACLEA is unqualified to do so because the role of IACLEA is primarily law enforcement centric.   Few of the IACLEA members have experience in comprehensive emergency management.   IACLEA’s expertise lies primarily in “response-related” missions only.   If the EM position is fire-based, the position is situated toward fire-centric programs (fire prevention, CPR, first aid, etc.).  These practices fracture the role and mission of the emergency management profession away from the core principles of the profession as they relate to preparedness, response, recovery and mitigation.


	322
	Where the communities have actual emergency managers, they have cohesive and coherent programs. Emergency managers know how to do this and to make it happen. In those communities without real emergency managers, the program is weak. As an overall community, emergency managers have numerous professional associations, journals, student associations, and list-serves to keep connected.


	323
	Historically, I believe the reason EM had such an uphill battle with legitimacy was because of the lack of professional standards.  Now with NIMS, such standards as ICS are being integrated into programs across the country.  Even so, I believe it will take another 10-20 years to truly unite us as a profession.


	324
	I believe many of the smaller jurisdictions are very much isolated and are working from a volunteer stance.   In some states, the homeland security threat and monies have created clustering of counties or jurisdictions that may have helped.   The fact that every jurisdiction is not clamoring to be a member of IAEM is evidence that they are not cohesive.


	325
	As I said, we are at a tipping point. We could become more cohesive in the future. If we look at only certain organizations such as IAEM, we see that they have done a great job of bringing together those people that have a title of emergency managers next to their name. However, I think that there are so many more professions out there that have a piece of the emergency management pie within a community or an organization. They often don’t see or refuse to admit that they fit into the overall big picture of emergency management.


	326
	The field is divided and split. Every time I read something is about a new sub-group that has emerged.  Instead of addressing it together the various aspects of emergency management are competing against each other.  Also EM academia is out of touch with what is going on in the field.  EM academia is training the future professionals and not providing them with the reality, as many have never actually worked in emergency management.  Additionally, many teaching EM are not emergency managers they come from other specialties and try to apply it to EM.  There is a large disconnect between the researcher and the field practitioners.


	327
	Currently EMs come from too many different professional backgrounds, unlike law and fire folks, who have a defined culture that is common to law and to fire.


	328
	Still relatively disconnected from the local level.


Narrative Responses

Question 5

What actions do you believe have strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators?  
	101
	Good performance under emergency situations is the best way to gain respect.  When legislators know that we can be consistently relied upon during the bad times, they will support us.  When we fail to perform we will immediately lose their respect.


	102
	Experience with disasters, participation in exercise, and being members of councils or committees where they learn the details.


	103
	The ability to comprehensively plan locally and regionally with our partners and customers; the myth and reality of FEMA being the panacea for preparedness, response, recovery, and mitigation efforts. Finally, the incorporation of antiterrorism preparedness planning initiatives into the emergency management environment.


	104
	I think that the most compelling action has been an acknowledgement that emergency managers must be held accountable for the decisions that they make and the willingness on the part of practitioners to do so.  The development of standards and the considered strategy to market emergency management relating what managers do to saving lives and keeping people safe.


	105
	Doing a better job of communicating with the legislators, providing them updates and situational awareness during and after a disaster so they know best how to answer concerns of their constituents is very helpful.  Developing and maintaining communications and relationships between disasters also helps to keep EM issues alive in their thoughts.


	201
	Awareness and personal contacts between legislators and EM/HS professionals.


	202
	Presidential Directives, cabinet level for DHS and similar approaches at state levels, effective response management (where emergency management has worked well).


	203
	Local Emergency Management relationships with legislators, active lobbying by International Association of Emergency Managers (IAEM) and State Associations.


	204
	In my state it is clearly the frequency and magnitude of our disaster and emergency incident history, combined with the ever-present threat of additional incidents and disasters.  As previously stated, we lead the nation in disaster and emergency declarations and because of this history we are constantly working one or more aspects of emergency management, hopefully and quite often with the participation (of sorts) of the local and state legislators and/or their offices.  We are fortunate in that we do have some elected officials at varying levels who are very supportive of our efforts and continue to see the genuine need.


	301
	Recent high-visibility emergencies. 
 

	302
	When there are emergency managers who provide strong testimony, with well thought out, simple ideas, then legislators get it, especially if the presentations are such that they help support the reelection of incumbents.  Elected officials love to find an issue they can raise that they know they already have an answer for in their pockets.  Feeding that need is what must be done to form alliances.


	303
	Systematic failures during major disasters of local, state, and federal response.  Better representation of IAEM at the national level with our federal legislators.  Unfortunately legislators’ memory is short-term and without disasters in the news, their understanding and support quickly fades.


	304
	Specifically, I believe the actions of the International Association of Emergency Managers have contributed to an increased knowledge among members of the U.S. Congress about the issues of importance to emergency managers.


	305
	Increased lobbying and education by umbrella groups such as IAEM as well as certification programs such as EMAP and CEM.


	306
	The way we have managed Homeland Security grants.  And our occasional high profile during major incidents.


	307
	Better organization and lobbying efforts.  Better public relations.


	308
	Not sure.


	309
	I think the formation of DHS will, in the long run, strengthen the legitimacy of the field. I think conferences, seminars, and higher education programs all provide credibility and status with legislators. I also believe that additional standardization and quick response has increased the position of the field for legislators.


	310
	Public outrage over disasters like Katrina. 
 

	311
	Actual events certainly strengthen status with legislators as they can observe activities and determine strengths and weaknesses.  Also, some sort of program to maintain regular contact with legislators would also be important.


	312
	Voices in or on behalf of numbers!  It has been beneficial to testify on behalf of constituents and provide the numbers represented.  A strong representation garners attentiveness to the issue.  Legislators are keenly aware of what has gone wrong with past disasters, and seem to be a little more interested in being proactive.


	313
	The hazard mitigation program served to move emergency management to the front of the legislature’s mind.  It brought funds for infrastructure projects and community improvements that legislators could latch onto.


	314
	The creation of the Department of Emergency Services Advisory Committee (DESAC).   Even though it hasn’t been as effective as hoped, it gives the impression that everyone is sitting down at one table and working out problems.


	315
	Making factual-based arguments and engaging professionals such as Martha Braddock at IAEM and engaging other related organizations such as the National Association of Counties, National Governor’s Association, NEMA, etc., to offer joint and consistent testimony.


	316
	Absolutely the only thing in my mind is when we react to a bill that is out there that wants to dictate what we, as emergency managers, are supposed to do without including any emergency managers in the decision making process. There are too many cops with blinders on that don’t understand there is more to this field than “roger that”, but yet they want to tell us what the “right way” is to respond.


	317
	The amount of monies coming through DES in the form of grants and programs.



	318
	IAEM’s strong efforts in government affairs.   


	319
	I don’t believe there has been a strengthening.


	320
	Without question, failings at all levels during and after Hurricanes Katrina and Rita strengthened the emergency management community’s status with legislators.  


	321
	Emergency Management Associations have initiated better lobbying and provided direct participation in addressing the impacts and concerns related to legislation over the past 5 years.  Direct action by emergency management practitioners has improved the relationship with legislators, and has taken away the role of other non-EM practitioner associations (police & fire) from being perceived as the subject matter experts in emergency management.    Legislators appreciate hearing an emergency manager testifying on EM legislation than a police chief or fire chief (non-practitioners).


	322
	Three things strengthened our status with the legislators. One was Paulson, Director of FEMA. He has been very good in improving FEMA’s image. Second was IAEM, the Governmental Affairs Committee, and Martha Braddock, IAEM Governmental Affairs Advisor. Third, activities by individual emergency managers in communicating with their elected officials and their abilities to manage the last few disasters so well and so visibly in the media.


	323
	Educating individual legislative representatives, lobbying by organizations like IAEM, better organized state EM organizations, public pressure to staff and equip first responders.


	324
	The work done by locals and states to work with our elected representatives is very powerful.  IAEM, NEMA, NACO, have accomplished a lot.  These groups have hired professionals to help them keep up and react when bills and votes come up that are vital to the EM community’s interest, funding and welfare.  With their diligence and guidance, this has benefited everyone.


	325
	In addition to the efforts of IAEM, NEMA and NASTTPO and other emergency management organizations when they testify before Congress, the individual emergency management professional should be given a lot of credit for educating  his/her own congressman and senator.  Also, the day to day activities of emergency managers is being noticed, especially after a disaster.


	326
	Continued education of the legislators, cohesion within the profession and continued improvement of academia and certifications related to EM.


	327
	The current rash of serious disasters from 9-11 and Katrina has kept EM on the front pages. EM as a profession is still not a fully effective lobbying force.


	328
	Better communication between state agency (EM) and legislative functions.


Narrative Responses

Question 6

What three strategies do you believe would be most effective for the emergency management community to gain power in its relationship with legislators?  
	101
	a. Consistently responding to emergency situations in a way that meets the general public’s expectations.

b. Ensuring that the legislators know how we do our jobs, what we require to do them, and why we have those requirements.

c. Demonstrating why the emergency management process as it is currently designed is the most cost effective and efficient way to prepare for, respond to, recover from and mitigate emergencies.


	102
	a. Participation in exercises. 

b. Be a member of a state/regional council or commission, or committee that reviews or meetings concerning emergency management.

c. Experience a disaster or meeting with a legislator from a jurisdiction that has had a disaster to learn the issues.


	103
	a. Orientation & follow-up education (formally & informally)

b. Summary of EM Requirements & Services updated annually

c. Summary of services provided by local & state EM to their citizens and communities on an annual basis.


	104
	a. Meet regularly with legislator to share what is emergency management and how the legislator can support their efforts. 

b. To the extent possible, maintain transparency to the public and don’t make excuses—be accountable.  

c. Continue to advocate for the adherence to emergency management-related standards. 


	105
	See above (ref. Q5): Doing a better job of communicating with the legislators, providing them updates and situational awareness during and after a disaster so they know best how to answer concerns of their constituents is very helpful.  Developing and maintaining communications and relationships between disasters also helps to keep EM issues alive in their thoughts.



	201
	a. Personal contacts with individuals and state EM associations

b. Publications in media that legislators or their aids read

c. Recognition as the subject matter experts


	202
	a. Standards that have economic impacts (insurance, fund matching, etc.)

b. Identifying common needs and strategies among the diverse emergency management community – developing one large voice versus many smaller ones. 

c. Commit resources to be effectively heard (lobbying).



	203
	a. Continue to build relationships with legislators by local Emergency Managers.

b. Leverage state Emergency Management associations influence with legislators.

c. Continue to support IAEM Government Affairs Committee.


	204
	a. GENUINE support in terms of not only high-profile “media event” situations, but in the day-to-day operations of our offices.  State statutes require EM offices in the local jurisdictions, but we simply are not supported at budget time.

b. GENUINE knowledge and understanding by legislators of exactly what emergency management does, and is supposed to do.  Other disciplines tend to receive the high-profile recognition which continually translates to increased resources, support and capabilities.

c. GENUINE knowledge and understanding by legislators that ALL disasters are LOCAL!  It does not matter how large or capable a state or federal response is, the first, most-critical stages of ALL incidents and disasters are the responsibility of the local officials and responders, EVERY TIME!  As long as state legislators listen to state offices and ignore the local needs, they simply will not fully understand the real, immediate life-safety needs of their constituents (if they really DO care).


	301
	a. Teach – take opportunities to show them what EM is all about.  

b. Exercises which use all levels of government, especially the leadership.



	302
	a. See the comment above for #1. (#1 response: It is in a state of flux as a paradigm shift is in full force. On one side are those who have demanded that the profession become more formalized within a structure of certifications and degree programs.  On the other side are the realizations of a declining economy wherein jobs are being cut and the pure emergency planner is being diverted into part time functions in other first responder or civil offices: law, fire, EMS, public works, etc.  Meanwhile, a third leg of the discord is the constant change of direction, policy, and terminology coming out of Washington and the Beltway Bandits.  Every four years they change the direction of operational guidance and the words used within the business.  This does not promote continuity but rather continuous need for the previously employed bureaucrats to become consultants.  Since they retooled the language they now claim ownership of the process, so only they can be the purveyors of the “true way.” So, with these three conflicting elements the entire profession is in a constant state of flux.  With a new change of administration one should expect the cycle to start again.)

b. Find legislators who have previous experience as fire, law, EMS, medical, schools, and non-profits.  It is even better to find those who have had actual experiences and losses in disaster situations.  You must find the ground that is fertile for planting the seeds of support---find the scar tissue.

c. Learn to praise and make public statements in support of the legislators support, even if they did little to earn it.  If you are seen as a team player who is willing to let them take all the praise, then you can accomplish much.  Your family, colleague and friends will know the truth.  That is sometimes enough.


	303
	a. Common identity from the State association level to the national level 

b. Better standards that we can accurately assess our programs against.  This will allow us to present them with facts derived from an objective process that show our shortfalls and where we need additional support and resources.  Police and fire have statistics that show number of calls and response times to justify their staffing levels and budgets.  There really isn’t any numbers like that that emergency management can use, unless you live in a location with a regularly occurring hazard like hurricanes.  

c. Now that we have the principals of emergency management we need to be hammering our legislators over the head with them until they know them by heart.  


	304
	a. The single most important strategy – in my opinion – is the educational work done by the International Association of Emergency Managers in the U.S. Congress.  This includes circulating issue papers, visiting with key congressional committees and preparing testimony in front of congressional committees.

b. Similarly, I think the single most important strategy at the State level is for State association of local government emergency managers to work actively with their legislators.



	305
	a. National Standards by which to measure us equally by

b. Mandating minimal functional requirements by the Federal government to force local legislators to invest in local EM programs

c. Having more catastrophic disasters nationally to remind legislators of the importance of having a strong EM program.


	306
	a. Mandated Emergency Management programs at the local level

b. Professional education and training similar to the Executive Fire Officer program at NFA.

c. More interface on a regular basis 


	307
	a. Get better organized and have a platform that we all know and understand.

b. Work together on lobbying efforts.

c. Develop marketing materials to tell our story and explain our needs.


	308
	a. Include legislators in emergency management planning, training, and exercises. 

b. Find opportunities to educate legislators on local and state emergency management programs and issues.  This can be possibly accomplished in something akin to the local level Senior Officials Workshop.

c. Build two way relationships with legislators to discuss current emergency management issues and how they may or may not relate to constituent concerns.





	309
	a. Be productive. Most EM’s have a tendency to produce less in non-disaster times. Regular publishing in academic circles, preparedness measures as standards, and improving visibility on a regular basis.

b. Formalize standards. Take examples from transportation, the military, and other fields that require strict standards. While flexibility is important in the field, the lack of formalized standards is a huge disadvantage for the profession. Tax dollars have to have justification and without standards, you don’t have the necessary case to spend the money.

c. Create and maintain relationships with all legislators as well as key officials.


	310
	a. Collaboration among all levels and locations of the emergency management community – public jurisdictions, schools, private business.  Strength in numbers.

b. FEMA appointments in the new administration of people who have actually practiced emergency management in any of those communities.

c. More lobbyists in DC like Martha Braddock.


	311
	a. Program to keep legislators informed of emergency management issues. Could include briefings, periodic summaries, office visits or invitation to attend training or exercises.

b. Program to keep legislators informed of actual emergency events.

c. Program that would introduce or revise emergency management legislation.


	312
	a. Regional or statewide networking to collaborate on lessons learned and where to go from here.  It is usually from shared experiences in a group, where ideas are generated and put into action.

b. Training on the legislative process—locally, statewide, and country.  Emergency management plans for somewhat unknown events, but seems to be somewhat fearful of known legislative processes if they haven’t been educated on what and how things occur.

c. Statewide integration.  Individual Emergency Managers, regional county meetings, State Associations, and State Conferences need to find a way to continue to improve dialogue with and between each other.  Communications continues to be the core in any organization attaining for effective relationships.



	313
	a. A renewed emphasis on ALL HAZARDS (which does include terrorism) emergency management planning

b. Increasing hazard mitigation planning efforts

c. Stronger regional associations within the emergency management community


	314
	a. There needs to be closer relations with the Department of Emergency Services and local governments to achieve outcomes that are beneficial to all parties.  

	315
	a. Share information in advance with allied organizations to obtain buy-in.

b. Ensure message is consistent across the board.  Nothing “undoes” effectiveness if testimony or messaging is contradictory among professionals.  

c. Air dirty laundry privately, not in the public eye, especially not in the media.


	316
	a. Education- Let them in on what this field is all about and the importance of it and the acceptance of it as a profession.

b. Inclusion- We need to be included more on issues and resolutions for concerns and procedures within our arena. I believe we have only recently begun to do this but it is going to take much more action on our part as an EM community to speak up and get noticed. 

c. For FEMA to become its own world and not under Homeland Security. That position needs to be cabinet level and I think once that happens things will again change for the better. There is too much focus on homeland security when the hazards we really need to be focused on have nothing to do with terrorists!


	317
	a. Have a strong long term plan for continuity of operations in good and bad times

b. Have a firm commitment from local government of the importance of the EM program.

c. Treat the EM position as a profession not another job title to fill


	318
	a. Keep on top of pending legislation

b. Keep contact with key members/staff 

c. Continue to speak out publicly and privately


	319
	Education based on three points:

a. What’s the big idea?

b. What’s in it for me?

c. Why should I care?


	320
	a. An increased focus on demonstrating the cost-effectiveness of emergency management strategies.  

b. A sustained commitment by the emergency management community to changing the public’s perception of its role prior to, during, and after a disaster.  Being perceived in a favorable light by their constituents would certainly influence legislator’s views of the emergency management community. 

c. Professionalizing the field.  It is much more difficult to disregard a group of professionals.  With respect, comes power.  


	321
	a. Direct access to legislators and increased lobbying from experienced emergency management practitioners is paramount. If the subject matter expert is only recognized by a uniform or badge, the perception is reinforced that law and fire centric organizations are leading the discussion.

b. EM agencies must separate themselves from the disciplines that relate only to “response-related” areas. Affiliations with fire and police will only diminish the role and perception of the EM community.

c. Fire and Police personnel should never be placed into senior level EM practitioner roles unless they have comprehensive emergency management experience. Response-related experience is not a qualifier.


	322
	a. Keep effective programs going at the local level. Do your job well.

b. Continue to communicate with elected officials by providing local examples they can bring back to Congress when supporting EMPG and other programs.

c. Outreach to the citizens in the community through direct contact and the media. Then encouraging them to communicate with their elected officials on emergency management issues. 


	323
	a. Emergency managers need to be sharing lessons learned and improvements with their legislators.  Any legislator I’ve ever talked with is interested in accomplishments so we need to crow more about what we’ve accomplished.  

b. Every local government EM needs to have a close relationship with a staff member in their legislative office.  This type of relationship really pays off when it comes to budget priorities.  

c. Invite legislative staff members to exercises.


	324
	a. If these organizations could honestly say they represent every county, parish, township, and city in the country, they could not be stopped.  

b. If all those potential local representatives were trained and ready to plug into their legislator’s office and staff at all levels of government to deliver a loud, strong and consistent message.

c. If all these elected officials, local, state and national, were so familiar with the issues as result of this powerful onslaught each time an issue arose that they were ready to listen and have no doubt that the message was representative of the ‘one voice’ of the EM community nationwide.


	325
	a. Building a strong mutual dependency with the business sector in the local community. 

b. Building a strong mutual dependency between and among communities and the states. 

c. Base this mutual grass roots movement on standards and common goals that build resilience both organizationally and physically (infrastructure).

	326
	a. Personal visits and letters to the legislators discussing EM and its issues. 

b. Having legislators spend time in the field with EM to understand what they do and how the legislator can be of assistance.

c. Continue to push forward in the professionalism of the field in order to give EM creditability with the legislators.  Stop letting unqualified people run these programs at all levels.


	327
	a. Do a better job of selling the benefits of a comprehensive EM program.

b. Join forces with risk managers and financial managers to focus on the economic benefits of EM.

c. De-emphasize the importance of the risk of terrorism vs. the risks of natural disasters.


	328
	a. Better communication between EMs and legislators at the local.

b. More formal lines of communication at the state level (i.e.-standing EM subcommittee)

c. Strong emphasis at practitioner association at the state level on community issues with state legislators


Narrative Responses

Question 7

To what extent do you believe professional groups and organizations (i.e., IAEM, NEMA, EMPOWER, EMAP, NFPA 1600 Committee, etc.) have played a role in emergency management’s status with legislators?

	101
	I believe that this is much more true at the national level than it is at the State or local level.


	102
	These professional organizations have made a significant difference for the profession, constant professional work, studies, education, and lobbying.


	103
	Multiple professional organizations have diverse & uncoordinated agendas and positions. This must be changed. The standard-making organizations must perform a job performance requirement for specific EM organizations at the local & state level. Personnel competency requirements must be also included within the standards making process for our EM personnel.


	104
	These are exactly the groups/organizations and professional standards that contributed to the current status of emergency management as an emerging profession.


	105
	There is strength in numbers, but also the establishment of national standards and sharing of information and best practices within these organizations is valuable.


	201
	At the federal level.  I believe these groups have little impact on the local level except in the EM community.  Active state EM associations can be very effective at raising awareness at the less than federal, local level.


	202
	I believe that these organizations are beginning to get some traction with lawmakers but it pales relative to other groups (Fire Chiefs, Police Chiefs, etc. etc. etc.). As standards and credentials become more known, this may increase.


	203
	These professional groups keep Emergency Management issues in front of legislators consistently.  


	204
	(VERY optimistic rating above)(2), I think I could safely say that 98% or more of our legislators have never heard of these organizations or their efforts.  The NFPA might have a bit of name recognition, but I seriously doubt it would be linked to emergency management.


	301
	Don’t really know much about this.  Don’t know many of these organizations or legislators.    I would guess they all lobby their causes.  


	302
	Having been a lobbyist in three states I know quite well that when you open your mouth, legislators had better hear the roar of a crowd or serious campaign money behind you.  The more organized and substantial the PAC or special interest, the more likely the message will be heard.  It’s an awful truth…but it is the truth.


	303
	When they play well together, IAEM and NEMA can be a very persuasive alliance.  When they differ that can be to the detriment of the whole profession.  I’ve always wondered why there needed to be a separate organization just for State Directors; I’m not aware of any other profession with such a division.  EMAP and NFPA 1600 have some value; but they are only voluntary standards so I don’t think they carry as much weight with legislators as mandatory compliance does. 


	304
	See my previous remarks for elaboration regarding my assessment of the importance of the role of the International Association of Emergency Managers.  Strategy a (The single most important strategy – in my opinion – is the educational work done by the International Association of Emergency Managers in the U.S. Congress.  This includes circulating issue papers, visiting with key congressional committees and preparing testimony in front of congressional committees.)


	305
	Most EM professionals are restricted from direct contact with legislators due to job descriptions, local laws, personnel rules.  Therefore, these umbrella groups need to speak out for the masses.


	306
	It is too few and far between to think that we have any status.  I’ll bet no legislator can tell you what IAEM or NEMA stands for.


	307
	I am most familiar with IAEM and know that they have done a lot and improved a lot in this area.  NEMA may have a different agenda.  I do not believe that the other two lobby or at least they do not have that as a core mission.


	308
	I believe that as groups of collective emergency managers, and other related professionals, I believe that these groups have been successful in shaping standards and legislation that will positively affect emergency management.


	309
	I believe they form a role and have played an important part in helping progress the field. However, I also believe that the politics involved with those organizations/associations has decreased productivity at times.


	310
	Certainly IAEM has played a major role in DC.  The problem is that both IAEM and NEMA have blinders – they have local/state jurisdictions in focus and everything/everybody else is on the outside.  


	311
	Don’t have a good feel for this at all but I would expect there has been some value.


	312
	Groups speak when they speak on behalf of the numbers they represent as well as the work contributed by the organization.  Professional groups have engaged committees and general membership to comment on draft plans and policies.  Voices heard in numbers generate more attention than the individual whispers.  Professional groups have procedures and a process that are professional and well documented.  They have been held in higher regard due to the collaboration and content.


	313
	The lack of a cohesive emergency management community necessarily limits the effectiveness of these professional groups and organizations.


	314
	Legislators become overwhelmed with all this stuff which is viewed as confusing and disjointed.  A more focused view of Emergency Management needs to be achieved if legislators are to become useful partners.  


	315
	Adds to perception of professionalism in the field, as well as consistency as mentioned before.


	316
	These groups have been our voice when we are trying to get a seat at the table or when we want to officially make comments on bills being proposed. It is extremely important to have the professional groups representing us as a community as it shows a more organized concerted effort.


	317
	No Opinion


	318
	No response indicated



	319
	Fragmented multiple competing agendas. Pushing compliancy [for downstream revenue] in the private sector.


	320
	No response indicated



	321
	I believe traction has improved, but much work remains to alleviate the perception that emergency management is primarily related to law enforcement and fire-related agencies in the minds of legislators because of the long history of these organizations.   EM is still in its infancy in comparison to the older and mature disciplines and cultures that hundreds of years of experience in law and fire.   The mistaken perception and mission is that they can automatically qualify to fulfill EM missions.    


	322
	IAEM Governmental Affairs Committee and IAEM member’s immediate responses to information and support requests by Martha in supporting the elected officials have been instrumental in providing that local flavor and support. NEMA is good when they support the same issues IAEM supports. The other bodies are useful in demonstrating grass-roots efforts to improve emergency management nation-wide.


	323
	It’s why we’re on the brink of true professionalism!  


	324
	The increase in the EMPG funding this year is a perfect example.


	325
	These are the organizations that have opened some, if not all, of the legislators’ eyes and have provided the Congress with documents that explain and educate them on the purpose and goals of emergency management, though there is still a long way to go. It is a constant process of education.


	326
	Without these organizations EM would still be wallowing in the shadows and pushed around as the legislators see fit without any input.


	327
	They represent the beginnings of a full profession.


	328
	Strong on the national legislative area, unknown at the state/local level.


Narrative Responses

Question 8

To what extent do you believe collective action from the emergency management community would be beneficial in elevating emergency management’s status with legislators?

	101
	I am not sure that the collective approach that works in Washington, DC would be as effective at the State level.  In many ways, I believe it is best at our level to avoid any appearance of being political.


	102
	I have experienced this collective action and it is effective and makes a great difference in outcomes.


	103
	EM agencies, at all levels must be cohesive and jointly articulated at all levels of government.


	104
	I am confident that it is only through collective action that the status of emergency management will be elevated with legislators and as a profession.


	105
	Professional groups hold the key to making change with congressional legislators. A unified voice helps spread the message a little more loudly. When you have a couple hundred professionals providing the same message, and that message is carried forward by a representative organization, the message is heard more clearly.

That being said, emergency managers need to take action as well to present themselves as a professional. When we have emergency managers who are educated, well-rounded, and have developed good products (strong community relationships, solid plans, a comprehensive resource list, etc), we are able to tout emergency management in a more professional way. 


	201
	Huge!  That is one of the things legislators most pay attention to – a group of voters (other is money).


	202
	I believe it would be very beneficial but will require significant effort to develop consensus and action plans that meet the diverse needs.


	203
	If as a community we could all agree on key issues to promote our profession and programs - I think we would be highly effective.


	204
	Little if any political motivation exists to cause legislators to participate or to be involved on an on-going, consistent basis.  With some minor exceptions, legislators are too interested in pet projects and the next election cycle.  If their special project is not being supported, we at the local level have very little, if any, chance of any significant support, particularly for on-going, daily operations.  We might see some limited support during a disaster, which looks good on campaign propaganda and at election time, but beyond that it is very limited.  Fortunately we do have some very dedicated and progressive, supportive legislators, but again, the local offices struggle on a daily basis to meet the demands and expectations placed on them.  This is more of a local funding issue than one at the state level.  Too many “priorities” and not enough resources to go around, particularly in the current economic climate.


	301
	Always better to have a united front and effort.



	302
	There’s a long way to go on this issue yet.  I tried for years to get Hollywood to have a weekly TV show about emergency management---not like the goofy movie Tommy Lee Jones did for “Volcano” for the LA OES office.  No, something really realistic and gritty.  No one thought it was important enough.  Maybe now after the CSI series it might have another chance.  The fact is our business still isn’t sexy enough to gather enough attention.  Notice that when the DHS grants came out…who had to end up writing the grants?  And then who got to decide how to spend the money? Yeah, that tells you what the process still sees us as: smart people who need to serve the important first responder’s needs as they see fit. We just haven’t risen above the noise yet to be seen as a unique force.


	303
	Several voices singing the same song is more compelling than several voices singing different songs.  



	304
	I believe collective action on the part of the Emergency Management community is the only way we will make substantial progress with legislators at both the federal and state government levels.


	305
	There is strength in numbers. Just look at how effective the fire and police associations and unions are in shaping local, state and national policies.


	306
	It’s the only way we will get it.


	307
	Included above – Referring to Q7 response: I am most familiar with IAEM and know that they have none a lot and improved a lot in this area.  NEMA may have a different agenda.  I do not believe that the other two lobby or at least they do not have that as a core mission.



	308
	A consistent voice with a strong backing will be heard most of the time.


	309
	“The squeaky wheel gets the grease.”


	310
	See Q6 - #1 Referring to: Collaboration among all levels and locations of the emergency management community – public jurisdictions, schools, private business.  Strength in numbers.



	311
	It could only help.


	312
	The numbers of associates represented speaks volumes in testimony.  Legislators lend more value in the numbers represented.  Also, members of a group may be more apt to participate when collaborating with peers.


	313
	A unified, national approach is always more effective than the current fragmented status of emergency management.


	314
	There are some issues where collaboration is appropriate and some issues where independent action is needed.  It depends.  


	315
	No response indicated



	316
	No response indicated



	317
	Being on the same page brings credibility to the program, with numbers comes strength.


	318
	No response indicated



	319
	Real consensus gathering within a community organizing framework.


	320
	Strength in numbers…


	321
	EM laws should reflect similar qualifications in hiring and placement that law enforcement and fire agencies currently enjoy.    You cannot be hired as a cop or firefighter without stringent requirements under current statute across America.   EM practitioners should have similar standards in law and statute.   That would stop the placement of unqualified personnel into the EM field.


	322
	Elected officials usually go with the numbers. The more people who support emergency management, the easier it will be for the legislators to support it. Make the message vocal, specific, and often and the support will come.


	323
	Too much unity can have disadvantages.  I believe that disagreement leads to creative solutions.  We’re creating a brand new profession and to expect too much conformity would limit our growth.


	324
	As they grow in their understanding of the importance of emergency management, they could influence the need for standards, more education, better pay and the relationship in the infrastructure of the emergency manager, staff, etc.


	325
	For the reasons explained above I believe that it would be most beneficial. As I stated the problem I see is getting everybody to agree as a collective on multiple issues, concepts and actions.


	326
	The EM community HAS to come together as a united voice, the fragmentation has to stop.


	327
	All individual EMs must improve their own level of professionalism. A single drop of water cannot rise alone.


	328
	No response indicated


APPENDIX C
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Not at all satisfied





Very satisfied





Do not understand





Completely understand





EM more power
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