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THE MAJOR CHANGES OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT IN RECENTLY TIMES(

Dr. Ergüder CAN((
ÖZET

Bu çalışmanın amacı Afet Yönetiminde son zamanlarda meydana gelen başlıca değişiklikleri açıklamaktır. Başlıca değişiklikler ortaya konup, bunların afet yöneti-mini nasıl geliştirebileceği tartışılmıştır. Afet Yönetim sahası hızlı değişimlere uğra-maktadır. Yeni yaklaşımların sebep olduğu sorunlarla ilgili eleştirilere de yer veril-miştir.

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to explain the major changes of Emergency mana-gement in recently times. Set out the major changes and discusses how they are expected to improve emergency management. The field of emergency management is undergoing rapid change. Include comments on the problems caused by the new approaches. 

INTRODUCTION
The aim of this essay is on emergency management and some of the key elements of change that appear to have significant implications. Before discussing the major challenges, I would like to make some comments about emergency management. I am using the term emergency management (EM) to encompass the expert systems that manage people and resources to deal with disasters.

As the world continues to industrialize and to urbanize, it is continually creating conditions for more and worse disasters. Both social process, which are simply a feature of social change, will increase the number of potential disaster agents and enlarge the vulnerabilities of communities and populations that will be at risk. This is why emergency management will continue to be an important field in the 21st century and should be flexible and changeable. 

Major changes and new approaches in emergency management

According to Handmer (2000) emergency management changed as it is seen below table. It is clear that emergency management has become more multi-discip-linary field. It requires an active partnership between national and international, uni-versities, international organizations, and voluntary and community organizations.

Table1. Main changes in emergency management

	From
	To

	Hazards
	Vulnerability

	Reactive 
	Proactive

	Experts planning for those at risk 
	Planning in partnership with those at risk

	Single approaches: engineering or planning
	Integrated approach across economics, hazards, social and environmental issues 

	Local focus
	Broader context

	Symptoms
	Causes


Source: Handmer, J.W (2000) Disaster Management Lecture Notes, 10.10.2000

In general terms, emergency management policies should be focused into four well-known phases of any disaster. These are prevention/mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery (Quarantelli 1997, Handmer and Parker 1991). The Australia Natural Disaster Organization (NDO), the United States Federal Agency Management (FEMA) and the Emergency Planning Division within Home Office in Britain endorse this conceptual framework. In this study, emergency management is accepted as the process by which the uncertainties that exist in potentially hazardous can be minimized and public safety maximized.
There are some approaches through emergency management. These approac-hes are very broad and change for every state and experts. Some approaches discussed in below. 

Generic and agent specific approaches: There has been in the last decade an accelerating focus in the emergency management area on using a generic or an all hazards approach, rather than setting up agent specific entities or functions (e.g., for floods or chemical threats) (Quarantelli 1992). The agent specific approach assumes that each type of disaster agent (e.g., a volcanic eruption, a nuclear radiation fallout) or classes of agents possess certain distinctive characteristics for what occurs (Quarantelli 1992). This approach requires a separate and distinctive planning around specific disaster agents.

Lechat (1990) points out that agent specific approach was taken traditionally to disaster mitigation and looked as if each type of disaster had nothing in common with the others and each disaster was a new experience. As there was no similarity between a flood and an earthquake, no lesson could be drawn from one disaster, to the next. According to Lechat, this understanding led to a fatalistic attitude and to the usual stereotype of providing relief in the aftermath of disasters. 
Currently, most social scientists interested in disaster issues support generic approach to the matter. Handmer (1992) states that it is worthwhile to establish a single set of management arrangements capable of coping with all hazards. In his opinion, a main reason for generic approach is to avoid the situation of numerous plans with their own potentially conflicting arrangements and planning process. Undoubtedly developing separate plans for every hazard would be far too awkward and time-consuming process. This approach also provides the flexibility, which is necessary to deal with the unexpected. So it is likely to be the most efficient one (Parker and Handmer, 1992). As such, it is more and more being accepted that emergency management should take a generic rather than agent specific approach to disasters. Of course, within the overall planning, there can and might be special provisions for the particular aspects of certain specific kinds of disasters (as chemical hazards), but primary emphasis must be on generic or general emergency management.

Although all these developments, Quarantelli (1995) points out; ‘it is not surprising that the generic approach to disasters is not fully in place even in countries such as the United States where the all hazards approach is official policy. But the direction of the trend is clear. More societies such as Great Britain, Australia and Canada have recently formally adopted the generic view, although the terminology used to refer to the process is not standardized’. 
The Command and Control Model: The model is described as the “ military” model of emergency management to indicate its primary roots. Considering to the approach, ordinary (civilian) institutions are incapable of dealing with the emergency, because such structures are fragile and the emergency increases ineffectiveness. This leads to four planning conclusions. Dynes (1994) explains that “ First, that local institutions will need to be supplemented or replaced by ‘outside’ organizations, most preferably by military organizations. Second, those local entities, which can function effectively, are paramilitary organizations, such as police and fire. Third, those organizations that hope to be effective in an emergency need to change their structure toward a para-military form. Fourth, that traditional forms of pre-emergency social organization (families, voluntary organizations) are irrelevant to emergency actions.” 

Dynes (1994) argue that the model is based on the incorrect assumptions of social chaos, a limited capacity of individuals and communities to cope or respond to emergencies. Drabek (1986) also states that “ Command and Control are simply the wrong concepts for the system of shared governance that comprises the emergency management system. Coordination and supervision are far more appropriate”(cited in Dynes 1994). This approach is not enthusiastic in the academic literature and is seen as inappropriate administrative structure (Handmer and Parker, 1991). In the same way Quarantelli (1997) argues that command and control models of disaster are notably at risk of equating the concepts of control and coordination, which are not the same. However, in some cases, states where emergency agencies have been organized for civil protection, they frequently take the form of earlier civil defense models originating from military functions.

The risk management approach: According to a risk management approach, vulnerability, partnerships, community participation in decision-making are fundamental shifts in emergency management (Salter 1999, Handmer 2000). Salter further argues that it is important to recognize that the risk management approach provides a fundamental basis for the systematic application of management policies, procedures and practices to the tasks of identifying, analyzing, evaluating, treating and monitoring risk.

The risk management approach identified and agreed by Australia’s National Emergency Management Committee in 1996. It is formalized, systematic and decision-making process and common process across all organizations, facilitating both promotion and integration (Salter 1999). Emergency risk management guidelines of Emergency Management Australia (EMA 2000) provide a contextually enhanced framework. The impacts of the risk management approach in emergency management are clear that vulnerability, communication and participation provide a flexible and holistic framework for emergency management.

Another important change, voluntary organizations have an important role in emergency management. They can play a vital role in emergency management, particularly in the areas of preparedness and response. However, to be effective they must be supported by the community and be fully integrated into its emergency management arrangements. It time of emergencies and disasters, individual and community self-help can often provide the most decisive and effective relief, as it can not be assumed that assistance from external sources will always be available or will arrive quickly.
Kreps (1991) argues that effective emergency management requires two foundation principles, improvisation and preparedness. These two central foundations of emergency management are equally important and go hand in hand with each other. Without improvisation emergency management loses its flexibility in the face of changing conditions. However, with the lack of preparedness, it loses some degree of clarity and precision. According to Kreps, it is important to understand the adaptability of communities during emergencies, which is the basic strength of human communities. Those having responsibility for managing emergencies should be aware of this fact that local people can usually do improvise during an emergency disregarding whether the society is developed or not. In this regard improvisation can be defined as the capability of organize for emergency management during a disaster.

He further argues that planning and preparedness increase the ability to improvise. Preparedness is based on knowledge and emergency managers should know the difference between the myths and reality in preparing for a disaster. It is apparent that continued education and training would be required for the emergency management professional.

CONCLUSION
Although important developments and improvements in emergency management there are persisting problems regarding coordination, communication, resource allocation, task assignment, and organizational development. Proactive emergency management should be based on to account; stake holders (those people and organizations who may affect, be affected by, or perceive themselves); political, economic and socio-cultural issues need to be taken into account; communication, review mechanisms need to be developed (Handmer, Lecture notes, 17. 10. 2000). It is essential to take a comprehensive, macro-level view of EM to establish balanced all-hazards approach. Governments should give necessary financial support for improving emergency management and to reduce hazards and prevent disasters rather than react to them. 
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