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ABSTRACT

The context for this study is the convergence of global trends and risks, especially
environmental and social changes, with the interconnectedness of the modern
world leading to new, larger-scale, and unforeseeable crises. This convergence has the
potential for a shift from what the author describes as the current resilience paradigm
to a new crisis paradigm, labelled the novel crisis. The proportion of the global critical
infrastructure that is in private or non-state ownership exacerbates the challenges for
crisis management systems and leadership. It means that a wider range of stakeholders
will be involved, testing the skills and knowledge of the individuals confronting crises.
This coincides with the changes to the nature and provision of Higher Education that are
happening already or expected in the future and with changes to employment patterns

and student profiles.

A case study analyses the immediate impact Hurricane Katrina had on New Orleans in
2005 as an exemplar of the novel crisis. Secondary data are used to explore the
organisational response of the authorities and the initiatives and leadership networks

that emerged to respond to that catastrophe.

There is still a need to improve and invest in conventional crisis management structures
but the key to confronting future novel crises will be with the temporary networks that
emerge of those with specialist knowledge, connections, or proximity to the event. An
appropriate crisis leadership curriculum and pedagogy is developed from the literature

and evidence from the case study to meet their needs.
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

1. The Context and the Problem

We are left in no doubt by a daily barrage from the media and the global governance
establishment that the world is a dangerous place with growing threats to our future
wellbeing. An early warning came from Secretary General U Thant when he addressed
the UN in 1969 that there were “perhaps ten years left in which to subordinate their
ancient quarrels and launch a global partnership to curb the arms race, to improve the
human environment, to defuse the population explosion, and to supply the required

momentum to development efforts” (in Meadows et al 1972: 14).

A generation later, an assessment by the Reflection Group on the Future of the EU
(2010) was equally pessimistic listing “a global economic crisis; ageing populations
threatening the competitiveness of our economies and the sustainability of our social
models; ... the challenges of climate change and increasing energy dependence .... And
on top of this, the threats of terrorism, organised crime and the proliferation of

weapons of mass destruction hang over us” (p3).

We have stark statistics for 2015 with the UN recording 346 disasters, 22,000 deaths,
damage estimated at 66.5 billion dollars, affecting 1000 million people (UNISDR CRED
2016). Although it is difficult to quantify events affecting the private sector we should
not forget that whilst companies go bankrupt and directors move on, the employees
and their families suffer, sometimes just as much as in a humanitarian crisis if there are

no state benefits.

This research project originates from my career as a practitioner in fields related to crisis
management, both operational and in policy development, and latterly as an academic.
In the former | relied on experience and tacit knowledge largely ignorant of research
that could have informed our operational planning. As a new academic, interacting with
former colleagues that were now my vocational students, | became aware that the
curriculum which included terrorism, natural and technological disasters, business
continuity etc. seemed inadequate for their future needs. | also felt personally
hampered by the lack of a supportive parent discipline with an organised knowledge

base.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Early in my academic career Ackoff’s (1979) concept of messes struck a chord with me

and still rings true, that “managers are not confronted with problems that are

independent of each other, but with dynamic situations that consist of complex

systems of changing problems that interact with each other. | call such situations

messes ... Managers do not solve problems: they manage messes” (in Schon 1983: 16).

The messes remain but we now have global risks (WEF 2016) or rather “the

anticipation of catastrophe” (Beck 2016: 43) where “what was ruled out beforehand as

utterly inconceivable is taking place — as a global event” (pxii).

| contend that there is a convergence of challenges, including

Global risks such as environmental change (UN IPCC 2012; OECD 2011, 2014; UN
ISDR 2015) with inherent social injustice (Beck 2016) which may lead to unforeseen,

novel, and larger crises,

the interconnectedness of the modern world (World Economic Forum 2016) which
exacerbates the challenges for crisis management systems and leadership across a
wider range of stakeholders, and tests the skills and knowledge of individuals

confronting crises (Barnett 2004; Lagadec 2009a), where

education in support of the higher-level problem solving and decision-making skills
(Comfort & Wukich 2013) that are needed may be affected by changes to funding
and delivery such as in the Higher Education and Research Act 2017 (Hubble &
Foster 2017), changes to student profiles (Andres & Carpenter 1997, employment
patterns (King 2008; HE Commission 2012), austerity policies (Hillman 2015),
globalisation and competition (Fielden & Middlehurst 2016).

An issue for professional education is the gulf between practice and academia resulting

in a lack of awareness among practitioners of the research, published or ongoing, and its

usefulness. In my multidiscipline literature review | found that sometimes promising

avenues of research reach conclusion without adoption or further development.

2. Crisis Concepts and Terminology

Crisis is an over-used word, having been adopted by the popular press in the same way

that adjectives such as awesome, infinite and unbelievable have been trivialised. This is

far removed from the dictionary definition of a crucial stage, a turning point or an

13



I. INTRODUCTION

unstable period (Collins 1979). To add to this a number of expressions are currently
used as though they were interchangeable namely, emergency, major incident, critical
incident, disaster and catastrophe. This imprecise terminology, Shrivastava’s (1993)
“Tower of Babel” with “many different disciplinary voices, talking in different languages
to different issues and audiences" (p33), has been acknowledged (Quarantelli 1998;
Perry & Quarantelli 2005) and remains an obstacle to students and policy makers

(Britton 1999; Jensen 2016).

Crisis management has been defined as “the sum of activities aimed at minimising the
impact of a crisis” (Boin et al. 2013: 81) which include a wide range of measures such as
risk assessment, prevention, evacuation, etc. and other non-routine measures (BSI
2011). The non-routine nature of crisis involves disruption and rapid change with
leadership playing a large part as these activities take over from the everyday (Heath

1998; Coombs 2007; Crandall et al. 2010).

In practice, leadership is implicit in crisis management perhaps because as Gilpin &
Murphy (2008) suggest management “implies a level of control ... that does not exist in
most crisis situations” (p7). Uhl-Bien, Marion & McKelvey (2007) consider that both
leaders and managers are the collective administrative leaders that “plan and
coordinate” (p305) in crises. Some charismatic individuals may be strategic crisis
leaders, for instance Mayor Giuliani after 9/11 (Giuliani 2002), although a network of
hundreds of organisations supported the response (US National Commission on

Terrorist Attacks upon the United States 2011).

Although there is a lack of consensus about defining crisis (Boin 2004; Lalonde & Roux-
Dufort 2013; Alexander 2013) and that ‘disagreement exists over whether or not such a
consensus should be a goal’ (Dayton 2004:165) leading scholars in the field have
speculated about a new emerging crisis phenomenon, using labels such as
transboundary (Ansell, Boin & Keller 2010) meaning absence of time and spatial
constraints; the prefix ‘mega-’ (Alpaslan & Mitroff 2011; Helsloot et al. 2013) and
catastrophe (Quarantelli 2006) to denote scale; the poetic ‘Terra incognita’ (Lagadec
2009) to represent unprecedented; and ‘fractal’ (Topper & Lagadec 2013) as crises

within crises.

Defining terms is an educational imperative but crisis has proved to be an elusive and

shifting concept. To this end | distinguish between a crisis, that is, a real or perceived

14



I. INTRODUCTION

extreme situation requiring decision-making under pressure, and the crisis context. The
context includes emergencies, disasters and catastrophes whether natural, accidental,

or malevolent (see Chapter Il).

3. The Objective and Importance of the Study

It seems that new crises are more complex, without boundaries, more connected and
interdependent, more destructive and “not just more of the same .. something
completely different, a totally new ball game” (Smet et al. 2012), a view echoed in high-

level policy papers (IPCC 2012 & OECD 2014).

An event that had scale, novelty, and was trans-boundary was the impact of Hurricane
Katrina on New Orleans in 2005. Afterwards the Bush Administration admitted “our
current system for homeland security does not provide the necessary framework to
manage the challenges posed by 21°t Century catastrophic threats” (Townsend 2006: 52)

and that was despite investment, restructuring, training, and exercising post 9/11.

The emergence of the novel crisis concept does not mean that conventional crises will
no longer occur. There is still a need to improve and invest in formal crisis management
structures including those who staff them. The question is whether we should do more
of the same, that is more and longer training courses in risks and response with the
danger of overloading the curriculum (Fry & Marshall 2002) or should we rethink our
approach. With this in mind, | explore the context, curriculum, and pedagogy of crisis
education to assist in preparing students, or as Lagadec (2009) put it “equip our future

managers and citizens ... in a world fraught with crisis and discontinuity?” (p483).

In future crises, as in Katrina above, the likelihood is that the responsible organisations
will be the victim of events and their physical and human infrastructures degraded. In a
crisis, hitherto esoteric subject-area expertise may be the key to resolving the crisis,
especially given the proportion of the global life sustaining infrastructure e.g. water,
energy, food, power and communications that is in private ownership and

interdependent (Auerswald et al 2006).
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I. INTRODUCTION

4, Contribution to the Practice of Education

A professional doctorate is “driven by a desire to change practice in some immediate
sense” (Scott et al. 2004: 157), in this case the education and preparedness of future
crisis leaders and managers through a curriculum that is multi-disciplinary, in both an

academic and professional sense, and fit for the future.

For practical reasons that range from resourcing to employment profiles, a new
curriculum cannot expect to include the traditional systematic approach to hazards and
risks, risk management, legislation, and who-does-what of conventional emergency
management training (Emergency Planning Society 2008; JESIP 2016; EC 2016) and
education nor the extended Homeland Security span of responsibility (McCreight 2009,
2014) but will focus on higher-order transferable skills that are generic and future-proof

(Kiltz 2012; Jensen 2013; Comfort & Wukich 2013).

The premise is that crises, and especially future crises, require multi-disciplined and
multi-organisational solutions and leadership.  Although there is still a place for
education programmes in emergency planning and disaster management for
professionals in these fields there is a need for a growing range of specialists to be

prepared for a role in this multi-organisational network response.

Few people employed as day-to-day leaders in organisations expect to be active crisis
leaders so in a sense the skills are relevant to all who may find themselves unexpectedly
in such a role, especially since there is a paucity of guidance in the vocational literature

on crisis leadership as opposed to the protecting reputation through public relations.

There are hints in the literature of the skills and techniques that individuals who emerge
as crisis leaders might draw on, many of which are based on transferable everyday
behaviours such as: imagination and creativity; intuition and naturalistic decision
making; improvisation and bricolage; ethical awareness and reflexivity. In the

organisational setting this list might include committee skills and assertiveness.

Early studies in the USA (Quarantelli & Stalling 1985) described how families, neighbours
and communities, including local industry and local professions, were the first to
respond in crises. It seems reasonable that emergent pro-social behaviour in a crisis
should be more effective with some form of organisation and leadership (Drabek &

McEntire 2003; Tierney & Trainor 2004).
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I. INTRODUCTION

The means of delivery already exists in the form of the accredited Short Course or free-
standing postgraduate module that could be available as an addition to any academic

programme for the student’s specialist or professional development.

5.. Methodology

A seminal paper on organisational crises by Pearson and Clair (1998) concludes with the
stark caution “We cannot overstate the challenges of doing crisis management
research” (p74). They go on to say something that | am familiar with at first hand, that
“organisations are reluctant to open current or past wounds to external examination ...
furthermore, in the worst cases evidence blurs or dissipates as the afflicted organisation

is reconfigured or dies...” (ibid).

The research approach taken was phenomenological (Saunders et al. 1997) with the
advantages of explaining social life and being adaptable and the disadvantages of time
consuming collection of data and its analysis, with the risk that “clear patterns may not
emerge” (p74). The research strategy was a case study relying on secondary data from

diverse sources.

6. Autoethnography: Insights and Bias

For many, doctoral research comes at the beginning of their career whereas my
research is towards the end of a portfolio career that began when | joined the
Metropolitan Police in 1967 as an act of rebellion following rejection by medical schools.
After beat patrol, | went on to experience all aspects of policing from Special Branch to
vice before specialising in public order contingencies. The latter included many tasks for
which there was no statutory responsibility, e.g. natural and technological disasters, but

where it was necessary to deploy officers in large numbers in unusual circumstances.

Mid-career after graduating from the London School of Economics | specialised in the
then unusual policy area of futures and contingency planning, the latter from a multi-
agency perspective. | became quite intimately involved in the aftermath of many major
events and shared conference platforms with many of the researchers featured in

subsequent chapters.

My police service was followed by consultancy, mostly in capacity building both

overseas and domestic, forensic investigations, and then a post as the programme tutor
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I. INTRODUCTION

for the MSc Emergency Management at the University of Hertfordshire, one of the first

of such courses in the UK before its closure in 2010.

As for my motivation, Scott et al (2004) described three distinct models for those
undertaking professional doctorates, based on employability, career development, and
intrinsic-personal/professional affirmation (p123), that is personal fulfilment and

professional credibility which I like to think describes me.

Writing reflexively after a career spanning fifty years presents a considerable risk of
being anecdotal. However, | can relate to Denzin (2001) who writes that “meaningful
biographical experience occurs during turning-point interactional episodes ...” (p145)
which he subdivides into the major, cumulative, illuminative and relived epiphanies
(p145-6). Setting aside marriage, births and bereavements, my major epiphany was
winning a substantial undergraduate scholarship at the London School of Economics
despite a dependant family. A less dramatic cumulative epiphany underpins my thesis.
| presented a short paper, as the only practitioner, at an EU/UN conference (Pine 1995)
which opened and closed with the same plea that | have heard repeatedly since: how
can the findings of research be made available to assist practitioners? | was acutely
aware of this issue in my own practice where UK national contingency plans were
influenced by received wisdom rather than research such as that of Quarantelli, Dynes,

Kreps, Perry, Perrow etc.

It must be clear from the above that account must be taken of the influence experience
has on my research which “may be likened to light striking a crystal, reflecting different

perspectives” (Ritchie & Gill 2007: 1) which change as | change.

7. Structure of the Dissertation

| begin in Chapter Il. by discussing the issues of terminology already raised above and
differentiating between emergency, state of emergency, and emergency powers. |

conclude with a working definition of crisis and crisis context.

In the following two chapters | use the concept of the paradigm as research inspiration,
identifying in Chapter lll. two distinct paradigms, an historical Need-to-Know? period of
Cold War secrecy and the current Resilience paradigm. The last of these is challenged by

an emerging paradigm which | explore in Chapter IV.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In Chapter V. | review the literature on both elements of crisis management and crisis
leadership although as | point out the term crisis management has been adopted by
practitioners to include leadership because of the context in which it is employed.
Whilst this chapter focusses on the formal or established organisations (Dynes 1970) in
Chapter VI. | explore the various informal networks and forms of leadership that arise to

cope with crises, i.e. emergent crisis leadership.

As we have seen above research into crisis and crisis contexts is difficult (Pearson & Clair
1998). In Chapter VII. | describe the path that my research took, including the influence
that my pilot study had on my direction and choice of methods. | explain the ethical

constraints on research in this field and justify the choice of a case study.

The next three chapters examine the case of the impact of Hurricane Katrina on New
Orleans in 2005, an event that justifies the label catastrophe (Quarantelli 2006) and
provides a context for a novel crisis. Chapter VIII. deals with the response of the
establishment to the event, describing the political failure reported in post-event
analysis (Townsend 2006; US Senate 2006; US House of Representatives etc.) and the
degrading of the institutions responsible for response. This situation is picked up in
Chapter IX. where | focus on the organisations and leadership, especially the networks
that emerged to deal with the crisis. In Chapter X. | draw some conclusions from the
case study before discussing in Chapter XI. how we might better prepare individuals for

their role as emergent crisis leaders.
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CHAPTER Il. CRISIS: CONCEPTS, TYPOLOGIES, SYNONYMS, and
POLICIES

1. INTRODUCTION

It is not unreasonable in any activity to define the various concepts of a subject and in
education to expect the student to be at least familiar with them and at best, certainly
in the physical sciences and jurisprudence, to be word perfect with the text and
accompanying formulae, even down to the detail of punctuation for aspiring lawyers.
One might therefore expect that this chapter would seek to accomplish this and indeed
that was the original aim. | have had to review this and accept that the revised aim is to
give the reader a sense of the complexity, confusion and frustration, sometimes even
the futility, of trying to define the commonly employed terms that stem from the many
academic disciplines and public policy organisations engaged in the field of crisis and
similar phenomena. Indeed, even my choice of crisis rather than disaster in the last
sentence conveys my bias. This confusion over terminology will only grow as the
number of disciplines adding their contributions to the study of the serious and often
existential threats facing the world grows. For example, university departments
studying what is termed ‘the built environment’ as well those in civil engineering with
an interest in major infrastructure risks are joining geographers in competition for
attention and students. An awareness of the many and various definitions that the
different disciplines bring and the reasons for this is nevertheless a valuable precursor
to any discussion about the pedagogy since the problems facing us recognise no such
boundaries and our students will be working in a multidisciplinary, ideally

interdisciplinary, organisation.

A simple example of the interchangeable use of terms can be found in a handbook of
the US Communicable Disease Centre, “When something bad or unexpected happens, it
may be called an emergency, a disaster, or a crisis depending on who is involved, the
magnitude, and the current phase of the event” (CDC 2014: 8). Yet in other contexts
each term may have precise definitions and trigger different responses. The confusion
is compounded by there not being a parent profession or academic discipline so that
outdated and historic terms survive in literature reviews whilst new policy initiatives
generate their own lexicons (Cabinet Office 2013d). The confusion has implications for

professionalisation of those employed in the various complimentary fields, the body of
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organised knowledge, and the education of future professionals and potential future

emergent crisis leaders.

| conclude with a working definition of crisis and the crisis context which | will carry

forward to the discussion of crisis management and leadership in subsequent chapters.

2. PERSPECTIVES OF CRISIS

The concepts of crisis and crisis management can be found in many disciplines such as
interventions in illness, mental health, and social work (Thompson 2011) that deal with
care for the individual. For my present purposes, | am concerned with the collective
experience of crisis which falls into two camps, namely the private sector, dominated by
profit and reputation protection, and the public sector which includes humanitarian
issues and policy challenges, albeit often resulting from the actions and accidents of the
private sector. | shall begin with a brief review of the former but thereafter my thesis

will widen and focus on public life.

From the perspective of the private sector the concepts of crisis and crisis management
were historically used in quite a different context, that is, reputation and profit. For
instance, crisis was defined in a seminal work by public relations consultants Regester
and Larkin (1997) as “an event which causes the company to become the subject of
widespread, potentially unfavourable, attention ...” (p131). In a definition, which marks
the divide between private and public, a crisis was held by Millar and Heath (2004:2) to
be an event that “has actual or potential consequences for stakeholders’ interests as
well as the reputation of the organisation suffering the crisis.” Thus, it was likely to be
something that impacted on brand reputation and sales, not human welfare or the
environment. In the same vein Gottschalk (2002:6) writing a ‘pocket guide’ for
executives, defines a crisis on the opening page as “a significant business disruption
which stimulates extensive news media coverage. The resulting public scrutiny will
affect the organisation’s normal operations and could have a political, legal, financial,
and government impact on its business.” There is no mention of people in this definition
but it does represent a plethora of similar texts aimed at business executives (Curtain

2005; Heath 1998; Mitroff 2005).

A more scholarly approach was taken by James and Wooten’s definition of “a rare
significant and public situation that creates highly undesirable outcomes for the firm

and its stakeholders” that requires “immediate corrective action by firm [company]
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leaders” (2010:17). The supposed rarity of crises is reiterated by James et al. (2011: 458)
but despite distinguishing them “as a distinct construct from run-of-the-mill business
challenges” empirical evidence suggests that they are more common in some

commercial environments (Engledow 2009) than might be supposed.

In 1998 a major insurance company commissioned a study by a Cambridge University
research team (Knight and Pretty 1998). They examined the impact of real crises
involving deaths, injury and damage in the context of IRA attacks on share values of
several companies over a period. Their conclusions showed a positive correlation
between the value of the company, or whether it had even survived, after twelve
months and the performance of its management team in dealing with the crisis. Its
findings were reinforced by a later report dealing with crises involving fatalities which

reflected the post 9/11 environment (Knight and Pretty 2005).

Whereas from the literature cited above there was once a clear divide between the
private and public perspectives, this has been blurred by the adoption of the business
continuity policy (Collins 2006; Hiles 2007) across the public sector in the Civil
Contingencies Act 2004 and the influence of human rights (ECHR 1950; 2010) and access
to information (de Marchi & Funtowicz 1994). In respect of major crises, the divide has
been largely superseded by the influence of the OECD in global risk management
(Baubion 2013) and the “humanitarian marketplace” (Weiss 2013:4) of NGOs and both
for-profit and nonprofit organisations, represented by the Private Military Companies

(PMCs) that protect humanitarian (Liu 2010) and other interventions (Freeman 2015).

3. THE VERNACULAR OF CRISIS

3.1. Emergencies, disasters, and catastrophes.

There is not an accepted definition or concept of crisis and similarly the concept of
disaster is also ill-defined (Quarantelli 1998) compounded by a “crisis-disaster-
catastrophe” continuum (Aradau & van Muller 2013: 23) and various terms that authors
have added in their attempts to clarify things. This often depends on the originating
discipline, the jurisdiction, the media, and the public’s perception, and yet these terms
have serious connotations for human welfare. Apart from definition “classifying crises
means shooting at a moving target as future events may differ from the incidents known
today ... making almost any classification approach to be a transient procedure” (Gundel

2005: 106).
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The problem is international. Business continuity management is also known in the US
as crisis management and although English is the official language of the European
Union when crisis and disaster are translated from the languages and technical
documents of the Member States further interchange and overlap arises (Kuipers et al
2015). McLean et al. (2011) carried out research on homeland security education across
Europe and found terminology a challenge quoting the political scientist van Deth
(1998) that “The first problem encountered in international comparative research is the
translation of terms and concepts ... due to different cultural meanings” (p6) and that
translation does not “capture the full richness of a concept or its relations to other

concepts” (Roberts 1972:25).

An emergency is widely understood by the public and responders by virtue of the
universal adoption of telephone alarm services but it has a statutory definition in many
jurisdictions to justify public expenditure. In the UK, the Civil Contingencies Act 2004
defines emergency as an event or situation which threatens serious damage to human
welfare, the environment, or the security, whilst in Part Il of the same Act emergency
becomes a potential trigger for the use of temporary unlimited emergency powers.
Events anywhere can lead to declarations of a State of Emergency lasting years, quite

different from the original meaning of emergency.

In the US one definition of a disaster is “an event in which a community undergoes such
severe losses to persons and/or property that the resources available within the
community are severely taxed” (Drabek 2004). This might fit well with an event
befalling small-town America but does not meet the UN definition of “..a serious
disruption of the functioning of society, causing widespread human, material, or
environmental losses which exceed the ability of the affected society to cope using its
own resources” (UN 1992). The American experience of 9/11 and Hurricane Katrina led
to the term catastrophe, formerly used in describing the impact of nuclear war, to re-
enter the lexicon, with Quarantelli (2006:1) summarising the thoughts of his peers that
“just as disasters are qualitatively different from everyday community emergencies, so
are catastrophes a qualitative jump over disasters.” According to the US National
Framework the criteria for a catastrophic incident is “... extraordinary levels of mass
casualties, damage, or disruption” (US DHS 2008: Appendix). The London Strategic
Emergency Plan is less precise and political defining a catastrophic incident as of “such a

magnitude” as to require a minister to be involved (London Resilience 2010:3).
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Crisis management involves the concept of a threshold described by Scraton, Jemphrey
and Coleman (1995) as the moment in the context of their analysis of the Hillsborough
Stadium disaster by which they mean “that relatively short period when a situation has
gone beyond control and cannot be reversed” (1995:10). Similarly, in the context of the
Cold War, Aradau & van Munster (2013) wrote that crisis “refers not just to the actual
moment of decision but includes the broader prior strategic choices and actions” that
prevent further development of the crisis or mitigate its impact. They consider that in a
security context crises and disasters “circulate in a constant back-and-forth movement

of practices and schemas of knowledge” (p26).

The understanding of crisis in the literature has changed over time. Keown-McMullan
(1997) serves as an early benchmark when she examined the many descriptions (often a
more appropriate term than definitions) of crisis beginning with Herman’s (1972) three
dimensions of “high threat, short decision time and an element of surprise” in an
international relations context. After an extensive literature review she concluded that
“a universally accepted definition of what constitutes a crisis has not yet been

developed and it is unlikely to emerge in the near future” (Keown-McMullan 1997:8).

In 1995 the Kobe, Japan earthquake that killed 6,434 people was analysed by Heath
(1995) revealing the extent of the unnecessary delays in response caused by cultural
attitudes and lack of preparedness which may have contributed to the death toll. He
relied on the contemporaneous observations of a journalist (van Biema 1995) and
considered the ‘magnitude’ of such events not just in terms of scale but of “the number
of major sub-event crises triggered by the impact of the event” (11) which chimes with
the cascading effect of Pescaroli and Alexander (2015) below. Heath also discussed the
need for “meta-strategic missions and objectives” not dissimilar to Marcus et al.’s
(2006) later meta-leadership model discussed in Chapter VI, and perhaps ahead of his
time he adapted the familiar medical triage priorities to a wide-area crisis management

concept to prioritise rescue.

Since then there has been a change in thinking of both academics and practitioners
about crisis in terms of both scale and complexity. Writing after the 9/11 terrorist
attacks on the US, Hills (2002) coined the term catastrophic terrorism and sought to
make sense of what seemed to be a paradigm shift in the threats facing modern society
by using a model of a ladder of escalation from traditional to compound disasters. This

label shortly proved inadequate for events such as the 2002-4 SARS epidemic, 2004

24



II. CRISIS: CONCEPTS, TYPOLOGIES, SYNONYMS, and POLICIES

Asian Tsunami, 2005 London suicide bombings, and Hurricane Katrina 2005, that soon
followed. Beck, in a re-evaluation of his new modernity theory (Beck 1992), commented
on the spatial, temporal and social “de-bounding” (Beck 2002:41) of the War on Terror
crisis to preserve internal security of the state rather than the traditional role of

meeting external threats.

The de-bounding of crisis was followed-up by Boin and Rhinard (2008:3) who, examining
the new phenomenon of transboundary crises in the context of EU enlargement,
defined crisis as “a threat to core values or life-sustaining systems which requires an
urgent response under conditions of deep uncertainty” with the caveat that this relies
heavily on peoples’ perception. This latter issue | argue is a very important element of
crisis which | will return to later. They go on to describe a disaster as “a crisis with a bad
ending” and a catastrophe as a disaster with unprecedented loss of life and damage,

both rather subjective criteria.

The ‘domino’ effect has long been used by practitioners as a metaphor to represent a
sequence of events, for instance in planning for industrial hazards (EC 2012), whilst
Fuerth (2007:2) has drawn parallels with complexity theory, whereby “... seemingly
small events can lead to massively consequential results.” A similar metaphor of
cascading has also been used colloquially (Moynihan 2009) to describe the escalation of
an incident and examined in papers by Buzna et al. (2007) and Berariu et al. (2015) in
relation to infrastructure. The concepts of cascading effects and the resulting
cascading disaster were explored by Pescaroli and Alexander (2015) who underline the
problem that underpins this chapter, in that “failure adequately to define terms starts
to complicate objectives ...” (p58). In keeping with Fuerth (2007) above they consider
that cascading effects are complex and evolving and offer a definition of cascading
disasters as “extreme events, in which cascading effects increase in progression over
time and generate unexpected secondary events of strong impact” (p65). Cascading
disasters are a contemporary research theme (Helbing 2013; Shimizu & Clark 2015;

Pescaroli & Kelman 2016) with implications for future crisis management.

| began this section by defining an emergency but the extreme of this in every sense is
the Complex Humanitarian Emergency (CHE) defined as a humanitarian crisis where
there is a “significant breakdown of authority resulting from internal or external
conflict” (UNIASC 2008:11) in which many die or are displaced but as Klugman (1999:1)

adds “some may benefit”. CHEs present the biggest challenge in that they are multi-
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faceted crises with associated disasters that exacerbate each other and resist attempts
at either resolution or humanitarian assistance, be it from NGOs (Stein 2001) or peace-
keepers (Burkle 1999). There may be military conflict, insurgency, tyranny, corruption,
underdevelopment and terrorism or all of them. There will probably be civilian
casualties, and populations besieged or displaced; serious political or conflict-related
issues, such as border disputes, that prevent or delay the delivery of assistance; inability
of people to pursue normal social, political or economic activities; and associated

personal risks for relief workers (Albala-Bertrand 2000).

3.2. Extending the vocabulary

Stepping aside from the above discussion, although | shall return to the concepts of
transboundary and cascading crises, complex humanitarian disasters, and catastrophes
in subsequent chapters this overview would be incomplete without considering some of
the other ideas on crisis. An important concept that has come to the fore in practice in
the past decade is the wicked problem. Urban planners Rittel and Webber (1973)
addressing the perceived failure to solve social problems noted that it had been a
serious error to think that the “social professions ... could solve problems in the ways
that scientists can solve their sort of problems” (p160). Thus, the problems that physical
scientists focus on are described as tame where the problem can be identified and
solutions sought even though they might be very complex and challenging. On the
other hand, the wicked problem is unique, ill-defined and likely to be a symptom of
another problem, distorted by political considerations, unlikely to have a long-term
solution which will also depend on how the problem is framed. It is not wicked in the
sense of being evil but as a mathematician might use it to describe resistance to a

solution.

Many well-known writers have added their own neologisms including LaPorte (2005:2)
with his rude surprises which he described as “those unexpectedly overwhelming events
that alter things” with “punishing blows to the status quo.” The insurance industry uses
an equally colloquial expression of pear-shaped phenomena referring to relatively low
probability but high consequence events that pose substantial risks to industry and the
economy (AON Benfield 2013). Similarly, Mendoca et al. (2004:203) refer to the wild
card, something that is improbable yet has serious consequences. The Black Swan
metaphor caught the imagination in the last decade when its “rarity, extreme impact,

and retrospective (though not prospective) predictability” was used as an analogy by
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Taleb (2007: xviii) for financial and other crises that are recognised with hindsight.
Alpaslan and Mitroff (2011) returned to the idea of a mess (Ackoff 1979 in Schon
1991:16) which they describe as a web of complex and dynamically interacting, ill-
defined, and wicked problems (Rittel & Webber 1973) and are clear that “their
definition let alone solution, cannot be found in any single field of inquiry or profession”
and thus “every crisis calls for interdisciplinary, and even transdisciplinary, thinking”

(2011: xviii).

3.3. Attempts to classify crisis: typologies and scale

Typologies offer a tool for identifying and ideally then managing the crisis and for the
scholar a way of linking the perspectives of different disciplines. Typologies can be lists
such as the early descriptive categories of Rosenthal and Kouzmin (1993) ranging from
mine disasters to terrorism or the seven functional descriptors of Mitroff et al. (2004),
that is economic, information, physical, reputation, natural disasters, human resources

and deviance.

Perhaps the most well-known attempt was by Gundel (2005) who acknowledged that it
meant “shooting at a moving target” (p106) but saw the value of the exercise as
identifying the common features shared by different crises with a view to matching

these against preventative measures or the response to such crises.

His crisis matrix identified four types:

1. conventional crises, which he describes more as incidents or emergencies,

2. unexpected crises, like the above but rare which tests the response,

3. intractable crises, can be anticipated but are difficult to deal with because of the
attributes of the systems involved, conflicts of interest, and scale of harm, and

4. the largely unknowable fundamental crises e.g. future uncontained gene

technology.

Whether the matrix could be of much assistance in preventing or responding to a crisis

is doubtful but as a teaching aid it seems to be a useful way of stimulating discussion.

A typology that appears to have been developed from a military leadership perspective
but which the authors seek to transfer to civilian organisations is that of Hannah et al.

(2009) who propose a typology of five components of an extreme event. This, they

27



II. CRISIS: CONCEPTS, TYPOLOGIES, SYNONYMS, and POLICIES

assert to be different from a crisis and define as “a discrete episode or occurrence that
may result in an extensive and intolerable magnitude of physical, psychological, or
material consequences to - or in close physical or psycho-social proximity to -
organization members” (p898). The five-component typology comprised the magnitude
of consequences, the form of threat, the probability of consequences, location in time
and physical or psychological-social proximity. From a practice perspective, it is
thought provoking, not least because of their misconception of crisis and | will return

to this in Chapter IV section 2.1 when discussing leadership in extreme conditions.

Attempts to quantify disasters are many and varied but with limited value in informing
the public, serving more as alerts. Foster (1980) used the concept of community stress
which was the sum of deaths, injury, illness, infrastructure damage, and population
affected, linking this to an event intensity of 1-12 and the corresponding designation of
“very minor” to “catastrophic” (pp38-39). Another early attempt was the Bradford
Disaster Scale (Keller et al. 1990) that measured fatalities on a logarithmic scale but it
was not widely adopted. Except at the extremes neither scale has much bearing on the

scale of the crisis that might arise from the event in question.

An illustration of the difficulty, even naivety, of the single discipline approach can be
seen with Fischer’s (2003) attempt to explain disaster by examining the scale of an
event and confining himself to a sociological approach. He suggests that a linear view of
a disaster would begin with the existing social structure suffering the impact of a
precipitating event which causes the disaster. Eventually this leads to an adjusted social
structure, as Fischer puts it “what disaster sociologists actually study is social (structure)
change under specialised circumstances” (p94). However, Fischer confesses that he
“has grown weary of fighting the vernacular” and that as far as the lay person is
concerned, and this would include most responders, a disaster is “an occurrence causing
widespread destruction and distress” as defined by the American Heritage Dictionary

1992 (Fischer 2003:94).

Many things are missing from Fischer’s perspective on disaster including the
complications inherent in the precipitating event, transboundary, domino and cascading
effects, and surprisingly the affected community and its resilience. Continuing with a
sociological approach Fischer goes on to propose a disaster scale based on two
dimensions of disruption and he terms adjustment, involving ten levels or descriptors

from “everyday emergency” (pl) through to the final level of “annihilation” (p10).
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Fischer’s disaster scale has not been adopted but rather like Heath’s (1995) model of
strategic crisis management which adapted the medical triage tool, such a scale may
become useful both to communicate and to prioritise in the novel crisis landscape of the

future (Chapter VI).

The Richter scale, My, is still referred to by the media to convey the magnitude of
earthquakes despite having been long since replaced by the Moment Magnitude Scale,
Mw, except for local events in the UK (British Geological Survey). Other examples
include the Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Scale, the Volcanic Explosivity Index, and the
International Nuclear and Radiological Event Scale of the International Atomic Energy
Authority which act as alerts rather than management aids, hence the stark description
issued by the US Meteorological Service in 2005 of the likely impact of Hurricane Katrina

(see Chapter IX).

The growing complexity and scale of crises and disasters fuels the search for other ways
of assessing scale and judging the response. One attempt was the Initial Rapid
Assessment (IRA) tool (UN IASC 2009) which aims “to enable faster and better multi-
sector rapid assessment in the first few days of a sudden-onset crisis” (p2) but when
trialled in the Haiti 2010 earthquake it failed (UN OCHA 2010). It has since been revised
as the Multi-Sector Initial Rapid Assessment tool (UN IASC 2015) but is yet to be
evaluated. This led to an alternative assessment tool being proposed by Byram et al.
(2012), the Public Health Impact Severity Scale (PHISS), aimed specifically at Complex
Humanitarian Emergencies (CHE). This uses the key humanitarian parameters of the
Sphere Project (2011) known as clusters, namely water and sanitation, health, shelter
and nutrition, as representing the scale of a crisis. Rubrics are designed around these
that then provide data about the human scale and severity of the crisis. A predictable
rubric to the layman is the number of excess deaths, that is, the number of deaths
greater than that expected of a given population in normal circumstances. More chilling
is the number of under-5 excess deaths which stands out from the other rubrics as the

most strident alarm signal.

3.4. The UK: an exemplar of confusing terminology

In the UK, the proliferation of terms associated with crisis is a challenge. New policy
initiatives generate new terms that may survive or be superseded, often complicated by

regional and local adoption and uneven promulgation.
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Incidents are initially dealt with at the lowest level by the appropriate organisation but
when this proves insufficient a Major Incident is declared, defined as “an event or
situation with a range of serious consequences which requires special arrangements to
be implemented by one or more emergency responder agency” (JESIP 2016:8). A multi-
agency strategic ‘GOLD’ group is convened for major events, often with political links.
The legislation (Civil Contingencies Act 2004) refers only to an emergency however the
accompanying non-statutory guidance is more creative. In their guidance, the Cabinet
Office (2005/2010) considered local emergencies as synonymous with major incidents
but then described levels of severe emergency that would require activation of the
government crisis management facility COBR, so named because it evolved from the
very modest Cabinet Office Briefing Room A. Severe emergencies may be significant,
serious, or catastrophic, the latter necessitating the Prime Minister’s personal attention.
A new term disruptive challenge (Cabinet Office 2010) was extended to disruptive
incident by the London Resilience Partnership (2012) to describe such events as power
outages and industrial action. The London Strategic Emergency Plan uses the above
terms but defines a catastrophic incident as where “the Designated Minister is of the
opinion that it [the incident] will require a specific or exceptional response” (London
Resilience 2010). The reconstituted London Resilience Partnership, represents a wide
range of power, transport, water and other utilities and it is the managers and technical
experts of these second-tier non-emergency services that may have an increasingly

important part to play in future contingencies.

In contrast to the above the current UK doctrine is quite clear about the two phases of
an emergency that is crisis management and consequence management, defining crisis
management as “the phase of the response that attempts to prevent or avert an
imminent emergency” and listing examples such as hostage negotiation, evacuation,
and informing the public. It is noted that the duration of the crisis management phase
can vary from a few hours or a few days in the case of an accident of explosion, or a few
weeks or even months following an outbreak of a human or animal disease, until the
situation is brought under control (Cabinet Office 2010 para 1.5). The consequence
management phase covers the restoration of services and infrastructure, and dealing
with hazardous waste (ibid). The issue of lack of clarity is important because the events
in question are life threatening, even involving mass casualties, as well as threatening

the long-term stability of government and the economy.
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3.5. Emergencies and emergency powers

The UK provides a useful example in the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 of the difference
between emergency, and other synonyms, and crisis. An emergency is defined but no
powers to manage an emergency are given, only to plan. Part Il of the Act is quite
different and deals with emergency powers, powers that are of “awesome scope”
according to Walker and Broderick (2006: 153). These powers which are time limited
would be invoked ideally by an Order in Council or, to avoid serious delay, by a senior
Minister. Whilst subject to subsequent parliamentary scrutiny the scope of the
potential regulations is wide and can be further extended by resort to the Royal
Prerogative (Maer & Gay 2009; UK Ministry of Justice 2009; Blick 2014). Walker &
Broderick (2006) conclude that the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 is “the most powerful
and extensive peacetime legislation ever enacted ... Indeed, it contains within it the

tools for dismantling civil society” (p188).

There is a potential paradox between the concerns of Gross and Ni Aolain (2006) who
warn “if a time of crisis permits stepping outside the legal system, no limits — and
certainly no legal limits — can be set on how far such deviations would go and how wide
in scope they would be” (p147) and the suggestion by Borodzicz (2004; 2008) that

successful crisis leadership is almost synonymous with rule breaking.

The European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR 1950) acknowledges the need to
accommodate States in times of crisis by the derogation in Article 15. An emergency
justifying derogation had to be “a situation of exceptional and imminent danger or crisis
affecting the general public, as distinct from particular groups [e.g. political party,
corporation] and constituting a threat to the organised life of the community ...”. In
other words, this is a curb on the authorities who might for instance declare a state of
emergency because of legitimate protests or trade union gatherings (Gross & Ni Aolain

2006:249).

This brings us to Article 2 - Right to Life, that asserts “Everyone’s right to life shall be
protected by law. No one shall be deprived of his life intentionally save in the execution
of a sentence of a court ...” (ECHR 1950:2.2). It is a positive obligation (Akandji-Kombe
2006) but with exceptions that might be applicable in a crisis, especially if emergency

powers are used, such as self-defence, riot, and insurrection (ECHR 1950: 2.2).
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Human rights were the driving force behind the establishment of a worldwide early
warning system (UN Secretary-General 2005) consistent with the national and
international duties to inform the public of risks e.g. Civil Contingencies Act 2004,
Seveso Directive (EC 1982; 2012), Aarhus Convention (UN 1998), and REACH (ECHA
2010).

4. CONCLUSION: WHAT IS A CRISIS?

In this chapter | have explored some of the many concepts and attempts at defining
crisis which both indicates the complexity of the topic and the challenge for practice.
The problem of the lack of agreed terminology was recognised by Britton (1999) as “a
major cause for confusion and distancing between the researcher and the practitioner”
(p230) whilst Flin (1996) got around the problem of “terms used interchangeably to
describe equivalent events” (p2) by adopting whatever term her source used. A
symptom of the challenge in defining the field is well illustrated by Blanchard’s (2008)
collection of definitions, acronyms, guidance and legislation running to 182 pages to
support FEMA on-line training courses. Later, Alexander (2013), when discussing the
teaching of the subject area, skirted the issue by saying that the terms “crisis,
emergency, and disaster will be used more or less synonymously” (p61) for the sake of
simplicity. A contemporary survey by Kuipers et al. (2015) found a common
understanding of crisis across Europe, but the terminology and procedures of individual

Member States varied greatly (p9).

A striking example is given by Shrivastava (1987) in his case study of the 1984 Bhopal,
India industrial disaster which killed 3,800 people (Broughton 2005). He noted that the
terms disaster, tragedy, and massacre were used by the victims, whereas the Indian
government described it as an accident and the report by Union Carbide, the operators,
referred to it as an incident. More recently, Laakso and Palomaki (2013), writing about
the operational importance of common understanding, claimed that “the concept of an
emergency is quite clear” but then went on erroneously to say “in this paper we treat

the concept of disaster as synonymous with a major accident” (p1704).

In view of the above | am reluctant to add to the many interpretations, but to proceed |
will select key elements from several authors to construct a working definition of crisis. |
begin with the traditional meaning of “a situation in which important decisions involving

threat and opportunity [my emphasis] have to be made in a particularly short time”
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(Shaluf et al. 2003:24) and where the event, be it an emergency, disaster or catastrophe
is an “agent of the crisis”. Thus, a crisis is “more comprehensive than the disaster” (31).
To this | would add Heath’s (1998) list of characteristics: a threat to resources and
people, a loss of control, limited time in which to respond, the need for rapid decision-
making with unreliable or missing information, where the response required often
exceeds the available resources. These characteristics remain valid but to them must
now be added the drivers of a rapidly expanding and increasingly digital media
(Bowman & Willis 2003), citizens’ constitutional rights to information, and
accountability manifested in litigation, public inquiries, and election defeats (Boin et al.
2008). | would also add extreme context (Hannah et al. 2009) to distinguish crisis from
its sometimes trivial use, and add the “host of venal factors” (Bohn 2004: xiv) of crises

associated with corruption, conflict, organised crime, and terrorism. Thus:

A crisis is an extreme situation requiring timely decision-making about the
response to real or perceived threats and opportunities, often exceeding
available resources, and based on limited or unreliable information, with a risk
of accountability and personal consequences. Crises arise from the failure to
anticipate, understand, and prepare for threats, manifested in emergencies,
disasters, and catastrophes, be they social, economic, political, or

environmental.

In this definition decision-making implies leadership and to distinguish crisis from the
other terms discussed in this chapter that many authors use as though there was no
difference, | will return to Hannah et al.’s (2009) idea of extreme contexts. This they
define as an environment where events are occurring or are likely to occur with an
“intolerable magnitude” of consequences (p898) so that in the same vein emergency,
disaster, and catastrophe provide the context for crisis. The separation of crisis from
the context such as a disaster is crucial to my argument for a trans-disciplinary approach
to preparing potential crisis leaders. However, this separation is not easy to maintain

because the respective literature overlaps and terminology is used interchangeably.

In subsequent chapters | explore the past, present, and future paradigms of crises and
the response before addressing the notion of crisis management, widely understood by
practitioners to encompass many leadership attributes, especially decision making,
because of the unusual circumstances in which it is initiated i.e. to prevent or avert an

emergency (Cabinet Office 2010, 2013e).
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CHAPTER Illl. PARADIGMS of CRISIS

1. INTRODUCTION: PARADIGMS OF CRISIS AS RESEARCH INSPIRATION

This chapter is based on the proposition that to explore future developments and
associated crises we need to understand how we have arrived at the position today.
This approach is given credence by Hart’s contention that “a basic requirement for the
research student is that they should understand the history of the subject they intend to
study” and that this “serves the purpose of providing a perspective on how the subject

has developed and become established ...” (1998:27).

Reflecting on my long career | was able to link the research problem to my own
experience of events and their context, some of which could be described as step-
changes, ‘sea-changes’, or paradigm shifts. It seems to me that information and
knowledge have been the driver of change and it is this that | seek to demonstrate in
this chapter, identifying two paradigms. The first | label with an interrogatory Need-to-
Know? This was the answer throughout the Cold War and beyond to requests for
information, be it from co-workers, the public, journalists, researchers, and even
Parliament. Whether and what to tell the public about risks and action they might take
was also questioned (Hennessy 2002, Parker & Handmer 1992). This paradigm was
gradually replaced by the still dominant Resilience paradigm, a period associated with
greater access to information, both through government policy (Pursianen 2008;
Cabinet Office 2004 & 2015) and the global media machine (Bowman & Willis 2003;
Gowing 2010) augmented by social media (Van Alstyne 2011; Veil et al. 2011).

The concept of a paradigm shift, rather like crisis, is a convenient and widely used and
abused term. McEntire et al (2002) sidestepped this with the caveat that “in order to
limit excessive repetition the terms approach, concept, perspective, paradigm, model
and policy guide will be used interchangeably through this article” (p277). Paradigms in
research refer to philosophy and choice of methodology (Hammersley 2012; Tracy 2013)
but here | will use the paradigm concept to place the understanding and application of
crisis concepts within a temporal context. This use of the paradigm concept within
research has been used for example by Sudmeier-Rieux (2014) on development and

Welsh (2014) on governance.
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Thomas Kuhn in the preface to his seminal work, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions
(1962) defined paradigms as “universally recognised scientific achievements that for a
time provide model problems and solutions to a community of practitioners”, where as
he later explains practitioners are the community of a hundred or so natural scientists
working in a subject area. The paradigm concept was adopted for the social sciences by
Ritzer (1979), a sociologist, who defined it as “a fundamental image of the subject
matter within a science. It serves to define what should be studied, what questions
should be asked, how they should be asked, and what rules should be followed in
interpreting the answers obtained ..” (1979: 7). Ritzer was not without criticism,
summarised by Eckberg and Hill (1979) as including his application of paradigm to a
discipline rather than a field and describing the concept in sociology as “nebulous” and
referring to a “general theoretical perspective” (p929). Nevertheless, this suits my
purpose and provides a useful instrument for looking at the radical changes that have
taken place in crisis policy and its context. The link between crisis and paradigm shift
was explained by Henry Kissinger (1977: 182) as those “brief moments when an old
order is giving way to a pattern new and unseen; these are times of potential disorder

and danger; but also opportunities for fresh creation.”
2. THE NEED-TO-KNOW? PARADIGM (1945 ... 1995)

It is not intended that the paradigm argument should be obfuscated by much history of
the Cold War but as Brodie (1949) said, the threat of nuclear war had “transformed all
recognition with the past... the change being so unprecedented that historical
comparisons fail us completely” (in Aradau & van Munster 2011:18). The first use of an
atomic weapon, ‘Little Boy’, by the US at Hiroshima on 7™ August 1945 and the global
realignment of nations at the end of World War Il is an easily identified historical marker
that signalled the start of the Cold War. However, although the paradigm may have an
easily identifiable start, closure is more difficult to date because aside from the
proliferation of nuclear weapon technology and the desire to acquire it (CIA 2015)

attitudes lingered with slow change beginning in the 1980s.

From a crisis perspective, two things mark the Cold War as a distinct paradigm. The
first, which was an over-riding characteristic obvious at every level of public
administration, was secrecy (Hennessy 2010). Secrecy extended to all areas of public
life including industry, public health, pending privatisation, and restrictions on

parliamentary questions, summarised by Parker & Handmer (1992:264) quoting Michael
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that “...Britain is about as secretive as a state can be and still qualify as a democracy”

(1982:9).

Not only did secrecy exist administratively from where | remember the Kneed-to-Know?
catch phrase but as a paternal culture to protect the public, including the electorate and
shareholders, from disturbing information at a time when there was as yet no right to
be informed of risk and nor were the positive rights under the European Convention on
Human Rights widely recognised (Akandji-Kombe 2006) (see Chapter Il). This was in the
context of the profound changes taking place in society, in large part due to the social
and economic upheaval caused by World War Il described by Judt (2007) in his history of

post-war Europe.

To the scholar and the practitioner, the Need-to-Know? paradigm could be observed as
a shift in policy from Home Defence (later called civil defence) to civil emergencies
(Alexander 2002a). Initially the former was the dominant influence with civil
emergencies playing a much lesser, secondary role. Various drivers were to inexorably
change this including some notable emergencies and the policy changes that followed
them (Barrett & Howells 1992), a global media, industrial safety legislation (EC 1982),
human rights (ECHR 1950), civil disorder that was often racial or industrial in origin
(Reiner 1998), and geopolitical changes with their associated complex emergencies

(Weiss 2007).

The decisions that surrounded the use of an atomic weapon by the USA were analysed
by Kurzman (1986) who had access to those involved who “...were caught up in the
merciless machine activating the bomb, some reluctantly, others willingly, most
unwitting” (p11). The lesson from this is that if human weakness was a factor in
something as important as Hiroshima then we must be aware of it in modern crisis

decision making.

The technology of the atomic bomb was soon superseded by the thermonuclear bomb.
At first sight, the aim of the prevailing paradigm in crisis management during the Cold
War period would seem to be the avoidance of mutual destruction and maintaining the
balance of power, failure referred to by Garwin (1979) as a condition of “crisis
instability” and a major risk of war. If that strategy failed, the UK was to rely on Home
Defence which had as its core objective protection of the machinery of state and its

ability to make war where Civil Defence was the role played in this by local government.
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The protection of the population was considered at the beginning of the Berlin Crisis of
1948 as revealed in a declassified Cabinet paper, Background and Policy for Civil Defence
Planning 1948 but effectively dismissed as neither shelters nor dispersal would be an
“economic or practical possibility” (Hennessy 2002:125). According to Grant (2009)
between 1948 and the collapse of the Soviet Union at no time did the UK have home

defences adequate for a nuclear attack.

However, to think that crisis management was consumed by the ‘mutual destruction’
issue is an oversimplification. Thermonuclear war was the existential threat that
created what could be thought of as the ultimate parameter within which the key crisis

management skill was that of ‘brinkmanship’ (Dulles 1956).

For three decades, little consideration was given to the fate of ordinary civilians in
contrast to the central government facility hidden under Box Hill, Wiltshire, code named
‘TURNSTILE’, and the eight similar regional bunkers from which it was planned that the
UK’s elite would govern a post-attack Britain (Hennessy 2010). This was in contrast to
the strategy of discouraging evacuation by the population and the advice to improvise a
shelter under the stairs as described in the leaflet issued to all households (Home Office
1980), popularised by the cartoonist Raymond Briggs (1982). The secret arrangements
were exposed by the investigative journalist Duncan Campbell (1982) who quoted the
anonymous rationale from the North-East Thames Regional Health Authority War Plan

to justify the government’s selective policy

“If all the great trees and much of the brushwood are felled a forest may not
regenerate for centuries. If a sufficient number of the great trees is left
however, if felling is to some extent selective and controlled, recovery is swift.
In its way a nation is like a forest and the aim of war planning is to secure the

survival of the great trees”.

The historian Peter Hennessy whose team was given access to the tranche of
declassified Cold War archives for research purposes captured the sense of the

ridiculous in the planning for a post attack Britain as

“Eleven shrivelled irradiated fiefdoms ... theoretically governed by men in
bunkers and probably ruled, in reality, by armed soldiers and policemen with

ultimate powers over life and death ... is too ghastly to contemplate. But
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contemplate it, in secret, the planners were regularly required to do. At every

level one finds scepticism tinged with irony ...” (Hennessy 2010: 208).

Looking back Dory (2003) summed up the public’s attitude to civil defense in the US as a
mixture of indifference and denial whilst others “considered a program that might not

save all people to be immoral” (p41).

It seems that it was not only in the UK that the Need-to-Know? paradigm prevailed.
Maurice Grimaud, the Paris Prefect of Police in 1968, ruefully remembered the secrecy

of the time,

“Not that we hadn’t made very lovely plans long before ... once signed and
stamped with ‘Secret’ seals they were apparently all locked carefully in safes full
of confidential documents located in each ministry ... it wasn’t just by
coincidence that they generally bore names inspired by mythology — rarely was
an organisation more mythical than that one” (Grimaud 1977 in Lagadec 1993:

57).

The picture painted by Grimaud is one that was very familiar in the UK for several
decades and the idea of the mythical plan was later picked up by Clarke (1999) in his
analysis that “organisations and experts use plans as forms of rhetoric, tools designed to
convince audiences that they ought to believe what an organisation says. In particular,
some plans have so little instrumental utility in them that they warrant the label fantasy

documents” (p2).

Much of Clarke’s thesis was derived from examination of the Cold War civil defence
plans published by the authorities in the USA. However, unlike the UK, from the outset
of the Cold War the American authorities were open to dual use, later to become
FEMA's dual-hazards concept under President Carter. Although the policy appears to
have been subject to the same wrangles over funding as the permissive powers in the
UK in 1981 FEMA'’s policy was that “the funds must be used primarily for attack
preparedness purposes but may be used for emergency preparedness support as well”
(p125). There was open high-level support for this policy as in this clear statement in
1975 by James Schlesinger, Secretary of Defense: “Civil defense readiness generates, as
a bonus, an improved capability on the part of a State or local government to conduct

coordinated operations in the event of peacetime emergencies” (p124).
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From Home/Civil Defence to Emergency Planning

The Civil Defence (General Local Authority Functions) Regulations 1983 required local
authorities to carry out many functions but prohibited the building of emergency
centres. An indication of a change in attitude to secrecy in the UK was signalled when
the socialist led Greater London Council ignored the above regulations and diverted the
civil defence budget into commissioning the Greater London Authority War Risk Study
(Clarke 1986) and publishing the report. Although the latter exposed the inadequacies
of London’s civil defence provision, because of its provenance it was less influential than
might be expected and was eventually lost in the politics of the day (The Times 1989).
However, it is a chilling reminder of Cold War planning which has contemporary lessons
in its examination of urban social behaviour under an extreme threat and the risk to

London should the flood defences be attacked (pp158-165).

The concept of all hazards planning, all hazards in addition to war that is, emerged
alongside rather than replaced war planning. Local authorities, hitherto constrained by
the Civil Defence Act 1948, were “permitted”, but not required, under the Civil
Protection in Peacetime Act 1986 (Home Office 1986) to use such resources when a
disaster was anticipated, imminent or had happened. This was only three years after
local authorities were required to undertake civil defence planning and “permitted” did
not include a duty to make emergency plans or carry out risk assessments. Under this
policy civil defence planning and assets could be used in the response to civil
emergencies but the reality became evident as the UK experienced several lesser

emergencies.

The late 1980s and early 1990s have been described colloquially as ‘The Decade of
Disasters’ because the United Kingdom suffered a string of transport accidents,
pollution events, urban disorders and crowd disasters (Parker 1992). The same
colloquial expression was used for the US by Larabee (2000) for major technological
disasters during this period. Larabee opens her book of the same title describing the
period as “signalling an age of limits” (pIX) meaning our failure to acknowledge
technological limits and an exemplar of the shift from the then Need-to-Know? crisis

paradigm.

The Cold War began to thaw with the collapse of the Soviet Union and the televised

spontaneous demolition of the Berlin Wall by citizens in 1989. Understandably across
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the world there was a period of upheaval but throughout this the crisis management
arrangements of the UK remained unchanged, still largely secret and without any
release of budget for civil emergencies in the peace dividend. In London, there was no
formal end, more a withering away creating a hiatus in policy and practice. For
instance, in 1990 in a local unilateral decision Home Defence training for police
inspectors was given over to a presentation on major incident inter-agency coordination
whilst shortly after this the secret Police War Duties Manual became a curiosity and its

planning merged with other more pressing everyday contingences.

Throughout the period social change was marked by demonstrations and sometimes
civil disorder from the 1958 Notting Hill Race Riot, the 1981 Brixton Riots and urban
disorders in the provincial cities, landmark industrial disputes such as the 1984 ‘Battle of
Orgreave’ (Hernon 2006), to the London Poll Tax Riot of 1990. The Scarman Report
into the Brixton Disorders (Scarman 1982) raised two issues: the need to include
communities in the development of policing policies, and secondly recognition of the
“need to deal swiftly and firmly wherever [disorder] may break out” (p153), a response
to the criticism that police had not been effective in dealing with the disorder. The
significance of public order policing was the increasing need for police to operate
temporarily in paramilitary formations, the opposite of the legendary constable on the
beat. This provided a resource and later a command and communication structure to

fulfil the police coordination role in the absence of any other resource.

The Review of Civil Emergencies 1989: a false dawn

In 1988 the Home Office circulated a discussion paper followed by a seminar for invited
participants (Handmer & Parker 1992). Accordingly, it was agreed that “the basis of the
response to particular disasters should remain at the local level: it is here that expertise
and knowledge exists ...” (p27) and the plea from local authorities for a statutory duty to
plan for civil emergencies was refused. In what was seen as a positive step a new Civil
Emergencies Adviser was appointed; reporting directly to the Home Secretary but
without powers. Brief guidance (Home Office 1992) intended to link together the many
existing single service emergency management manuals into a doctrine labelled “the

combined response” (pp4-10) was later published.

Many were critical of the Review, seeing it as “... essentially a document protecting the

existing system” (Parker & Handmer 1992: 70) whilst Milne-Henderson (1992)
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compared the apparently complacent attitude of the UK with the progressive attitude of
Australia, Canada, and Belgium. The political context and why the Need-to-Know?
paradigm was slow to give way was made clear by correspondence from the County
Emergency Planning Officers’ Society and the Society of Local Authority Chief Executives
(Gainsford 1992) to which the Times leader on 15 August 1989 responded, “... The old
GLC so politicised emergency planning as to refuse to sanction civil preparedness for a

nuclear attack.”

In the policy and political vacuum that existed in London those involved in the
operational response had been forced to develop their own systems. Although there
had been an early typewritten memorandum, in 1993 the London Emergency Services
Liaison Panel circulated its joint Major Incident Procedure, now in its ninth edition
(LESLP 2015). Although originally a grass-roots initiative the manual and the Gold-Silver-
Bronze command structure that it promulgates has been used at all pre-planned major
events and emergencies in London since then and has been widely adopted in other

jurisdictions.

3. PARALLEL POLICY STREAMS: THE INFLUENCE OF EUROPE

The Need-to-Know? paradigm did not just affect officials and the public but extended
across departments and ministries. This ‘stove pipe’ (Dolk & Euske 1994) or ‘silo effect’
(Fenwick, Seville & Brunsdon 2009) was encouraged by the Secret State (Hennessey
2002) and inadvertently by the Lead Government Department policy (Home Office 1992;
Cabinet Office 2004, 2010, 2011a). However, the influence of Europe (Knill 2001;
Radaelli 2004) had a surprisingly major influence on UK crisis management through
regulation, exchange of knowledge, and European solidarity. Thus began the shift from
the control of information and paternalistic protection of the public towards the
provision of information to enable officials to assess risk and citizens to take steps to

protect themselves - features of the Resilience paradigm.

The explosion and release of toxic dioxin in 1976 from a factory near Seveso, Italy, gave
its name to the Seveso Directive (EC 82/501/EEC) which required that Member States
“shall ensure that persons liable to be affected by a major accident ... are informed in an
appropriate manner of the safety measures and the correct behaviour to adopt in the
event of an accident” (Article 8). The Directive, which was transposed into UK law by

the CIMAH (Control of Industrial Major Accident Hazards Regulations) 1984, led to the
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first statutory duty in the UK for local authorities and the emergency services to plan,
consult, exercise, and inform the public, albeit in limited contexts. The regulations
were implemented by Local Authorities and overseen nationally by the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE) but there were few systemic links with practitioners concerned
with other risks for example flooding, public health, transport, and counter-terrorism
since they were from separate organisations with “parallel agendas” (Gregory
2007:204). The public information requirements were strengthened further in the
Seveso |l Directive (96/82/EC), subsequently implemented by the COMAH (Control of

Major Accident Hazards) Regulations 1999.

Although for our purposes public information was the most revolutionary idea raised by
the Seveso Directive other elements were just as radical. It defined a major accident
(Article 1) ten years before London’s Emergency Procedures (LESLP 1993) or the Home
Office (1992) defined a major incident and two decades before there was a statutory
duty to exchange information between responders (Civil Contingencies Act 2004).
Where civil emergency planning had hitherto been a moral obligation it was now a
statutory requirement, albeit only in limited contexts. Other similar Directives for
hazardous technologies such as pipelines, nuclear facilities, aviation, railways and bio-
technology institutes followed as did concepts such as risk assessment but still not in

mainstream emergency planning.

European safety initiatives also impinged on terrorism contingencies, a good example
being the problems posed by bomb threats to the London Underground system. On 19
February 1991 two bomb alerts at separate stations on the Central Line that later
proved harmless caused seven fully laden trains to be trapped in deep tunnels and it
took several hours to evacuate the 6,000 passengers (HSE 1991: 2). The HSE
commissioned Sir Brian Appleton to urgently carry out “... an inquiry into the health and
safety aspects of stoppages caused by fire and bomb alerts ...” (HSE 1992). He approved
the use of quantified risk assessment to reduce unnecessary fire alerts but rejected its
use for bomb threats instead relying on better public information which is still in force

today.

The public’s right to information in the Seveso Directive Article 8 provision was
challenged for fear that terrorists could use the information to better target their
attacks given the 1995 Tokyo sarin attack (Kaplan 2000) and the subsequent fear of

CBRN mass casualty attacks (Smithson & Levy 2000). The US Government Accounting
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Office (US GAO 1999) warned that “toxic industrial chemicals can cause mass casualties
and require little if any expertise ...” (p21). This issue is still unresolved although there is
now provision for national security derogation in the latest Seveso Il Directive (EC 2012)
implemented in the UK by the revised COMAH (Control of Major Accident Hazards)
Regulations 2015.

Perhaps one of the most profound generic influences on practitioners was the
Framework Directive on Safety and Health at Work (EC89/391) partly transposed to the
Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1992. Its scope was wide
reaching and applied to employers, individual managers and operatives. A structured
risk-based approach became mandatory including in extremis operations such as prison
riots and hostage taking, replacing the hitherto ad hoc planning (Wells 1995). Full
adoption of the Regulations was resisted for some time, over a decade in some cases, by
organisations that claimed exemption, notably in disasters (HSE 2001), police operations
(HSE 2009), and fire service operations (HSE 2010). It was a learning process for all but
the importance of transparency, providing information to those that need it and
publishing the results of the considered examination of hazards and risks marked the
decline of the Need-to-Know? paradigm and the gestation of an affirmative you do need

to know this and why era.

A serious explosion and fire at the Buncefield Oil Storage Depot in Hertfordshire on
Sunday 10.12.2005 was a significant event. Although there were no major injuries
because few workers were on site, the damage was extensive. The toxic plume crossed
to Europe and a largescale mobilisation of UK emergency services was required
(Hertfordshire FRS 2006). It was the subject of a lengthy inquiry and report to the
European Commission with long-term disruption and distress to surrounding
communities and criticism of public information and communication (Buncefield Major
Incident Investigation Board 2006). The issues raised were instrumental in the
adoption of the Seveso Ill Directive (2012) which goes much further than previous

directives especially in terms of enhanced public information.

The Civil Protection Mechanism and European crisis management

The transposition of European environmental protection and public information
directives into UK legislation had discernible influence on domestic contingency

planning and the shift away from the secretive Kneed-to-Know? paradigm. A less
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obvious influence was the emergence in Europe of civil protection, first mentioned in
the 1957 Treaty of Rome as an activity under the catch-all Article 3(u) “measures in the
spheres of energy, civil protection and tourism.” There was little activity until 2001
when the European Community Civil Protection Mechanism was established (EC 2001).
Later its remit was extended to humanitarian interventions in third countries (EC 2005)
and was further reinforced in article 176C of the Lisbon Treaty (EC 2007). Following the
activation of the Mechanism to Banda Aceh 2004 and New Orleans 2005 several
proposals were put forward by ex-Commissioner Barnier (2006) which led to further
development of its capacity as an instrument for external crisis management (EC 2012,

2014).

The Civil Protection Mechanism is a practical tool. It coordinates the deployment of
resources that make up the European Emergency Response Capacity (EERC), from a
well-resourced Emergency Response Coordination Centre (ERCC), to both Europe and
beyond its borders in humanitarian aid. The response capacity is made up of trained
operatives from MS operating in modules. These are self-sufficient units such as fire-
suppressant aircraft with their crew and spares, field hospitals, and urban search and

rescue teams with their heavy equipment.

Until 2001 the capacity of the UK to cope with either a natural disaster such as flooding
or the aftermath of a terrorist attack was limited yet ironically some fire fighters and
paramedics were well established international volunteer rescuers in NGOs affiliated to
the International Search and Rescue Advisory Group within the UN. However,
investment by the New Dimension programme in both skills and equipment for the fire
service led to the adoption of the module concept for urban search and rescue teams,
mass decontamination, and high-volume pumps, the latter delivered in time for the
2005 Buncefield fire. As part of the European bi-annual exercise programme all
elements of the Mechanism, from the trigger request to the ERCC in Brussels to
deployment of the international response, were exercised in the UK in 2010 for an
earthquake scenario. For the host nation, it revealed issues of data transfer and liaison

at strategic level, and ignorance at operational level (Hertfordshire FRS 2011).
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4. THE RESILIENCE PARADIGM

4.1. The introduction of resilience policy

The Need-to-Know? paradigm did not end neatly with the end of the Cold War and, as
we have seen, nor did civil defence morph seamlessly into civil emergency planning.
Similarly, the new paradigm which for reasons that will become clear | have labelled the
Resilience Paradigm cannot be ascribed to any particular driver be it the New Labour
Government elected in 1997, growing Europeanisation, mentioned earlier, the general
clamour for reform following the Decade of Disasters, or the conflated threats of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and international terrorism. Information, that is
its availability, accessibility, quality and quantity, and the realisation of the state’s
limitations in terms of resources and organisation were probably the drivers for the step

change or paradigm shift.

In 1997 the outgoing Conservative government had taken steps to reduce the size of the
Civil Service and modernise it whereas the new government had planned extensive
programmes where the state would play an important part in public and even private
life (Richards 1996). As far as civil emergency planning was concerned, apart from
acting on promises made in opposition such as the public inquiries referred to below,
reform was slow in coming on “this low policy priority and, potentially, financial black
hole” (Rogers 2011:93). Early in the new Millennium a number of crises were handled
badly and caused embarrassment to government, namely flooding in 2000, a fuel ‘crisis’
caused by non-violent protests by the haulage and farming industries, also in 2000, and
the 2001 foot and mouth outbreak. All were managed by separate government

departments and none was recognised as a crisis until later.

4.2. Resilience

In February 2001, the UK Government instigated another Emergency Planning Review
(Cabinet Office 2001) and transferred responsibility for overseeing emergency
management to the new Civil Contingencies Unit in the Cabinet Office (O’Brien & Read
2005). This was prior to the 9/11 terrorist attacks in the US although those events soon
overshadowed UK domestic threats. The Review reported in October 2001 and contrary
to previous reviews called for a hierarchical national, regional and local approach to “...
do everything that can be done to enhance our resilience” (Walker & Broderick 2006:
46).
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To the practitioner ‘resilience’ is a convenient collective neologism, but it is a very old
idea given new life (Alexander 2013). A “veritable cottage industry on resilience”
(Kahan 2015:1) has arisen that is global in its adoption and resilience has been used as
an “interdisciplinary boundary object” in both crisis research and politics (Welsh
2014:15). In the UK, the concept was initially able to link the divergent strands of civil
emergencies, civil defence, counter-terrorism and especially the growing focus on risk
and business continuity management under a unifying policy agenda and do so with
relatively little reorganisation and cost to government. The latter is an important
advantage because adoption of the resilience doctrine enabled government to gradually
shift the state’s responsibility for the protection of its citizens to self-help by citizens and
corporations (Anderson 2015), by “harnessing local resources and expertise to help
themselves in an emergency, in a way that complements the response of the emergency
services” (Cabinet Office 2011b: 4), only possible with greater access to information
about hazards, risks and threats. A council official noted that the change in title from
emergency planning officer to resilience manager seemed to “enhance the term’s
visibility and embed the term within the council’s decision making” (Shaw & Maythorne
2011: 49). The ad hoc arrangements that had evolved post-Cold War to fill a need with
their language of ‘association’, ‘society’, ‘groups’, ‘panels’ and ‘liaison’ (Norman & Coles
2003) were replaced by Local Resilience Forum, Resilience Team and, to convey action

and order, simply ‘Resilience’ as in London Resilience and RESILIENCE-UK (Rogers 2013).

Internationally the term resilience was defined for disaster risk reduction purposes as
“The ability of a system, community or society exposed to hazards to resist, absorb,
accommodate to and recover from the effects of a hazard in a timely and efficient
manner, including through the preservation and restoration of its essential basic
structures and function” (UNISDR 2009:24). This is not dissimilar to the definition
promulgated by the Cabinet Office of the “ability of the community, services, area or
infrastructure to detect, prevent, and, if necessary to withstand, handle and recover

from disruptive challenges” (Cabinet Office 2013d). However, the devil is in the detail.

To the UN definition was added the important caveat, that “The resilience of a
community in respect to potential hazard events is determined by the degree to which
the community has the necessary resources and is capable of organizing itself both prior

to and during times of need” (UNISDR 2009:24) and it is this link between the policy and
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the resourcing of that policy, or failure to do so, that raises doubt about the usefulness

of resilience for future catastrophic crises (see Chapter IV).

The Coalition government 2010-15 published its policy on emergency planning online in
two separate documents, and both were re-affirmed on 8 May 2015 by the new
Conservative government. The policy on Emergency Planning opens with “It’s important
that local communities can be resilient in the event of major emergencies” and then
rather briefly focuses on the local authority role as though it were only a holding policy.
Reflecting the difference between aim and delivery in the longer more detailed policy
on Emergency Response Planning the government claims “We work to ensure society is
better prepared for, and able to recover from, emergencies .. working with
organisations and individuals from across the UK” in an inclusive way coupled with a
pro-active information strategy, utilising the opportunities presented by technology

(Cabinet Office 2013b; 2015b).

In the USA, a definition of resilience as “the ability to adapt to changing conditions and
withstand and rapidly recover from disruption due to emergencies” was offered by
President Obama (US DHS 2011) and resilience features in the Quadrennial Homeland
Security Reviews (US DHS 2010 & 2014). Homeland Security policy analyst Kahan (2015)
has found that despite the above guidance there exists “a spectrum of definitions” and
that “innumerable variations of definitions abound, depending upon the needs and
perspectives of the definer” (p2). In his conclusion Kahan draws our attention to the
danger of relying on this new policy of resilience. Firstly, the complexity and ubiquitous
nature of its application defies performance measurement, a major concern for any
government. More importantly, he expresses concern that whilst the American
implementation of resilience policies at all levels will inevitably lead to increased
preparedness and resilience, that implementation is so complex and such a challenge to
governance that improvement may fail. In other words, the same argument about
resourcing and organising that was raised by the UN caveat above. Concluding on a
humorous note he notes that resilience will “remain resilient for a long time, although

not competing with the cockroach” (p11).

Resilience has other critics. The concept of community resilience is challenged by
Rogers (2013) using the 2011 August riots in the UK as an example. He describes three
types of resilience in UK policy, that is organisational, technological, and community,

highlighting the negative aspects of the community’s reliance on “state-centric expert
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knowledge” and “technological fixes that govern at a distance” of the first two types.
The paradox of community resilience is that “it excludes citizens from decision making

but seeks to render them more responsible for their own safety” (p322).

In the wider context of disaster risk and climate change adaptation, influenced by her
interdisciplinary research in Nepal 2008-11 on communities affected by landslides
Sudmeier-Rieux (2014) reminds us that those literally ‘living on the edge’, displaced by
more affluent groups, and characterised by poverty and food shortages are often quite
resilient because they have adapted to the conditions, are familiar with the dangers,
and although they are the first to suffer an event they are the first to recover or
“bounce-back” (p68). Summing up the literature on resilience and development she
points to the contradiction that resilient communities may still be vulnerable and at risk
as well as corrupt and inequitable (Levine et al 2012) and resilience as a policy can be a
‘Band-Aid’ that ignores the “dangerous living conditions and high vulnerability that
created risk as well as resilience in the first place” (Sudmeier-Rieux 2014: 69). In a
similar vein Grint (2009) raises the question of resilience inhibiting necessary changes

what if we become so resilient that we withstand forces that ought to lead to

change and ought not to be resisted” (p1).

4.3. Resilience and public information

Several unsynchronised and diverse drivers at the cusp of the new Millennium meant
that any attempts by the authorities to control either the access to information or the
flow of information became unsustainable. The Need-to-Know paradigm of secrecy was
gradually replaced by a new crisis paradigm where ideas and initiatives mushroomed
and spread as websites and the internet replaced traditional ministerial letters,
confidential memoranda, circulars to chief executives and Green/White Papers, so that
now politicians, policy analysts, journalists, academics and interested citizens all had
opportunities to review and debate the material. Because it happened over a period of
years one cannot put a date on this sea-change nor assign any events to mark it.
However, there is no doubt that the 9/11 terrorist attacks on the World Trade Centre
and the Pentagon were a global paradigm shift in keeping with Kuhn (1962) even though
other countries, including the UK, had previously suffered similar levels of casualties, for
instance the ‘Troubles’ in Northern Ireland (McKittrick & McVea 2001). The newly

created Cabinet Office Civil Contingencies Secretariat was without a website and initially
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had to direct the public to the website of the Australian Emergency Management

Agency for advice.

A combination of technology miniaturisation which replaced shoulder mounted video
tape cameras with handheld digital cameras linked to satellite telephones, globalisation
of the media, competition for audiences and the birth of citizen journalism (Bowman &
Willis 2003) not forgetting the need for governments to justify expenditure to taxpayers,
meant that for the first time in history ordinary people could watch events unfold in real
time. The terrorist attacks on the Twin Towers in New York in 2001 were seen in their
full horror in real time by a global audience alongside subsequent cruise missile targets

in Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraqi in 2003.

The Asian Tsunami of 26 December 2004 was filmed by tourists, often using mobile
phones, as were scenes from the explosions in the London Underground in July 2005.
Not only could the media entertain and be used for real time public safety information,
it could also expose failings by the authorities. For instance, during the London
Bombings 2005 the media were “aware of the explosions on the Underground within
minutes of them taking place” (London Assembly 2006: para 6.18) well before the police
issued advice to the public. Later that year the world saw the ineptitude of the US
handling of the impact of Hurricane Katrina as very quickly the media had teams on the
ground in New Orleans. For instance, SkyNews/ITV presented their programmes from
the flooded city immediately the storm had passed, a broadcasting technique which is
used routinely now for every major event and puts early pressure on the crisis
leadership. The March 2011 Japanese earthquake and tsunami were also played out in
real time continuously throughout the day by all the international news channels, in
contrast for instance to the secrecy that had surrounded the 1986 Chernobyl, Ukraine

nuclear accident (Harman-Stokes 1995; Porfiriev 1998).

The resilient citizen

The involvement of the public in counter-terrorism evolved in the UK in response to the
private sector’s desire to play a part, as discussed in a booklet The Unlikely Counter-
Terrorists (Briggs 2002). In the context of surveillance Vaughan-Williams (2008)
revisited the concept of the citizen-detective, quoting Benjamin (1938/2003: 21) that “In
times of terror, when everyone is something of a conspirator, everybody will be in the

position of having to play detective” and then the 2006 public information pamphlet of
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the EC that “The battle against terrorism requires the mobilisation of all citizens to

|”

guarantee freedom and security for all” (p70). The citizen-detective concept is more
sympathetic to the revolutionary history of continental Europe than the UK but has
been taken further by Malcolm (2013) in a more convincing argument in which he

introduces the resilient citizen.

Some counter terrorism initiatives now run joint police-public-business events with the
aim of improving resilience e.g. Project Kraken for maritime leisure and business,
Project Pegasus for aviation, and Project Argus for general business and crowded areas
such as shopping centres with many civilians given additional training and security
information (NCTSO 2014). Malcolm (2013) has taken the citizen-detective concept

“

forward to the resilient citizen, the latter “... considered a more privileged” (p318)
citizen because of the up-to-date unclassified threat information, planning checklists
and CPD certificates that those in Project Argus etc. receive. He summarises the
resilient citizen as “capturing a bargain that is struck between state and citizen — greater
knowledge for greater responsibility” (p319). Witnessing an Argus training seminar, he
observed how the resilient citizen can feedback knowledge about their specific areas to
the authorities. The importance of this is that the local citizen can distinguish risks, for
instance spotting unusual transport movements or distinguishing between the activities
of devout Muslims and those that could be radicalised, and thereby influence the
authorities towards a more sensitive and accurate response. This is an organised

example of the spontaneous pro-social behaviour observed in natural disasters (Dynes

& Quarantelli 1977; Rodriguez, Trainor & Quarantelli 2006; Voorhees 2008).

5. CONCLUSION

| began this chapter by outlining Thomas Kuhn’s (1962) paradigm theory and discussing
how | would use this as inspiration for my research into the crisis phenomenon. This
was more gestalt in the manner of Ritzer (1979) than in Kuhn’s original natural science
context. | went on to construct two paradigms in UK crisis practice, beginning with the
post-World War Il first and last use of nuclear weapons, a period marked by a
paternalistic and secretive state protected by the Need-to-Know? culture. This was
succeeded by a paradigm where almost unlimited information became available to all
and responsibility was transferred from the state to the individual or at least their socio-
economic groups with the “pervasive idiom” (Walker & Cooper 2011:144) of the

Resilience doctrine. The two paradigms were separated by an untidy and ill-defined
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hiatus rather than a boundary and as far as practice goes resilience, as a concept or
rather as a doctrine, continues to be promoted. One of the two policy strands of the
2015-17 Conservative government, largely unchanged from the Coalition government of
2010-15, seeks to achieve a resilient society by “providing opportunities to share news,
ideas and good practice, publications and practical guides” (Cabinet Office 2013b;
2015b).
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CHAPTER IV: TOWARDS THE NOVEL CRISIS PARADIGM

1. INTRODUCTION

In the last chapter | argued that two distinct crisis paradigms (Khun 1962; Ritzer 1979)
can be discerned since World War Il, the Need-to-Know? paradigm of paternalistic
secrecy that reflected the Cold War period and the still dominant Resilience paradigm
which replaced it with its almost unlimited access to information and promulgation of
data on hazards, risks, and threats and the steps to be taken. In this chapter | will
explore the indications that we are looking towards a new crisis paradigm, as yet ill-
defined as in Lagadec’s “terra incognita” (2009: 474), which | label the Novel Crisis
paradigm after Howitt (2012) and Mueller (2013) in a context of accelerating
environmental change (Endter-Wada & Ingram 2012) and other mega-trends (Blackburn
& Marques 2013; Halal & Marien 2011). This is not to forget the continuing proliferation
of nuclear weapons (Delpech 2012) which has continued despite the end of the Cold

War.

Nuclear weapons, as Nitze (1956) noted, affected all conflicts. He used the analogy of
chess where although the queens, representing the then NATO and Soviet nuclear
arsenals, might never be used their positions have “a decisive bearing on which side can
safely advance a limited-war bishop or even a cold-war pawn” (p195) in the context of
international development, complex humanitarian emergencies, and political coups.
Indeed, as nuclear proliferation progressed Kahn (1966) even gave some thought to the
ethical principles that might govern a retaliatory strike. In a recent analysis of the
continuing efficacy of nuclear deterrence Delpech (2012) used the term “strategic
piracy” (p162) to describe the failure of a “small number of obnoxious states” to follow
international protocols not unlike the bishops and pawns of Nitze (1956). Now there are
nine nuclear powers and others that aspire to such weapons including non-state actors

that may not be deterred by sanctions or retaliation (Delpech 2012).

In keeping with crisis and disaster research we cannot set up experiments to explore
ways of for instance managing a nuclear attack or even mitigating the detonation of a
small improvised device although crude estimates of casualties are possible (Dallas &
Bell 2007). Looking back Ghamari-Tabrizi (2000) observed that nuclear war was an
unknown quantity that relied on simulations for planning which replaced the knowledge

of military officers drawn from combat experience with “civilian virtuosi of the
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techniques of Monte Carlo, systems analysis ... and other innovations in simulating
combat operations” (p164). An over-simplification perhaps because as Delpech (2012)
notes in the crisis that might precede the strike reading the opponents intent and
resolve would rely on human skills. However, the idea that a new paradigm required

different expertise is one that may apply to a future paradigm.

In 1962 Kahn wrote about the challenge of planning for the unthinkable, an adjective as
relevant now to planning for environmental change as it was then to the threat of
thermonuclear war. The latter “are not only unpleasant events they are, fortunately,
unexperienced [my emphasis] events, and the crises which threaten such wars are
almost equally unexperienced.” (Kahn 1962:143 in Aradau & van Munster 2011:74). He
went on to say that “few are able to force themselves to persist in looking for novel
possibilities in this area without aids to their imagination”. As an aid to the imagination
we now have extensive data and even video footage of what we can expect from future
environmental impacts based on events such as the Asian Tsunami 2004, New Orleans

2005, the Great East Japan Earthquake 2011, and Hurricane Sandy 2012.

2. ANEW CONTEXT: GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE

Whilst the nuclear threat still looms over us, be it the proliferation of nuclear weapon
technology (Delpech 2012) or accidents such as Chernobyl 1986 (Malone 1987) and
Fukushima 2011 (Hindmarsh 2013), there is an equally pressing existential issue, the

environment.

Human influence in shaping, or rather degrading, the natural environment was
recognised by the UN Conference on the Human Environment, Stockholm 1972, for
which the bio-chemist Hans Palmstierna prepared a short landmark briefing paper, The
Future Imperative for the Human Environment (1972), in which he warned that
conventional crises are temporary and can be managed whereas the environmental
crisis was more a historical landmark from which there was no going back. This is a view
that has been reiterated by Paglia (2015) who agreed with Palmstierna that
environmental change was “not a proper crisis” although he conceded that the “concept
of crisis is ambiguous and applied differently in various social and scholarly contexts”
(p249). His reasoning was that anthropocentric environmental impacts are not
amenable to short-term management nor do they revert to the pre-crisis state. They

are more in keeping with an “historical period” (p250).
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The possibility of irreversible environmental change through human influence
challenges the policy of resilience. It was illustrated by the Great Acceleration graphs
produced by the International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme (Steffen et al 2007)
showing socio-economic activity and the impact on the natural world. The programme
also spawned the Anthropocene concept (Crutzen & Stoermer 2000; Zalasiewicz et al.
2011), where man’s impact has been on a geological scale. As a sign of how little was
achieved in the 40 years since Palmstierna (1972), the biologists Anne and Paul Ehrlich
gave this perspective to the Royal Society in 2012 “... for the first time, humanity’s
global civilisation — the worldwide, increasingly interconnected, highly technological
society in which we all are to one degree or another, embedded — is threatened with
collapse by an array of environmental problems”. After listing the many environmental
threats that range from ocean acidification to over exploitation of ground water the
Ehrlichs concede that “these are not separate problems but interact in two gigantic
complex adaptive systems: the biosphere system and the human socio-economic
system” (Ehrlich & Ehrlich 2013:1). Three decades earlier Beck had pointed out that
“Environmental problems are not problems of our surroundings, but — in their origins
and through their consequences — are thoroughly social problems, problems of people,
their history, their living conditions, their relation to the world and reality” (Beck

1992:81).

Shortly after the 1972 UN Conference on the Human Environment the landmark paper
by Molina & Rowland (1974) on the destruction of the ozone layer that arguably started
the climate change debate was published tying in with the general awakening of
interest in the environment discussed earlier in this chapter. Ecological theories of
resilience (Holling 1973) from which the current ubiquitous resilience doctrine is derived
and the ecological concept of surprise, defined as “a condition in which perceived reality
departs qualitatively from expectations” (Holling 1986 cited by Longstaff 2009), were

inappropriately adopted perhaps to give the new doctrine greater weight.

The increasing importance of global environmental drivers has persuaded some authors
to apply the conceptual models more literally (Baker & Refsgaard 2007; Gunderson
2010) to explain socio-eco issues and address future crises such as concatenating crises
(Biggs et al. 2011). The latter draws attention to the ways in which increasingly global

shocks or crises such as natural disasters, because of globalisation and connectivity,
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have the potential to “spread, synchronise, and interact in novel ways” (p1) although

those same features may be the tools of our salvation if we can reverse their direction.

Yet another ecological concept, that of Panarchy, described by Gunderson & Holling
(2002:21) as “an antithesis to the word hierarchy (literally, sacred rules) .... a framework
of nature's rules,” was invoked initially as a metaphor for the complex man and nature
interaction. However, influenced by the impact of 9/11 (Holling 2004) the original
theoretical model has since been used to conceptualise a new threshold in human
affairs (Briske et al 2010) and has been applied to cultures and business (Allen et al.
2014). As the latter explain “Panarchy is different from typically envisioned hierarchies
in that control is not just exerted by larger-scale, top-down processes, but can also
come from small scale or bottom-up processes” (p1) which if applied metaphorically to

crisis is relevant to the emergent crisis leadership discussion in following chapters.

There is now little doubt that, whatever the cause, global systems are already in crisis
and faced with difficult decisions, the risks and impacts summarised in the UN IPCC

Summary for Policy Makers (2012) as

“substantial warming in temperature extremes by the end of the 21st century. It
is virtually certain that increases in the frequency and magnitude of warm daily
temperature extremes and decreases in cold extremes will occur in the 21st

century at the global scale ...” (p12).

As a result, they warn of more frequent heavy precipitation, increase in maximum
tropical cyclone wind speed, sea level rise with extreme coastal high-water levels and
adverse impacts such as coastal erosion and inundation, heat waves, glacial retreat,
and/or permafrost degradation. This is reiterated in the subsequent UN IPCC Fifth

Assessment Synthesis Report (2014) as

“Climate change will amplify existing risks and create new risks for natural and
human systems. Risks are unevenly distributed and are generally greater for
disadvantaged people and communities in countries at all levels of
development. Increasing magnitudes of warming increase the likelihood of
severe, pervasive, and irreversible impacts for people, species and ecosystems.
Continued high emissions would lead to mostly negative impacts for
biodiversity, ecosystem services, and economic development and amplify risks

for livelihoods and for food and human security” (p64).
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Global Environmental Change and the potential for crises

Along with environmental change, the growing global population and urbanisation are
tangible precursors of crisis. In 2010 the United Nations reported that a milestone had
been reached whereby it was estimated that half the world’s population was now living
in urban areas, mostly in coastal towns with populations of 500,000 but growing (UN
HABITAT 2010). Already there are 23 urban areas worldwide that are described as
megacities, that is, their population exceeds 10 million although many of them top 20
million. Of these megacities 16 are within the coastal zone, the area of land that is no

more than 100 km from high-water with an elevation of less than 50m.

The picture is complicated by a number of rapidly expanding cites that are just short of
being megacities whilst huge coastal metacities have arisen through agglomeration (UN
HABITAT 2006), such as Hong Kong-Shenzhen-Guangzhou in China, estimated
population of 120 million, the Tokyo-Nagoya-Osaka-Kyoto-Kobe region with an
estimated population of 60 million, and the West African coastal corridor stretching
from Lagos to Accra through four countries (UN HABITAT 2010). If the conceptual
distance from the sea is extended to 200km many other riparian cities and regions share
the risks (Nicholls 1995) along with the economic benefits (Blackburn & Marques 2013).
This ribbon of land is populated by 3.2 billion people of whom more than one billion are
settled in slums or informal suburbs (UN HABITAT 2006). Such unplanned settlements
are vulnerable, lacking a stable community structure and state services such as health
and policing. Along with crime, major disorder can erupt such as that in the slums of

Nairobi in 2008 in which 1200 people died and 300,000 were displaced (Parsons 2010).

Early crises from the impacts of global environmental change and other global shocks
(OECD 2011) are likely to be experienced by communities in the coastal margin
(McGranahan, Balk & Anderson 2007; Glavovic 2015) such as Bangladesh (Blitz 2014)
and in Small Island Developing States (Kelman 2006; Simon 2007; Boto & Biasca 2012;
Wright 2013). In a situation, similar to Nitze’s (1956) analogy of conflict under the
umbrella of a nuclear hegemony, a climate “Leviathan” (Wainwright & Mann 2014:314)
will be needed for global climate adaptation. Beneath the “off-the-scale” (Topper &
Lagadec 2013: 6) context of global environmental change, practitioners will face
multiple “fractal” crises (p10) or crises within a crisis, albeit perhaps mega by
conventional standards and “unexperienced” (Kahn 1962: 143). Using imagination, |

liken the coast to a defensive border with crenellations where the geomorphological

56



IV: TOWARDS THE NOVEL CRISIS PARADIGM

features of cliffs, marshes, estuaries etc. augmented by coastal defences create
metaphorical strong and weak points, the “hotspots” of Newton, Carruthers & Icely
(2011:1). Within these crenellations, and the mesocosms they create, natural hazards
interact with poor governance, corruption, and poverty (Transparency International
2011), starting with minor “nuisance” events before an irreversible “tipping point” is
reached (Sweet & Park 2014:19). This vulnerability is increased by the population
“footprint” of megacities, that is the need to import food, water, and energy, often from
across the globe (Swaney et al 2012: 22), taken together making the “wicked

challenges” of Moser et al. (2012).

3. CHALLENGES TO THE RESILIENCE PARADIGM

The resilience paradigm is based on an institutional approach that at its best has
developed to meet hazards and threats “through knowledge, emerging tools,
consensual social collaboration, and preparations to be flexibly innovative” (Comfort et
al. 2010: 273) but as we saw in chapter Il resilience is only as effective as the available
resources and organisation (UNISDR 2009). The policy is under pressure on a number
of sides, including the sheer scale of some crises, and their novelty, which
environmental change can be expected to exacerbate. To these we can add the impact
of geopolitics, migration, population, organised crime, corruption, and global inter-

connectedness which can be expected to present new challenges and opportunities.

Scale

Scale challenges the resilience paradigm and hitherto has been tackled by increasing
and developing capabilities (Smet, Lagadec & Leysen 2012). However, some recent
crises have had a spatial impact that transcends jurisdictions, even of the European
Community, the landscape crises of Leonard & Howitt (2012) and transboundary crises
of Herman & Dayton (2009) and Ansell et al. (2010), which has led to the generous use
of the mega prefix to describe such phenomena. It was used by Naisbit in 1982 in his
‘Megatrends’ which outlined his ten long-term global drivers that would move us from a
post-industrial world to an information society. These and other new trends were
revisited and expanded in Megachange by Franklin & Andrews (2012). The megacity
concept was perhaps the earliest and most common use of the prefix, often linked to
vulnerability and other problems (Institute of Civil Engineers 1995; Nicholls 1995; World
Bank 2010; Pellin & Blackmore 2013; Suri & Taube 2014) and in the same context mega-
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slums (Black & Sutila 1994), mega-construction projects (Barthel 2010) and now meta-
cities (McGrath & Pickett 2011) were added. The mega prefix has been used by a
number of scholars in relation to crises and disasters (Garrett et al. 2007, Rosenthal
2009; Halal & Marien 2011); “environmental mega-crisis” (Endter-Wada & Ingram
2012); financial “mega-catastrophe” (Rust & Killinger 2008); mega messes (Alpaslan &
Mitroff 2011); and the potential for a mega disaster in the Dutch Delta (Engel et al.
2012).

The mega-crisis concept was explored for a compilation of topics including public health,
finance, food security, ‘fragile’ states, and so on by 41 contributors, many of whom were
leaders in their respective sub-disciplines (Helsloot et al. 2013). To quote the editors
“Mega-crises are not just more of the same; they present a new class of adversity with
many ‘unknowns’. They defy boundaries, limits, neat demarcations, patterned
connections and linear consequences ... Mega-crises imply not only quantum but also

quality jumps in coping with the defining features of crisis ...” (p5).

Scale is also represented by the qualitative ill-defined term catastrophe, used
interchangeably much like crisis and disaster. The key differences between
catastrophes and major disasters are that the infrastructure is severely damaged or
destroyed, including emergency responders, and local officials, medical staff and
emergency personnel are affected, which makes recovery difficult. The communities
and the economy are severely disrupted, perhaps beyond restoration, and the wide-
area affected means that help may not be forthcoming. Despite the above, pro-social
behavior and self-rescue is found whilst anti-social behavior such as looting is as rare as

it is in disasters (Quarantelli 2000, 2006).

Novelty

The second property which is much more difficult to identify and describe is novelty.
The novel crisis may arise through scale and complexity, risks that are “unknown
unknowns” (Rumsfeld 2002: 11), or unprecedented and therefore unprepared for. It is a
concept recognised by a relatively small group of crisis scholars including Lagadec
(2009), Leonard & Howitt (2006; 2012), Boin (2012), and Mueller (2013). In some early
thoughts on novelty Boin noted that ““The modern crisis does not confine itself to a
particular policy area (say health or energy); it jumps from one field to the other,

unearthing issues and recombining them into unforeseen mega-threats” (2004: 166).
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Scale is easy to describe using well established concepts and techniques and therefore
easy to recognise whereas novelty is almost by definition difficult to identify since we
have little reference for it or the knowledge that would be useful is diffused or held by
other disciplines. To some extent all crises have an element of novelty but key elements
are familiar which enables a shared situational awareness of the crisis to be developed
and responses generated even if plans have to be customised or adapted. In a novel
crisis, there may be an initial search for a customisable plan but it may have to be
improvised although without a shared situational awareness this will not be easy.
Whereas a conventional crisis is likely to be managed according to hierarchical
structures of authority with a response to match the situation facing us, the novel crisis
presents issues of who is responsible, who recognises it, and who has the necessary
specialist knowledge (Stern 2013). Scale and novelty may force us to base the response
on what capabilities exist or can be improvised in a hitherto untried response rather

than what the situation is or merits (Leonard & Howitt 2012).

The metaphor of the Swiss cheese slices, used as a teaching aid for crisis education
(Smith 2006), can be used to help in understanding the development of a novel crisis.
The randomness of the holes in imaginary slices from a block of cheese does not allow
the transit of something representing a threat or hazard and therefore “does not
normally cause a bad outcome.” But if in unusual circumstances the holes in many
slices, representing boundaries or safeguards, momentarily line up to permit a
trajectory” (Reason 2000:769) this can lead to a crisis such as envisaged by Boin (2004)

above.

Global inter-connectivity

Setting aside the environment, the post 9/11 project Making the Nation Safer by the
National Research Council (2002) drew attention to the vulnerability of the
infrastructure (transport, communications, food, water, power) in the US, most of it
privately owned, a situation mirrored across the developed world. As if to underline the
risks in 2003 widespread blackouts due to minor local events occurred across the North
East United States & Canada and across South Eastern Europe. Other blackouts have
followed. Byrd & Matthewman (2014) reviewed blackouts and their consequences,
whilst Helbing (2013) has coined the term hyper-risk to describe the risk posed by the

global systems of “networks formed from inter-dependent networks” (Gao et al. 2012:
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40). The preface to an output from the above National Research Council project

summed up the position:

“Economic systems, like ecological systems, tend to become less resilient...as
they become more efficient, so our infrastructures are vulnerable to local
disruptions, which could lead to widespread or catastrophic failures. In
addition, the high level of inter-connectedness of these systems means that the
abuse, destruction, or interruption of any one of them quickly affects the
others. As a result, the whole society is vulnerable, with the welfare and even

lives of significant portions of the population placed at risk” (p25)

The relationship between privately owned infrastructure, now vital for human survival,
and crisis was taken up by the OECD which in 2011 inaugurated a forward-thinking
programme of multidisciplinary ‘invitation-only’ workshops and an annual High Level
Risk Forum on strategic crisis management accompanied by published guidance
(Baubion 2013). Concepts of resilience and conventional crisis still prevail in the
discussions but ‘landscape crises’ and ‘novelty’ were introduced with other forward-
thinking ideas, e.g. Sundelius (2013), Mueller (2013), and pre-eminently Leonard &
Howitt (2012).

The crisis themes of novelty and scale, especially for the private sector are also
addressed by the World Economic Forum (WEF), an independent Swiss not-for-profit
foundation based in Geneva which describes itself as the International Organisation for
Public-Private Cooperation. Apart from hosting an annual high-level meeting in Davos it
publishes an annual Global Risks Report (World Economic Forum 2016), the core theme
in 2016 being the “resilience imperative” (p8). However, although not subject to the
same rigorous peer review as for instance IPCC reports, the number and breadth of

|ll

contributors to the annual “perception of risks” makes them worthy of consideration.
The immediate risks are fairly predictable with the three most likely being large-scale
involuntary migration, extreme weather events and failure of climate-change mitigation
and adaptation. Projecting forward for the next ten years the perceived risks in order
are “water crises, failure of climate change mitigation and adaptation, extreme weather
events, food crises and profound social instability” (p13). The latter has complex origins

but is representative of what the WEF terms the Fourth Industrial Revolution, that is,

the as yet little understood impact of digitalisation and connectivity.
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Geopolitical and Security Implications

The geopolitical implications of environmental change, in particular the scenario of
‘abrupt climate change’ such as might result from the oceans’ sudden thermohaline
circulation collapse, were explored in detail by the US Committee on Abrupt Climate
Change (2002) without attracting controversy. That could not be said for the report
commissioned by the Pentagon (Schwartz & Randall 2003) on two counts. The report
challenged the ‘in denial’ stance of the Bush administration towards climate change and
recommended that “the risk of abrupt climate change, although uncertain and quite
possibly small, should be elevated beyond a scientific debate to a US national security
concern” (p3). To date, their predictions, for instance that severe drought and cold in
Scandinavia would lead to southerly migration in Europe, have failed to materialise,
although their concluding observation that “Europe will be struggling internally, large
numbers of refugees washing up on its shores” (p22) has, but for a different reason.
The issue of climate and national security was subsequently raised by the Council of
Europe (EC 2008) and has since become a theme in the literature (Raleigh & Urdal 2007;
Barnett & Adger 2007; Abbott 2008; National Research Council 2013) with a recent
meta-study by Burke et al. (2015) which focussed on one aspect of future crises, that is
conflict. They concluded that although there was not a single simple causal link
between climate and conflict, research indicated “that adverse climatic events increase
the risk of violence and conflict, at both the interpersonal level and the intergroup level,

in societies around the world and throughout history” (p610).

The potential for displacement and migration caused by environmental change is
considerable (Adamo 2010) and includes the negative impacts described earlier as well
as secondary impacts on availability of potable water, decreasing crop yields, and public
health (UN 2009; Foresight 2011). The background estimate of the number of people
forcibly displaced worldwide at the end of 2014 was 59.5 million, of which 51% were
under the age of 18, and 80% were ‘hosted’ by developing countries (UNHCR 2015).
The civil war in Syria has continued to add to this, straining the policy of an external

border for the EU with internal freedom of movement (EU FRONTEX 2017).

Whilst there is uncertainty about the magnitude and timing, the movement of
populations and the numbers of displaced persons as a result of environmental
pressures is expected to rise with estimates ranging widely, potentially 700 million but

with a considered estimate of 50 million by 2050 based on mapping of features and
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population (Warner et al 2009) and 150-200 million by the Stern Review (2006).
Current UN definitions of refugees, asylum seekers, and migrants are not adequate for
those displaced by climate and so consideration is being given to how they might be

protected (Kalin & Schrepfer 2012).

An extremely pessimistic but perhaps realistic view has been taken by Davis (2010)
which predates but also mirrors the WEF perceived risks of the failure of climate change

adaptation and resulting mass migration,

“u

.. worldwide adaptation to climate change, which presupposes trillions of
dollars of investment in the urban and rural infrastructure of poor and medium
income countries, as well as the assisted migration of tens of millions of people
from Africa and Asia, would necessarily command a revolution of almost mythic
magnitude in the redistribution of income and power” (Davis 2010:5 cited in

Wainwright & Mann 2014:314).

There is a danger when discussing the future that information may be partial and
analysis missing. However, the conflation of security issues that must now include
migration, a complex humanitarian emergency, international terrorism, war and nation
building is being played out before us at the time of writing. The origins of the current
migration crisis in Europe are too complex to do justice to them here but it
demonstrates the characteristics of a complex, transboundary, landscape, and mega
crisis which led the European Commission to move funding from the international

budget to internal emergency humanitarian aid for the first time (EC 2016).

The ineffectiveness and corruption of international aid has been exposed by
investigative journalism, e.g. Klein (2007), Polman (2011), perhaps triggering the
political concern that led to a shift in UK policy from response towards preventative
measures (Jones 2014). In a provocatively titled book, Humanitarian Business, Weiss
(2013) claims that the metaphor of a humanitarian marketplace is the appropriate lens
through which to examine the way neoliberalism is impacting on humanitarian aid
across a range of organisations from the International Federation of the Red Cross and
Red Crescent, big budget NGOs, not-for-profit companies, and the PMCs. All can be
agents or even substitutes for state organisations in the delivery of aid in both disasters
and complex emergencies but the use of corporate military resources for security in the

latter, as well as the increasing substitution for state armies and police is highly
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contentious (Liu 2010). This is especially so when their employment involves direct
participation (Melzer 2009), examples being security in New Orleans in 2005 (Tierney &
Bevc 2007), in Nigeria against Boko Haram (Freeman 2015), and the counter-piracy
patrols in international waters by private maritime security companies and their floating
armouries (Remote Control Project 2014), sometimes sanctioned by the International
Maritime Organisation (IMO 2012). Although the above developments are a logical
extension of the global privatisation of energy, water, sanitation, prisons, store
detectives and so on, it is something of a step change, challenging the humanitarian
principles of sovereignty and subsidiarity in the UN General Assembly resolution 46/182

(UN OCHA 2012).

4. CONCLUSION

In Chapter IIl | began by describing how | had used Thomas Kuhn’s (1962) paradigm
theory and its subsequent application to the social sciences by Ritzer (1979) as
inspiration for my research, perhaps taking dramatic licence to convey the point. |
proposed two paradigms in UK crisis practice, the secretive Need-to-Know? paradigm
and the Resilience paradigm that replaced it, but diverging from the theoretical notion
of paradigmatic shift | accepted that these two paradigms were not separated by a clear
boundary but by an ill-defined hiatus because of the multi-disciplinary strands of
research, policy and investment. | concluded that chapter with the UK concepts of
community resilience, now a re-invigorated government policy (Cabinet Office 2016),

and the resilient citizen (Malcolm 2013).

| have drawn attention to the challenge to the Resilient paradigm that global
environmental change presents, where “a range of slow-onset events or trends”
reinforces the “increasing frequency and severity of extreme events” (Simon 2007: 77).
This is in addition to the potential impacts of natural hazards such as earthquakes,
volcanic eruptions, and pandemics, notwithstanding that the proliferation of nuclear
weapons has increased since the Cold War and therefore remains an existential threat.
The gestation and course of conventional crises are of relatively short duration for
which the institutional cycle of anticipation followed by preparation, response,
recovery, and prevention, the disaster cycle of Alexander (2002a) and known in the UK
as Integrated Emergency Management (Home Office 1992; HM Government 2013: 8)
still serves. Whilst we can prepare for the challenges ahead, response may be

inadequate, recovery irrelevant, and prevention superseded by adaptation at best.
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As with the displacement of the Need-to-Know? paradigm by the Resilience paradigm
the shift to a new paradigm that reflects the above challenges of scale and novelty,
existential threats and interconnectedness, which | have labelled the Novel Crisis
paradigm, will be resisted metaphorically by stretching the concept of resilience,
probably until circumstances clearly demonstrate that it is no longer adequate. In

IM

answer to the global “anaemic policy response” to the likely impact of climate change
the European Commission pointed out that it was only one of many issues of inequality
facing nations and will create new vulnerabilities depending on countries’ “relative

economic and political power within the international system” (EC 2008b: 15).
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CHAPTER V: CRISIS MANAGEMENT AND LEADERSHIP

1. INTRODUCTION

The previous chapter considered how the future natural and socio-economic worlds
might collide leading to unforeseen and perhaps unknowable novel crises. These might
include geopolitical and security challenges as well as catastrophes where our response
systems are incapacitated by the scale of the event. The dilemma is whether to work
against the instability and challenges by developing ever more sophisticated command
and control systems, requiring “extraordinary skills on the part of the leaders”, or to
“work with the instability” (Grint 2002: 250) by encouraging and facilitating new forms

of crisis leadership.

In the contemporary Resilience paradigm crisis leaders and managers are increasingly
“...confronted by a maze of various dimensions of scientific, technical, organisational,
economic, diplomatic, cultural and ethical issues” (Lagadec & Michel-Kerjan 2006: 464).
The privatisation and globalisation of vital services including potable water and food
distribution, and the critical infrastructure, impacts on how crises are dealt with given
that “the business world is spread over several locations ... with very different actors
and frameworks of decision making in each” (p464). Governments may be operating in
partnership or in parallel with the private sector and NGOs whilst the whole event is
monitored by a diverse community of stakeholders through the media and the real-time

social media (Gowing 2010).

For some crises, the response is the surge of people and resources either from the
responding organisations or from within the community to the scene of the event be it a
major incident or disaster. In other crises, it may be without a locus and manifested in
one, or all, of: the heightened awareness of leaders and systems, perhaps provoked by
the media or scientific advice; the release of strategic resources; and the transition of

power or responsibility.

In this chapter | will begin with the organisational response to crisis because it is within
systems and organisations that management and leadership are usually embedded and
that what is meant by leadership can vary with organisation (Osborn et al 2002). |
consider two theoretical typologies of crisis response organisations, the classic Disaster

Research Centre (DRC) typology (Dynes 1970; 1990) and those operating in the more
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contemporary extreme contexts of Hannah et al. (2009). | then outline and contrast the
systems in use in the US and the UK, elements of which are widely used by other
jurisdictions. | follow this by trying to distil crisis leadership from crisis management,
the latter term used quite loosely by practitioners with leadership implicit because of
the circumstances in which it is invoked, before discussing some of the qualities and
characteristics of crisis leadership. | have opted for the collective crisis leadership,
rather than crisis leaders, because in our digital social environment even individual
leaders, the “heroes — great men and occasionally women who rise to the fore in times
of crisis” (Senge 2002:22) are dependent on others in their networks although the
relationships may be a spontaneous and a “fortuitous alignment of functions”

(Leithwood et al. 2006: 63).

2. ORGANISATIONAL RESPONSE TO CRISIS

2.1. Typologies of the organisational response to crisis

Summarising the early collective work of the Disaster Research Centre (DRC) at the
University of Delaware, Dynes (1970) published a typology of responding organisations
based on whether the tasks they undertook were regular or non-regular against
whether the organisational structure predated the event or was new, resulting in four

types (Table 1).

Table 1: DRC typology of Tasks

organisational response (from

Dynes 1970) Regular Non-regular

)
o

Organisational Type |: ESTABLISHED | Type lll: EXTENDING

structures

=
(¢]
=

Type Il: EXPANDING | Type IV: EMERGENT

Type | established organisations match conventional structures to regular responses
whereas Type Il expanding organisations respond by adding resources to their structure.
Type Il extending organisations meet new challenges with their original structures but

Type IV emergent organisations respond to new non-regular crises with new structures.
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The original typology proved influential in stimulating many researchers to explore the
response by organisations, reviewed by Britton (1988). Indeed, Brouillette and
Quarantelli (1971) found that in a crisis, all four types could co-exist within a
bureaucracy that would be thought of as Type | established organisation, whilst Dynes
and Aquirre (1976) preferred to describe organisations as groups to reflect the often-

looser arrangements this implied (Table 2).

Table 2: Examples of tasks (after Dynes & Aquirre 1976: 12)

Type | Established Police cordon at the scene of an incident or a quarantine
group imposed by public health officials.

Type Il Expanding May only exist as a paper plan before the event such as
group activating dormant transport contracts or calling in volunteers

to open a shelter.

Type Il Extending  Construction company that uses its plant to assist in rescue.
group

Type IV Emergent  Survivors self-rescue efforts or experts from above
group organisations meeting for the duration of a crisis.

In many jurisdictions, the roles of the established organisations are augmented or even
replaced by voluntary and not-for-profit organisations that share similar hierarchical
structures, goals, selection, training, credentialing, accountability and budgets.
Invariably they are included in the pre-planned response but individuals may be
organised volunteers and simultaneously be members of established organisations
sharing similar aims, eg. health service professionals in the military reserves or NGOs,
and subject to contemporaneous mobilisation. In line with Whittaker et al. (2015) who
used the DRC typology to distinguish informal volunteerism in Australia, the voluntary

sector is considered part of the established response.

More recently Boin and Bynander (2015) used the DRC typology in their exploration of
collaboration and coordination in crises which | shall return to later when discussing
leadership.  Their interest was in the tension at “intersection of two worlds” (p2)
where Type | established organisations arrive to meet the Type IV emergent groups that

had been dealing until then (Jarzablowski et al. 2012).
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The context in which an organisation operates led Hannah et al. (2009) to attempt an

organisational typology for extreme contexts (p899), involving a threshold of

“intolerable magnitude” where life may be at stake. They categorise four such types of

organisation:

On a global scale, many people are employed in what the authors’ term trauma
organisations which are largely reactive and manage both surges in demand for
their services and a safe working environment concomitant with objectives, for
instance in emergencies. This is achieved through learning and professionalism
because incidents are largely predictable and frequently repeated e.g. fire and

rescue or trauma services.

Whilst sharing some features of the above, critical action organisations (CAOs)
deal with fewer incidents but they have bigger consequences, for instance at
the tactical level a specialist hostage rescue team and at the strategic level the
negotiators. Leaders, followers, and others involved share risks of extreme
psycho-social and/or physical harm perhaps without the option of replacement

for key staff who become overwhelmed or casualties.

High Reliability Organisations (HROs) (LaPorte & Consolini 1991; LaPorte 1996)
e.g. aviation and nuclear industries, are those “organisations that are able to
manage and sustain almost error-free performance despite operating in
hazardous conditions where the consequences of errors could be catastrophic”
(Lekka 2011: v) and feature redundancy as a virtue rather than an extravagance.
Redundancy as a means to avoid system failure may involve backup
arrangements, cross-functionality or duplication (Nowell et al. 2017). HROs may

be challenged or stimulated by novel circumstances.

Last in Hannah et al’s (2009) typology are the naive organisations. These are
the organisations and their leadership that become involved in unforeseen

crises sometimes as collateral.

In the above typology, the naive organisation is passive and whereas the other types

may select and train staff with both performance and self-resiliency in mind, most naive

organisations are unlikely to have invested in either, although this is changing. For
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instance, the number of shooting incidents in schools and colleges averages one per
week in the USA (Everytown 2016) so that training in incident management for
education principals is readily available (Muffet-Willett 2010). In the UK, many of what
would once have been thought of as naive organisations such as shopping centres are
now recognised as terrorist targets with appropriate staff training programmes e.g.

Project Argus (Malcolm 2013), see chapter Il

A wide variety of institutions that the DRC typology would consider expanding,
extending and emergent organisations might be drawn in to the response to a crisis and
may all be described initially as naive in the Hannah et al (2009) typology. Although it is
not explicit the discussion in the remainder of this chapter is more relevant to the
established organisations which usually have pre-planned roles, responsibilities and

resources.

2.2. Incident Command Systems

In all jurisdictions and at all levels the immediate response to incidents has the same
aims: the protection of people and property, and the restoration of normal life, a
responsibility vested largely in established organisations. How this is achieved varies
because of different risks, vulnerabilities, resources, and communications as well as the
capabilities of the responsible agencies (Boersma et al. 2014) but the mechanism is the
incident command system. This facilitates the rapid gathering of resources, known
among practitioners as the surge, and the control of the temporary organisation of
different professional groups that forms at the scene of the incident (Bigley & Roberts
2001). It is likely that a crisis first manifests in a local incident and the development of
the crisis might be that the incident “reveals a failure of the rules, norms, behaviour or

infrastructure used to handle that type of surprise” (Longstaff 2005:16).

US Incident Command System

Different systems have evolved from the original rigid military command and control
structure. The earliest was the Incident Command System (ICS), developed in the 1970s
to fight widespread wildfires in California, and adopted by FEMA for controlling the
range of government agencies that respond to an incident (Bigley & Roberts 2001). It
was revised after Hurricane Katrina (figure 1.) claiming that it now “clarified roles of

private sector, NGOs, and chief elected and appointed officials” and was included in the
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National Incident Management System (NIMS) (US DHS 2008: i). It requires that all

communities use the system so that it “institutionalizes ... response practices” (ibid).

Each of the functions shown in figure 1. has up to six sub-functions and all require
expertise and training. Supporting the incident commander are jurisdictional and
functional Emergency Operations Centres (EOC) of varying standard: Lutz and Lindell
(2008) identified 22 EOCs operating during Hurricane Rita 2005 in Texas alone. The
history of the adoption of ICS in the US and its effectiveness is given by Buck, Trainor
and Aguirre (2006) but significantly they noted that it required “training and shared
experiences ... to develop technical confidence and interpersonal trust in each other”

(p14) to be effective.

Figure 1: US NIMS Incident Command Structure (US DHS 2008: 53)

Incident
. Commant . .

i
:

Command Staff

Pubiic Information
Officer

>

Safety
Officer

Linison
Officer

S 5 5

o sl o s 5, it 2 i v R
e 00 a5 00 5 e 50 N 20 D A R 0 6 3 9

e & . ‘ ki | Finance/
e Operations g Planning Logistics Vi
B Section Chief [| Section Chief § Section Chier @ Afimimstration

. s

UK Arrangements

In contrast to the US as we saw in Chapter 3 the UK system has evolved, initially without
budget, performance measures, statutory duty, or structure, except that which emerged
operationally, the GOLD-SILVER-BRONZE hierarchy (LESLP 1993, 2012). The modest
guidance (Home Office 1992a, 1992b; Cabinet Office 2012a) and policy (Cabinet Office
2013b, 2015b) has only been available relatively recently. Hence response is less
structured with the emergency services, acting separately or jointly, drawing support
from a wide range of other groups, where the DRC types (Dynes 1970) can be observed

interacting as the response grows. This is coordinated by a three-tier structure, where
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GOLD is the strategic level and may be divorced from the scene, SILVER is the tactical
level, and BRONZE is the operational level (Figure 2). It evolved from where a role, not a
rank, based hierarchy was needed for both pre-planned events and spontaneous
disorder (College of Policing 2016). Its strength is its ability to absorb incoming
resources as they are mobilised into a very flat hierarchy with single Gold and Silver
commands but many Bronzes, and hence it was adapted to multi-agency coordination
(LESLP 1992; Pearce & Fortune 1995; Arbuthnot 2008). It has attracted little attention
considering that it is still used daily across the UK (Flin & Slaven 1995, 1996; Flin 2008;
Devitt 2009) although there have been occasional concerns about inter-agency
communications and coordination at major incidents (New 1992; Home Office 2006;

Briggs et al. 2011; Pollock 2013).

The UK system relies greatly on professional cooperation because each emergency
service adopts this structure independently with different administrative and cultural
norms as well as different lead ministries, and budgets (Allen et al. 2011). Despite this
and following the European Interoperability Framework Directive (EC 2010) a new
doctrine was introduced to formalise this cooperation, the Joint Emergency Services
Interoperability Programme (JESIP) (JESIP 2013), which defines interoperability as “the
extent to which organisations can work together coherently as a matter of course”.
JESIP was originally about interoperability at incidents but is now as much about
achieving savings through partnerships to cover staff shortfalls, sharing bases,
procurement, and control rooms (Emergency Services Collaboration Working Group

2015), as outlined in a speech in November 2014 by a junior minister (Mordant 2014).
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Figure 2: The UK Gold-Silver-Bronze ICS (College of Policing 2016: 5)

Gold commander
[strategic)

Silver commander
(tactical)

Bronze commander Bronze commander
(geographic) (functional)
3 »
L Y
PSU/other assets Functional units
as required as required

If an incident is considered too big for local resolution, policy in the Concept of
Operations (Cabinet Office 2010) contains a political structure above that of the local
level, “colloquially described” as the GOLD level (para 1.7), that can be implemented.
This is usually a political rather than operational decision because of the loose
definitions, see Table 3, with different arrangements in the devolved administrations

and additional policies for certain government departments (ibid).

Table 3: Degree of political involvement in the UK (Cabinet Office 2010)

Type of incident Classification Involvement

Local response only Single scene, routine

Local major incident Neighbouring services

Level 1. significant Dept. of Communities & Local

Government liaison.

Level 2. serious Regional, with a coordinated central
response from COBR (see page 30) and
Lead Government Department(s).

Level 3. catastrophic National involvement, centrally directed
from COBR.
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A Level 3 catastrophic emergency has an “exceptionally high and potentially widespread
impact and requires immediate central government direction and support”, e.g. if the
local responders are overwhelmed or emergency powers need to be invoked, and is
overseen by the Prime Minister (ibid: 1.8). Hints of poor leadership at any level or lack
of adequate resources for a foreseeable risk can elevate the political interest. This is
likely to be further complicated by the new additional political levels of elected city
mayors and Police and Crime Commissioners and the blurring of the traditional non-
interference by politicians in operational matters. The convening of a crisis meeting,
known as COBR (ibid), is sometimes announced such as for the attempted coup in
Turkey (Prime Minister’s Office 2016) but the statistics, proceedings, and processes are

secret, quite different to the transparent and rigid structure of the US.

3. CRISIS MANAGEMENT AND CRISIS LEADERSHIP

The oft quoted Bennis & Nanus (1985) position that “Managers are people who do
things right and leaders are people who do the right thing” where the choice is between
“activities of vision and judgment (effectiveness) verses activities of mastering routine
(efficiency)” (p21) is an attractive heuristic but in complex bureaucracies the distinction
is less clear. Whilst Brookes (2008) was summarising a series of seminars about the
transition from New Public Management (NPM) to Leadership (NPL) in the UK, he
described management to be a “mechanical concept” yet he included “controlling and
problem solving” as management functions whilst emphasising the “personal impact” of
leadership as “vitally important” in “motivating and inspiring” (pp11-13). Later, Brookes
& Grint (2010) in the same research programme found leadership and management to
be “distinctive and complimentary”, illustrated by the solving by management of tame
but often extensive problems rather than the wicked problem where the leaders
“facilitate a collective vision and strategies to produce the changes needed” (pl1)

borrowing the typology of Rittel and Webber (1973) and expanded by Grint (2005).

3.1. Crisis Management

The reference to wicked problems above, discussed in chapter Il, leads us to the
specifics of crisis. It is not simply that crisis management is management applied to
crises. It is a term used loosely as “the sum of activities aimed at minimising the impact
of a crisis” (Boin et al. 2013: 81) and, since it includes all the non-routine measures that

are activated to meet the crisis (BSI 2011), leadership is implicit (Heath 1998; Coombs
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2007; Crandall et al. 2010). Management, Gilpin and Murphy (2008) argue, “implies a
level of control ... that does not exist in most crisis situations” (p7) whilst Lalonde and
Roux-Dufort (2013) consider crisis management paradoxical because the two parts are
contradictory. Crisis management is also used to describe the strategic capacity building
and conflict resolution of European states (Frisell & Oredsson 2006; Larson et al. 2005),
very much leadership tasks. With a public sector leaning, Uhl-Bien et al. (2007) suggest
that at least before a crisis both leaders and managers are the collective administrative
leaders that “plan and coordinate to accomplish organisationally prescribed outcomes”

(p305) such as preparing for high-impact but unlikely events.

Van Wart & Kapucu (2011) in a US context sought to draft what they describe as an
operational definition of crisis management by separating it from emergency
management, arguing that emergency management seeks to prevent or mitigate
emergencies, using a combination of plans and resources, the inference being that
emergencies are foreseeable. A timely response is important, for instance to a house
fire or violent attack, and this efficiency is achieved by preplanning and training. In
contrast, they suggest crisis management which they link to “catastrophic disaster
management” (p491) is a special form of change management, that is sudden, forced
and unplanned, “typified by surprise, or uncertainty in planning contexts, due to
unexpectedness or size of an incident, short time frame, and criticality in terms of life-

and-death consequences or organisational threat” (p496).

Rather than separating leadership and management functions, the US National
Preparedness Leadership Initiative programme (McNulty 2013) describes the shift in
emphasis from management to leadership as a crisis develops. This representation
(Figure 3) reflects importance rather than activity since leadership decisions may require
concurrent large-scale mobilisation of resources requiring considerable management

skill and planning.
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Figure 3: Balancing the management—leadership continuum (McNulty 2013)
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The 1998 North American Ice Storm in Quebec and the resulting power outage affecting
a million people was used as a case study by Lalonde (2004) to study the performance of
public sector managers. She found three archetypes of manager: the collectivists who
try to fulfil the different needs of various communities and municipalities; the
integrators defined “by their rigor and their preoccupation with finding the best
positioning and organisational fit”; and the reactives who are predisposed to react
quickly which puts pressure on their colleagues (p83). In terms of crisis management,
she found that the collectivists, based in rural areas with more independence,
performed best. They could be further broken down into: humanists, concerned with
people’s well-being; the pragmatists who will “offer whatever is asked of them based on
their capacities and consult the judgement of fellow professionals to establish services”;
and lastly the anti-conformist. The last of these acts on principles related to his or her
community, not the plan. She noted that the collectivists also appeared to display the

most leadership, perhaps by virtue of their locations (Lalonde 2004).

In contrast to Lalonde’s limited data Olejarski and Garnett (2010) studied some of the
actors involved in the Hurricane Katrina crisis and found ample evidence to support
Lalonde’s archetypes but added a fourth, the paralytic manager, who delays or
withholds decisions that may be required, fails to collaborate or fails to recognise the
situation. This may manifest as lack of awareness or lack of involvement, perhaps

unquestioning faith that everything will be alright. Neither Lalonde (2004) nor Olejarski
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and Garnett (2010) are able to avoid discussing leadership as an aspect of crisis

management, underlining the close link.

3.2. Crisis leadership

There is a considerable literature about leaders, their qualities, and leadership in its
various forms, with definitions that are as elusive as that of crisis such that “there are
almost as many different definitions of leadership as there are persons who have
attempted to define it” (Stogdill 1974: 259) and much continues to be added (Avolio et
al. 2009). The earlier discussion of the DRC typology (Dynes 1970) and the
organisational response to crisis indicated the diversity of those that might be involved
and the challenges in coordinating them. Coordination is the favoured term among
practitioners in civilian contexts, rather than leadership or command, as it acknowledges
the independence of diverse organisations yet reminds them of the immediate tasks
and goals. In keeping with this | believe the distillation of Burns (2003) that the
“distinctive role of leadership at the outset is that leaders take the initiative... The first
act is decisive because it breaks up a static situation and establishes a relationship.”

(p172) is particularly relevant to crisis.

Strategic crisis leadership

Whilst the distinction between crisis management and leadership may often not be
clear, for strategic leaders, those elite relatively small overlapping and dominant groups
that share decisions of national importance (Mills 1956), their leadership role is clear.
Some insight into how strategic leaders and their teams operate in foreign affairs is
given by Schaffer and Crichlow (2010) who looked for high-quality decision making and
sought to test the widely accepted ‘groupthink’ phenomenon of Janis (1972). They
examined a range of foreign policy crises over a thirty-year period. The leadership
characteristics and quality of the decisions taken by the groups were judged using
Hermann’s (1999) leadership traits including: belief in ability to control events; the need
for power; self-confidence; task focus; conceptual complexity; and distrust. In every
crisis, the policy groups had to coordinate large complex bureaucracies to implement
decisions and one issue that Schaffer and Crichlow (2010) found was that in several
problematic cases the heart of the problem seemed to reside in a “contentious and
damaging rivalry” between key foreign policy advisors. Thus, whilst “too much in-group

cohesion can be problematic [i.e. groupthink] ... too little cohesion may be just as bad or
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worse” (p249). They conclude that “It takes a strong leader to invite competing voices
to be heard and at the same time manage them and get them to work efficaciously as a

team” (p249).

Mayors in large cities, many of whom control budgets comparable to nation states and
whose influence is similarly extensive (Barber 2014), may be included among elite
strategic leaders. A recent meta-review of the performance and effectiveness of
mayors in crises between 1989 and 2014 was conducted by Jong et al. (2016) based on
34 peer-reviewed studies. The reported performance of the mayors was judged against
the five critical tasks of Boin et al. (2005) namely: sense making, that is identifying from
hazy information what the threat or risk is; decision making; meaning making which is
the communication of the situation to the public; terminating; and learning.
Disappointingly they found that “the literature reviewed offers little by way of guidance,

general or otherwise, on how to operationalise these tasks in effective ways” (p56).

The outcome for crisis managers and leaders varies greatly and sometimes
unpredictably. In what reads as a textbook for public service crisis managers Drennan
and McConnell (2007) comment that “Elites routinely suffer an onslaught of scrutiny
and criticism” but this does “not normally involve the career slaughter of those in
positions of authority” (p178). The main factors in survival or even an upturn in fortune
are suggested as low saliency, lack of blame in the public inquiry, strategies to
undermine critics, or for politicians the support of their party and/or the opposition, and
for public servants the support of the relevant policy community. Poor performance in

any of these could lead to a “decline in fortunes” (p186).

It could be argued that strategic leaders are likely to be based in the established
organisations of the DRC typology (Dynes 1970), both private and public sectors, with
international, national and cities being the largest. Surrounding strategic leaders and in
the next layers of society are many other politicians, professional advisers, and officials
operating in all DRC types and faced with Boin et al.’s (2005) five critical tasks above.
The reality of crises is that, unlike fires, transport accidents, and floods, they do not
announce themselves so that managers and leaders must often “recognise from vague,
ambivalent and contradictory signals that something out of the ordinary is developing”
(p10). Only then can decisions be taken and the situation framed in such a way that

stakeholders and the public understand, a first step in dealing with the crisis.
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Boin et al. (2005) remind us that terminating crisis management arrangements is
fraught with difficulty as operations are downsized, sometimes with rescue and
recovery activities incomplete, whilst the often protracted return to normality needs to
be managed in a way that is sympathetic to the affected communities. It might be
expected that following a crisis the opportunity would be taken to study the lessons and
feed them back into policies and practices but this can be at odds with the “good chance
to clean up and start anew” (p15), another facet of crisis. However, from a commercial
perspective James et al. (2011) remark on the advantages that learning can bring to
firms in limiting their exposure to similar crises in the future and the opportunities that
a learning-focussed leader could identify. In conclusion Boin et al (2005) acknowledge
the importance of crisis leaders but as “designers, facilitators, and guardians of an
institutional arrangement” within bureaucracies rather than lone all-powerful decision

makers (p64).

Returning to the research by Van Wart and Kapucu (2011) mentioned above. They
surveyed a sample of experienced emergency managers about the qualities of a crisis
leader based on several generic competencies (Van Wart 2004). One third of generic
leadership qualities were not mentioned by respondents whereas the willingness to
assume responsibility was most widely selected with one respondent commenting “the
successful leaders are the ones who have the willingness to accept responsibilities
outside their experience and training” and another that “some [their peers] will seek or
emerge to take on greater responsibility, others will step up if encouraged and guided,
and only a few will resist” (p501). This willingness to assume responsibility is something
that Devitt (2009) found in her study of a strategic level (GOLD) incident commanders’
exercise where one participant commented that “you have to like being a Gold

commander and that adrenalin buzz” (p160).

How crisis leaders should be assessed was taken further by Boin et al. (2013) who
expanded the list of Boin et al. (2005) from five to nine headings to include early
recognition, coordination, systems management, and enhanced resilience through pre-
crisis preparations. In later years, foresight (Habegger 2010: Foresight Project 2012;
Turoff et al. 2013), horizon scanning (Schultz 2006; Amanatidou et al. 2012; Konnola et
al. 2012) and risk assessment (Cabinet Office 2017) have come to prominence for
practitioners to facilitate early recognition and sense making (Cabinet Office 2013).

Boin et al. (2013) refer to “orchestrating vertical and horizontal coordination” (p83)
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which translates for practical purposes into intra-agency coordination (Leigh et al. 2012;
Pollock & Coles 2015) and the multi-organisational meta-leadership of Marcus et al.
(2015). Coordination can be used by crisis practitioners as a euphemism for leadership

or command and is discussed in the next chapter.

Given the nature of crises there are qualities associated with crisis leadership such as
creativity, improvisation, flexibility and intuition. Kendra and Wachtendorf (2002) took
the 9/11 attack on New York as their case study to look for evidence of creativity and
improvisation, sub-dividing creativity into individual entrepreneurial creativity (Amabile
1997) and organisational creativity (Woodman et al. 1993), the latter the result of
individual entrepreneurs working together. They use Amabile’s entrepreneurial
definition of “the production of novel and appropriate solutions to open-ended
problems” (1997: 18) which can be within an existing organisation but must involve
successful implementation. Crisis adds urgency to creativity and Kendra & Wachtendorf
(2002) linked creativity to the emergence of community responses in disasters and
improvisation in the response. They subsequently developed a self-explanatory
typology for improvisation that comprised reproductive improvisation where an existing
capability is revived, adaptive improvisation where an existing plan is amended to deal
with changing circumstances, and creative improvisation which involves an entirely new

response where none existed (Kendra & Wachtendorf 2006).

In this and their other work they highlight the waterborne evacuation of Manhattan as
an exemplar of creativity and improvisation (Kendra et al. 2003), an event that | shall
return to with a different perspective in subsequent chapters when discussing the
emergent response to crisis. Allied to improvisation, bricolage involves solving
problems using what is to hand and not waiting for optimal resources. This could be
using a smart phone in lieu of a crisis centre but the term is often used as a synonym for

improvisation (Cunha et al. 1999).

To those who are inherently creative and comfortable with lateral thinking
improvisation comes easily and examples given in the literature such as the evacuation
of Manhattan above or the use of high-draught vehicles by the National Guard in the
response to Hurricane Camille (Mendonca & Wallace 2004; 2007) seem like overstating
the obvious especially to practitioners. However, the post event political judgement on
9/11 was that it exposed the lack of imagination in the bureaucracies responsible for

intelligence and risk assessments (US National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon
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the United States 2004: 344 & 2011: 475) and a subsequent lack of awareness prior to

Hurricane Katrina (US House of Representatives 2006), so that it clearly is an issue.

3.3. Leadership that fits the problem

Grint (2005 & 2010) offers a heuristic model that can help delineate crisis management,
incident command, and crisis leadership by matching them to context. Grint takes Rittel
and Webber’s (1973) typology of tame and wicked problems, and adds his own critical
problems, the equivalent of routine but life-threatening emergencies or incidents. The
latter present as self-evident with little time for decision-making and action where the
incident commander knows what must be done or at least conceals any uncertainty
(Grint 2005: 1473) for example a plane crash, traffic accident or terrorist attack. We put
our trust, at least temporarily, in those who we perceive to be able to resolve the
problem. A tame problem may be complicated but it is likely to have happened before
and resolution is possible which fits it for a managerial solution. The current policy of
Resilience is an example. A wicked problem is complex and often intractable with a

huge degree of uncertainty, similar to a crisis, which Grint associates with leadership.

Having established his three types of problems Grint uses Etzioni’s (1964) typology of
power to match them i.e. coercive, calculative, and normative compliance. Coercive
power, or hard power (Nye 2004), he suggests would rest with institutions such as the
military and the emergency services i.e. command, and is suited to critical problems.
Calculative power he attributes to companies and departments facing tame problems
and hence management is appropriate. Normative compliance is value based and he
suggests that this fits well with wicked problems and crises and the use of soft power
(Nye 2004), consultation and persuasion, i.e. leadership. Figure 4 is a simplified

illustration of this relationship.
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Figure 4: Typology of problems, power, and authority (from Grint 2005: 1477)
A A

LEADERSHIP:
ask questions

Wicked

MANAGEMENT:
organise process

problem
Tame

COMMAND:

provide answer

Increasing uncertainty about solution to

Critical

Coercion (hard power) Calculative Normative (soft power)
Increasing requirement for collaborative resolution

Based on my own experience | would contend that although the military and emergency
services appear to share the same respect for rank or coercive power, command for the
latter is a collective contract between commanders and followers based on recognition
of experience and knowledge plus personality, including faults (Pescosolido 2002). The
intentions of the commander can be thwarted by operatives (Rake & Nja 2009) or their

peers in multi-agency incidents (Moynihan 2007).

The model is a useful tool for reflection but as Grint acknowledges leaders “will switch
between the Command, Management and Leadership roles as they perceive — and
constitute — the problem as Critical, Tame or Wicked, or even as a single problem that
itself shifts across these boundaries” (2005: 1475). This has been translated into
practice by the section Know when to lead, command and manage in UN policing
guidelines which acknowledges that an officer “may be called upon to do one or all of

these at the same time” (UN DPKO-DFS 2016:4).

Incident command and crisis leadership are about decision making in uncertainty and
under pressure. Realisation that conventional approaches by psychologists to studying
decision making were not appropriate for the needs of fast changing emergency

scenarios led to the evolution of the Naturalistic Decision Making (NDM) model.
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Defined by Zsamboc (1997) as “.. the way people use their experience to make
decisions in a field setting” (p4) she went on to summarise the drivers for NDM which
subsequent writers including Flin & Crichton (2004), Montgomery et al. (2005), and Flin
(2008) refer back to:

e ill-structured problems,

e uncertain and dynamic environment unlike simulated situations,

e shifting, ill-defined, or competing goals, with decisions leading to feedback
loops,

e stress caused by lack of time, and

e real consequences for the decision maker, even life or death.

A supplementary model, Recognition-Primed Decision Making (RPD), suggests that
through their experience decision-makers acquire a “repertoire of patterns” (Klein
2008). If cues from the situation match a pattern they “can successfully make extremely
rapid decisions” (p457). Not only that, researchers noticed that fire commanders were
able to play out their decisions in their heads to see what the outcomes might be (ibid).
Command can be a misnomer because, as Rake & Nja (2009) observed, at incidents
dealt with by the fire service, the incident commanders gave few commands relying on
“the influence from tacitly understood routines and procedures” (p682) perhaps as a
collective form of RPD. NDM is still an active area of research (Allen et al. 2011 and
Groenendaal & Helsloot 2015) and comfortably fits with Grint’s (2005) critical problems

and coercive authority as command.

4. CONCLUSION

In this chapter | have outlined two typologies, Dynes (1970) and Hannah et al. (2009) to
further our understanding of the response to conventional crises. | followed this with
an outline of the US and UK incident response systems both of which have been
adopted internationally. | then discussed the commonly used and all-embracing
concept of crisis management and the less familiar crisis leadership before turning to
Grint’s (2005) heuristic and the Naturalistic Decision Making model (Zsamboc 1997) to

illustrate the differences and the overlaps with incident command.

The other organisations involved in crisis management, the expanding, extending, and

emergent organisations may have evolved less hierarchical and more open models of

82



V: CRISIS MANAGEMENT AND LEADERSHIP

leadership, such as collaborative, collective, emergent, distributed, shared, and co-
leadership (Bolden 2011: 252). Since none of these were developed in the context of
crisis, especially for the novel crisis paradigm, in the next chapter | shall adopt the label
of emergent crisis leadership that draws on these leadership concepts to describe the

circumstances of the response to crisis.

The ideas of Leonard & Howitt (2013) about crisis leadership in the context of future
mega-crises, akin to the novel crisis paradigm, provide a link between the leadership of
the established organisations and the emergent crisis leadership of the next chapter.
They note that leaders must be still be able to exploit the efficiencies that come from
“in the moment” leadership for predictable events, perhaps utilising incident command
systems, but must also recognise the “appearance of novelty that may invalidate

ordinary tactics” (p26) used by the established systems and require innovation.
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CHAPTER VI: EMERGENT CRISIS LEADERSHIP

1. INTRODUCTION

In the last chapter | reviewed the organisational typologies of crisis management before
going on to look at crisis leadership and incident command that are largely associated
with the DRC's established organisations (Dynes 1970). Whilst this is still relevant the
hierarchical vertically structured approach to crisis management is changing in keeping
with the shift of public administration towards collaborative governance and its
associated leadership (Getha-Taylor & Morse 2013). The need for organisations to work
effectively in a crisis, or even less taxing routine emergencies, requires a wide range of
skills that can span the gaps between public and private organisations as well as

between their internal divisions (Comfort & Kapucu 2006).
1.1. Crisis leadership or coordination?

Whilst there is an overwhelming literature on leadership supporting many specialist
journals leadership is rarely mentioned by practitioners who, perhaps in recognition of
boundaries and sensitivities, substitute the term coordination. Nevertheless, the
definition of situational leadership offered by Pearce and Conger (2003: 1) of “a
dynamic, interactive influence process among individuals in groups for which the
objective is to lead one another to the achievement of group or organisational goals or
both” seems to aptly describe crisis coordination. They go on to say that “this process
often involves peer, or lateral, influence and at other times involves upwards or
downward hierarchical influence” (ibid) which aptly describes what takes place in the
temporary organisations that form in response to crisis. Drabek (1983) labelled such
structures Emergent Multi-Organisational Networks (EMONs) but this was in the context
of operational emergency response that was anchored in the established services,
revisited by Owen et al. (2013). | use the concept to represent the more complex and
dispersed arrangements that form in response to crisis (Uhr 2009; Rubens 2015) based

on trust and peer recognition, and increasingly virtual in nature.

In managing a crisis, organisations that might at other times be competing for resources
and influence are required to work together at all levels to overcome the “Robinson
Crusoe syndrome” or “only ones on the island” of Auf der Heide (1989: 56) and are
dependent on “the tact and sensitivity of key officials, and the willingness to de-
emphasise organisational claims of leadership” (Quarantelli 1997: 48 in Drabek &

McEntire 2002: 209). Having spent much of my career in capacity building or
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responding to events through such multi-organisational structures | feel that

Badaracco’s concept of quiet leaders aptly sums up those key individuals:

“They’re often not at the top of organisations. They often don’t have the
spotlight and publicity on them. They think of themselves modestly; they often
don’t even think of themselves as leaders. But they are acting quietly,
effectively, with political astuteness, to basically make things better, sometimes

much better than they would otherwise be” (Lagace 2002: 2).

Quarantelli (1997) included the “development of overall coordination” in his ten criteria
for disaster management stressing that it was “critically dependent on how officials
handle the problem of integrating organisational and community responses” (p48)
which was in parallel to the need to “blend emergent aspects with established ones”
(p49). All this was well before the emergence of multi-organisational networks
(EMONSs) and coordination became an issue in the response to Katrina or the modern

Australian wildfires (Owen et al. 2013, Curnin et al. 2015).

In this chapter | will explore the emergence of crisis networks and the important part
played in them by knowledge and scientific advice. | use the contentious example of the
civil-military networks that are now common in crisis response to illustrate the
challenge of replacing the command and control model and | conclude with a discussion
of emergent crisis leadership. This is where leadership emerges from the context or
situation and where the role is unplanned and unprecedented. It can arise from the
grass roots of communities, including online and social media groups, or it can be within

an organisation or born of networking and multi-agency coordination.
2. THE EMERGENCE OF CRISIS ORGANISATION
2.1. Grass roots community

Whether prepared or not the scale or novelty of extreme events may cause a
breakdown in communication and information flow as well as shortages in personnel
and resources (Majchrzak et al. 2007). This may last several days as in Hurricane Katrina
(Bluestein 2005; US Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
2006) and may lead to ad hoc improvised responses to fill the gaps (Wachtendorf 2004).
The initial response by neighbours and the community was reported by Dynes et al.
(1972) and Dynes and Quarantelli (1977). It was revisited by Kreps (1992) when
describing the “false images versus realism in emergency management” (pl67).

Contrary to the assumption that victims are helpless it should be assumed in planning
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that people will take the initiative and not wait for assistance. He added “timely
coordination is more important than leadership” (ibid) where leadership referred to the

upper level of officialdom.

The phenomenon of social groups that emerge in response to a disaster has been
historically recognised by researchers and defined by Stallings and Quarantelli (1985) as
“...private citizens who work together in pursuit of collective goals relevant to actual or
potential disasters but whose organisation has not yet become institutionalised” (p94).
Bosworth and Kreps (1986) described such groups as having four characteristics: domain
with boundaries that distinguish one group from another; tasks or divisions of labour;
resources and capacities; and activities which are the combined activities of individuals

or social groups.
2.2. Ephemeral organisations

At about this time Lanzara (1983) looked at what he termed ephemeral organisations
that form in response to a humanitarian need and then disband. The context for this
was the 1980 earthquake in southern Italy which killed 3,000 people, injured 8,842 and
left 450,000 homeless. The official response was slow and ineffective and the media
coverage inspired many to converge and offer help. This led Lanzara to observe “the
loose environment generated by the impact while lowering the effectiveness of formal
organisations, contains many features that enhance the emergence and performance of
ephemeral organisations” (p73). Such groups ranged from extending and expanding
organisations after Dyne’s typology (1970) to individuals and small groups. It was
estimated that 6,000 volunteers responded against the 18,000 rescuers of the official
agencies. However, the different methods of working between these groups and the
formal organisations, such as an open market, direct transactions and face-to-face
relationships versus procedures, vertical transactions, directives and bureaucracy, led to
tension and obstructions. This “help or oppose” feature was later described by Uhl-Bien
et al. (2007: 305) as entanglement between the top-down administrative forces and the

bottom-up emergent forces, reflecting the multi-dimensional nature.
2.3. Emergent response groups

The challenge of coordinating the efforts of people and groups with expertise but where
no prexisting structures, teams or roles existed was addressed by Majchrzak et al.
(2007) applying Transactive Memory Systems (TMS) theory. This is an organisation

science theory of knowledge coordination among groups outlined later in this chapter in
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relation to expert advice for crisis leaders. They followed up the observations of
emergent social groups in disasters by researchers including Drabek and McEntire
(2003) and Tierney and Trainor (2004) defining such groups as “characterised by a sense
of great urgency and high levels of interdependence, operating in environments that are
constantly changing as new information arrives”. This could apply to some teams from
the statutory services in a disaster except that this “... volatility and the need to adapt
create unstable task definitions, flexible task assignments, fleeting membership, and
pursuit of multiple simultaneous, possibly conflicting purposes” (Majchrzak et al. 2007:

148).

Whereas corporate, organised volunteers, and public leadership groups, such as those
in incident management systems, are role-based with recognised membership and
procedures, emergent response groups have members who stay only whilst they feel
the need or feel they can assist. They may represent a community association or may
attach themselves for less altruistic reasons. The group may not know each other
beforehand and may disperse afterwards without leaving records or having a debriefing.
Unlike organised groups emergent groups probably have no planning or training and
there is poor or non-existent communication, at least initially. Within the group
benchmarking of expertise and establishing trust may be difficult and as the situation
improves the original purpose of the group may evolve into one of putting pressure on

public services to perform better or to be represented in the recovery programme.

More recently Vallance and Carlton (2015) took the earthquake in Canterbury NZ in
2011 as their case study and relying initially on data from an inventory of post event
social activities and groups (Fitt 2011) found that within hours of the earthquake many
community groups, NGOs, and faith-based groups, as well as social media responded
and later the more organised groups began to link into the formal recovery processes. A
subsequent inventory by them found that most of the groups still active 4 years later
had been in operation before the earthquakes and had extended their role to include
recovery on top of their core business. The authors suggest that the general capabilities
that community groups have, to organise and chair meetings, lobby, arrange sporting
events and concerts, distribute newsletters, and fund-raise, all of which display informal
leadership, form a core upon which disaster risk reduction can be overlaid utilising the

potential of those who are “first to respond, last to leave” (p 34).

Emergency response groups are diverse but have certain common characteristics noted

above which they share with networks of organisations, both established and ad hoc,
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that were not established with crisis response in mind and which have different aims
and values. Particularly in novel crises they unexpectedly find themselves “executing
unpractised, creative, and never-before-tried combinations of existing capacities”

(Leonard & Howitt 2012: slide 13).

Table 4. explores the characteristics of the categories of crisis response organisations
inspired by Lanzara (1983:88), incorporating Dynes’ typology of established, extending,
expanding, and emergent organisations, as well as the comparison of vertical and

horizontal crisis arrangements by Burkle and Hayden (2001).
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Table 4. Organisational characteristics of crisis
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| have labelled the formal or official established organisations and their leadership as
administrative after Uhl-Bien et al. (2007). Administrative organisations set objectives,
develop strategies, plan and coordinate tasks, acquire resources to achieve goals, and
manage internal conflicts. This category includes government departments, NGOs, the
domestic voluntary sector, corporate entities, e.g. health, military, power, transport,
water, agriculture and some unlikely bedfellows such as PMCs and the private security

industry.

My second category | have labelled the hybrid organisation to encompass the many
aspects of both formal and informal crisis management including the response of the
Emergent Multi-Organisational Network (EMON) concept of Drabek (1987) and the bi-
lateral, inter-agency, intra-agency and multi-national arrangements that might be
included under the umbrella or supra-organisation of Curwin and Owen (2013). Hybrid
because the network could include administrative organisations of all shades interfacing
with emergent community groups such as residents associations and faith groups that
fit into a pre-arranged structure. Their inclusion helps to overcome the complaint
voiced by Lasker et al. (2009) that “emergency response plans are developed without

incorporating the knowledge of the people who need to be protected” (p661).

The third category includes the truly ad hoc emergent community groups such as the
response groups described above (Lanzara (1983; Majchrzak, Jarvenpa & Hollingshead
2007; Vallance & Carlton 2015) but could also include online adhocracies (Dolan 2010)
such as the Centre for Disease Control’s Team B which takes a parallel and external view
of outbreaks (Varley 2007), the Rapid Reflection Force of Lagadec, Beroux & Guilhou
(2007 & 2008) and social media groups (Lindsay 2011; Veil, Buehner & Palenchar 2011).
The latter came to the fore in the response to the Haiti Earthquake (Zook et al 2010), a
blizzard (Birkbak 2012) and the Great East Japan Earthquake (Kaigo 2012). These

unconventional social groups can quickly generate a global ephemeral community.

Frameworks and typologies are simplifications of social life (Gale et al 2013) but are
useful in bridging the academic practitioner divide because they provide frameworks
with which practitioners can reflect on and interpret their experiences and most
importantly organise their tacit knowledge. The hybrid type is a label that covers a wide
range of forms including collaboration between established organisations; some groups
that are internal to established organisations and usually unseen such as IT and
professional standards departments that may come to the fore; private sector suppliers,

service providers and consultants; sources of expert advice; and any other groups and
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individuals that have something to contribute to the response, especially to a novel
crisis. There are two sides to this: the first may be the novelty of the event but the
second may be the capacity and/or capability of those responsible for the response,

moral or legislated.
Capacity and capability

Hood and Jackson (1992: 117) warned of the potential “recipe for disaster” that New
Public Management might bring with its transfer of private sector practices to the public
sector and the “downgrading of policy expertise”, whilst Rhodes (1994) described the
outsourcing of public services and the risk of removing capacity and capability, as the
“hollowing out of the state” (p138). Busch and Given (2013) returned to this,
recommending that to compensate “... agencies should recruit managers who are able
to coordinate the actions of a wide range of public, private, and non-profit sector
resources” (p18), the brokerage role described by Lind et al (2008) in relation to
organisations that would not normally connect. It would be difficult to recruit such
entrepreneurs in the public sector and so we must continue to rely on the emergence of
such coordination (MacManus & Caruson 2011) which Marcum et al. (2012) suggest is

most effective if it is not forced.
3. EXPERTS, ADVISORS AND KNOWLEDGE NETWORKS

An important facet of crisis management, given the generally complex nature of either
the origin or the solution to a crisis, has been technical knowledge and advice, working
with or against political and media advisors given that “policy makers and decision
makers will tend to assess expert advice, however qualified, according to many criteria,
only one of which happens to be the professional expertise involved” (Rosenthal & t’
Hart 1991: 252). More recently the complexity of crises has led to individual advisors
being replaced by groups of experts, often tapping into wider networks of expertise, the
knowledge commons adapted for crisis by Comfort & Okada (2013). Observing
emergent leadership in the Haiti 2010 and the Tohoku, Japan 2011 disasters, after
delays by national governments, they remarked on the necessity and difficulty of
“designing a forum in which this type of information search, exchange, and updating of
obsolete information can occur easily and on a continuing basis” (p65). Expert advice is
now an essential element of crisis decision-making similar to the dyad of clinicians and
administrators in healthcare provision (Zismer & Brueggemann 2010; Patton & Pawar

2012).
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3.1. Scientific advice in practice

In the United Kingdom, the BSE (bovine spongiform encephalopathy) crisis in the 1980s
was a turning point when the Phillips Inquiry “eviscerated the structures and cultures of
advice and decision-making” (Stilgoe & Burall 2015: 95) and concluded that the key was
transparency and that uncertainty in science should be acknowledged with the
deliberations of advisory groups being made public (Phillips with Bridgeman &

Ferguson-Smith 2000). The changes are summarised in Table 5.

Table 5: Provision of scientific expertise (Stilgoe, Irwin & Jones 2006: 69)

Old model of expertise New model of expertise

Closed Open

Homogenous Diverse

Hubristic Humble

Demanding public trust Trusting the public

Expecting expert consensus and Expecting plural and conditional
prescription advice

Managerial control Distributed control

Presenting the evidence Presenting evidence, judgement and

uncertainty

Command and control Collaboration and cooperation

Scientific advice in a crisis is furnished through the Scientific Advisory Group for
Emergencies (SAGE) (BIS 2010, Cabinet Office 2012b) at either the local GOLD strategic
group or the national COBR meeting but since the proceedings of COBR are classified

the transparency recommended by the Phillips Inquiry is debatable.

More complex and long-term crises also benefit from scientific advice through the
Foresight programme (Schultz 2006, Thomas 2008) which has produced reports on the
international impact of climate change (Foresight 2011a), climate and migration
(Foresight 2011b), and future disaster risks (Foresight 2012). Alongside SAGE the
network of Chief Science Advisers representing all government departments can quickly
convene to examine an issue and can draw in expertise from the private sector through
the Prime Minister’s Council for Science and Technology. Such arrangements exist in
various forms in many other countries, some more transparent than others, notably the

US (Beddington 2013). However, they are less structured and clear in the EU which is
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currently considering options but is expected to follow suit (Wilsdon & Doubleday

2015).
3.2. Knowledge transfer

The issue of knowledge transfer (Fothergill 2000) between researchers and practitioners
and the frustrations created is longstanding (Nlgg 1982; Gori 1991; Malone 1993; Neal
1993) with Alexander (2007: 2) identifying the potential impasse as a “dialogue of the

deaf” between researchers, practitioners and citizens.

Two climatologists, Feldman & Ingram (2009), focussed on knowledge networks and
scientific advice for local environmental managers with implications for crisis
management. They used four metaphors to describe the challenges to the provision
and use of such information. There is the closed institution or stovepipe phenomenon
where information is restricted to an academic discipline or rises up the hierarchy of the
responding agencies and the loading-dock model where material is published but
requires the potential user to know it is there, access it, understand it and use it.
Alternatively, the pipeline moves knowledge directly from source to user with the
danger that recipients are overwhelmed with material they may not understand.
Finally, and particularly relevant in crisis, there is the decision space occupied by the
decision-maker, possibly an elected official or politician with a different agenda, or an
organisation constrained by role and responsibilities. There may also be an issue with
internal procedures about how information is used in a bureaucracy especially if it is
uncertain or probabilistic e.g. the 1 in 100-year flood. Another challenge is that the
decision maker in a crisis must switch backwards and forwards between the big picture

and the detail.
3.3. Heterarchical information sharing

Feldman & Ingram went on to look at knowledge networks and social interactions in
decision support, defining a knowledge network as “built through such interactions
across organisational boundaries, creating and conveying information useful for all
participants from scientists to decision makers” (p12). To be effective knowledge
networks may require the translation of technical terms into a form that can be
understood by decision makers to counter the assumption that scientific information is
automatically useful because of its origin. Bridging the gap requires knowledge and

communication skill (p19).
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An insight into knowledge sharing by national security professionals is given by
Jarvenpaa and Majchrzak (2008) using Transactive Memory Systems (TMS) theory, that
is organised knowledge held collectively by the group members or knowledge that they
know others have and the processes they use to retrieve this. ldeally this means that
the expertise of one individual can be shared by the group leading to trust and
improved coordination or “who knows what and who knows who knows what” (p260).
The aim was to see how the knowledge held by other professionals in a crisis can be
quickly accessed when there may be conflicting interests such as commercial-in-
confidence restrictions, reputation at risk, and value attached to information. They
describe such groups as ego-centred networks because the professionals rely on prior

contact rather than reputation from peer-reviewed research.

They point out that TMS theory had assumed that group members share the same goals
but that is not the case in the mixed-motive situation generated by a crisis.
Furthermore “others may know something but not have the necessary rights [e.g.
security clearance] to share it for the specific context or problem, or may not share it
because it may unduly harm their own organisations” (p261). TMS theory has also
been used to explore emergent emergency response groups and improvisation in crises
(Majchrzak et al. 2007) and police high-risk tactical teams where it was claimed that
TMS in dynamic and unpredictable environments could enable better implicit

coordination and situation awareness (Marques-Quinteiro et al 2013).

In Chapter V the relatively simple collaboration between services that forms at an
incident was discussed but interoperability across the hybrid and supra-organisations
that need to exchange information in a crisis is a big challenge. Researchers such as
Andrienko and Andrienko (2006); Mishra et al. (2011); Allen et al. (2013); and Ley et al.
(2014) have argued that technology could be used more to facilitate this. However,
Reddick (2011) reminds us of the obstacles of security implications and lack of
investment whilst Mendonca et al. (2007) summarised the limitations of ICT applications

III

in this field because of the fallacies of “the hierarchical military model” where lateral
information sharing is limited, hence the inability to achieve “situation awareness”
(p46). In other words, ICT should fit the social structures and procedures and not be
driven by what the technology can do. This was reinforced by Brooks and Fedorowicz
(2010) who observed a multi-agency crisis exercise where although ICT was used, e.g.

WebEQOC, everything was duplicated in hard copy and displayed. This enabled people to

glance at maps etc. without needing access to a workstation and newcomers to quickly
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familiarise themselves. They also noted the importance of relationships involving
“negotiation, persuasion, manipulation, and coercion” whilst there were frequent
reminders that this was “horizontal collaborative” working rather than command and

control (p207).

Analysis of communications traffic during the 9/11 attacks by Petrescu-Prahova and
Butts (2005) used ICT in reverse to construct sociograms to map the networks that
emerged. This revealed that a relatively small number of operators became
coordinators and networked across channels revealing that the “unexpected lack of
differentiation between specialist and non-specialist responder networks suggests the
same processes may be governing emergent coordination in each” leading them to
conclude the significance of “identifying the processes by which coordination emerges

during the early phases of disaster” (p20).

Curnin et al. (2015) in the context of Australian bushfires have concluded that “... liaison
officers at a strategic level are therefore crucial in facilitating the prescribed multi-
agency coordination efforts and sustain them over time against a backdrop of changing

demands and organisational involvement” (p301).

This is significant because although it smacks of re-inventing the wheel practitioners will
have some familiarity with this concept which can be built on and applied to all
organisations down to the smallest community group. An important point is that such
groups and agencies do not need “to have the same situation awareness for all the
elements in a system” but the facilitation of a “shared situation awareness” is an aim of

the supra-organisation (p304).

The role of liaison officers is to develop the situation awareness, knowledge of intent,
and limitations of both other organisations and their own bearing in mind that different
agencies may have different objectives. As the information orchestrator (Bharosa,
Janssen & Tan 2011) and boundary spanner (Janssen et al. 2010) of effective
coordination and to some extent a meta-leader (Marcus et al. 2010) of the emergent
hybrid ad hoc organisation, the ideal liaison officer has several roles. They are an
information expert; collating, analysing, and disseminating information within their
parent agency and across the supra-organisation; a lateral thinker accessing information
from the most appropriate source; they resolve conflict avoiding frustrating delays; and
a legitimate enabler with rapid access to decisions and authority, ideally anticipating

such needs (Curnin et al. 2015).
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3.4. Communicating uncertainty

At the strategic global level, there has been concern about communicating the
uncertainty behind some scientific advice especially in relation to probability in the
outputs of the IPCC that are intended for decision-makers where huge investment and
policy decisions are at stake. The IPCC lead authors use a seven—step framework based
on probability that ranges from <1% (extremely unlikely) through to >99% (certain) in
accordance with IPCC guidelines (UN IPCC 2010). Given that the background of senior
decision makers, and their lack of understanding of science when uncertainty is thus
acknowledged in the advice, “the validity of its messages is dismissed” (Rickards et al.
2014: 4). A global survey of the understanding of the forecasts in the IPCC reports by
Budescu et al. (2014) found that only 27% fully understood what the probability in the
seven-step presentation meant yet a simple change from numerical values to

descriptors greatly improved understanding (Gigerenzer & Edwards 2003).

This difficulty of communicating uncertainty through scientific advice was further
explored in relation to volcanic eruptions which exhibit precursory phenomena with
considerable uncertainty about the extent of the eruption and other impacts (Doyle et
al. 2011 & 2014). The decision to evacuate is thus highly dependent on understanding
scientific advice, illustrated by the advice given about aftershocks following the 2010
Canterbury and 2011 Christchurch earthquakes. “...A 23% probability of a magnitude
6.0 to 6.9 event somewhere in the Canterbury aftershock zone over the next 12 months
..." was headlined as “Little change to risk of big quake — expert” (2011: 49). Subsequent
research also shows that people, presumably including officials, faced with a
probabilistic forecast will put off decisions resulting in failure to act or prepare (McClure

et al. 2015).

4. THE EMON IN COMPLEX EMERGENCIES: CIVIL-MILITARY COOPERATION

Dissatisfaction with the command and control model of crisis management seems to be
an ongoing and unifying feature of researchers (Buck et al. 2006; Alexander 2008;
Moynihan 2009; Grint 2010; Scholterns et al. 2014; Jensen & Waugh 2014; and Owen et
al. 2015) and yet it persists. The juxtaposition of the military alongside civil NGOs and
international agencies, known as Civil-Military Cooperation (UN OCHA), in complex

emergencies (see Chapter Il) presents a significant challenge which | shall use as an

exemplar of the tensions created by flattening the crisis leadership structures.
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The challenge for the military which conventionally operates in a rigidly vertical
structure is to fit in with the horizontal civilian structures of the NGOs and what there is
of the host nation, whilst under constant media scrutiny (Hornburg 2013). Based on
their experience of peace keeping operations Burkle and Hayden (2001) listed the
characteristics of both vertical and horizontal organisations (Table 6) and summarised
the inter-organisational tension as “frequently marked by competition, rivalry for public
attention and resources, disrupted communications, differing priorities, differential
leadership styles, cultural differences, inconsistent procedures, and contradictory
observations, all of which generate delays in response”. Given the importance of
information they go on “this is most evident when vertically structured civilian or
military organisations either are reluctant or unable to share the proprietary

information and intelligence property that is critical to the coordination process” (p88).

Table 6: Characteristics of crisis management structures (after Burkle & Hayden 2001)

Vertical or hierarchical Horizontal or lateral
Defined by an organisational chart Flat, not dependent on such charts
Hierarchical with authority concentrated Distributed decentralised authority,
at the top, centralised and independent friendly model for multi-agency

collaboration

‘Stove pipe’ information sharing with Functionally dependent on
predictable lines of internal information sharing
communication

Limited capacity to change Requires flexibility in thought and
action

Training is standardised Requires education, training and
exercises

Difficulties in dealing with new issues Responsive to rapid change

Command and control model Collaboration and cooperation

The overlaps and conflicts such as those between NGOs, private military contractors and
military in Figure 5 are perhaps extreme but can be seen in the relationships between all

organisations responding to crisis.
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Figure 5: Civil-military coordination in Complex Emergencies (Hornburg 2013)
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NATO (2013) guidance describes civilian organisations and their “different agendas,
structures and procedures” suggesting that understanding their motivation “enables
military personnel to minimise friction when interacting with civil actors” (6-1). It also
warns against thinking that the civil organisations including police are homogenous, as
they vary in “capability, doctrine, procedures, and understanding” and “widely in
mandate, outlook, and degree of integration into the coordination system” (para 6-6)
with language and terminology that “can cause misunderstanding and create loss of
efficiency” (para 6-9). The language of the above insight helps to bridge the Civil-
Military divide and compares favourably with the procedural approach of the Oslo
Guidelines, last revised in 2007 (UN OCHA 2007), or the more recent Aide Memoire (UN
OCHA 2014).

5. CONCLUSION: EMERGENT CRISIS LEADERSHIP

In the previous chapter | introduced the organisational typologies of crisis management
focussing on established organisations (Dynes 1970). In this chapter | have explored the

emergence of crisis networks or EMONs (Drabek 1987), such as the civil-military
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networks that are now common in crisis and the importance of scientific advice. We
can determine two divisions in crisis leadership that are linked to their parent
organisations: the regular, where the role can be anticipated and therefore justify
investment in time, resources, education and training, and the leadership associated
with the non-regular expanding, extending, and emergent groups of the DRC typology
(Dynes 1970). | label this latter division emergent crisis leadership (ECL), where
leadership emerges from the context or situation and where the role is unplanned and
unprecedented. It can arise from the grass roots of communities, including online and
social media groups, or it can be within an organisation or born of networking and

multi-agency coordination. The characteristics are summarised and compared in Table

7.

Table 7: Comparison of crisis leadership characteristics

Regular Established Crisis Leadership

Organisational role identity

Accountable (to judicial process, public
opinion and career sanctions)

Explicit leadership skills

Powerful status, either appointed or
elected

Originates from the parent organisation,
and/or formal pre-planned agreements

Altruistic (policy)
System activated
Avoidance strategies
Ignores gaps
Management expertise

Command and control

Emergent Crisis Leadership

Emerges for the occasion and retreats

Less accountable, often to a
professional discipline/civic duty.

Tacit leadership skills

Without strong organisational status
May be family, community, intra- or
inter- organisational origin

Altruistic (personal)

Self (or peer) activated

Reluctant

Fills a gap or need

Esoteric knowledge / skills/expertise

Collaboration and cooperation

Perhaps there is something to be learned from Google about emergent leadership. In

an interview, their Human Resources director considered leadership, especially

emergent leadership, as second only to intelligence in their recruitment criteria
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“What we care about is, when faced with a problem and you’re a member of a
team, do you, at the appropriate time, step in and lead? And just as critically, do
you step back and stop leading, do you let someone else? Because what’s
critical to be an effective leader in this environment is you have to be willing to

relinquish power” (Bryant 2014).

This observation is equally applicable to the relationships between established
organisations and the networks of organisations that extend their normal roles as well
as the community groups that emerge in response to crises. | shall use the
organisational characteristics of emergent crisis leadership summarised in Table 7 in my
case study of the response in New Orleans to Hurricane Katrina in 2005. That event
represents the potential scale of future crises and my aim is to explore what form crisis

leadership might take and then what pedagogy might be appropriate.
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CHAPTER VII. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

1. INTRODUCTION: THE PROBLEM

| contend that there is a convergence of issues that will affect the skills and knowledge
needed by individuals faced with crisis (Barnett 2004; Lagadec 2009a), the most

important of which are:

e the context of the future global existential threats to mankind and the novel crises

(see Chapter IV) they will initiate (UN IPCC 2012; UN ISDR 2015), and

e the challenges this creates for crisis management systems and leadership across a
wider range of organisations and other professional actors than hitherto (Auerswald

et al 2006) (see Chapters V & VI), and where

e education to support higher-level problem solving and decision-making skills
(Comfort & Wukich 2013) may be affected by the changes to the funding and
delivery of Higher Education in the UK (Hubble & Foster 2017). The sector is already
adjusting to other influences including changes to student profiles (Andres &
Carpenter 1997), part-time vocational students and employment patterns (King
2008; HE Commission 2012), and the impact of austerity policies (Hillman 2015)

globalisation and competition (Fielden & Middlehurst 2016).

Relevant HE programmes are relatively rare and largely focus on those public and
corporate officials employed in planning for emergencies or business disruptions, i.e.
foreseeable events, who can reasonably expect to use their knowledge of the systems
and resources in their careers. However, even their education and development is
threatened by removal of sponsorship and investment with questions about the fit-for-

purpose of the curriculum.

The situation is not helped by the confusion regarding the understanding of basic
definitions around crisis (Laakso & Palomaki 2013) and the lack of an established
academic discipline for crisis (Jensen 2012; Lalonde & Roux-Dufort 2013).
Contemporary crisis research is summed up by James et al. (2012) as a “myriad of
disciplinary approaches” including political science, management, and public

administration, with diverse niche journals resulting in fragmentation that “has kept
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crisis research on the periphery of mainstream management theory” (p457). To these
disciplines we must add those that are concerned with the context of crisis (see Chapter
II) including disasters, public health, engineering, built environment, and meteorology,
with the difficulty of interaction between researchers and “limited use of one another’s
knowledge products” (Tranfield & Starkey 1998 in Buchanan & Denyer 2012:207) and
the lack of integration (Boin 2005). Whatever the challenges, this diversity reflects the
multi-discipline and multi-organisational response that may be required to respond to

future novel crises.

2. CRISIS RESEARCH: CHALLENGES AND ETHICAL ISSUES

2.1. Background to Crisis Research

Ironically the stimulus for the Post-War disaster research was as much to do with Robert
Burns’ man’s inhumanity to man as it was to Acts of God or technological failures. A
study of the effects of aerial bombing on enemy cities (US Strategic Bombing Survey
1947) may be the origin of the pervasive myth of mass panic, noted by Baker &
Chapman (1962: 12) which continues to feature in both the literature and the media
(Alexander 2007; Clark 2008; Fischer 2008; Drury, Novelli & Stott 2013). Janis (1951: 29
in Barton 1962: 235) quotes from the report “Pandemonium reigned as the uninjured
and slightly injured fled the city in fearful panic” referring to Hiroshima but when he
examined the data he found to the contrary that “In general a sizeable proportion of the
Hiroshima interviewees (over one third) referred to rational, practical actions carried

out in order to assist other people” (p236), that is pro-social behaviour.

The issue of whether disaster research was just a perspective of sociological research
has been a concern for some time with Killian (1956) making the point that although
some types of research related to disasters presented no unusual methodological
problems “It is in the analysis of significant psychological and sociological variables as
they affect human behaviour during the course and the immediate aftermath of a
disaster that special methodological problems arise” (p3) among them ethical
considerations which will be dealt with in detail later.  The practical aspects were
reinforced by Cisin and Clark’s (1962) assertion that there were no special methods
unique to disaster research but “its methods are the methods of social research” (p23)
and again by Mileti (1987) that “from a methodological viewpoint disaster research is

hardly distinguishable from the general sociological enterprise” (p69). This debate
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persisted with Stallings (2002) conceding that otherwise competent researchers “will
find the study of disasters is different” from qualitative or survey research, that

difference being circumstance and context (p21).

Killian (1956) highlighted the early but continuing issues of disaster and crisis research

“There is no area of social research in which the scientist must operate with less
freedom than in the field of disaster study. Controlled experiments, except with
small-scale, simulated models, are forbidden him. Since disasters are highly
unpredictable, he rarely has the opportunity to select the locus of his study
before the disaster has occurred ... Insistence on the control of a large number

of variables may lead to no research at all” (in Stallings 2002: 53).

2.2. Primary Data: Crisis Field Research

Although the considerable ethical and logistical difficulties in carrying out field research
mean such studies are rare, with appropriate resources, support and pre-planning
researchers can be mobilised for selected events. Notable examples are studies
undertaken by the University of Delaware Disaster Research Centre and the Quick
Response Grant Program of the University of Colorado’s multidisciplinary Natural
Hazards Center (Quarantelli 1982; 2002). However, crises are often ephemeral and

hindsight plays a large part in identifying their gestation.

The realisation that data may no longer be available if conventional research proposal
procedures are followed has led to the concept of perishable information and in turn to
a special version of disaster field research, quick response research for which the 9/11
terrorist attacks were the stimulus (Michaels 2003). They presented both a need and an
opportunity, an example being the 9/11 field work by Kendra & Wachtendorf (2003)
which they described as an exploratory case study. Again, context is all important, thus
quick response research becomes about “understanding the meaning of exceptional
events or daily events in exceptional circumstances from the perception of those being

studied” (Michaels 2003:21) capturing data that would otherwise be lost.

2.3. Ethics and Primary Crisis Research

Ethics present a significant challenge to crisis research despite the assertion by Stallings

(2002) that “it is the context of research not the methods of research that makes
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disaster research unique” (p2). | inadvertently became aware of the ethical issues in
research during a review of police maritime search and rescue and the use of data from
Nazi medical experiments. Decisions about the likelihood of survival of casualties rely
on data obtained under “the shadow” (Ferreira et al. 2015: 31) of such experiments and
its use was passionately debated (Cohen 1988; Schafer 1986; and Angell 1990) until the
adoption of the 1964 Helsinki Declaration (World Medical Association 2013). This is an
extreme example but crisis management has serious life-changing and organisational

consequences.

The ethical standards for disaster research are highlighted in an editorial by Stratton
(2012) quoting selected principles of the Helsinki Declaration including that the
community affected should benefit from the research. In addition, “Every precaution
must be taken to protect the privacy of research subjects and confidentiality of their
personal information and to minimise the impact of the study on their physical, mental
and social integrity” (Editorial). The above principles have practical issues such as
gaining timely ethics approval and guaranteeing privacy and confidentiality and whilst
the research may greatly benefit mankind, the benefit to a local population is less clear.
Almost in parallel to the above, the US National Commission for the Protection of
Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research (1979) published the Belmont
Report. The principles of the Helsinki Declaration and the Belmont Report have been
combined into guidelines for social research of vulnerable people and communities in
disaster by Ferreira et al. (2015), augmenting the earlier post-Katrina work of

Richardson et al. (2009).

Any focus on leadership and decision-making is likely to have profound mental health
and social consequences for those concerned given that a characteristic of crisis is the
long-term consequences (Boin 2008). Crises can at best lead to much soul searching,
however frequently individuals have been publicly castigated which is why post event
interviews with practitioners are an ethical challenge. For instance, at the time of the
1988 Piper Alpha oil rig disaster which killed 165 men, the Offshore Installation
Manager’s role was production not leadership. Yet his lack of leadership was exposed
in the public inquiry “..in my view the death toll of those who died in the
accommodation was substantially greater than it would have been if such initiative had

been taken” (Lord Cullen 1990: para 8.35). Although there are protections under
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international law of functional immunity (ratione materiae) for those holding high public

office, there is little protection for others (Franey 2009).

The vulnerability of officials and private sector managers who might otherwise be
research subjects or interviewees is demonstrated by the pre-trial legal doctrines of
discovery or search for information, and disclosure, where all information must be
shared among parties to proceedings (Attorney General 2013). The search for
information is thorough and relevance can be liberally interpreted, for instance a search
would reveal research reports, potentially leading to requests for source materials such
as interview transcripts. Tierney (2002) writing about the changes that had taken place
in disaster research in the past fifty years noted the impact of litigation. Hitherto,
interviewees could be assured of confidentiality and anonymity but McNabb (1995)

highlighted the intrusive nature of discovery:

“I engaged an attorney and learned that a comprehensive response would mean
that | would deliver everything | had written since 1980; every source | had
consulted since 1980 which meant virtually my entire personal library and all
files, and an equivalent volume of paper and books from other archives and
libraries; and financial records, including IRS returns, invoices, telephone bills,

and assorted receipts since 1980 ...” (p332 in Tierney 2002:357).

| have explored the ethics of crisis research at some length because, as well as the
impact on individuals’ wellbeing, | have seen from my contingency planning expert
witness practice how extensive discovery, i.e. the wide-ranging collection of materials in
litigation, can be. In our adversarial legal system, all parties trawl for any evidence,
however tenuous, of organisational or personal negligence, so that the researcher
becomes an “unwilling informant” (Picou 1996: 149). This has persuaded me to rely on

secondary data that is already in the public domain albeit from diverse sources.

2.4. Secondary Data

Literature Review

Literature review is a major thread in my project and a dynamic process where the
perspectives of the many disciplines were viewed through the lens of my own practice.
Not only do | seek to build a sound foundation for my research (Hart 1998) but the

literature review has greatly influenced my thinking and the direction of my study, for
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instance the concept of crisis paradigms after Kuhn’s paradigms in natural science, the
focus on emergent leadership, and the widespread confusion over terminology. The
latter and the importance of the literature in educational research are underlined by
Boote and Beile (2005) describing how in sharing educational research across diverse

It

disciplines and with policy makers “..it is very difficult for us to assume shared
knowledge, methodologies, or even commonly agreed-upon problems” (p4). This is very
apt for crisis given the backgrounds of potential students, their organisational level, and

the multi-disciplinary sources of the literature.

The literature is also an important source for my research. Researchers can be caught
up in crises as observers or victims and there is some quick response research available
(Michaels 2003, Kendra & Wachtendorf 2003), especially in the US into natural disasters
(Quarantelli 1982).

Grey Literature

In addition to peer-reviewed literature another source of data is the range of
documents that a crisis generates. These can be official reports, correspondence,
diaries, emails, photographs, news and investigative journalism, and social media, and
as McDonald and Tipton (1993) point out their existence is the result of decisions to first
produce the document and then to retain it, subject all the time to editorial policy,
errors, distortion and the interests of the originator as well as editors, proprietors,
readership, and pending litigation (p188). The most extensive list of document sources
in the literature is that of Snook (2000) who made a case study of the friendly fire
accidental shootdown of US aircraft over Northern Iraqg in an event that lasted only a
matter of seconds and included “... flight records, mishap reports, personnel records,

military flight plans, oil analysis, medical evaluations ....” (pp16-17).

| have made extensive use of grey literature in my research to explore directions that it
might take, as examples of policy and practice, and because of its immediacy. | have
also based literature searches on signposting by grey literature, usually where the latter

has restricted circulation, to find a peer-reviewed substitute.

Other Sources: Journalism and Oral History

There is often convergence at disasters and crisis events of the media followed later by

researchers (Stallings 2002:37; Tierney 2002:363). Killian’s contention was that “... news
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stories are useful, particularly in the early stages of a study, for the general though
tentative, description of the disaster” (1956, 2002: 81) but that was written before a 24-
hour media with its global reach. Journalism is important in crisis for early situation
awareness and particularly for shaping public opinion and is close to the research tool of
oral history described by Abrams (2010: 2) as the “conducting and recording [by digital
equipment] of interviews with people to elicit information from them about the past”.
She notes that it is a “cross-over” methodology “engulfed by issues which make it
controversial ...” (p2) used by different disciplines and practices ranging from war crime
investigations to geography (Riley & Harvey 2007). A comparison between the qualities
of good investigative journalism and those of academic oral history was made by
Felstein (2004) a former journalist (see Table 8) whilst the overlap of investigative
journalists and anthropologists’ methods, the “knowledge workers”, during complex

emergencies was explored by Marcus (2010: 362).

Table 8: Journalism and oral history compared (after Feldstein 2004).

Journalism Oral History

Shared: Background research, interview based, open-ended questions,
objectivity, ethics, evidence, establish rapport, perspectives

Competitive & Non-profit &
commercial collaborative
Adversarial, silence Patient

filled

Evidence retained if it Evidence retained in
has commercial or legal entirety

value.

Other issues of oral history are raised by Stein and Preuss (2006) including urgency in
collecting evidence to avoid distortion by what a witness has heard from others rather
than seen themselves, the researcher’s responsibility often at the “intersection of grief
and history” (p40), and the need for objectivity because “the voices of those ... silenced
by the dominant historiography” (p39) can be exploited for political or financial gain.
Buchanan & Denyer (2012) consider that crisis research relies on “designs and methods
considered unconventional in other areas” (p206) using “data from sources normally
considered unreliable and biased” such as oral history, journalism and grey literature

and where the “qualitative paradigm is dominant” (p216). This is fair comment and,
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because | rely considerably on such sources in the case study, | have included an
annotated bibliography (Appendix D) to assist the reader to judge evidential value

against bias in the narratives.

The experience and performance of the strategic leadership and of the established
organisations are available for many crises, albeit often in post event judicial inquiries,
but little data is available about the effects of their decisions on the experience and
perception of ordinary people caught up in the crisis. Oral history assists in this, whilst
journalism can stimulate reaction and provide Michael’s (2003) perishable data for later

analysis.

2.5. Case Study Method

Whilst deliberating about disaster research methods as outlined earlier, Stallings (2002)
decided that what makes disaster research unique is “the circumstances in which
otherwise conventional methods are employed” that is the “context of research not the
method” (p21). He goes further to consider the phase of the disaster being studied
concluding that the immediate disaster context, as opposed to the lead up, has a
greater effect on the collection and analysis of primary data and that researchers need
training in how the circumstances of disaster affect the method. The most influential of
these is ethics but as Dynes and Drabek (1994) put it “... disasters represent unique
laboratories, ethically acceptable natural experiments. If viewed in this way, disasters

are unique social experiments ...” (p7).

Case studies have always been a major tool in crisis research and can be traced back to
Titmuss’s (1950) study of the British civilian population in World War Il, and Nagai’s
(1951) study of Nagasaki. This tradition has continued, greatly helped by adversarial

politics, e.g. public inquiries, and investigative journalism.

Perhaps one reason for the popularity of case studies with crisis researchers and in
keeping with the phronetic research approach (Flyvbjerg 2001; Tracy 2013) is that if
research is to be used it must considered from the perspective of the user (Ruddin
2006). The advantage of the case study is that it is bounded unlike the wicked problems
(Rittel & Webber 1973) of professional experience. Lincoln and Guba (2005:205)
suggest that the pragmatic appeal of the case study to the user is that the reader can
relate their own knowledge and experience to it, and later pose the hypothetical

question that a politician or decision-maker might ask “Are these findings sufficiently
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authentic ... that | may trust myself in acting on their implications? More to the point,
would | feel sufficiently secure about these findings to construct social policy or
legislation based on them?” (in Tracy 2010: 837). These are significant considerations if
research products are to be useful to policy development (Start & Hovland 2004) and

one reason | chose a case study for my research.
3. MY RESEARCH PROJECT
3.1. The Literature Review Process

My approach to researching crisis and emergent crisis leadership follows the pragmatic
paradigm (Mackenzie & Knipe 2006) in that methods are matched to the problem which
appeared to be a convergence of inter-related issues, the “mess” of Ackoff (1979) and
Mitroff et al. (2004). | quote from Flyvbjerg (2001) that my aim is to “clarify and
deliberate about the problems and risks we face and to outline how things may be done

differently ...” (p140).

Flyvbjerg (2006) adapted the classical philosophical concept of phronesis or
practical wisdom into a research methodology for social scientists and
professionals, the “analysts who produce food for thought for the ongoing process
of public deliberation, anticipation, and decision making” addressing real-world
problems (p39). There is a strong connection to the use of case studies (Flyvbjerg
et al. 2012) which play an important part in crisis research (Helsloot et al 2012)
and education.

Phronetic research “that focuses on self-reflexivity, context, and thick description” is
championed by Tracy (2013:4) with whom | empathise, not least her description of her
qualitative research based on Lindlof and Taylor (2011) as “cyclical and layered rather
than deductive and linear” with a view to an analysis that is “interesting, practically
important, and theoretically significant” (Tracy 2007:108). This cogently describes the
iterative process | used because of the multi-disciplinary nature of my sources and the

confusion reigning over basic concepts.

Originally my project was the professionalisation of emergency management by
educating reflective practitioners (Schon 1991). This led to exploring incident command
(Grint 2005), and Naturalistic Decision Making (Zsambok et al. 1992; Flin 1996), coupled
with Ericsson’s (2005; 2008) ideas on expertise and the collective achievements of High

Reliability Organisations (Roberts & LaPorte 1989; Roberts 1990).
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| first carried out a scoping study of the literature, made difficult by the many disciplines
with a peripheral and recent interest in crisis and their diverse concepts and keywords
(Jensen 2016: ii). This coincided with the post-9/11 explosion of public and academic

interest demonstrated by Crandall et al.’s (2006) bibliometric study (Figure6).

Figure 6: Crisis publications 1980-2006 (Crandall, Crandall & Ashraf 2006: 241)
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Subsequent rounds of the review were based on ideas thus collected, and repeating the
process in an exaggerated version of Saunders et al’s (2011: 60) literature review,
effectively a personalised spiral curriculum after Jerome Bruner (Johnson 2012). It
showed how dynamic and new the field was and | could plot the literature against

stages in my career which assisted in developing the idea of crisis paradigms.

Early in my project | carried out a pilot study of the London Bombings of July 2005. This
shifted my thinking about crisis leadership. Discussion with informants and reflecting
on my own experience led me away from the post holder leader towards a focus on the
informal networks that arise in a crisis (Dynes 1970; Majchrzak et al. 2007) and the
individuals that emerge as leaders for the occasion (Drury et al. 2009; Cocking (2013).
The pilot study also led me to reflect on the importance of the crisis context (see
Chapter Il) so that for my case study of a novel crisis | looked for a large ‘landscape’
event (Leonard & Howitt 2012) which would challenge the established response systems

and the multi-organisational network that might emerge.
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4. THE CASE: HURRICANE KATRINA 2005, A NOVEL CRISIS

Previous chapters have raised issues of scale and definition of crisis, the paradigm shift
towards the future novel crisis, and examined the leadership models appropriate for
this new paradigm. The chosen case represents these converging drivers. The
parameters of the case are temporal and spatial (Yin 1994) and fit the criteria of being

important, exploratory or exceptional (Yin 2009 and Pan & Tan 2011).

4.1. The Crisis Context

On 29 August 2005 Hurricane Katrina, which had already caused damage and disruption
in the Caribbean and Florida, came ashore on the Gulf coast of Louisiana and Alabama
east of the coastal city of New Orleans and tracked inland across the central United
States before dissipating in the Great Lakes. The levees failed and the city was flooded.
As a conservative estimate 1,800 people were killed from a population of 485,000 and
over 200,000 evacuated, many never to return creating a diaspora as far as Alaska
(Dynes & Rodriquez 2007). The catastrophe was only part of the crisis (Boin et al. 2010;
Milasinovic & Kesetovic 2008; Shaluf et al. 2003). There was failure to appreciate how
serious the situation was and to act on warnings, a history of environmental
degradation, inadequate or failed engineering solutions, poverty, racial inequality, inept
public administration, system failure, poor federal and state leadership, and apathy
(Daniels et al. 2006; GAO 2006a, 2006b; DHS 2006), including Bohn’s (2004) venal

factors of corruption and misfeasance, witnessed live by a global audience.

4.2, Katrina as an Opportunity

In terms of being exploratory (Yin 2009), | see Katrina as a mesocosm of a future
scenario much like the opportunity a coral reef or volcanic island presents to an
ecologist. Hurricane Katrina presages the potential for future crises since population
centres across the globe share many of the characteristics of New Orleans, be they
infrastructure, environment or social (UN Habitat 2010; McGranahan, Balk, & Anderson

2007), including

e pre-existing racial tensions and poverty that mirrors the global North-South
inequality (Pastor et al. 2006),
e the consequences of environmental, especially coastal, exploitation and

mismanagement (Duxbury & Dickinson 2007; Blackburn & Marques 2013)
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e the vulnerability of urban coastal settlements (Jongman et al. 2012; Bruns 2013)
including the additional challenges posed by ageing populations (Redlener & Culp
2010; Bruncard et al. 2008),

e Population mobility, in this case both voluntary and forced migration, and the
experience of the New Orleans diaspora (Peek & Weber 2012), subsequently
studied by the UK Foresight Project as lessons for future climate and conflict
refugees (Cutter 2011),

e the vulnerability of the infrastructure e.g. levees (van Heerden 2007),

4.3. Case Sources (Secondary Data)

The landscape scale (Leonard & Howitt 2012) of Hurricane Katrina brought a bonus for
research. The area affected by Hurricane Katrina was extensive enough to involve many
jurisdictions and institutions. The US freedom of information policy has ensured that
there is a wealth of data generated by the responding organisations, including
communications traffic, logistics, deployments, and organisational successes and
failures, summarised in the official grey literature (US Senate 2006; US Senate
Committee on Homeland Security 2006; GAO 2006), the response of the White House
(Townsend 2006) and by academics (Ink 2006; Farazmand 2007; Burby 2006).

The poor response engendered a veritable industry of investigative journalism and
academic research by leading figures, many of whom had been directly affected by the
disaster. Luft (2009) noted that eighteen academic journals had produced special issues
on Katrina and the Katrina research bibliography is 112 pages (Erikson & Peek 2011:
Erikson 2014). A significant proportion of research has focussed on race and racism and
how these underpinned interwoven issues of vulnerability in those who did not or could
not evacuate in time. These issues included health, education, class, gender, public
services, housing, ageing, and especially poverty that are “the cumulative result of a
long history of institutional arrangements” (Hartman & Squires 2006: 3). “And that
poverty has roots in a history of racial discrimination” admitted President Bush in a

speech in New Orleans two weeks after Katrina (Bush 2005).

An early and depressing analysis of race and poverty with respect to Katrina was
provided by Dyson (2006), depressing because the conditions of the urban poor in the
US seem to have changed little in the decade since. Although the media played a large

part in drawing attention to the crisis, Dyson emphasised the way in which the media
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framed negative perceptions about the survivors, most of which turned out to be
baseless but may have contributed to the delay in the humanitarian response to New
Orleans. Even before landfall the legitimacy of the police as an institution and trust in
individual officers (Hawdon 2008) was probably in doubt whilst racism is implicit
throughout the narrative in Chapters VIIl and IX, for instance in the framing of survivors
in the Convention Centre refuge as requiring a military assault rather than rescue (Blum

2005).

Added to this huge database and of interest to this research are the personal accounts
given to researchers and journalists (see Appendix D) of those caught up in the crisis
who survived including elite decision makers, first responders, and affected citizens and
volunteers. Sometimes the latter came from the communities, earning them the label
the “Second Line Rescue” (Ancelet et al. 2013) after the non-professional mourners or
second line of improvised dancers and singers in New Orleans street funeral

processions.

Journalists, usually considered biased and unreliable research sources (Buchanan &
Denyer 2012) played an important role in alerting the world to the crisis and the
inadequate response (Johnson 2005b) whilst collecting data that was widely relied on in
the first wave of research papers and subsequently re-reported. Later oral history
interviews added to the available knowledge base including Stein and Preuss (2006),
Sloan (2008), and Mann and Pass (2011). Research reached a milestone with the US
Social Science Research Council’s ‘Task Force on Katrina and Rebuilding the Gulf Coast’
(Erikson & Peek 2011; 2014) and is still being published such as the longitudinal study of
the displaced New Orleans Diaspora (Angle et al. 2012) and analysis of the reportage of

Hurricane Katrina (Potts et al. 2015).

4.4. Limitations of My Research

Crises are by nature unusual events that cannot be replicated and experiments are

unacceptable but there are additional limitations to my research:

e Parameters of the case study: Due to the scale of the case | set approximate
parameters of two weeks during the acute phase of the crisis. However,
literature, including oral history, continues to be published about the

communities in New Orleans and those evacuated to other cities,
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The military domain: Except where it overlaps with mainstream crisis research,
such as Hannah et al’s (2009) extreme contexts and Burkle & Hayden’s (2001)
complex humanitarian emergencies, | have avoided literature in the military
domain (Kolditz 2007). Here the warrior ethos of “Mission First ...” (Riccio et al
2004: vii) is still discussed (Casto 2014; Boe 2016) and difficult to reconcile with
humanitarian missions and thinking of Reed et al. (2004), Davis et al. (2007), and

Markel et al. (2010) on educating future officers.

Acknowledgement of bias: A lifetime of experience will have influenced my
choices and direction but as Mikusova (2011) puts it well, crisis research
requires “personal engagement”, to have empathy with the suffering of those
affected by crisis, be it a natural disaster or malfeasance, not a “scientist as an

impartial observer” (p982),

Multi-discipline literature review: Whilst | have strived to include the literature
from many different disciplines it is inevitable that | have overlooked relevant
research. At the same time, | have had to close off promising threads of
research to keep to the main thrust. This exposes the project to Quarantelli and
Dynes’ (1977) early concern that interdisciplinary research is “often reduced to
the lowest common denominator, which is sometimes only slightly, if at all, a
common-sense level” (p44). More recently practitioners and researchers have
made clear the value of a multi-disciplinary approach to studying and managing
crises (Wlison 1999; Alpaslan & Mitroff 2011). This sometimes required that |
was selective in the material chosen, recontextualising as necessary (Barnett

2006).

Research ethics: | viewed ethics as especially important in studying crisis
leadership and it led me in a direction that challenged the rigor of the research.
| note that Casto (2014), who was head of the post-Fukushima 2012 US mission
to Japan, interviewed many involved in that crisis without appearing to consider
ethics whereas Porche (2009) who interviewed staff in a New Orleans hospital
soon after Katrina persisted with interviews despite active litigation and obvious
distress of interviewees. His ethical justification was that “contact information”

for free support was provided (p44). | therefore revisited the specialist
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literature on this issue (Picou 1996; Palys & Lowman 2002; O’Mathuna 2010;
Bevc 2010; and Robinson 2016) for reassurance that ethics was a necessary

limitation and my choice of secondary data was appropriate to the study.

5. SUMMARY

In this chapter | have sought to outline my research strategy, taking a pragmatic
problem solving phronetic approach. | noted how the direction of my research changed,
and discussed some of the issues and special conditions of crisis and disaster research,

emphasising the predominance of the case study as a method in this field.

In the following case study, based on the extensive peer reviewed and grey literature
and narratives of those who were intimately involved after Hurricane Katrina struck, |
shall use the DRC typology as a framework (Dynes 1970). In Part | (Chapter VIII) the
focus is on the established organisations that responded, including the degrading of
their capacity. In Part Il (Chapter IX) | focus on the expanding, extending and emergent
organisational types and their networks. | conclude with the lessons identified in Part 3

(Chapter X).
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CHAPTER VIII: CASE STUDY of HURRICANE KATRINA AND NEW
ORLEANS 2005: PART 1. THE NOVEL CRISIS

URGENT - WEATHER MESSAGE
NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE NEW ORLEANS LA
1011 A.M. CDT SUN AUG 28 2005

DEVESTATING DAMAGE ... MOST OF THE AREA WILL BE UNINHABITABLE FOR
WEEKS ... AT LEAST ONE HALF OF WELL CONSTRUCTED HOMES WILL HAVE
ROOF AND WALL FAILURE .. MAJORITY OF INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS WILL
BECOME NON-FUNCTIONAL ... ALL WOODFRAMED LOW RISING APARTMENT
BUILDINGS WILL BE DESTROYED ... CONCRETE LOW RISING APARTMENTS WILL
SUSTAIN MAJOR DAMAGE ... HIGH RISE OFFICE AND APARTMENT BUILDINGS
WILL SWAY DANGEROUSLY ... ALL WINDOWS WILL BLOW OUT ... PERSONS, PETS
AND LIVESTOCK EXPOSED TO WINDS WILL FACE CERTAIN DEATH IF STRUCK ...
POWER OUTAGES WILL LAST WEEKS ... WATER SHORTAGES WILL MAKE HUMAN
SUFFERING INCREDIBLE BY MODERN STANDARDS .. DO NOT VENTURE
OUTSIDE!

(Johnson 2006: 18)

1. INTRODUCTION

Reminiscent of a Cold War exercise scenario the above was the stark warning issued to
officials and media outlets at 10:11am local time on Sunday 28" August 2005 by the US
National Weather Service in New Orleans. It followed minutes after Hurricane Katrina
Advisory No. 23 in the same vein but couched in more measured language (National

Hurricane Centre 2005).

From when Katrina was designated as a tropical storm that was forming in the
Caribbean on 23.8.2005 to when it reached Canada on 31.8.2005 and was spent it
“crossed the jurisdictional boundaries of at least nine states, three federal regions, and
international borders within the Caribbean and with Mexico and Canada” (Comfort &
Hasse 2006: 1) not to mention a myriad of counties, parishes and cities. In other words,
a transboundary crisis with all the challenges of coordination that entails (Herman &

Dayton 2009; Ansell, Boin & Keller 2010).
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A few days after Katrina made landfall General Honore overflew and later wrote that
“for years military officials have speculated about what ground zero of a nuclear attack
might look like. That’s what the Mississippi coast reminded me of that day. The scope

of the damage was almost beyond comprehension” (Honore 2009: 96).
1.1. The Structure of the Case Study

The case study is divided into two parts. In this chapter | loosely follow Stern’s (2000)
structure to describe the context of the crisis, its scale and novelty, albeit as we shall see
below the triggering disaster was anticipated. The DRC typology (Dynes 1970) described
in Chapter V will be used to explore the forms of organisation and leadership found in
Katrina, that is: the established organisations of the federal, state and city governments
in Part 1; the hybrid expanding and extending lateral collaborations and networks; and

the emergent ad hoc community and individual responses in Part 2.
1.2. Background to Katrina

Following the terrorist attacks of 9/11 the Department of Homeland Security was
created by merging over twenty separate agencies including the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). The restructuring and the publication of a lengthy new
National Response Plan (NRP) alongside the new National Incident Management System
(NIMS) was completed in early 2005 before Katrina. However, it would prove
inadequate in every element during the lead up to and response to Hurricane Katrina, a

“grand failure” according to Farazmand (2007: 153).

Many claims were made of the plan (US DHS 2005a), none of which were met
(Moynihan 2009), with the one exception that it would enable “the incident response to
be handled at the lowest possible organisational and jurisdictional level” (Walters &
Kettl 2006: 258). Crucially this proved to be through emergent ad hoc community

groups and individual survivors rather than the systems of the NIMS or NRP.

To the wider domestic and international public Katrina was symbolised by the appalling
situation that developed at the Superdome, reported by the media and referred to later
(Bahamonde 2005; Honore 2009). The Superdome was the designated Last Resort
Refuge “intended to provide best available survival protection for the duration of the
hurricane only” for people who were unable to evacuate (State of Louisiana 2000: VI1).
The intention was that they would be rescued after the storm passed. Instead the

Superdome became the refuge for up to 25,000 people for five days.
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1.3. Katrina as a Laboratory

The impact of Hurricane Katrina on the southern states of the US, an area the size of the
UK, and the city and environs of New Orleans, situated 100 kilometres from the coast,
provides us with an insight that could help us to prepare for future novel crises (see
Chapter IV). This is a view that was shared by the RAND organisation which saw in
Katrina lessons for responding to future terrorist attacks involving weapons of mass

destruction (Davis et al. 2007).

Hurricane Katrina was a disaster, meeting all the criteria of a “serious disruption of the
functioning of society” (UN 1992) and with a little imagination, by substituting inter-
racial tensions and deprivation for conflict it can also be conceptualised as a complex
humanitarian emergency (UN IASC 1994; Stein 2001) (see Chapter IlI). According to
Klugman (1999) complex emergencies are accompanied by “other forms of suffering
including forced migration, hunger and disease” (p1), all present during and after
Katrina. Katrina was also a NATECH that is a Natural Hazard Triggering a Technological
Disaster with long term health and environmental consequences (Cruz et al. 2004,

Steinberg et al. 2008; Picou 2009) although that descriptor seems inadequate.

What | seek to do with this case study is to demonstrate that Katrina was much more
than a disaster, complex emergency or NATECH. Katrina was a catastrophe in scale and
complexity (Quarantelli 2006), meeting the criteria for a catastrophic incident (US DHS
2005a) with “extraordinary levels of mass casualties, damage, or disruption severely
affecting the population, infrastructure, environment, economy, national morale,
and/or government functions” (p2) and represents a potential novel crisis (Leonard &

Howitt 2012).

As well as meeting the above criteria New Orleans had characteristics shared with many
coastal cities (listed in Chapter VII) namely racial tension and poverty, environmental
mismanagement, ageing population, migration, and vulnerable infrastructure. The crisis

highlighted

e the lack of effective leadership, both political and professional (US House of
Representatives 2006, Bahamonde 2005),

e the tensions invoked with deployment of the military (Morris et al. 2007; Davis et al.
2007; Samaan & Verneuil 2009; Moynihan 2012), and

e the apparent social collapse leading to the emergence of altruism and ad hoc

organisation (Hicks 2007).
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These issues are dealt with in the following sections and because of the wealth of data
which continues to emerge, | propose Katrina can be viewed as a crisis laboratory and
an opportunity for us to explore a potential future scenario and prepare. This is similar
to Birkman et al.’s (2010) “windows of opportunity for change” and new “policy
windows” (p239), concepts originally proposed by Kingdom (1995). Policy windows are
opened by extreme events such as Katrina when problems, policies and solutions come
together and if the political climate is favourable then a window of opportunity

presents. |intend to use this window to support the need for a new crisis curriculum.
1.4. Prescience of Catastrophe

The catastrophe that was Hurricane Katrina was anticipated by environmentalists,
scientists, journalists, and officials (Coast 2050 1998; Fischetti 2001; McQuaid &
Schleifstein 2002; FEMA 2004; Tidwell 2003; Van Heerden 2006).

Despite this, “overconfidence, insensitivity to repeated warnings, and wishful thinking
regarding existing policies, practices, and structures ... left the US in general and New
Orleans in particular unnecessarily vulnerable to natural disasters” (Parker et al 2009:

216).

In July 2004 three hundred participants from federal, state and parish organisations,
including Arkansas and Mississippi, took part in an eight-day table-top exercise (IEM
2004). The scenario for the simulation, known as Hurricane Pam, was based on a
hurricane with winds of 120mph and 20 inches of rain with storm surges that would
overtop the levees and flood New Orleans. As the US Senate Committee on Homeland

Security and Governmental Affairs (2006) later summarised

“In many ways, the hypothetical problems identified in Pam predict with eerie
accuracy the all-too-real problems of Katrina: overcrowded shelters
undersupplied with food, water, and other essentials; blocked highways with
thousands of people trapped in flooded areas; hospitals swamped with victims

and running out of fuel for their emergency generators. The list goes on and on”

(p4).

The outputs from the exercise were substantial intended by the organisers to be a
“living document” and a “valuable tool for future catastrophic planning projects” (IEM
2006). A press release at the end of the exercise promised that "over the next 60 days,
we will polish the action plans" (FEMA 2004). Unfortunately, actions were not followed

up and lessons were not implemented, a situation summed up by Senator Collins, the
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chair of the Senate hearing, as “Pam should have been a wake-up call that could not be
ignored. Instead, it seems that a more appropriate name for Pam would have been
Cassandra, the mythical prophet who warned of disasters but whom no one really
believed” (US Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs 2006:

a).

If Exercise Pam was not enough warning, in September 2004 Hurricane lvan, at one
point a category 5 storm, was on track for New Orleans but weakened and turned east
missing the city. Laska (2004) hypothesised in an essay about the consequences for the
city had the hurricane not missed, suggesting that it “had the potential to make the
unthinkable a reality” (p6) but her timely warning apparently went unnoticed (Tierney

2008).

In April 2005, shortly before Katrina, a series of high-level counter-terrorism exercises
known as TOPOFF IIl was held in the US. An internal report noted “unresolved issues
from previous exercises that continue to affect and inhibit the ability of organizations at
all levels to effectively coordinate an integrated response” (US DHS 2005b: 2).

o

Furthermore . the exercise highlighted, at all levels, a fundamental lack of

understanding of the principles and protocols set forth in the NRP and NIMS” (p11).
2. THE RESPONSE OF THE ESTABLISHED ORGANISATIONS

The focus of my thesis is on crisis leadership and particularly emergent crisis leadership
(see Chapter VI). The purpose in discussing the response of the established federal,
state, and city organisations, e.g. military, police, prison and health, is to show that
despite all the investment, re-structuring, training and education post-9/11 there was
systemic failure and personal negligence (Adams & Balfour 2007; Preston 2008;

Bateman 2008).

There were extensive investigations of what went wrong in the preparation and
response to Katrina. At the political level this included the White House (Townsend
2006), the US Senate (2006), US House of Representatives (2006) and the Government
Accounting Office (US GAO 2006). Reports were prepared by Federal departments such
as FEMA (US DHS 2006) and the National Guard (2005), and at city level by New Orleans
Police Department (Bayard 2005) whilst the performance of the physical infrastructure
was examined by a consortium of universities, companies and agencies making up the
Interagency Performance Evaluation Task Force (Ink 2006). This was in parallel with the

equally extensive academic research effort epitomised by the Social Science Research
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Council’s task force (Erikson & Peek 2011). With few exceptions, these investigations

share a common theme of delay and failure, usually systemic but sometimes personal.
Strategic leadership

Congress harked back to the 9/11 Commission’s finding that lack of imagination was the

important failure in that instance and this time concluded that

“Katrina was primarily a failure of initiative. But there is of course a nexus
between the two. Both imagination and initiative — in other words, leadership —
require good information and a coordinated process for sharing it. And a
willingness to use information — however imperfect or incomplete — to fuel

action” (US House of Representatives 2006: 1).

The Senate (2006) was equally frank, believing that “leadership failures needlessly
compounded these losses [deaths]”. Their report went on to name Mayor Nagin of
New Orleans and Governor Blanco of Louisiana for their part in the failures in the
government’s response and added that Michael Brown, the Director of FEMA, “lacked
the leadership skills that were needed” and that Homeland Security Secretary Chertoff
did not convey to his department that “government agencies were expected to think

and act proactively in preparing for and responding to Katrina” (p7).

The strategic findings of the White House, Senate, and Congress were analysed by Ink
(2006) who found “a public administration case study in failure of gigantic proportions”
(p800) and listed: warnings that were not heeded; communications failures; information
gaps; lack of coordination; inadequate training; medical shortcomings; lack of shelter;

lack of initiative; and public administration failure.

The contribution of the White House to the analysis was seemingly candid, summarising
the federal response as “a litany of mistakes, misjudgements, lapses, and absurdities all
cascading together, blinding us to what was coming and hobbling any collective effort to
respond” (Townsend 2006: x). There was “disappointment and frustration at the
seeming inability of the government..to respond effectively to the crisis” and
“emergency plans at all levels of government . . . were put to the test, and came up
short” (ibid). Ink (2006) was impressed that it was “unlike many White House
documents that are defensive in tone and content, carefully avoiding admission” (p802)
but as Harrald (2012) reminds us the author was President Bush’s political appointee as
Homeland Security Advisor and hence the report was skilfully crafted to downplay

Presidential failures.
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Catalogue of failure

A journalist for the New York Times (Lipton 2006) who covered the various hearings

highlighted the failings and missed opportunities from the testimony, including:

e The dire warning issued by the National Weather Service, quoted in part at the
start of this chapter, did not trigger a reaction appropriate to an impending
catastrophe;

e Although the warning was repeated by the director of the National Hurricane
Centre by conference call with officials including President Bush and DHS
Secretary Michael Chertoff on 28.8.2005 at noon, the consequences did not
appear to be fully appreciated. The same day FEMA issued a storm warning that
predicted flooding and 1 million people trapped.

e Although 1 million people evacuated ahead of Katrina’s landfall a Louisiana
official admitted that he had done nothing about the transportation of at-risk
populations, an outstanding action from the ‘Hurricane Pam’ exercise debrief.
At a FEMA planning meeting a month before Katrina the transcript shows
officials were aware of the danger.

e A Louisiana official turned down an offer of assistance to evacuate medical
patients two days before Katrina’s landfall. In Louisiana 21 nursing homes were
evacuated ahead of Katrina but 36 did not evacuate until afterwards and
patients died.

e Hospitals were without power because generators were flooded.

e There was confusion about the levee breaches in that a sole FEMA official in
New Orleans photographed a break in a levee on Monday 29.8.2005 at 5.15pm
but this information was delayed by several hours.

e An urgent request for supplies was made to FEMA by Mayor Nagin but not met
for days or not at all.

e The New Orleans Office of Emergency Preparedness “failed” (Bayard 2006: 3).

e The National Guard which eventually sent 30,000 troops to the area suffered a
lack of situational awareness (National Guard 2005), namely that it was a
humanitarian emergency and not an insurrection or terrorist attack (Blum

2005).
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Personal testimony

A graphic picture was painted by individuals representing the established organisations.
Bahamonde was an experienced FEMA official sent to Louisiana on Saturday 27.8.2005
ahead of the hurricane. After the eye had passed he made an overflight next day and
saw that in his estimate 80% of New Orleans was flooded and that there was a levee
break. He telephoned his findings shortly afterwards to Mike Brown, the head of FEMA,
and stayed in New Orleans passing information back to FEMA. On 20.10.2005 he gave

his testimony to the Senate Committee on Homeland Security including

“l am most haunted by what the Superdome became ... imagine no toilet
facilities for 25,000 people for five days. People were forced to live outside in
95-degree heat because of the smell and conditions inside. Hallways and
corridors were used as toilets, trash was everywhere, and amongst it all,
children, thousands of them. It was sad, it was inhumane, and it was so wrong”

(Bahamonde 2005:8).

This was an image shared by General Honore, another experienced professional, who
led the military response to Katrina, and was later minded to say that “one of the most
enduring images of New Orleans after Katrina was one of thousands of people at the
Superdome standing hip to hip in their own waste without food, water, or sanitary

facilities” (2009: 229).

Honore met and worked with many local politicians and officials in his role. A subtler
image is provided by him when describing his impression of Governor Blanco of
Louisiana “...it was clear that, like [Mayor] Nagin, she was under a great deal of stress
and also was a victim of the storm. Victims tend to act and speak like victims and that

becomes quite apparent to those who are not victims” (p16).

Another very personal and emotionally chilling account was given by Marcie Roth, now
a Director at FEMA. In her testimony to Congress in 2010 she opened with “On the
morning of August 29, 2005, | received a call that | will never forget” asking for her
intervention concerning a New Orleans resident who was paralyzed from the shoulders
down and had been trying to evacuate to the Superdome for three days. She went on “I
was on the phone with her that afternoon when she told me, with panic in her voice,
‘the water is rushing in” and then her phone went dead. We learned five days later that
she had been found in her apartment, dead, floating next to her wheelchair” (Roth

2010: 2).
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Rich and emotional descriptions such as those above and in the next chapter are
essential to crisis leadership otherwise lessons are ignored and human suffering is lost in
officialise, such as the summary by the US House Select Committee that during the crisis
“there were lapses in command and control” and that “its impact on unity of command,

degraded the relief efforts” (2006: 186).
3. CIVIL-MILITARY COOPERATION

The military response to Katrina was considerable, eventually involving 72,000
personnel from Department of Defense active duty, reserves and the National Guard as

well as Private Military Contractors (GAO 2006b).

Although large, the response of the military was delayed. This became apparent quite
early on with Bowman et al. (2005) in a briefing to Congress dated 19.9.2005
questioning “whether procedural obstacles, administrative failures, or both delayed the
arrival of needed resources” and that considering the military to be the last resort may
require “re-examination” (Summary). The situation awareness of the military was
distorted by the media reports that both exposed the plight of the survivors but
arguably exaggerated the civil unrest in New Orleans. This may have been behind the
chilling statement made to the media by Governor Blanco of Louisiana on 2.9.2005

which only added to this misrepresentation:

“Three hundred of the Arkansas National Guard have landed in the city of New
Orleans. These troops are fresh back from lIraq, well trained, experienced,
battle tested, and under my orders to restore order in the streets. They have
M-16s and they are locked and loaded. These troops know how to shoot and
kill, and are more than willing to do so if necessary. And | expect they will” (ABC

News 2005 online)

Tierney and Bevc (2007) wrote about the recasting of the victims of Katrina first as
looters and urban rioters and then as enemy insurgents, a dangerous delusion that is

evident in the language used in a National Guard briefing below.
National Guard

Three days after Hurricane Katrina made landfall General Blum gave a media briefing
about the military action in New Orleans alluding to the “... potentially very dangerous
volatile situation in the Convention Centre where tens of thousands of people literally

occupied that on their own” (2005:1). The Convention Centre was a very large complex
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that became an improvised overflow shelter without staff or resources such as food,
water or medical care and although there were reports of crime, dead bodies and gang
violence it was not a ‘stronghold’ i.e. a defended position and there were some police

officers present. General Blum continued

... we waited until we had enough force in place to do an overwhelming force ...
and yesterday shortly after noon, they stormed the Convention Centre, for lack
of a better term, and there was absolutely no opposition ... Some people asked
why we didn’t go in sooner ... As soon as we could mass the appropriate force ...

then they went in and took this convention centre down ... It's a great success

story, a terrific success story” (ibid) [my emphasis].

General Blum added that the New Orleans Police department at full strength had 1,500
officers but had been degraded by the disaster and were now reinforced by 7,000
military police and other specialist units. He was subsequently decorated by Rumsfeld
for the "amazing response of the National Guard following Hurricane Katrina in
September 2005” (Smith 2005) but ironically shortly afterwards the National Guard
completed its After-Action Review. This made many critical observations about
performance, command and control, confusion over legal status, public relations, and
ironically situation awareness especially of the national Bureau under General Blum's
immediate command (National Guard 2005). One useful lesson to emerge was that in
support of the literature (Burkle & Hayden 2001; Lind et al. 2008; Curnin et al. 2015) the
report found that “Liaison officers (LNOs) proved invaluable. They assisted coordination
efforts by providing situation awareness for the decision makers. LNO use of SATCOM
phones during the early stages of response was essential to making and filling resource

requests and to providing timely SITREPS to higher headquarters entities” (p59).
Joint Task Force — Katrina

Despite the delay of five days before deployment caused largely by political issues and
the Posse Comitatus restrictions on the domestic deployment of the military (Bowman
et al. 2005) the build-up of active duty resources in addition to the National Guard was
considerable including 20 ships, among them a hospital ship, helicopter carrier and a
Marine Amphibious group; 346 helicopters; 68 aircraft; and 72,000 active, reserve and
National Guard personnel (US Senate 2006). The number of helicopters may seem
significant but it was dwarfed by demand and since there was little coordination many

operated independently so that there were overlaps alongside areas with no cover. The
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priority of removing survivors to dry ground in short flights unfortunately meant that

they waited there for evacuation without food and water for some days (ibid).

On 30.8.2005, the day after Katrina made landfall, the Joint Task Force was established
under the command of General Honore, a native of Louisiana, who became the face of
the Federal response. On 3.9.2005 the President ordered the deployment of land forces
to Louisiana but it was not until four days later that full deployment was completed and

troops started search and rescue (US Senate 2006).

In their report on lessons for army planning Davis et al. (2007) deal in detail with the
numbers and units deployed as well as the many and complex command and control
structures which may have added to the confusion whereas the memoirs of General
Honore (2009) provide an insight into the human side. Although loyal to the military
and the government, in his account he questions “whether troops coming to a national
disaster need rifles? It’s harder to lift someone when you are in full combat gear” and
adds armed private security guards “with assault rifles and shotguns should not be used

to protect property" concluding that “This is America, not Baghdad” (p135).

The use of military assets to perform policing functions within the domestic US is
contentious and largely prohibited by the Posse Comitatus Act 1878 for reasons of
constitutional freedom, the exceptions being the National Guard and Coast Guard. The
advent of the ‘War on Terror’ concept and the establishment of the Department of
Homeland Security and a domestic military regional command after 9/11 led to
uncertainty among emergency managers (Milliman et al. 2006; Dunphy & Radel 2009)
and debate about the continued efficacy of the restrictions which continues (Doyle &
Elsea 2012; Sausville 2008; Gereski & Brown 2010; Bentley 2012; Burke 2015). The
same restrictions prevail in the UK where there are strict guidelines for deployment of

the military, invariably under police command (MoD 2016).
US Coast Guard

Although the US Coast Guard (USCG) is an armed military force it was incorporated into
the new Department of Homeland Security after 9/11. More importantly apart from the
US National Weather Service (Johnson 2006) the Coast Guard was the only federal
agency that gained any credit in the response to Katrina largely due to its core roles of
search and rescue, maritime safety and port security (US Senate 2005). In other words,
“the Coast Guard did not do anything out of the ordinary: what was extraordinary was

the scale of the event” (Morris et al. 2007: 100).
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Amidst all the criticism of the federal government and established organisations the
response by the Coast Guard was judged the exception (US GAO 2006c). It is estimated
that the Coast Guard rescued 33,735 people stranded by Hurricane Katrina and the
floods that followed in New Orleans and the Gulf Coast. Their operational effectiveness
in the crisis in contrast to the other agencies has been explained by a combination of
factors, including their internal culture of leadership and day to day operational
practice, training and organisational learning, small size, and both the physical and

social environments in which they work (Phillips 2003; Sanial 2007).

According to the report by the Government Office for Accountability (2006c) which
sought to explain the success of the Coast Guard, their operational principles “promote
leadership, accountability, and enable personnel to take responsibility and action, based

on relevant authorities and guidance” (p1) and played a significant part.

Canney (2010) who had access to official records and interviewed key Coast Guard staff
involved in the response to Katrina compiled a detailed history of the Coast Guard’s
involvement. On receipt of the hurricane warning an advance party was despatched to
Alexandria, 150 miles north-west of New Orleans, early on Saturday 27.8.05 to set up a
command post away from the anticipated disaster. An incident team was established in
New Orleans but all outlying stations and vessels began evacuation to their pre-planned
safe havens to wait out the storm. The local maritime industries were contacted and

encouraged to implement their own hurricane plans.

The Coast Guard acted immediately on the warning from the National Weather Centre
and following their emergency plan ensured the safety of staff and protection of

resources, steps that should be expected of any organisation.

As soon as weather conditions permitted USCG helicopters and boats began searching
for survivors and lifting them from roofs but at the discretion of their crews and not
coordinated. The communications breakdown across the region affected the USCG
although it had moved some large cutters into the Gulf to provide some radio cover. In
a subsequent interview the air commander defended the lack of coordination with
“thousands of simultaneous search and rescue missions there could be no way to
micromanage individual aircraft on individual rescue cases” adding that a grid system,
such as that used later by the military, was “your secondary effort where you’re going

through in a bit more methodical approach” (Canney 2010: 184).
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The media and politicians were content to take the performance of the USCG at face
value but whilst the crisis revealed the human values it also exposed the lack of
investment and the outdated and inadequate nature of the aircraft and vessels used in
the USCG response (Carafano & Keith 2006). Following the extra duties expected of the
USCG after 9/11 an upgrade of resources known as the Deepwater Force Modernisation
Programme had begun but stalled. Had this progressed it would have greatly improved
communications and coordination as well as doubling the carrying capacity and range of
the helicopter fleet (Birkler et al. 2004) with additional rescues and lives saved that can

only be speculated about (Carafano & Keith 2006).
4. FIRST RESPONDERS: THE DEGRADING OF ESTABLISHED ORGANISATIONS

The colloquial term First Responder has been adopted worldwide meaning the frontline
emergency services who are first to respond to an incident. In the US it was defined in
the Presidential Directive on Homeland Security as “individuals who in the early stages
of an incident are responsible for the protection and preservation of life, property,
evidence, and the environment” and widened to include other public services (HSPD-8

2003: 6), similar to UK Category Two Responders (Cabinet Office 2012a).
New Orleans Police Department (NOPD)

Among the first responders that both the local community and wider civil society rely on
is the police service which usually has primacy among the emergency services and is the
only service that has a continuous proactive presence in communities. Police have a
diverse range of functions in disaster including coordination, reconnaissance, situation
assessment, lifesaving, keeping order, and preventing crime. Katrina overwhelmed the
New Orleans and local police departments so that the essential functions, on which

other responders relied, were at best sporadic.

The New Orleans Police department commissioned an internal After-Action report by
Captain Bayard (2005) who although head of vice/narcotics commanded the improvised
police boat rescues after Katrina. His concluding paragraph said “We failed to
communicate ... The instructions and plans that are formed at the top are not clearly
communicated to the rank and file ... this causes confusion and misdirection. In time of

crisis, our leaders need to be SEEN and HEARD” (p4).
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Bayard later gave evidence to a Senate hearing and candidly admitted to a catalogue of

failures by the New Orleans authorities

"The New Orleans Office of Emergency Preparedness failed. They did not
prepare themselves, nor did they manage the city agencies responsible for
conducting emergency response to the disaster ... We did not coordinate with
any state, local or federal agencies ... Most importantly, we relocated evacuees
to two locations where there was no food, water or portable restrooms ... We
did not utilize buses that would have allowed us to transport mass quantities of
evacuees expeditiously ... We did not have a backup communication system. We
had no portable radio towers or repeaters that would have enabled us to

communicate ..." (Bayard 2006: 3).

The context of this litany of failure is that on 29.8.2005 Hurricane Katrina destroyed or
damaged much of the critical infrastructure including the public power supply, both
cellular and cable telephone systems, internet connection, and some radio towers used
by the emergency services. By 30.8.2005 the rising water had led to inundation of
precinct buildings and flooding of standby generators that powered the remaining radio
towers (Sims 2007). The police department was reliant on the local but now non-
functional infrastructure and had no appropriate transport. The officers’ terms of
employment required them to live within the city of New Orleans and it is estimated
that about 80% of officers lost their homes in Katrina and many had to live in cruise
ships moored in the port. Some of their families were evacuated, some abandoned
their posts, but many were simply stranded. @ The NOPD, already poorly led and
resourced (see Chapter IX), was effectively a victim of the disaster but many officers
who became detached from their normal units formed ad hoc rescue or patrol teams

(Hicks 2007).

The experience of the NOPD contrasted with the New Orleans Fire Department (NOFD)
which, although it also lost most of its stations, communications, and housing, had a
hurricane plan and moved most of its vehicles and equipment to safety before landfall.
NOFD crews were aware of the policing problems and provided their own armed cover

in the early days (Burke 2006; Cave 2008; Dickinson undated).
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Orleans Parish Prison

The city’s parish prison, held an estimated 6,375 prisoners, mostly pre-trial unconvicted
suspects, the majority for unpaid fines and trial costs. Although the adjoining parish
prisons evacuated in advance of the storm the Orleans Parish Prison did not and
received additional adult and juvenile prisoners as well as being a refuge for officer’s

families and residents.

Not only did Orleans Parish Prison fail to evacuate it lacked any emergency plans
causing Robbins (2008) to argue that this failure violated prisoners’ constitutional and
human rights. The American Civil Liberties Union investigated the conditions in the
prison and the treatment of prisoners whilst they were held and later dispersed to other
sites. After Katrina, they took written statements from 1,300 inmates which revealed
appalling and unnecessary conditions as well as abuse before and after Katrina (National
Prisons Project 2006, 2007). The accounts of events are confirmed by other interviews

of both prisoners, officers, and a prison medical officer.

The Orleans Parish Prison was a large sprawling complex of twelve custody buildings all
of which lost power after the storm leaving inmates and staff without light or
ventilation. On Monday 29.8.05 the floodwaters rose inside the locked cells on the
ground floor to chest height. Doors short-circuited and had to be prised open by staff
while some prisoners were forced to break through the walls of the cells to ‘escape’.
Some guards abandoned their posts leaving prisoners without food or water and in
increasingly tense conditions including reports that escaping prisoners were shot by
guards. When prisoners were evacuated by boat several days later it was via the Broad
Street Overpass where they were marshalled for up to a day in the sun without water,
guarded by national guardsmen. The ordeal of the prisoners, most of whom were no
serious threat to society, continued, as they were dispersed across Louisiana and many
became lost in the system, serving what became known as ‘Katrina time’ (National
Prisons Project 2007). The systemic failure meant that “with few exceptions the
prisoners held in OPP in the wake of Katrina took care of one another. They worked to
free fellow prisoners trapped in cells filled with contaminated floodwaters, watched out
for the frail and sick, as well as for juveniles too small to stand in the water without

help” (p90).
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The Non-NOPD And Out-Of-State Police Response

As noted above, police are among the first responders to an incident and in many
jurisdictions, e.g. UK and Commonwealth, have considerable devolved responsibilities
and powers. Rojek & Smith (2007) set out to research the response from non-NOPD
police, especially the contrast with the effectiveness of the 600-strong team from
Florida which deployed quickly under a state-to-state Emergency Management
Assistance Compact (EMAC). This team was largely self-sufficient and drew on a range
of units with experience of such mobilisations. In general, Rojek & Smith’s findings
revealed that pre-Katrina, the Louisiana evacuation plan was effective, but despite the
obvious hurricane hazard most small police departments had no disaster planning and
had also lost all communications, equipment, fuel, vehicles, and infrastructure. On a
positive note, officers worked long days without rest for weeks starting with search and
rescue before going on later to deal with post-disaster looting, alcohol abuse, and

interpersonal violence.

The researchers not only found a lack of planning but also a “failure to imagine” the
effects of a hurricane by local police departments which taken together “severely
hampered their ability” to respond (p595). One advance measure should have been to
activate the mutual aid arrangements (EMAC) which had existed in the US since 1996
but had not developed inter- agency relationships necessary for the response to a future

event (Kapucu & Garayev 2011).
New Orleans Health and Social Care

Alongside the police and prisons in New Orleans another essential service, healthcare,
also became a victim of the crisis. Whilst the image of the misery in the Superdome and
Convention Centre came to represent Katrina, awful conditions also prevailed in the
Memorial Medical Centre which was three feet below sea level. The apparent
abandonment of patients and staff by the authorities for a prolonged period after
Katrina raised far reaching ethical issues about health care standards and euthanasia in
crises (Okie 2008; Larkin 2010) and led to criminal and civil proceedings against medical

staff and the hospital owners (Filosa & Pope 2007; Fink 2014; Stevens 2014).

By early Monday 29.8.05 there were 200 patients, 6000 staff and many displaced
residents sheltering in the hospital. The city power supply failed so the hospital relied
on standby emergency generators. By next day, the hospital was surrounded by flood

water and was then without mains power and running water. What followed is
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described by the medical director, (Deichmann 2008) and by staff who were interviewed

by a medical-journalist (Fink 2009, 2014).

Memorial hospital was owned by Tenet Healthcare who leased the seventh floor to
LifeCare which operated as a hospital within a hospital, with 52 long-term and intensive
care patients, including seven on ventilators. Anticipating rescue within hours the Tenet
medical staff agreed priorities for evacuation, namely neo-natal babies, pregnant
mothers and adult intensive care patients. Those patients subject to ‘Do not
resuscitate’ orders were to be left to last, a decision that at the time seemed reasonable
but was to lead to controversy when evacuation failed to materialise. The priority
patients were evacuated by helicopter from the roof which meant carrying stretchers
over four flights to the roof which left about 130 Tenet patients and all the 52 LifeCare

patients behind.

At 2am on Wednesday 31.8.05 the generators stopped followed by battery power which
affected all medical equipment, e.g. monitors, aspirators, oxygen supply, and
ventilators, as well as air-conditioning, lighting etc., requiring continuous manual
ventilation for some patients. Patients and staff were not evacuated until Friday 2.9.05
when 45 dead bodies were discovered in the hospital chapel, many showing high levels
of morphine on post mortem examination. There was disquiet amongst the medical
staff about the care given in the last days and an investigation was started on 13.9.05
resulting in subpoenas for 73 Memorial Hospital employees to appear for interview
(Stevens 2014). Dr Pou was arrested for second degree murder in 2006 and appeared
before the Grand Jury, her two nurses having been granted immunity in exchange for
giving evidence against her (Kaufman 2012). The Grand Jury found that she had no
case to answer (Filosa & Pope 2007) but civil litigation against doctors and their

employers continued, eventually being settled out of court some years later (Fink 2014).

The Pou case was brought by the Louisiana Attorney General Charles Foti (2007) who
also prosecuted the owners of the single storey St Rita’s Nursing Home in an equally
high-profile case. The owners, Sal and Mabel Mangano, did not evacuate their patients
but prepared to wait out the storm relying on their state-approved contingency plan as
before. This time the levees broke and although they were able to float 24 residents to
safety on mattresses another 35 residents drowned in their beds or wheelchairs.

Rumours of negligence spread and eventually the Manganos were arrested and charged
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with 118 counts of cruelty and negligent homicide. They were found innocent of all

charges on 7.9.05 (Warren 2007: Cobb 2015).

Both the Pou and Mangano cases exposed hitherto unimagined horrors and another
dimension to the failure of the city and federal government response. They also
stimulated a yet to be resolved debate about the ethics and priorities of medical care in
such crises (Guin et al. 2006; Kipnis 2007; Okie 2008; Iserson et al. 2008; Phillips, Knebel
& Johnson 2009; Bernstein 2010; Bailey 2010; Fink 2010).

5. SUMMARY OF PART 1.

Hurricane Katrina was a natural hazard that led to a disaster when it made landfall in a
particularly vulnerable area of the southern USA. The force of the storm meeting the
degraded environment, inadequate infrastructure, geomorphology, and socio-economic
issues, particularly of New Orleans, meant that the resulting widespread flooding and its
impact on public services and infrastructure met both Quarantelli’s (2006) criteria and
that of the US National Framework (US DHS 2008) for a catastrophe (see Chapter Il). As
for the response, “... only one thing disintegrated as fast as the earthen levees that were
supposed to protect the city, and that was the intergovernmental relationship that is
supposed to connect local, state and federal officials before, during and after such a
catastrophe” (Walters & Kettl 2006: 255), creating what is termed in this study a novel
crisis. The scale and severity of Katrina tested the DRC typology especially the
boundaries of ‘types’ as established first-responders found themselves divorced from
their parent organisations, without communications, transport, bases etc. and

effectively became relegated to the status of survivors or victims.

The simulations and computer models had predicted tens of thousands of fatalities (IEM
2004; Laska 2004; Van Heerden 2007), quite believable given the failure to evacuate
significant numbers of residents and the inundation of inhabited areas, yet the
immediate death toll was estimated to be a maximum 1,800 (Gabe et al. 2005; Sharkey
2007; Dynes & Rodriquez 2007). This prompts the question, why, “what went right?”
(Dolina 2005: 2).