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PART THREE: FINDINGS AND OBSERVATIONS

Current Setting

Although this analysis covers only events and outcomes that occurred through the year 2001, in the background of this report are the profoundly influential outcomes and general unease resulting from the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks. Concern with national security and homeland security has extended to the nation as a whole and to many other countries. Concerns are being raised about the shape of future policies to reduce our nation’s vulnerability to terrorism. Some of these ideas, such as detaining suspected “illegal combatants,” raise grave constitutional questions. Other ideas, such as the installation of explosives detection equipment in airports, are widely seen as good concepts that carry with them implementation problems.

The Office of Homeland Security was established in a matter of weeks after the September 11th attacks.  Almost immediately after that new office was created, initiatives were underway to create a Department of Homeland Security.  As of November 2002, the new department was authorized by legislation, and the most major federal reorganization since the formation of the Department of Defense in 1947 is now underway.

The aftermath of the September 11th events has provided a sense of urgency and currency to this analysis and also may have indirectly affected the research.  There now exist both unprecedented awareness and deep concern nationally about emergency management capacity and capabilities at each level of government.  Since the fall of 2002, the media keep asking, “Are we safer than we were a year ago?”

Findings 

a) Importance of Selecting Focusing Events

The authors are concerned not only with assembling the facts of recent experiences with terrorist events in the U.S., but also with supplying a context for examining and understanding the facts. In order to derive knowledge and practical applications from past events, far more research has to be done, particularly with regard to examining the many outcomes from the September 11th events, and also the Anthrax incidents (2001), that occurred during calendar years 2001 and 2002.

The definitions and criteria for the selection of “defining” and “focusing” events need to be sharpened and refined.  In this regard, the TTL served as a graphical table of contents initially.  Upon closer examination of events and their outcomes identified in the TTL, however, some events in fact were not defining events, and it will be necessary to eliminate them from future revisions of the TTL
A corollary concern is that there are both obvious or non-obvious, or perhaps direct and indirect disaster events.  Examples of the non-obvious or background events include (a) the dissolution of the Soviet Union, with attendant concerns for political changes and control of weapons of mass destruction; and (b) the Unabomber, who over a period of many years sent lethal packages via the mail to victims.

Among the questions and issues for further research are the value, duration, and importance of the outcomes of key defining events.  More study is needed to determine several issues:  

· if the documented outcomes simply result in corrective actions to deal with specific problems or needs revealed after that disaster; 

· if some outcomes in fact contributed to improvements in the effectiveness and efficiency; or,

· more importantly, what are the capacity and capabilities of emergency management to deal with future major disasters.
b) Possible Clustering of Like Categories of Events

Attention should be given to the possibility of clustering the focusing events by type (e.g., bombing incidents and bio-terrorism incidents) and examining their outcomes collectively. For example, in the Gilmore I report on the Tokyo Sarin Attack, the authors focused on an analysis of the circumstances and facts as they have come to light surrounding the 1995 attack in the Tokyo subway system by the fanatical apocalyptic religious cult, the Aum Shinrikyo. That seminal event, the first time a non-state group had used a chemical weapon against civilians, is a benchmark against which all potential terrorists' attacks involving chemical or biological weapons will likely be measured in the near term. The analysis delves into all the implications of that most ambitious undertaking, including extensive research and development efforts spanning chemical, biological, and even nuclear weapons aspirations, but one that ultimately fell far short of its intended purposes. 

In the Gilmore I report, the authors examined incidents in the chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear (CBRN ) arena and assessed the inferences and lessons that can be drawn from Aum's activities with respect to U.S. domestic preparedness for potential acts of CBRN terrorism. 


c) Learn from Possible Ramifications of Past Events

Also in the Gilmore I report, the authors addressed the Salad Bar Poisoning in The Dalles incident.  The report suggested that this poisoning might suggest a scenario in which terrorists use chemical or biological weapons not necessarily to kill, but rather to incapacitate large numbers of people, thereby sowing fear in the community and the nation. Such an act may be as effective in achieving terrorists’ goals as killing would be.  

d) Duration and Importance of Major Outcomes

The need exists for more in-depth analyses of outcomes from major disaster events of all three types in order to determine how lasting and significant they were. To what extent major changes (legislative, regulatory, organizational, or programmatic) were merely near-term “fixes” for problems or were far-reaching changes that led to more efficient and or effective emergency management capabilities?

It would appear that the September 11th attacks led to a significant number of legislative and regulatory actions and were the major contributor to the very comprehensive and ambitious outcome of creating the Department of Homeland Security in November 2002. The September 11th attacks cannot be considered in a vacuum, however. Other efforts, undertaken in the wake of attacks or without any obvious trigger, provided the groundwork for the ultimate creation of the new department. For example, the Hart-Rudman Commission III report reconnmended that the federal government should create a National Homeland Security Agency. 

NEXT STEPS

The project team is well aware that more research and analysis is needed regarding the relative importance, duration, and impacts of many of the major outcomes identified in this report. 

In his recent textbook, William Waugh (2000) states that the U.S. emergency management system has largely developed in response to specific major disasters. According to Waugh, “For the most part, policies and programs have been instituted and implemented in the aftermath of a disaster, based almost solely on that disaster experience, and with little investment in capacity building to deal with the next disaster.”[emphasis added]  He also notes:

…There are increasing political and economic pressures to reduce disaster losses, but there are still political, economic, and social and cultural obstacles to the development of an effective national emergency management system. While there has been more investment in emergency management during the last decade, and capabilities are expanding, much needs to be done to improve the national system. [Waugh, p. 24] 

Waugh’s book was published in 2000, and since then a great deal of attention, effort, and money have gone into refashioning emergency management for the imminent threats of terrorism in the United States.  There is now is more urgency to the needed task of examining and testing the statement above about the lack of long-term outcomes and investment in capacity building.

Is Disaster Policy Always Reactive? 

The research team has observed that typically policy is reactive. The Disaster Time Line (DTL) and to a lesser extent the Terrorism Time Line (TTL) graphically display the reactive nature of emergency management, showing graphically that major events are the drivers of changes in legislation, policy, regulation, and organizations dealing with emergency management.  
What remains to be examined closely, especially for the years 2001 and forward, is the extent to which outcomes build capacity. It may be that, since the catastrophic events of September 11, 2001, the quantity and quality of outcomes are very different and perhaps more significant than at any previous time. Two new considerations are:

1. Capacity in many realms of emergency management has increased, owing to the high profile of those incidents and the national attention being paid to various public safety and emergency management services, functions, and organizations. For example, virtually every state has added a homeland security office or set of functions to their emergency management agency, and new resources have been allocated to these areas.

2. Even if capacity is not in fact greater currently, commitment to the issue/need may have increased since September of 2001. 

Additional research work is needed to closely examine disaster policies and determine if the September 11, 2001 events, and the Anthrax Incidents (2001) were in fact major milestones in terms of policy development and if recent changes in national policies regarding emergency management and homeland security have resulted in increased capacity.

It also is important to understand that while many states have made homeland security an important part of their emergency management agencies’ missions, the extent to which this mission is displacing the natural and technological disaster function is an important question. Related to this question is the degree to which experience in natural hazards has been leveraged - or ignored - in the new reality of homeland security. For example, FEMA’s role in the Department of Homeland security may shift away from natural disasters and more toward security. 

How Significant Were the Outcomes from Major Events in 2001?
Since this research project was conceived and carried out during 2002, for the most part it was not possible to include outcomes from the September 11, 2001 events and the Anthrax Incidents (2001) in this report.  

As was noted in Part 2, both the September 11th attacks and the series of anthrax incidents that occurred in 2001 led to major outcomes in 2002. Moreover, it would not be surprising if outcomes and ramifications occurred for a few more years. 

Preliminary research indicates that a large number of highly significant outcomes from those attacks occurred during 2002.  They include: 

· At least 10 pieces of national legislation

· Two Executive Orders

· One Homeland Security Decision Directive, 

· One new federal department – the Department. of Homeland Security, and  

· Several significant reports.

Given the magnitude of the two sets of  terrorist events in 2001, it is no surprise that their outcomes and ramifications would continue for one or more years after the disasters.  These outcomes have yet to be analyzed collectively, yet they are likely to have great significance.
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