EURAMERICA Vol. 48, No. 1 (March 2018), 1-71
© Institute of European and American Studies, Academia Sinica
http://euramerica.org

Exploring the Dynamics of Local
Emergency Management Collaboration
in the United States
—What We Learned from Florida
County and City Emergency Managers’
Viewpoints*


Kaiju Chang

Department of Public Administration, National Chengchi University
No. 64, Sec. 2, ZhiNan Rd., Taipei 11605, Taiwan
E-mail: kchang@nccu.edu.tw

Abstract
This study uses a framework developed using the
perspectives of internal and external organizational
factors, and emergency management capacity to study the
drivers of emergency management collaboration (i.e.,
vertical,
horizontal-interlocal,
and
horizontalintersectoral collaborations) at the local level. Qualitative
data were collected by interviewing county and city
emergency managers in Florida to understand practical
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collaborative activities in both vertical and horizontal
contexts, explore county and city managers’ rationales
behind each type of collaboration, and examine the
influences of selected drivers in the theoretical framework.
The findings show that for local governments, seeking
resources and training opportunities can explain a large
proportion of why they seek vertical collaboration.
However, in horizontal collaboration, local governments
go beyond resource- seeking to also providing assistance
to their governmental and non-governmental partners.
Horizontal collaboration is more common and more
popular than vertical collaboration. In sum, this study
helps us gain a theoretical and practical understanding of
local emergency management in the United States.

Key Words: local emergency management, Florida
county and city, vertical and horizontal
collaborations, emergency manager
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I. Introduction
Studies on emergency management (EM) collaboration
have attracted the attention of many public management
scholars in recent years. These studies are endeavors to develop
the concept of collaborative EM (Kapucu, Arslan, & Demiroz,
2010), recognize the importance of vertical and horizontal
communication, coordination, and collaboration in response to
extreme events (Choi, 2008; Comfort, 2002; Kettl, 2006;
Waugh & Streib, 2006), understand the factors of influence of
EM collaboration (Hicklin, O’Toole, Meier, & Robinson, 2009;
Johnson, Goerdel, Lovrich, & Pierce, 2015; Kapucu, Bryer,
Garayev, & Arslan, 2010; McGuire & Silvia, 2010; Reddick,
2008; Simo & Bies, 2007), and study the possible challenges of
EM collaboration (Caruson & MacManus, 2012; Scavo,
Kearney, & Kilroy, 2007). Local governments are arguably the
key actors in the U.S. when providing EM-related functional
activities.
Agranoff and McGuire (2003) explained that
collaboration can occur on both vertical and horizontal levels.
Vertical collaboration emphasizes working across levels of
governments within the U.S. federal system, while horizontal
collaboration focuses on local players (who have different
interests) within the community. Collaboration can also happen
across different departments, agencies, and organizations and be
conducted across public, private, and non-profit sectors, giving
rise to different types of collaboration. Studies have suggested
that in general, when forming collaborative relationships,
various crucial factors are in effect (e.g., managerial and
organizational capacity, leadership, resource scarcity,
interdependency, shared beliefs, trust, common purposes,
uncertainties, and past experience of conflicts) (Agranoff &
McGuire, 2001, 2003; Alter & Hage, 1993; Ansell & Gash,
2008; Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Connelly, Zhang, &
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Faerman, 2008; Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015; Emerson,
Nabatchi, & Balogh, 2012; Fleishman, 2009; Gazley, 2008;
Kapucu, Garayev, & Wang, 2013; McGuire & Silvia, 2010;
Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003; Somers & Svara, 2006; Thomson &
Perry, 2006). However, O’Toole (1997) reminds public
administration scholars to also pay attention to network types
and their variations. If selecting collaboration types is a strategic
action to be taken by a local government to maximize its diverse
advantages, one may reasonably assume that the drivers behind
each type of collaboration maybe different.
To test the likelihood of collaboration in different network
types, this study proposes a framework that illustrates the
drivers of three types of collaboration in local EM in the United
States: vertical collaboration, horizontal-interlocal collaboration, and horizontal-intersectoral collaboration. The empirical
analysis is based on qualitative data collected from interviews
with emergency mangers from Florida counties and cities in
answer the following research questions: (1) What factors drive
local governments to collaborate vertically and horizontally in
local EM? Are there different rationales behind each type of
collaboration? and (2) How are the different types of
collaboration conducted in local EM?

II. The History of Emergency Management
in the United States
Ward and Wamsley (2007) chronicle the history of U.S.
EM development and point out that efforts made by the U.S.
federal government to assist communities affected by natural
disasters can be traced back to the 1800s. However, at that time,
the federal government had limited involvement, and neighbors,
religious groups, and civic communities were expected to take
more responsibility than the federal government.
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At the beginning of the twentieth century, federal and state
government involvement with EM increased gradually
following the growth of disaster science, the emergence of the
American Red Cross, and repeated occurrences of major
catastrophes. Nevertheless, governments at all levels lacked a
formal system to deal with pre-disaster mitigation and postdisaster recovery. Prior to WWII, the federal government
viewed disasters as uncontrollable natural phenomena. After
WWII, the definition of disaster expanded to include
“intentional actions inflicted on communities,” which led to the
development of the civic defense system designed to “prevent
and deal with the consequence of man-made disasters” (Ward
& Wamsley, 2007: 207-208).
With the passage of the Federal Disaster Assistance Act
(Public Law 81-875) and the Civil Defense Act in 1950, the
federal natural disaster response system became more
formalized and motivated by the specter of nuclear war between
the Soviet Union and such allies as Cuba and the U.S. With the
creation of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
in 1979, the federal government was expected to handle both
natural and man-made disasters. However, tensions in the
nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet
Union forced FEMA and U.S. civil defense to prepare mainly
against the possibility of nuclear attack. In the mid-1990s, after
the disastrous Hurricane Andrew demolished sections of south
Florida, FEMA integrated an all-hazards approach into modern
EM to enhance national capability towards natural disaster
responses (Sylves, 2008; Ward & Wamsley, 2007). Later, the
terrorist attack on the World Trade Center and Pentagon on
September 11, 2001 shifted national focus and attention to antiterrorism and homeland security issues. FEMA was absorbed
into the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in 2003 in
the aftermath of changes resulting from the 9/11 attacks. Under
these circumstances, the federal government turned its attention
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from responding to natural disasters to dealing with terrorism
and intentional man-made disasters. However, the massive
damages and losses caused by Hurricane Katrina in 2005 forced
the U.S. government to reconsider the necessity of an all-hazard
approach to deal with natural disasters. Today, governments at
all levels take responsibility for dealing with unplanned natural
disasters as well as intended and unintended man-made disasters.

III. The Necessity of Local
Management Collaboration

Emergency

In general, collaboration can be viewed as a process of
facilitating and implementing multi-organizational arrangements to solve problems that an organization on its own cannot
solve, or will have a difficult time solving. A purposive
relationship thus exists among these organizations (Agranoff &
McGuire, 2003). This study adopts Agranoff and McGuire’s
definition and collaboration is viewed as a process in which
multiple organizations or individuals work together to solve
complicated problems. In this process, organizations and
individuals share mutual goals, trust, and benefits and establish
long-term interdependent relationships. In the context of local
EM, collaboration is used to explain the situation in which local
governments create a long-term relationship with other public
agencies, private companies, or non-profit organizations to
efficiently and effectively respond to all kinds of emergencies
through sharing resources and risks.
EM studies have recognized and advocated the necessity of
establishing a network or collaborative approach that
emphasizes communication, coordination, resource-sharing,
and leadership among different levels of the governments and
cross-sector organizations (Comfort, 2002, 2007; Kapucu et al.,
2010; Schneider, 2011). Drabek (1985) addressed four
characteristics of the EM system in the U.S.: localism, lack of
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standardization, unit diversity, and fragmentation. Localism
means that the federal government relies heavily on
municipalities as the main responders when disasters occur.
Lack of standardization refers to the variation in how EM is
organized and undertaken between different places. Unit
diversity denotes the differences in the sizes and types of entities
responding to disasters. Fragmentation describes two situations:
1) the federal, state, and local governments’ approaches to EM
divergence causing the overall EM effort to face vertical strains;
and 2) separate entities viewing EM only from their own
perspectives, leading to horizontal conflicts across departments
and between neighboring jurisdictions.
The aforementioned characteristics of the U.S. EM system,
as well as the reasons described below, provide a strong
rationale for why collaboration in local EM is extremely
important: 1) local governments are the frontline units dealing
with emergencies. However, they currently have limited
resources; 2) the independence and diversity of local
governments are aspects respected by the federal system; and 3)
emergencies do not always occur within one jurisdiction. In the
U.S., EM traditionally follows a “bottom-up” system, in which
local EM organizations and governments address disasters and
emergencies first and seek help from their state government or
from adjacent local governments later. Help from the federal
government is perceived as a “last resort” and is sought only
when a state cannot respond to and recover from a disaster or
emergency using its own resources (Sylves, 2008). Federal
agencies own and provide substantial resources for EM and
national security. States often help to implement federal policies,
train communities in best practices, and funnel federal grants to
local units (McEntire & Dawson, 2007). Thus, as the frontline
units in dealing with emergencies, local governments rely
heavily on collaboration between different organizations to
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manage limited resources effectively and deal with various
emergencies.
Based on the perspectives of federalism and hazard policies
in the U.S., it is recommended that governments engaging in EM
adopt a shared governance approach and work jointly to deal
with disasters (Mushkatel & Weschler, 1985). Central authority
plays a role on providing monetary support and policy
guidelines while local jurisdictions offer “compelling advantages
in terms of tailoring the provision of certain public services to
local tastes” (Oates, 2004: 44). McEntire and Dawson (2007)
further argued that although a multi-level political structure
brings redundancy in implementing policy, it allows disasterstricken communities to seek assistance from nearby
jurisdictions or from state and federal agencies. These
characteristics of federalism give local governments
opportunities to vertically connect with different levels of the
government to seek monetary support and other resources when
facing disasters.
Emergencies are often not confined by jurisdictional
boundaries (McGuire & Silvia, 2010). Floods, earthquakes,
tornadoes, hurricanes, and other natural disasters usually cause
damages across administrative borders. Local governments with
similar geographies, climates, or socioeconomic status
particularly need to share a cross-border view to organize their
EM plans. Therefore, cross-jurisdictional collaboration is
necessary when dealing with natural or man-made disasters.

IV. Three Types of Local Emergency
Management Collaboration
In the case of local EM, flexible collaboration in both
vertical and horizontal contexts is essential, especially when
responding to large-scale disasters (Drabek, 1990). This study
focuses on three types of collaboration and studies their
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dynamics: vertical collaboration, horizontal-interlocal collaboration, and horizontal-intersectoral collaboration (Table 1). 1

A. Vertical Collaboration
Vertical collaboration emphasizes working across levels of
governments within the U.S. federal system. The federal-statelocal structure organizes the basic framework in which American
politics, law enforcement, tax and finance, and policy
implementation operate. The concept of cooperative federalism,
Table 1

Three Types of Local Emergency Management Collaboration

Vertical
Collaboration
Key
 Federal, state,
Participants
and local
governments

Horizontal-interlocal
Collaboration
 Local governments
(cities, counties, special
districts, and other
smaller units)
Theory
 Federalism
 Intergovernmental
 Intergovernmental relations
relations
 Institution collective
action
Relationship  Shared-governance  Reciprocal/contractual
 Donor-recipient
Goal
 Efficient federal-  Efficiently provide local
state-local
public safety services
coordination in EM
Example
 NRF
 Mutual aid programs

Horizontal-intersectoral
Collaboration
 Local governments,
private and nonprofit
organizations
 Cross-sector
collaboration
 Public-private
partnership
 Reciprocal/contractual
 Community resiliency

 Project impact

Source: The author of this study.

1 Inter-agency collaboration within the local government is not discussed in this

study due to time and resource constraints. This study only focused on vertical
collaboration across levels of governments as well as horizontal collaboration
between local governments, and between local governmental and
nongovernmental organizations.
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which Grodzins (1966) describes as “marble cake” federalism, is
especially useful for explaining the phenomenon of cooperation
across levels of governments. Local jurisdictions have the ability
and authority to implement some independent laws, politics,
and financial decisions. Their interaction across levels of
governments is about sharing, bargaining, negotiating
cooperation, and drawing down more resources from higher
levels of governments while trying to maintain policy
independence (as opposed to merely implementing higher level
policy mandates). The concept of federalism is not
centralization but rather power sharing among political centers
(Elazar, 1962). On the basis of this perspective, intergovernmental relationship in the U.S. can be represented as an
overlapping-authority model, which means: 1) governmental
operations simultaneously involve different levels of
governments; 2) the interactions between different levels of
governments are full of bargains and negotiations; and 3) the
autonomy of each level of government is limited but nonetheless
exists (Wright, 2007).
From the resource-seeking perspective, the grant-in aid
system in America also reflects the characteristics of vertical
collaboration (McGuire, 2006). This aid system has long been
characterized by the presence of bargaining, cooperation, and
mutual dependence (Pressman, 1975). With the growth and
expansion of federal grants and new regulatory programs,
federal-state and federal-local programming, federal initiatives
to nongovernmental organizations, and expanded roles for state
governments, vertical collaborative actions and transactions
across levels of governments also increased (Agranoff &
McGuire, 2003). O’Toole and Meier (2004) stated that
intergovernmental grant programs imply a donor- recipient
relationship which involves one or more donor governments
and governmental agencies in regular interaction with one or
more recipient governments and agencies (Pressman, 1975).
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Donor governments (e.g., federal or state governments) provide
incentives for recipient governments to implement certain
initiatives or policies with certain emphases and they typically
set some regulatory conditions in the grants. Recipient
governments (e.g., local governments) are required to find the
balance between the donors’ preferences and local tastes to
secure their grants and satisfy local needs.
In the context of EM, vertical collaboration also involves
intergovernmental grants. Although local governments serve as
the first respondents to emergencies, their expenditure on
mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery rely heavily on
federal grant programs. These grants are offered in the form of
categorical grants, which are accompanied by various political
guidelines and bureaucratic rules (Sylves, 2007). In order to be
funded successfully, local governments must “prepare and
submit an application; prove that they deserve the funds; meet
ever-changing conditions (even after the grants are awarded);
demonstrate how the money is being spent; document (often in
painstakingly detail) how the funding has enhanced EM; and
obey time limits that stipulate when the federal funds will be
made available, when they may be obligated, and when they may
be spent” (Sylves, 2007: 301).
Moreover, local governments are also required to
participate in a standardized national system such as the
National Response Framework (NRF) and National Incident
Management System (NIMS) in order to coordinate efficiently
with the federal government to deal with natural disasters and
terrorist attacks. These national plans and systems can be seen
as another form of vertical collaboration (McEntire & Dawson,
2007). Recently, Brooks, Bodeau, and Fedorowicz (2012)
collected empirical data from multiple cases to develop a
conceptual framework characterizing both the vertical and
horizontal dimensions of interorganizational complexity. How
state-level emergency managers articulate large-scale response
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efforts in improvisational ways under the federal-state, statelocal, internal to state, external to state, and public-private
partnerships through logistical, jurisdictional and governance
domains of response coordination was particularly closely
studied. They recognize that coordination in both vertical and
horizontal dimensions is not easy to manage during the
emergency response period.

B. Horizontal-Interlocal Collaboration
Horizontal-interlocal collaboration refers to collaboration
among local governments. In the U.S., local governments refer
to cities, counties, special districts, and other smaller units. In
order to efficiently deliver community services, local
governments often decide to collaborate and build partnerships
through signing interlocal agreements. This kind of voluntary
coordination mechanism is particularly popular in metropolitan
areas where the problems of fragmentation are frequently
serious and institutional complexity makes the implementation
of standardized solutions difficult (Feiock, 2008). Based on
Feiock’s (2013) Institutional Collective Action framework, local
governments expect to reduce costs and increase benefits
through functional or geographical collaboration with other
units when delivering public services. In other words, joint
actions happen only when organizations conclude that the
potential benefits of joint actions outweigh their costs.
In the EM context, local governments collaborating with
one another is indispensable because the impacts of disasters can
be huge and cross-jurisdictional. Therefore, local governments
commonly share information and jointly respond to
emergencies or disasters. For example, a local government may
cooperate with other nearby jurisdictions within a region to
suppress a fire that has spread across administrative boundaries,
or design feasible standard operating procedures throughout a
metropolitan area (McEntire & Dawson, 2007). The local
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government can also decide to join the EM mutual aid program
and sign agreements to offer or receive structured assistance in
the event of a disaster (Cohn, 2005; Henstra, 2010; Patton,
2007). Recent studies have also reminded us that community
contextual factors must be taken into consideration when
studying the different levels of interlocal collaboration (e.g.,
social capital network-based collaboration) (Johnson et al.,
2015). At the county level, convergence of organizational goals,
utilization of information and communication technology, and
interorganizational trust also have significant effects on network
sustainability in EM (Kapucu et al., 2013).

C. Horizontal-Intersectoral Collaboration
Horizontal-intersectoral collaboration describes an
interaction across public and private sectors or across public and
non-profit sectors within policy networks. The interaction is
governed through contracts and formal agreements (Gazley,
2008; O’Leary, Gazley, McGuire, & Bingham, 2009) and may
entail sharing resources on a case-by-case basis. Such
interactions may often evolve into long-term partner
relationships where all participant organizations make symbolic
or substantial contributions and share responsibility for the
outcomes to produce more favorable results and solutions
(O’Leary et al., 2009). Bryson and Crosby (2008) further
defined cross-sector collaboration as “the linking or sharing of
information, goodwill, and good intensions; resources; activities,
and power or capabilities by organizations in two or more
sectors to achieve jointly an outcome that could not be achieved
by organizations in one sector separately.” Their definition
implies that by engaging in cross-sector collaboration, endeavors
that would have otherwise ended in failure (if an organization
were working alone) will end in success. Moreover, the success
of cross-sector collaboration relies on the capabilities of each
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sector, appropriately utilizing the strengths of each sector, and
minimizing the weaknesses of each.
In the EM context, intersectoral collaboration originated
from local communities. In addition, scholars have paid
attention to the influence of public-private partnerships on
increasing community resiliency (Busch & Givens, 2013). For
example, Project Impact, a community-based program initiated
in the 1990s and featuring a four-year life span, was designed to
harness local support from public and private agencies. This
program successfully gave rise to about 250 communities
engaging in public-private collaboration to respond to disasters
and develop local EM (Patton, 2007). Brudney and Gazley
(2009) found a positive relationship between “level of joint
planning with voluntary organizations” and “public managers’
perception of emergency preparedness (at the county level),”
which highlighted the crucial role played by private and
nonprofit voluntary organizations in improving local emergency
preparedness. Recently, Rivera (2016) analyzed a national
survey of county EM agencies and discovered that a public
agency’s autonomy does not influence its choice to work with
voluntary organizations in the development of EM plans,
whereas the type of organization that an EM agency is situated
in does.

V. The Drivers of Local Emergency Management
Collaboration: Theoretical Framework
This study proposes that local EM collaboration in the U.S.
is driven by EM capacity, organizational internal factors, and
organizational external factors (Chang, 2012). EM capacity is
related to the ability of local governments to deal with all hazard
types. The organizational internal factors cover the perspectives
of resource shortage, organizational attention, mutual
understanding, institution and national standards, emergency
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managers’ capability and leadership, and past experience with
partners. The organizational external factors include the
perspectives of resource dependence on federal and state
governments, disaster magnitude, and community attributes
(Figure 1).

A. Emergency Management Capacity of Local
Governments
In public management research, organizational capacity is
always a critical issue and can be defined as an institution’s
ability to secure, develop, direct, and control its financial,
Internal factors
• Shortages of Financial, Human, and
Information Resources
• Organizational attention
• Mutual understanding
• Institution/national standards
• Emergency managers’ capability and
leadership
• Past experience with partners
EM capacity:
Capability of local governments to
deal with emergencies and disasters

Vertical collaboration
Horizontal-interlocal
collaboration
Horizontal-intersectoral
collaboration

External factors
• Resource dependence on federal and
state governments
• Disaster magnitude
• Community attributes

Figure 1

Theoretical Framework about Drivers of Local EM
Collaboration

Source: Chang (2012: 20).
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human, physical, technological, informational, and other
necessary resources to achieve a specific goal (Gazley, 2008;
Ingraham, Joyce, & Donahue, 2003). Previous studies have
discussed how a government’s capacity influences its
performance (Ingraham et al., 2003), innovation adoption (Kim
& Lee, 2009), and implementation of indirect governance and
privatization (Kettl, 1988; Rainey, 2003). Organizational
capacity can also be viewed as one determinant of collaboration
(Agranoff & McGuire, 2003; Bardach, 1998; Gazley, 2008;
O’Leary et al., 2009). When an organization has higher capacity
(i.e., sufficient human, financial, and technological resources
and knowledge), a clear strategic plan, and effective
implementation power, it is expected that collaboration will be
easier and more likely to occur. This is because an organization
with a higher capacity is expected to have a better ability to deal
with complex issues and difficulties while implementing
collaborative actions. From the organizational legitimacy
perspective, an organization with strong capacity may be viewed
as a model organization, which attracts other organizations that
want to improve their reputation, intelligence, and legitimacy to
collaborate with them (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).
In local EM, McGuire and Silvia (2010) indicate that the
program-oriented capacity of a public manager and his or her
home organization is positively associated with a greater level of
external collaboration within that program area. In other words,
in the vertical context, local governments with stronger EM
capacities have greater abilities to implement EM policies
promulgated by state and federal governments and to give
substantive feedback. Local governments with better EM
capacities also have greater abilities to conduct EM planning and
to prepare for dealing with potential emergencies. Moreover,
they perform well when applying for grants from state and
federal governments. In the horizontal context, local
governments may include private companies and non-profit
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organizations in the local EM planning process, or sign mutual
aid agreements with other nearby local governments in order to
respond effectively to emergencies. Better EM capacity also
gives local governments a greater ability to operate these
complicated collaborative initiatives in the EM program. At the
same time, other private companies and non-profit
organizations may be attracted to collaborate with local
governments with greater EM capacities to request EM-related
resources and intelligence, or improve their reputation by
demonstrating that they possess better quality EM (Graddy &
Chen, 2009).

B. Organizational Internal Factors
(A) Shortages of Financial, Human, and Information
Resources
The influence of resources on collaboration is a widely
studied research topic, and related management and
organizational theories have been proposed (Alter & Hage,
1993; Fleishman, 2009; Gazley, 2008; Levine & White, 1961;
Thomson & Perry, 2006; Van de Ven, Emmett, & Koenig,
1975). The aforementioned theories posit that an organization
that lacks internal resources will seek external support by
collaborating with other organizations.
In the case of U.S. EM, local governments are at the
frontline of dealing with various emergencies. However, they
also face shortages of human and financial resources, especially
at times of serious fiscal difficulties. Therefore, local
governments maybe more likely to rely on vertical and
horizontal collaborative actions to secure local EM. For
example, a local government may seek grants from federal and
state governments to resolve budget shortfalls. They may also
ask for volunteers from local non-profit organizations to expand
administrative capacity and help local EM (Patton, 2007), or
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sign mutual aid agreements with other nearby local governments
in order to share human resources when dealing with personnel
shortages.
Moreover, local governments may face a shortage of
information, intelligence, or skills to conduct emergency
planning, preparedness, or response, especially for local
governments with small populations. Thus, they may need extra
training or related technical assistance from different partners,
which increases the opportunities for collaboration.
Neighboring local governments can provide good examples for
local governments to learn from and from which to request
information-sharing as they share similar risks. Agranoff and
McGuire (2003) point out that vertical collaboration can
happen when local governments seek grants, program-oriented
information, or assistance from state and federal governments.
Local governments may also collaborate with non-profit
organizations such as the American Red Cross and the United
Way, or work with private utility and phone companies to keep
communication systems stable and operational during disasters.

(B) Organizational Attention
Natural or man-made disasters, which EM deal with, can
be viewed as one type of focusing events (Birkland, 2009). These
focusing events easily attract attention from the media, the
public, and local policy makers, providing local policy
entrepreneurs working on related policy areas with increased
opportunities to set the agenda and attain resources during the
policy-formulation process (Birkland, 1997, 2006). Similarly,
these focusing events draw the attention of local governments
and prompt it to invest more local funding or manpower in EM
and consider strategies to effectively respond to future possible
hazards. In other words, a situation where a local government
uses more of its own resources to support EM implies that this
local government pays more attention to this policy area. When
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a local government displays higher organizational attention
towards EM, it can actively learn a wide variety of approaches
for dealing with disasters, and recognize the importance and
necessity of collaboration in this policy area, which may
eventually increase the local government’s willingness to
collaborate vertically and horizontally.

(C) Mutual Understanding
Alter and Hage (1993) argue that an important contributor
to collaboration is the willingness to cooperate. However, they
also suggest that “willingness to cooperate starts from the
awareness and understanding of other organizations’ needs and
the perception that they are in some way compatible with one’s
own.” In other words, understanding possible partners by
collecting useful information about them is a necessary step in
the process of effectively reducing potential communication
conflicts and increasing the probability of other parties being
willing to collaborate. Ansell and Gash (2008) also indicate that
mutual understanding through face-to-face dialogue is a
necessary condition for collaboration. In light of transaction
costs, understanding the needs and resources of potential
partners before deciding to collaborate is also a means of
reducing the risks and costs generated by information
asymmetry (North, 1990). Regarding EM, local governments
can understand the thoughts of vertical and horizontal partners
through reading information from state and federal
governments or meeting regularly with their mutual aid partners
in the process of designing local EM plans and preparedness
activities.

(D) Institution/National Standards
An institution can be defined broadly as the prescription
according to which all repetitive and structured human
interactions are organized (Ostrom, 2005). In the case of EM
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and from an institutional perspective, national standards and
mutual aid agreements can be viewed as two examples
facilitating collaboration (Sylves, 2008; Waugh, 2011). The
purpose of adopting a national standard for local governments
is to ensure that everyone is on the same page and using the same
language, which decreases response times and increases the
capacity to deal with disasters. Taking NIMS as an example, it is
a national standard developed by DHS after the 2001 terrorist
attacks that was operative at all levels of governments for
standardizing disasters. It requires that all levels of governments
adopt the Incident Comment System (ICS) for integrating the
activities of different governmental entities in order to
efficiently respond to each disaster. This national standard seeks
to improve post-disaster operations through pre-disaster
planning and capacity establishment. The procedure of NIMS
also emphasizes the improvement of interoperability among all
types of responders, including those in the private and nonprofit
sectors (McEntire & Dawson, 2007).

(E) Emergency Managers’ Capability and Leadership
Recently, more local governments have organized offices
and hired managers to direct EM-related initiatives. These local
emergency managers are usually expected to have professional
knowledge and a background in the field so that they will be
capable of implementing policies and guidelines formulated by
state and federal governments, and to reflect local preferences
and needs to state and federal governments (McGuire, 2009). In
addition, these emergency managers are responsible for
communicating and cooperating with other local governments,
private companies, and non-profit organizations to establish
complete plans and initiatives for dealing with emergencies.
These emergency managers are responsible for ensuring
that all resources are in place during all mitigation, preparedness,
response, and recovery stages, and for determining what level of
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resources may be needed by working with other local
government departments to develop comprehensive risk
analyses and emergency planning (Edwards & Goodrich, 2007).
They also need to be familiar with the complex processes of
grant management and be always well-prepared to provide
succinct explanations on how the funds will be spent. Moreover,
they must be equipped with the political skills to communicate
with lawmakers and always comply with local, state, and federal
regulations (McEntire & Dawson, 2007). Put differently,
capable and professional emergency managers can effectively
and successfully achieve their goals, which increases the overall
EM capacity of local governments.
Recent EM research also studies how a manager may
influence collaborative activities through his/her capability and
leadership (McGuire & Silvia, 2010). Gazley (2008) argues that
collaboration often relies on how public managers make
decisions. Bardach (1998) states that leaders are key to creating
interagency collaborative capacities, which is essential for
dealing with possible difficulties when individuals or
organizations exchange their resources and try to work together
for a common purpose. Agranoff and McGuire (2001)
emphasize that the soft guidance power of leaders can stimulate
self-governance in a network, which is different from traditional
command and control in a hierarchical structure.

(F) Past Experience with Partners
Past experience of antagonism or cooperation between
stakeholders is another factor that hinders or facilitates
collaboration (Ansell & Gash, 2008). Connelly et al. (2008)
point out that one’s initial disposition towards cooperation/
collaboration helps determine whether the collaborative process
is successful. Past experience could be a critical factor
influencing the disposition. Experience brings familiarity and
decreases uncertainty. Connelly et al. (2008) argue that if people
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have had a negative personal experience in cooperation they will
therefore be more likely to mistrust others, and successful
collaboration will be harder to achieve. Put differently, a
positive past collaboration experience is good for building trust
with potential partners, which can establish stronger
commitment, reduce costs in monitoring compliance (Agranoff
& McGuire, 2001), and result in future collaboration.
At the organizational level, past experience also plays a key
role in determining the rationale of collaborative actions
according to path dependency theory, which applies a historic
view to analyses of the determinants of policy outcomes or
political actions. Pierson (2000) uses the concept of increasing
returns, which refers to concentrating on steps in a specific
direction that cause further movement in the same direction, to
explain the appearance of path dependency. Organizations with
past experience in collaboration, on the one hand, may have
invested sunk costs in arranging the partnership; on the other
hand, these experienced organizations have more information
about building partnerships than do other organizations, which
is expected to decrease their uncertainty when taking
collaborative actions.

C. Organizational External Factors
(A) Disaster Magnitude
Collaboration is extremely important to EM because
emergencies and disasters maybe too severe to be handled by a
single public agency, and maybe not limited by jurisdictional
boundaries (McGuire & Silvia, 2010; Rubin, 2007). In general,
the hierarchy of disasters can be thought of as a pyramid with
three levels. At the base are emergencies that local government
can solve alone or with other local partners. At the second level
are emergencies that are primarily dealt with by the local
government, but state government officials and resources are
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also involved in the process of assistance. At the apex of the
pyramid are the disasters that require local, state, and federal
resources (Rubin, 2007). Moreover, floods, earthquakes,
tornadoes, hurricanes, and other natural disasters usually cause
damages across different administrative borders. Therefore,
local governments understand that working alone to deal with
disasters is unrealistic and may result in failure (Bryson &
Crosby, 2008; Bryson et al., 2006). Sharing a cross-border view
and collaborating with others are keys to successfully dealing
with all hazard types. In other words, the disaster severity level
is related to the interdependency of each local government.

(B) Resource Dependence on Federal and State
Governments
The basic assumption of the resource dependency theory
is that organizations are embedded in networks of interdependencies and social relationships. Their needs for financial,
physical, or informational resources to achieve organizational
goals are provided by the environment, which forces
organizations to be dependent on external sources for these
resources. As each organization is in the same dependent
position, exchange relationships develop (Fleishman, 2009).
Through the development of exchange relationships, individual
organizations build stable inter-organizational connections for
securing their sources of resources and ensuring that their
organization survives.
In cases of EM in the U.S., the federal government
provides two types of principal funding: pre- and post-disaster
funding (Sylves, 2007). Several principal grant programs have
been created for processing pre-disaster funding, such as the
Homeland Security Grant Program, the Law Enforcement
Terrorism Prevention Program, the Emergency Management
Performance Grant Program, and the Assistance to Firefighters
Grant Program. These pre-disaster funds are used as grants for
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planning, training, exercising, infrastructure maintenance, or
equipment purchase-related activities. Post-disaster funds, such
as the Public Assistance Grant Program and the Individual and
Family Grant Program, are used to repair or replace local
infrastructures, reimburse non-profit organizations’ spending
on disaster relief, or providing direct aid to individuals and
families after the issuance of the Presidential Disaster
Declaration (Sylves, 2007). State governments are responsible
for funneling these grants to local governments.
Collaboration across levels of governments and among
local governments can be directly enhanced through the grant
system. On the one hand, as Sylves (2007) argued, the greater
the share of federal and state funding, the more likely that local
governments will follow EM policy guidelines formulated by
state and federal governments (because such compliance to the
guidelines leads to successful funding in the future). On the
other hand, many federal grants work under multijurisdictional projects, which follow a regional EM approach
(McEntire & Dawson, 2007). The assumption behind this
approach is that jurisdictions would share their resources in
times of need. A regional approach encourages local governments
to share resources and information with each other in the
context of EM to achieve collective benefits (Caruson &
MacManus, 2007; McEntire & Dawson, 2007). When local
governments receive higher funding from federal and state
governments, they are more likely to be regulated by grant
criteria which require local governments to behave as regional
partners and implement intergovernmental collaboration.
Federal and state funds can also indirectly enhance
horizontal-intersectoral collaboration through increasing EM
capacity. For example, when local governments receive federal
or state funds, they can use these funds to purchase equipment,
conduct exercises and training, and improve public EM
education, which increases their EM capacity. Once local
governments have higher EM capacity, they become more
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capable of conducting collaborative initiatives with the private
sector and non-governmental organizations in the EM program.
Concurrently, private companies and non-profit organizations,
which need EM-related resources and intelligence, or desire to
enhance their reputations and images, can be attracted to work
with local governments (Graddy & Chen, 2009).

(C) Community Attributes
Ostrom (2005) in her framework for Institutional Analysis
and Development (IAD) argues that community attributes have
critical effects on the action arena. Therefore, considering
influences of community attributes is necessary when discussing
the pattern of interaction in localities. Feiock (2008) emphasizes
the importance of community characteristics in analyzing
collective actions among local governments.
Demographic homogeneity among communities
reduces the likelihood of political and economic power
asymmetries that advantage one of the parties and
create problems for negotiating fair divisions of
benefits. Neighboring jurisdictions that are similarly
situated begin from a position of mutual dependence.
(Feiock, 2008: 201)

In the case of local EM, local communities must consider similar
risks and demographic homogeneity when engaging in the
various types of collaboration.

VI. Methodology and Data
This study collects qualitative data through interviews to
explore activities, rationales, and other drivers of local EM
collaboration in both vertical and horizontal contexts. Local
emergency managers, which include both county and city EM
directors in Florida, were chosen as the interview subjects.
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Florida is a “disaster-prone state with a crowded intergovernmental landscape” (Caruson & MacManus, 2012: 170),
therefore each county government legally constitutes an EM
agency and appoints a director according to Chapter 252.38 of
the Florida Statute. The county EM directors are primarily
responsible for coordinating with state governments and other
local governments in dealing with local EM. Municipalities are
also encouraged to create an EM agency which, under law, shall
coordinate its activities with those of the county EM agency.
There are 67 counties in Florida. This study uses county
location and county population as criteria in sampling
interviewees. Because Florida counties are grouped as seven
regions under the Florida EM system (Florida Division of
Emergency Management, n.d.a), this study selected three
counties (i.e., the largest, a medium-size, and the smallest
counties) from each region to include in the sample. Such a
selection criterion is helpful for examining the effect of
population size on local EM collaboration in the various
geographic areas of Florida. County emergency managers in the
sample counties are treated as interview subjects. A total of 21
counties were selected. The population size and geographic
characteristics of the selected counties are shown in Appendix 1.
As for city-level interviewees, this study followed the
selection rules from the Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI)
grant program and chose the cities of Miami, Tampa, Fort
Lauderdale, Jacksonville, and Orlando as sample cities because
these large cities pay attention to local EM initiatives and are
capable of applying for and handling federal support funds.
These five areas were allocated UASI grant money in FY2010.
City emergency managers in the above five cities were contacted
for interviews.
After sending out interview invitations twice within a
month, a total of 15 counties and cities agreed to be interviewed
during the months of July and August 2011, including six large
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counties, three medium counties, four small counties, and two
big cities (Table 2). All interviewees were provided a semistructured interview question guideline (Appendix 2). Most of
the interview subjects were interviewed over the phone. Only
one county EM director and one EM coordinator
were
interviewed in person. Most of the interviewees have
abundant EM experience. Each interview was completed
within 20-30 minutes. Interviews were audio recorded with the
permission of interviewees and transcribed for the purpose of
analysis.
The interview data were analyzed using the following steps.
First, all the interview transcriptions were read to identify the
Table 2
ID
1
2
3-1
3-2
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15-1
15-2

County/
County 1
County 2
County 3
County 3
County 4
County 5
County 6
County 7
County 8
County 9
County 10
County 11
County 12
County 13
Big City 14
Big City 15
Big City 15

List of Interviewees

Population
Medium
Large
Large
Large
Small
Large
Large
Medium
Small
Small
Large
Large
Medium
Small
-

Source: The author of this study.

Interviewee’s position
Director
Emergency manager
Director
Coordinator
Director
Interim director
Director
Director
Director
Director
Interim emergency manager
Fire chief
Director
Director
Captain/deputy emergency manager
Fire chief/emergency manager
Coordinator
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general views of each respondent. Second, according to Glaser
and Strauss’s (1967) method of constant comparison, and Miles
and Huberman’s (1994) suggestions for coding qualitative data,
lines and paragraphs in the respondent’s responses pertaining to
local governments’ motivations and activities for the three types
of collaboration proposed in this study were examined, and the
role of local emergency managers was determined and labeled.
Third, these labels were sorted and categorized according to the
theoretical framework. The similarities and differences between
theoretical perspectives and interview findings were reviewed
and discussed. The overall interview findings are showed and
discussed in the following sections.

VII. Florida-Based Local Emergency
Management Collaboration in the Vertical
and Horizontal Contexts
A. Activities and Rationales for Vertical
Collaboration
In Florida, the county government is basically the lowest
level of government when dealing with disasters, and serves as
the first and primary responder. County governments are
treated as regular liaisons to the state and can request needed
resources and assistance from the state. If the state does not have
the needed resources, the state can request assistance from other
states or the federal government. City governments need to go
through the county to the state if they are looking for a federal
declaration of disaster emergency. State government usually
plays a supporting role by providing training through
conferences or workshops in normal times, and offering
essential resources to the localities during disasters. State
governments also pass federal funding to local governments to
assist their mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery
activities. The Florida Division of Emergency Management
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(FDEM) is the primary state partner with local governments in
Florida. According to Chapter 252.35 of the Florida Statute,
the FDEM is responsible for “coordination with efforts of the
Federal Government with other departments and agencies of
state government, with county and municipal governments and
school boards, and with private agencies that have a role in
emergency management.”
Normally, county governments do not interact directly
with the federal government except during a disaster, or for
training and education purposes. However, county governments
may receive notices from the FEMA when policy changes occur.
FEMA will also reach out to localities when some specific
projects and involvements from local governments are needed.
In sum, state and federal governments play supporting roles to
local governments in EM. One county EM director pointed out
the following:
Generally based on the local priority, the federal
government and state government are not going to
come in, take over an incident, or manage the disaster
for a county’s daily-base[work], falling in more of a
supporting role providing resources and expertise, or
personnel or whatever you need based on the request
from that local jurisdiction. (ID5)

The reasons why local governments collaborate with the
state and federal governments include: 1) legal requirements, 2)
grant purposes, 3) resource seeking, 4) training purposes, and 5)
information and voice exchanges. Several county EM directors
indicated that vertical collaboration is somehow defined by the
laws (ID5, ID6, ID7, ID10, & ID12). Florida Statute 252 and
Florida Administrative Code 9G define and regulate the roles of
state, county, and municipal governments and their
relationships in EM. At the federal level, the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act legally authorizes
local governments to send a disaster declaration to FEMA in
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order to receive federal public assistance through state
governments. In other words, both state and federal laws give
local governments legal reasons to collaborate with state and
federal governments.
Grants and finances provide other incentives for vertical
collaboration. Basically, the grant process can be viewed as a key
reason why vertical collaboration occurs; vertical collaboration
is particularly essential for small counties (ID4, ID9, & ID13).
For them, vertical collaboration typically manifests itself in the
form of grant relationship. Local governments rely heavily on
grants from state and federal governments to fund positions and
arrange EM training and exercises because they usually lack the
budget resources. EM directors of counties and big cities with
larger populations (i.e., those who were interviewed in this
study), also work closely with state governments to ensure that
they follow the state guidelines for grant applications in order
to be eligible to receive grants (ID10, ID11, ID14, & ID15).
Local governments seeking additional resources during a
disaster are also critically motivated to pursue vertical
collaboration. This refers to the basic vertical chain system of
requesting resources through state and federal governments
when local governments have exhausted their own resources
responding to a disaster. But local governments remain the
primary actor according to the local priority principle.
One county EM director describes this vertical chain
system as follows:
When the county has utilized all its resources and needs
more help, the first step is to reach out to the state and
ask the state to provide additional assistance. The state
will send us what we need or what they can send us.
And then after that, the state will do the same [thing].
They will ask the federal government for help and the
federal government will be going to provide assistance.
But both the state and federal governments support the
local governments, the county governments. So at the

“Exploring the Dynamics”

31

end of the day, the county governments still retain the
control but the state and federal governments provide
the assistance. So that is how our system works. (ID11)

Local governments can collaborate with state and federal
governments for the purposes of training and exercises.
Interviewees point out that FEMA and FDEM usually provide
various EM-related training opportunities through conferences
or workshops (ID3-2 & ID7). Local governments are
encouraged to attend. A small county EM director describes a
case about how their county EM agency collaborates with state
and local health departments to conduct flu exercises (ID8). In
reality, it may be too much for a small county to successfully
conduct a county-wide flu exercise if they fail to collaborate
with the state health department.
The purpose of information and voice exchange can also
be essential to vertical collaboration (ID12). In Florida, county
governments exchange information with state governments to
make sure that all plans and procedures work properly and do
not conflict with state guidelines, which is important for
maintaining good communication and a good relationship with
the state governments. Additionally, the county governments
want their voices to be heard by the state governments to certify
that FDEM will not establish an unfeasible EM policy or
unrealistic EM plan.

B. Activities and Rationales for HorizontalInterlocal Collaboration
In Florida, collaboration between neighboring counties or
among county governments in the same region is common and
frequent. For example, in normal times, counties may work with
neighboring counties to write a proposal to apply for state or
federal mitigation grants. Informal and formal relationships
among counties can be built through joining professional
networking organizations (e.g., the Florida Emergency
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Preparedness Association or local EM councils) or attending
conferences and workshops.
County governments that are in the same state region of
EM frequently cooperate with each other. Each region has a
coordinator who is responsible for communicating with county
EM directors within the region about daily basic EM-related
issues and serving as the voice of the county government to the
state government. Counties in the same region may meet
quarterly to update each other’s EM information and working
progress. Communication by phone and e-mail occurs on a daily
basis to exchange work-related information is also common.
This helps counties understand and support each other. These
pre-event relationships and collaborations are markedly critical
in order for each county to develop a good working knowledge
of their local partners.
When a disaster or an infrequent event happens, the
administrative boundary becomes hard to define. The county
and its surrounding counties are like siblings, which face similar
risks and problems. Thus, they need to collaborate to address
the needs of the community. County-county collaboration
during a disaster is generally regulated by mutual aid agreements.
Such agreements are written between governmental agencies to
support each other and primarily cover the areas of fire, law
enforcement, and emergency medical services. Florida Statute
252.40 authorizes local governments in the State of Florida to
develop and sign mutual aid agreements within the state for the
purpose of “reciprocal emergency aid and assistance in case of
emergencies too extensive to be dealt with unassisted.”
According to an interviewee’s description, there are
currently three different types of mutual aid agreements: the
automatic aid agreement, the local mutual aid agreement, and
the statewide mutual aid agreement (ID10). The automatic aid
agreement is for dealing with a situation in which the
governmental agency recognizes that it does not have adequate
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resources to respond effectively and thus needs to request
support from other agencies. The closest associated agencies, or
agencies which are in the automatic aid system, will
automatically dispatch their resources to the requesting agency.
For example, Escambia County Fire Rescue and the Pace Fire
Rescue District in Florida have signed the automatic assistance
agreement to cooperate at the scene of any fire or emergency
where lives and/or property are threatened (Escambia County
Government in Florida, n.d.).
A local mutual aid agreement is in effect when a disaster of
long duration occurs, such as a wildfire or a hurricane that
affects several counties. A local agency that does not have
enough resources will request aid from other local agencies
which had previously signed a written mutual aid agreement.
The agencies from which aid is being requested will be
reimbursed their costs for providing assistance to the requesting
agency. For example, Sumter County and Citrus County in
Florida have signed an agreement to provide reciprocal
assistance on the basis of mutual aid for reported structure fires,
fire alarms, medical emergencies, hazardous material or rescue
scenarios, and brush fires (Sumter County Government in
Florida, n.d.).
A statewide mutual aid agreement is in place for
responding to large events that exceed the coping capacity of
any single local government. FDEM coordinates the assistance
between local governments during disasters and concentrates
available resources where needed. This agreement also certifies
timely reimbursements (Florida Division of Emergency
Management, n.d.b).
Florida county government is designated to function as the
core political subdivision responsible for planning and
implementing local EM policies and activities. Florida Statute
252 requires that each county establish an EM agency and create
an EM director position, while it is optional for municipal
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governments. Nonetheless, every municipality in the same
county should coordinate its EM activities with the county EM
agency. Each municipal EM plan has to be consistent with, and
subject to, the applicable county EM plan. Therefore, in EM,
the county serves as the leader of its municipal governments. In
general, municipalities within the county usually work closely
with county government but still own some level of autonomy
during normal times and this pattern is most obvious in big cities.
A big city EM deputy points out that a big city tends to be more
self-supported (ID14). It will not always depend on the county
for everything. However, during a disaster, a county
government often views other municipalities as a part of the
county government, and the relationship between a county and
its municipalities may become more directive in disasters.
Local Florida governments collaborate with other local
governmental agencies for several reasons: 1) to follow legal
requirements; 2) to receive grants; 3) to seek resources; 4) to
provide resources; 5) to exchange information and intelligence;
and 6) to share similar risks. According to the interview
responses, legal requirement is a critical rationale used to
explain horizontal-interlocal collaboration (ID3-1 & ID11).
The responses indicated that coordination between county and
its municipalities. Moreover, the statewide mutual aid system
also forces local governments to collaborate with each other
when a large scale disaster strikes the State of Florida.
With respect to grant purpose, local emergency managers
in city and county governments both mentioned that they
collaborate with each other when applying for federal and state
funding (ID8 & ID15-2). It is especially beneficial for small
counties and small cities to work with their neighboring local
governments to design a regional project. They can propose a
more influential and attractive project and spend less time and
effort in doing so. In fact, state and federal governments also
currently encourage partnership and collaboration when
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applying for grants. A big city EM coordinator pointed out the
following:
The new requirement for most grants, specifically those
that are issued by any emergency management or
homeland security agency, is a partnership. So, often
times we will collaborate in the region to go after a
grant, such as our Urban Area Security Initiatives, the
UASI grant, and the metropolitan medical response
system grant. (ID15-2)

Seeking resources and support, especially physical
resources and human resources, is another way to explain
collaboration among local governments. Several city and county
EM directors mentioned that they collaborate with each other
on physical resources (i.e., generators or vehicles) or personnel
support (i.e., firefighters or law enforcement officers) during a
disaster (ID8, ID9, & ID13). This resource-searching endeavor
can be particularly important for local governments with a small
population. Although a small county may employ a selfsufficient strategy to operate its EM and encourage its EM
professionals to fulfill multi-functional duties, an EM agency in
a small county or city can usually only handle daily EM tasks.
When an emergency happens, a small local government
generally needs to request assistance through a mutual aid
system with other counties or municipalities which possess
adequate resources.
A local government can be a resource-seeker as well as a
resource-provider in collaboration. The interviewees mentioned
that a large county or big city is often requested by other small
local governments to provide assistance (ID10 & ID14). In the
same region, a larger county usually possesses more resources
and have more employees; therefore, it is often viewed as the
resource-provider to assist a small county. Similarly, in a county,
the big city also plays the part of a big brother and partner with
other municipalities. A big city may study the needs of
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neighboring municipalities and local communities by organizing
meetings and speaking for the small municipalities when they
need to communicate with the county. When the big cities
successfully obtain grants from the federal government, they
usually serve as the funding-administrator for all other
municipalities in that area and distribute the funds based on the
needs or training in each municipality.
Sharing information and intelligence is another reason why
local governments collaborate with each other. Understanding
each other’s positions and making sure that everyone stays on
the same page are critical to the success of collaboration and EM
itself (ID5 & ID14).
Finally, many local EM directors indicate that they
collaborate with neighboring counties or municipalities because
of shared commonalities and similar risks. Put differently, for
local governments, community attributes seriously influence
who they should collaborate with. A county EM director stated
the following:
So I collaborate horizontally with my partner which is
south of me because we share a lot of emergency
management commonalities. When it comes to an
emergency, we’re going to deal with urban fire
issues, . . . or Hazmat issues. (ID12)

C. Activities and Rationales for HorizontalIntersectoral Collaboration
In the horizontal context, local governments not only
collaborate with other local governments but also work closely
with private companies and local businesses. For example, when
an Emergency Operation Center (EOC) is activated,
representatives from utility companies, telecom companies,
infrastructure providers, and local chambers of commerce or
economic development councils are seated on the EOC to
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understand the latest information about the emergency and
determine what types of assistance they can offer. Local
restaurants or fast-food chain stores also donate food to rescue
staff, community volunteers, and disaster survivors. Local
grocery stores work with county EM agencies and try to remain
open as usual in order to ensure that local residents can readily
buy food, water, and other necessities during and after the
disaster; such efforts are important for the public to pass from
the response stage to the recovery stage. A city emergency
manager gave an example of Walgreen’s and Wal-Mart
partnering with the city through signing a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).
Through these documents, they signal their intention to identify
the needs of the localities and provide assistance (ID15-1).
Private companies or local businesses also collaborate
frequently with local EM agencies during normal times. For
instance, some county EM directors have stated that they
collaborated with hardware stores such as Home-Depot or
Lowe’s prior to disasters by advocating EM preparedness
activities through sponsored TV commercials. Such
collaborative activities provide local EM agencies a free chance
to garner the attention of the public through a TV spotlight.
Another private partner of local EM agencies are theme parks,
which are large mass gathering areas. There are many famous
theme parks in the State of Florida attracting many visitors each
year. These theme parks tend to continuously train employees
to efficiently evacuate visitors in times of an emergency. Local
EM agencies work closely with theme parks to ensure they have
adequate resources to mitigate the potential disasters and to
respond if the need arises.
Non-governmental organizations such as the American
Red Cross, Salvation Army, United Way, Southern Baptist
Kitchen, and Goodwill are other groups which regularly
collaborate with local governments. In order to understand fully
the profession and capability in each non-governmental
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organization, a local EM agency may meet quarterly with local
non-governmental groups to share information and discuss EM
issues. Compared with private companies, non-governmental
organizations are viewed more philanthropically as they work
voluntarily with local governments, consider human needs, and
are more involved in the community providing shelter, medical
services, food, and clothing during disasters. A small county
director mentioned that the following:
I will ask help from non-profit [organizations] if I don’t
have enough manpower. Like if I had a family that lost
their home . . . we don’t even have a clothing store here,
so we may have to have the United Way four miles
away send them [the families] the clothes or whatever
to help the families or send furniture to help the
families, not relying on the staff from other [public]
agencies. The non-profit . . . we have the network and
they all work together and try to get the supplies you
need to victims. (ID9)

Local faith-based groups are also important volunteer
partners providing manpower to local governments in response
to disasters. The director of a large county noted the following:
There are lots of churches within our communities.
They have large followings . . . that is a huge resource
there in the way of manpower and facilities . . . we try
to work with the faith-based organizations as well. (ID2)

Non-governmental organizations have their own strengths
with respect to providing diverse assistance in case of an event.
Local EM agencies collaborate with these partners, offering
whatever they can do best. Local EM agencies are responsible
for recognizing the professional capabilities of each nongovernmental organization and assigning it appropriate duties
when responding to various types of disasters. An interviewee
mentioned the following:
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You just learn what people are capable of and what they
aren’t capable of. And you simply just play with their
strengths. When you know somebody could do
something well, you let them do it. But, there is
something they simply can’t do well or can’t do it at all,
you have to know what those things are and try your
very best to compensate. (ID4)

Generally speaking, Florida local governments engage in
EM-based horizontal-intersectoral collaboration for the
following reasons: 1) to seek resources; 2) to request intelligence,
and 3) to provide consulting services. To local governments,
cross-sector collaboration is an effective means of requesting
physical resources and manpower during a disaster (ID9). For
example, county EM agencies may decide to evacuate local
residents and establish emergency shelters when the county is
hit and damaged seriously by a storm or hurricane. County EM
agencies may request and receive food donations from local
restaurants or fast-food chain stores; water, blankets, and energy
cookies from grocery stores; flashlights, batteries, and
generators from hardware stores; and medicine from local
pharmacies. At the same time, numerous volunteers from nonprofit organizations and faith-based groups offer manpower to
help the county establish shelters, cook food, provide
emergency medical services and care for disaster- survivors. The
county government usually lacks money and manpower to buy
these substantive resources directly and provide the above
services, especially in a small county or municipality. The ability
to request goods and manpower becomes an incentive for
conducting horizontal-intersectoral collaboration. Local
governments have also faced layoffs, especially after a financial
crisis (ID13). It is hard for them to maintain the original EM
service level if they rely only on current public employees to
provide these EM services. Volunteers from non-governmental
organizations provide manpower to support local governments
as they attempt to respond instantly to emergencies.
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According to the interview responses, requesting
intelligence and professional services from for-profit businesses
and non-governmental organizations is the second main reason
why horizontal-intersectoral collaboration occurs (ID10, ID11,
& ID14). Counties and municipalities have to collaborate with
utility companies, telecommunication companies, and
infrastructure providers to restore electricity, water, roadways,
cables, and phone systems as soon as possible. The nongovernmental organizations usually offer professional services
that local EM agencies cannot. For instance, during a disaster,
the American Red Cross is known for its capability in providing
emergency housing, shelters, and medical services. Local
community associations usually better know the neighborhood
and local needs. Therefore, local governments need help from
non-governmental organizations to respond effectively and
efficiently to a disaster or evacuate residents. A city EM deputy
commented the following:
They know the neighborhood. They know the people.
They get out there more than we do. And then we can’t
do it all, so we need them to be able to help to respond
[to the disaster] with us. (ID14)

Horizontal-intersectoral collaboration can be understood
as a consulting process. A local EM agency can be viewed as a
consultant who provides local businesses professional advice for
improving their EM skills and knowledge and industrial security.
This view has become increasingly obvious as attention to
security issues became more pronounced following the 9/11
incident. Several large county EM directors remarked that local
businesses have increased their interest in EM-related issues and
prefer to partner with county governments because such a
partnership can enhance their EM planning capability and
increase their knowledge about protecting infrastructure. An
interviewee mentioned:
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I would say that the business partners partner with us
because it’s good for them to be included in planning
and also in the hardening and strengthening of their
own capabilities and their own facilities. So they are
doing it more for as a . . . almost like an insurance
policy for their own business. (ID10)

VIII. Other Drivers of Local Emergency
Management Collaboration
A. Local Emergency Managers and Collaboration
According to Florida Statute 252.38, the duty of a county
EM director is to coordinate EM activities, services, and
programs within the county and serve as the liaison between the
state and other local EM agencies. County and city EM directors
generally have extensive experience in EM-related areas. These
local emergency managers are professionally appointed rather
than politically appointed.
According to the interview responses, local emergency
managers generally think their jobs involve performing the
following operations: 1) receive information from higher levels
of governments and depict and certify local EM plans in
compliance with federal, state, and county EM framework; 2)
enhance local EM capacity for such tasks as applying for grants
for mitigation and preparedness activities, conducting EM drills
or exercises, and educating administrative agencies and the
public about EM-related intelligence; 3) make decisions, calm
the public, and assure the public that the government will
provide the necessary assistance during a disaster; and 4)
encourage or implement various collaboration for successfully
dealing with all types of emergencies and disasters. The
interviewees emphasized that they have no substantive authority
until the local or state emergency is activated. Local governments are not those in the first line to rescue the public and they
have no substantive authority to command other agencies. They
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can only bring partnering agencies to the same room and help
them collaborate. Two county directors commented on their
jobs, as shown below:
I am not actually out there in the field saving lives . . .
you don’t see me out there on the beach with the
microphone predicting weather. Again, I am not the
one doing the fascinating work. I am the conductor,
think of an orchestra, I am not playing the instrument.
I am just conducting and I am the one going to motivate
all of the people to play the music, play their
instruments beautifully. And that’s what I do. If I can’t
encourage that collaboration, then I’ve failed. (ID12)
I think it is our job to educate and inform the
administration of the local government on what could
happen, what needs to be done, should that occur, and
who needs to help to do that. Because, honestly, the
community cannot do this and the government cannot
do this on their own. It has to be a community-wide
effort. And one of our tasks is trying to bring different
entities within the community together by using
collaboration and coordination to address whatever did
happen. (ID2)

Moreover, in order to complete their duties, local
emergency managers must understand their personal abilities
and quickly adjust to different situations. A successful local
emergency manager therefore should be flexible, equipped with
good interpersonal skills, and be able to adjust rapidly to all
kinds of situations since collaboration is always expected and
encouraged. A county director said the following:
Emergency managers have to be flexible in terms of
adjusting to different situations, different emergencies,
also adjusting to different leadership styles based on
people’s behavior. So first of all having a good
understanding of your own behavior and how you
respond, how your leadership skill responds to those
emergent situations. It’s critical to be able to adjust and
account for other people. (ID6)
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B. Local Emergency Management Capacity and
Collaboration
Local EM capacity enhancement and maintenance are
essential and important duties for local emergency managers.
One interviewee indicated that local governments’ metropolitan
status, geographic location, population size, federal and state
grants, local EM resources, EM trainings, and local EM agency
size can influence their level of EM capacity, which changes the
way local governments respond to emergencies and why they
engage in various collaborations (ID5). For example, a small
rural county with a lower EM capacity has to ask for additional
resources from neighboring counties or from the state to
respond to an incident, which a large urban county with higher
EM capacity can possibly handle by itself. A larger urban county
with a strong EM capacity can extend its collaboration by
providing physical resources to assist neighboring small counties,
playing the role of consultant to offer EM-related advice to local
businesses, or speaking out as the local voice to state
government and further participating in state EM planning.

C. National Incident Management System
(NIMS) and Collaboration
According to FEMA, the NIMS is a national standard that
provides a systematic, proactive approach to guide
departments and agencies at all levels of government,
nongovernmental organizations, and the private sector
to work seamlessly to prevent, protect against, respond
to, recover from, and mitigate the effects of incidents,
regardless of cause, size, location, or complexity, in
order to reduce the loss of life and property and harm
to the environment. (Federal Emergency Management
Agency, 2008)
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Florida City and County EM directors generally view NIMS as
a useful and important system/model to make people use the
same rules, structures, procedures to quickly respond to a
disaster (ID6, ID8, ID11, ID13, & ID14). People at different
places can use the same language to communicate, which helps
increase efficiency and decrease misunderstandings during an
emergency. Everyone can be on the same page. However, NIMS
still faces criticism when assessed from the local perspective. For
example, NIMS is criticized as a top-down system which is full
of paper-work and involves a tedious procedure. It is also hard
to use because FEMA keeps changing or revising the content of
NIMS. NIMS is criticized as a system that formalizes a lot of the
relationships that do not need to be formalized. Therefore, local
governments lose their flexibility to respond to incidents. A
county EM director argued that NIMS is a tool for the federal
government to intervene in local governments’ EM activities,
which undermines the principle that all disasters are local (ID4).

D. Hazard Recognition, Disaster Severity, and
Collaboration
In the theoretical framework, disaster magnitude is listed
as an external factor leading to an increase in collaboration in
both vertical and horizontal contexts. Several county EM
directors highlighted that hazard recognition and disaster
severity influence a local government’s attitude towards collaboration. Two large county EM directors mentioned the following:
I think probably the greatest motivating factor for
collaboration is when they recognize that hazard exists
and could impact them. Agencies we traditionally
didn’t work with prior to the 2004 hurricane season,
we’re getting calls all the time after that . . . . Now some
of those people know “Okay, if you live in Florida, you
have a hurricane problem.” That goes across citizens,
business and industry, to government leaders. (ID3-1)
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When an emergency exceeds that emergency threshold
and becomes a disaster, then I need to be able to look
to other agencies to support my activities. That respect
is not uncommon. If we can’t find resources locally
then we reach vertically to the state warning office, the
State Division of Emergency Management, who is at
the state level of coordinating agencies. (ID13)

Put differently, when local governments recognize the
existence of hazards in their jurisdictions that can bring damages
to them, they are more willing to collaborate with all levels of
governments, for-profit businesses, and non- governmental
organizations. When an emergency scales up to become a
disaster and local governments cannot respond to it relying only
on local resources, local governments will search for outside
support through all types of collaboration to deal with this
disaster.

E. Past Experience, Relationship Building, and
Collaboration
According to the literature, the past experiences of
partners will hinder or facilitate future collaboration. If
Organization A previously collaborated positively with
Organization B, A will be more likely to continue collaborating
with B. During the interviews, it was found that the influence of
favorable past experience is often understood as an important
factor in establishing a good relationship. Based on the
interviewees’ opinions, this study posited that collaboration is
built on relationships. Good relationships facilitate good EM
collaboration. Several local EM directors emphasized that
building and maintaining relationships with all current or
potential partners during normal periods of time is important
and necessary, which can help local EM agencies rapidly and
smoothly collaborate with all partners during an emergency. An
EM director from a small county indicated the following:
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Collaboration is about building relationships, especially
in the pre-disaster environment. Nobody wants to meet
somebody for the first time when the worst disaster
comes in, especially in this small rural community such
as we are. (ID4)

A good relationship in a normal times period can be
developed by accumulating positive experiences in daily
interaction and communication. Regularly keeping in touch
with current or potential partners whom you may know from
the workplace or training workshops and further creating
friendships with them is also thought to be a strategy for
establishing good relationships. Another EM coordinator from
a large county explained the following:
The relationship, you’re going to stay in touch with
them and become friends with them. I would say we are
good friends with most communities, people from
organizations we deal with. So you have friendship
more than just a business association. . . . So it is about
going from business partnership to actual relationship.
And staying in touch in the off time even when we are
not meeting. (ID3-2)

In sum, for local EM agencies, creating and maintaining
good informal and formal relationships with all current and
potential partners is critical since collaboration is always
expected and demanded. Local EM agencies believe that
collaboration may break down when the relationship becomes
inharmonious. Therefore, they try hard to keep good
relationships with partners to prevent disharmony and conflicts.

IX. Discussion
On the basis of the above interview findings, this study
discussed the activities, rationales, and common drivers of three
different types of EM collaboration (Figure 2). Regarding vertical
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Rationales for
Vertical Collaboration
• Legal requirements
• Grant purposes
• Seek resources
• Training purposes
• Information and
voice exchanges

•
•
•
•

•

Rationales for
Horizontal-interlocal
Collaboration
• Legal requirements
• Grant purposes
• Seek resources
• Provide resources
• Information and
intelligence
exchanges
• Risk similarity

Rationales for
Horizitonal-intersectoral
Collaboration
• Seek resources
• Request intelligence
• Provide consultations

Hazard recognition
Stay in touch with partners
NIMS system and mutual aid program
Emergency managers’ capability and leadership
Building relationships

Local governments’ EM capacity

•
•
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• Vertical
collaboration
• Horizontalinterlocal
collaboration
• Horizontalintersectoral
collaboration

Disaster magnitude
Geographic and demographic factors of County and City

Figure 2

Practitioners’ Viewpoint about the Drivers of Local EM
Collaboration

Source: The author of this study.

and horizontal EM collaboration, local governments vertically
work more closely with state government than they do with
federal agencies, which follows the local-state-federal structure
that is traditionally designed under the system of Americanstyle federalism. It is interesting to find horizontal collaboration
being used more vigorously than vertical collaboration.
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Although local governments may collaborate with federal and
state governments for grants, trainings, resources, information,
legal requirements, or agenda-setting, local emergency
managers still think vertical collaboration is relatively less
common than horizontal collaboration. They are sometimes
afraid of intervention from higher levels of governments. Local
governments emphasize the principle that “all disasters are local”
and want to strengthen their autonomy.
They view higher levels of governments as supporters rather
than commanders. However, they acknowledge that when
disasters happen, federal officials come afterwards and try to
take charge and override local actions.
In the horizontal context, local governments frequently
collaborate with public agencies, other local governments,
business industries, and non-profit organizations to develop
mitigation and preparedness activities as well as respond to and
recover from disasters. In Florida, the county leads and
coordinates its municipalities or local EM-related initiatives.
Municipalities within the county still own some level of
autonomy during normal times and this pattern is most obvious
in big cities. A big city serves as a big brother to take care of
other neighboring small municipalities and speaks out for them.
Nevertheless, the county–municipality relationship becomes
relatively directive during a disaster. County-county
collaboration can be conducted through writing a grant project
in normal times or activating a mutual aid system to supply
resources to each other during a disaster. Local EM directors
popularly believe that surrounding counties are akin to siblings,
facing similar risks and problems. Therefore, they should help
each other get through the emergencies.
The interview findings also identified that the private
sector (i.e., utility companies, telecommunication companies,
theme parks, grocery stores, restaurants, pharmacies, and
hardware stores) can provide some substantive physical
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resources or professional knowledge to assist local governments
deal with disasters. Compared with private companies, these
non-profit organizations are thought to be more philanthropic
and more willing to voluntarily work with local governments.
Non-profit organizations offer lots of volunteers, equipment,
and professional knowledge to work with local governments for
opening up and constructing shelters, and providing heated
food and emergency medical assistance. Many volunteers
actually come from faith-based organizations. Local governments
have recognized the importance of cross-sector collaboration
and regularly include partners from different sectors at all stages
of planning and responding.
According to the interview data, reasons explaining why
Florida local governments collaborate with each other are
identified. These reasons include legal requirements, grant
purposes, resource seeking and provision, information and
intelligence exchanges, and risk similarity. Regarding horizontalintersectoral collaboration, seeking resources and manpower,
requesting intelligence, and providing consul- tations are the
three main factors that motivate local governments. Financial
incentives are not a top reason of horizontal collaboration;
however, local governments may work together to develop a
regional grant project to apply for funding from state and
federal governments. Compared with local government-based
vertical collaboration, in which local governments generally
serve the role of resource recipients, local government-based
horizontal collaboration involves local governments requesting
resources or information as well as providing support,
intelligence, or consultation. Particularly, after 9/11, more
private companies are concerned with security issues and ask for
EM-related knowledge and assistance. Local EM managers
generally believe that providing support to local communities
through collaboration, especially during a disaster, is their duty.
They think such collaboration is reciprocal and essential.
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Local emergency managers bear the responsibilities to lead,
design, and implement local EM policies and engage in
collaboration. Their job duties include the following: 1) to
communicate and coordinate with higher levels of governments
in both normal times and in emergencies; 2) to handle grant
applications and administration; 3) to follow federal, state, and
county EM frameworks and to design local EM plans; 4) to
improve local EM capacity through trainings, drills, exercises,
and education; 5) to comfort and assist the public during a
disaster; and 6) to implement various collaborations for
successfully responding to all types of emergencies and disasters.
Although they are not the people who stand on the front line to
rescue people, they have to handle daily EM work well and be
ready to face any emergency at any time. Therefore, a successful
local EM worker should have excellent interpersonal and
political skills and be flexible and adaptive to the environment,
which current studies have highlighted. Particularly, EM
capacity improvement is not only an important part of a local
EM’s job duties, but also an essential criterion for collaboration.
Local governments’ EM capacity level is determined by their
metropolitan status, geographic location, population size,
federal and state funding, local EM resources, EM training, and
local EM agency size. In addition, it influences how they
respond to emergencies and disasters as they engage in various
collaborations.
NIMS was originally a national standard which was
designed to foster collaboration among all levels of governments.
However, it is criticized as a synonym of federal control.
According to the interviewees’ perspective in this study, NIMS is
generally viewed as a useful system which helps people in
different places communicate efficiently and effectively and
therefore decreases misunderstanding during an emergency.
However, the over-formalized structure, the centralized control,
and the tedious paperwork were mentioned as being
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problematic for local governments when using NIMS for
collaboration.
Based on the interviews, maintaining positive informal and
formal relationships with all current and potential partners is a
good way to generate positive interactive experiences and
encourage collaboration. It is believed that collaboration can be
jeopardized, or become difficult to develop, if the relationship
becomes disharmonious. Local emergency managers also agree
that hazard recognition and disaster severity encourage local
governments and communities to pay more attention and invest
their resources in EM. Once a large scale disaster happens and
cannot be handled locally, the local government will seek
outside support and resources through vertical and horizontal
collaborations to deal with the disaster.
Although rationales behind each type of collaboration may
vary, both county and city EM managers recognize the
importance and necessity of vertical and horizontal
collaborations and view collaboration as a critical part of their
job. They view themselves like a conductor in a symphony who
does not actually play any instrument but is responsible to
ensure that the team members to play a beautiful melody.
Collaboration is identified as the foundation of EM.
Table 3 summarizes and compares the above interview
findings with the proposed framework. The framework
provides a preliminarily and theoretical perspective for
exploring the dynamics of local EM collaboration. However,
the rationales and activities among these three types of
collaborations in local EM are diverse. Therefore, each driver
provides a different explanation of the interview findings.

X. Conclusion
Collaboration has become one of the most important
research topics in EM and general public management studies.
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Table 3

Comparison between the Theoretical Framework and
Interview Findings

Drivers in the theoretical Interview findings
framework
EM capacity of
governments

Illustrations or differences

local • EM capacity enhancement • Community attributes and
and maintenance is essential local emergency managers’
and viewed as an important leadership/capability
may
part of local emergency influence local governments’
managers’ job duties.
EM capacity and further
• Local
governments’ change their rationales for the
geographic and demographic types of collaboration they
differences can influence their engage in and how they deal
level of EM capacity, which with disasters.
changes the way local
governments respond to
emergencies and why they
engage
in
various
collaborations.

Internal factors
Shortages of financial, Rationales for:
• Rationales
for
local
human, and information Vertical collaboration:
government
conducting
resources
• Grant purposes
different types of collabo• Seek resources
ration vary.
• Exchange information and • Compared
with
local
voice
government-based
vertical
collaboration, in which local
Horizontal-interlocal
governments generally serve
collaboration:
the
role
of
resource
• Seek resources
recipients, local governmentbased horizontal collaboration
• Provide resources
involves local governments
requesting
resources
or
Horizontal-intersectoral
information as well as
collaboration:
providing support, intelligence,
• Seek resources
or consultation.
• Request intelligence
• A big city can serve as a big
• Provide consultations
brother to take care of other
neighboring small municipalities.
• Local governments also want
their voices to be heard by the
state government.
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• Hazard recognition encourages
local governments and communities to pay attention and
invest their resources in EM.
• Build a positive relationship
and facilitate EM collaboration via strong mutual
understanding,
which
is
realized by keeping in touch
with partners in daily
interaction and communications.
• Both federal and state statutes
give local governments legal
reasons
to
collaborate
vertically.
• The Florida statute authorizes
local governments in Florida
to develop and sign mutual
aid agreements within the
state.
• EM-related
mutual
aid
agreements
are
popular
among local governments.
• The pros and cons of NIMS
need to be considered.

Mutual understanding

• Stay in touch with current or
potential partners.
• Develop a good relationship in a
normal
time
period
by
accumulating
positive
experiences in daily interaction and
communication.
• Build friendship.

Institution/national
standard

• Rationale for vertical collaboration and horizontal- interlocal
collaboration: Legal requirements
(Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act, Florida
state law)
• Mutual aid programs
• NIMS helps people from
different places communicate
efficiently and effectively and
therefore decreases misunderstanding during an emergency.
• Over-formalized
structure,
centralized control, and tedious
paperwork were mentioned as
being problematic for using
NIMS for collaboration.
Respondents viewed themselves • Local emergency managers
like a conductor in a symphony. play a crucial role in
Their duties are as follows:
enhancing local EM capacity
• Receive information from higher and encouraging collaboration
levels of governments
in
both
vertical
and
• Depict and certify local EM plans horizontal contexts.
and enhance local EM capacity • Local emergency managers
are not the people who stand
• Make decisions
• Encourage or implement various on the front line; however,
they need to handle daily EM
collaborations
work well and be ready to
Capabilities:
face any emergency at any
• Flexible
time.
• Favorable interpersonal skills
• Rapidly adjust to all kinds of
situations

EM managers
leadership/capability
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Past experience
partners

with • Build
and
relationships

keep

good • Good relationships during
normal period of time
facilitate good collaboration
with partners during an
emergency.

External factor
Resource dependence on Rationales of vertical collaboration: • Vertical
collaboration
is
state and federal support • Grant purposes
relatively less common than
horizontal collaboration.
• Resource-seeking
• Local governments view
• Training purposes
higher levels of governments as
Rationales of horizontal-interlocal supporters, not commanders.
collaboration:
• Looking for grants can be
viewed as a key reason of
• Grant purposes
vertical collaboration.
• Financial incentives are not a
top reason of horizontal
collaboration.
Disaster magnitude
• When an emergency becomes a • Disaster severity influences a
disaster and local governments local government’s attitude
cannot respond to it only relying towards collaboration.
on
local
resources,
local
governments will search for
outside support through all types
of collaboration to deal with this
disaster.
Community attributes
• Neighboring local governments • Risk similarity, geographic
are like siblings and face similar factors, and demographic
risks.
factors are critical factors that
• Local governments’ geographic need to be controlled for
and demographic differences can analyzing why and how local
engage
in
influence their level of EM governments
and
horizontal
capacity, which changes the way vertical
local governments respond to collaborations.
emergencies and why they
engage in various collaborations.
Source: The author of this study.

Since local governments are designed as the first line of response
to all emergency types in the U.S., collaboration is typically
viewed as a useful strategy for local governments to
effectively manage cross-sector resources when handling both
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natural and man-made disasters. Collaboration is also
critical for local governments to connect with higher
levels of governments and governments in different local
jurisdictions because it reduces possible vertical and horizontal
fragmentation when managing disasters. This study categorizes
collaboration into three different types (i.e., vertical, horizontalinterlocal, and horizontal-intersectoral collabo- rations) and
contributes in developing a framework with three dimensions
(i.e., organizational internal factors, organizational external
factors, and EM capacity) to study the drivers of the three
different collaborations. Different rationales and common
drivers behind each type of local EM collaboration are identified.
In turn, this study provides a chance to connect local practical
views with theoretical intergovernmental collaboration
literature and explores how local EM system works vertically
and horizontally in Florida.
This study also offers insights and strategies to improve
local EM collaboration in Taiwan. First, EM is about shared
governance. Therefore, collaboration across levels of
governments is critical and necessary. Interlocal and
intersectoral collaborations are also indispensable for local
governments to provide public security services efficiently and
enhance community resiliency successfully. Based on the Florida
experience, strengthening collaboration through various types
of institution such as NIMS, mutual aid agreements, and
MOU/MOA in both vertical and horizontal contexts is a viable
strategy. However, the usefulness, interoperability, flexibility,
and accountability of these systems must be confirmed to avoid
the potential problem of red tape.
Second, building good formal and informal relationships
with all actual and potential partners in the vertical and
horizontal contexts in normal times leads to successful
collaboration in emergency times. These formal and
information relationships are usually built in friendships from
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training, conferences, workshops, exercises, and drills.
Governments at all levels, on the one hand, should encourage
EM public officials to participate in these activities to
accumulate their social capitals, improve their mutual
understanding, and strengthen their formal and informal
networks. On the other hand, both central and local
governments in Taiwan should consider how to systematically
provide EM training programs and diverse EM exercises and
drills to provide a platform for information-exchanging,
relationship-building, and knowledge-sharing among EM public
officials.
Third, professional capability and collaborative leadership
of local emergency mangers are crucial for strengthening local
EM capacity and facilitating local EM collaboration.
Professionalized and experienced EM directors make
collaboration possible. Learning how to recruit and retain
professional and experienced emergency managers at all levels
of governments, and continuously increasing their competencies
in both technological and managerial areas are important issues
that central and local governments must address.
Fourth, although local EM collaboration is theoretically
viewed important and necessary, it is not easy to be fully
implemented in the real world. Taiwan’s central government is
suggested to motivate local governments to collaborate with all
actual or potential public, private, and nonprofit partners
vertically and horizontally through diverse policy tools.
Nonetheless, regardless of the types of policy tools that central
government applies to stimulate collaboration, it must listen to
local voices and take community diversity into consideration.
In sum, this study tries to use local government managers’
perspectives to study why and how local governments
collaborate with non-governmental organizations and business
industries in local EM. Future research should include the views
from non-governmental organizations and business industries to

“Exploring the Dynamics”

57

study their rationales for collaborating with local governments
in order to thoroughly understand cross-sector collaboration.
Moreover, collaboration is a strategy for local governments to
effectively and efficiently respond to any expected and
unexpected emergencies and decrease local disaster
vulnerability. In other words, the impacts of collaboration must
be examined and not just be viewed as the end goal. This study
also suggests that future research further investigate the effects
of three types of collaboration on improvements in local EM
performance related to stages of mitigation, preparedness,
response, and recovery.
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Appendix 1

List of Selected Counties for
Conducting Interviews

Small Population
County

Medium Population Large Population
County
County

Calhoun
(14,310; inland)

Jackson
(52,639; inland)

Escambia
(313,480; coastal)

Region 2
Liberty
(North Central FL) (8,158; inland)

Dixie
(15,963; coastal)

Leon
(274,892; inland)

Region 3
(Northeast FL)

Union
(15,974; inland)

Nassau
(71,915; coastal)

Duval
(904,971; coastal)

Region 4
(West Central FL)

Hardee
(27,909; inland)

Hernando
(164,907; coastal)

Hillsborough
(1,200,541; coastal)

Region 5
(East Central FL)

Indian River
Lake
(141,667; coastal) (288,379; inland)

Orange
(1,114,979; inland)

Region 6
(Southwest FL)

Glades
(11,323; inland)

Highlands
(100,207; inland)

Lee
(623,725; coastal)

Region 7
(Southeast FL)

Monroe
(76,081; coastal)

Palm Beach
Miami-Dade
(1,294,654; coastal) (2,477,289; coastal)

Region 1
(Northwest FL)

Note: The source of Florida county population is from Florida Statistics Book
2010.
Source: The author of this study.
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Interview Question Guideline

I. Collaboration definitions in the local emergency management
(EM) and homeland security (HS) context:
Note: Vertical collaboration will be defined as collaboration
across different vertical levels of governments, such as
between local and state governments, or between a local and
the
federal
government;
Horizontal-intersectoral
collaboration specifically refers to collaboration between local
governments
and
non-governmental
organizations.
Horizontal-interlocal collaboration means collaboration
among local governments, such as between cities and counties,
or between several cities, or several counties.
1. How do you define collaboration?
Give me a few examples that come to mind when you think
of collaborating in EM and HS.
Does your local government collaborate in EM and HS?
If yes,
2-a) Does your local government carry out vertical
collaboration? Why?
2-b) Describe the types of activities you use in vertical
collaboration.
2-c) What agencies do you consider as primary collaborative
partners, and why?
2-d) From your perspective, what are some of the strengths and
weaknesses of vertical collaboration for your government
jurisdiction?
Next, I want to move to talk about horizontal-intelocal
collaboration. This means working with other counties, cities,
local military installations, or regional planning agencies.
3-a) Does your local government conduct horizontal-interlocal
collaboration? Why?
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3-b) What kinds of horizontal-interlocal collaborative activities
does your local government have?
3-c) What local agencies do you consider as primary
collaborative partners, and why?
3-d) What do you see as the strengths and weaknesses of
horizontal-interlocal collaboration?
Next, I want to discuss about horizontal-intersectoral
collaboration. This means working with either the private or the
nonprofit sector agencies.
4-a) Does your local government conduct horizontalintersectoral collaboration? Why?
4-b) What kinds of horizontal-intersectoral collaborative
activities does your local government have?
4-c) What non-governmental organizations do you consider as
primary collaborative partners, and why?
4-d) What do you see as the strengths and weaknesses of
horizontal-intersectoral collaboration?
If no,
5. Why doesn’t your local government collaborate in EM and
HS?
II. From local emergency management/homeland security
manager perspective:
6. Does your agency or unit cover both emergency management
and homeland security issues?
7. How long have you been working in this position?
8. What is your professional background as a local emergency
management/homeland security manager? (i.e. What have
your last several jobs been?)
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摘

要

本研究藉由文獻檢閱，從組織內部因素、組織外部因素，
以及地方政府災防能量三個面向發展研究架構，探討促成美國
地方政府從事垂直與水平災防協力的驅動因素；透過訪談美國
佛羅里達州郡市地方災防辦公室主管，蒐集資料分析與釐清地
方政府實務上，從事不同災防協力活動現況與其背後的理性動
機，進行理論與實務的對話。研究發現，在美國的系絡下，尋
求資源與訓練機會解釋了大部分地方政府從事垂直協力的動
機；而地方政府從事水平協力不僅是為了尋求資源，亦提供了
其他政府機關與非政府組織夥伴資源與協助。整體而言，相較
於垂直型跨政府層級的災防協力，水平型的跨地方政府、跨部
門災防協力更已被廣泛運用。

關鍵詞：地方災害防救、佛羅里達州郡與市、垂直與水平協力、
災防主管

