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Abstract

Research indicates that a variety of factors contribute to state and local government preparedness and response capabilities with regard to homeland security. We examine the implications of shared authority across a federal system for homeland security policy generally, and its implications for policy coordination and effort in particular. Specifically, we consider local government capacity and commitment to preparedness, perceived threat vulnerability, and state-level institutional factors, in attempting to explain the general consistency of homeland security policy effort in a federal system. Using data gathered from an original national survey of local government officials, we find that local government internal characteristics, such as administrative capacity, and to a lesser extent, perceived threat, are linked to local government effort. At the same time, we find only limited impact for state-level factors: state administrative structure for homeland security exhibits no systematic effect on local government actions, while ideology and communication efforts are somewhat related to local government efforts.
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“State and local communication and coordination…reflects the very nature of homeland security….”

--Tom Ridge, Secretary of Homeland Security, September 2, 2003 (Ridge 2003)

Introduction

State and local governments face a number of challenges regarding homeland security. The very nature of the American federal system ensures that preparedness for, and management of, terrorist incidents occurring within the United States will involve all levels of government—a considerable task given the existence of over 80,000 subnational governments and an immense geographic space to work within.
 Such factors impede emergency management coordination among and within the various levels of American government. Though the federal government has taken various initiatives after 9/11 to more effectively plan and coordinate emergency response efforts at the subnational level, a wide range of critical responsibilities still rest at the state, and especially, local levels. Thus, homeland security policymaking and administration is subject to important variation in capacity and commitment by subnational governments. As a result, the question of how to effectively coordinate preparedness at all levels of government is a vexing one for policymakers (e.g., see Kettl 2004; NAPA 2003, 2004; NGA 2002a; Rudman, Clarke, and Metzel 2003).

We examine the implications of shared authority across a federal system for homeland security policy generally, and its implications for policy coordination and effort in particular. We do so by investigating several interrelated questions related to local governments’ responses to the threat of domestic terrorism in a post-9/11 environment: First, what factors explain the degree of commitment to homeland security preparedness expressed by local government officials? Second, how do state-level factors affect specific planning and preparedness actions by local governments? And finally, do state-level institutional or political conditions matter to local government policy preferences on homeland security issues? We address these questions using data gathered from an original survey of local governments across the United States. These data permit us to test hypotheses pertaining to the relative importance of potential threat vulnerability, of internal administrative capacity, of budgetary constraints, and of the structure of state government administration on homeland security issues on local government behavior.

We proceed in this paper by first outlining some basic issues of state and local government management of hazards which includes homeland security issues.  That discussion is followed by one of the specific issues of policy coordination of governments in a federal system. We then present several research hypotheses and analyses that test them, and close with some concluding remarks.

Homeland Security and Hazards Management: Preparedness and Planning Issues

Preparedness, mitigation, response, and recovery efforts directed toward potential terrorist attacks within the United States can be viewed as components of an “all-hazards” management approach.
  The all-hazards approach refers to comprehensive management of a wide range of potential emergencies arising from natural disasters, technological hazards, and other human-made hazards. The planning and preparedness activities specific to potential terrorist attacks are unique in several ways, but also share important similarities to the other more “traditional” elements that fall under all-hazards management programs and policies. Terrorist attacks, as a problem of hazards management, are unique in that they are intentional and strategic (unlike a natural disaster or an accidental spill of hazardous materials), they carry potentially higher levels of fiscal, economic, and social disruption than most other hazard events, and some nonstructural mitigation efforts carry unique political costs, such as threats to civil liberties (e.g., see Cohen, Cook, and Louscher 2004; Kettl 2004). However, at the same time, preparedness and mitigation efforts toward terrorist threats share basic similarities with other types of hazards. For instance, functional management activities such as performing threat and vulnerability assessments follow the same basic processes and logic as other potential hazard events. Likewise, the administrative agencies tasked with addressing natural or technological hazards are, for the most part, the same agencies tasked with managing the threats and consequences of terrorist attacks. But most importantly, the challenges of implementing policies designed to address terrorism as a hazard are virtually the same as the implementation challenges facing most other hazard preparedness and mitigation policies.

Scholarship on natural or technological disasters in the United States has long-recognized that effective disaster policies are constrained by certain key political characteristics (e.g., Schneider 1995). Policy development on these types of issues is typically given little attention by both the mass public and top government officials until an extreme hazard event occurs, whereupon costly federal disaster assistance becomes nearly obligatory (May 1985; May and Williams 1986; Rossi et al 1982; Waugh 2000). In turn, these political dynamics are linked to the challenges of implementing hazard management policies in a federal system. While the national government has strong incentives for promoting hazard mitigation and preparedness, state and local governments face certain disincentives to proactive management and often lack the administrative capacity or commitment for effective policies (Cigler 1998; May and Williams 1986; Rubin and Barbee 1985). As a result, state and local government frequently do not develop a level of capacity for, and commitment to, effective disaster policy that matches their responsibilities (see Burby 1998).

This general context of uneven subnational commitment to robust hazard preparedness and mitigation policies and practices is especially important to the policy challenges presented by terrorist threats. State and local governments are central actors in this area because of their functional authority over emergency first response, protection of critical infrastructure, public health readiness and remediation, public notification of threats, and citizen identification. These varied policy efforts are all highly relevant to, and can be summarized under, the broad rubric of state and local contributions to homeland security policy. While acknowledging these key functional activities of subnational actors, the federal government still has primary responsibility for ensuring domestic security. This means it has authority to direct and coordinate the homeland security activities of state and local governments.
  But perhaps even more so than most other specific types of hazards problems, effective homeland security policy is contingent on multiple units of government—at multiple levels—acting in concert (GAO 2002d; Gilmore Commission 1999, 2002; Office of the President 2002b).

This governmental interdependency in addressing terrorism as a hazard problem is significant to policy effectiveness for four reasons. First, many state and local governments lack the critical resources to effectively respond to a catastrophic terrorist attack, and continue to be underfunded and unprepared even after post-9/11 resource commitments by the federal government (Rudman, Clarke, and Metzel 2003). Second, there are considerable coordination and fragmentation problems in administering responses to domestic terrorism within the federal government itself. Prior to the establishment of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), some 40 separate federal entities had terrorism program responsibilities, including more than 20 for bioterrorism alone (GAO 2002a). The lack of clearly defined functional roles has limited a cohesive policy effort across all levels of government (GAO 2002b). Third, early research efforts in this area suggest that state and local government policy capacity and commitment vary widely and differ in their conception of appropriate federal-state authority arrangements (Kettl 2003; Sharkey and Stewart 2004). Fourth, while there are deficiencies in current administrative arrangements, the federal government’s stated national homeland security policy is explicitly contingent on vertical policy coordination between local, state, and federal governments to produce and to implement comprehensive counter-terrorism policies (GAO 2002d; Office of the President 2002a, 2002b).

Homeland Security Policy Coordination in the U.S. Federal System

In December 2003, the National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) convened a panel of experts to examine the reorganization of Homeland Security and the implications of the process on intergovernmental relations. NAPA identified a number of challenges in this area, many unique to the field of homeland security. One challenge is a lack of a common understanding by state and local officials of their “functions, mandates, goals, outcomes, and roles for improving homeland security” (NAPA 2003: 6). Homeland security is an area that has no common language, established institutional relationships, shared experiences, or professional framework. It crosses over into a number of separate fields such as public health, emergency services, law enforcement, and so forth. Thus, development of clearly articulated missions, goals, and strategies based on a shared language and culture is needed. A second challenge identified is a lack of trust among state-local officials of federal government initiatives. “[State and local officials] feel threatened by possible erosion of their autonomy, leadership or authority; annoyed at additional work responsibilities; afraid of being blamed for failure; and reluctant to expend time and resources” (NAPA 2003: 7). In many cases state and local actors are not privy to classified or secure information but are still held accountable for the outcome of events related to such information. There has also been little input obtained from state and local officials on the development of the Department of Homeland Security’s regional office which could lead to resistance at the state and local level.

A third challenge recognized in the NAPA report is the fragmentation that exists at all levels of government, both horizontally and vertically. Ideally, homeland security structures should be flexible and fluid enough to work within existing structures as mandating a uniform structure would require a significant amount of administrative re-engineering—which is unlikely to be practicable in the short-term. A fourth challenge addressed is the complexity of existing intergovernmental networks. With over 80,000 local governments and 450 regional councils of government, there are many overlapping systems of networks that have been developed to meet various needs. It is likely and wise that these networks be used to address homeland security needs at a regional level.

Another challenge in the area of homeland security is the limited legal authority to execute a top-down command and control system. The federal government in most instances must rely on collaboration and financial incentives rather than federal regulations and mandates.  DHS does have the power to establish national standards that states can be forced or encouraged to adopt (e.g., see DHS 2004). It was recently recommended, by a national committee studying homeland security, that DHS adopt the National Fire Protection Association’s standards regarding disaster management and mitigation (NFPA 1600).

The unpredictable nature of critical incidents also presents a significant policy coordination challenge. Since terrorists capitalize on the unexpected, it is difficult to plan effectively with so many uncertain contingencies. In order to better prepare for the unexpected, the panel recommends developing protocols for a number of varied events, running simulations, sharing best practices and predetermining a standard operating procedure on who will have the authority to speak to the public. Another major challenge highlighted is the lack of capacity by some state and local governments. Since homeland security is a relatively new area, many subnational governments have not yet developed structures or expertise to deal with these issues. These governments are looking to the federal government to fill in the gaps. Currently, the federal government does not offer the level of training for homeland security experts in the states that is offered to security, military, or fire personnel. A 2002 survey conducted by Sharkey and Stewart found a desire for greater federal guidance in leadership by state homeland security directors (Sharkey and Stewart 2004).

We can point to several other considerations that impact policy coordination. The burden of homeland security preparation for state and local government has been especially hard in a time when most state and local governments are facing economic hardship. Though the perceived need for homeland defense has increased in the post-9/11 world, the available budgetary resources have not kept up with the demand. Subnational governments are finding it very difficult to meet their preparedness responsibilities because of a shortage of funds, even given federal assistance (e.g., see Kettl 2004; NGA 2002a; Rudman, Clarke, and Metzel 2003). The funding shortage makes it difficult for subnational government to address specific needs that would bolster preparedness. For example, many local governments lack the proper protective gear, communications equipment, and training experience to effectively respond to a terrorist attack, especially one involving weapons of mass destruction (Hart and Rudman 2002; Rudman, Clarke, and Metzel 2003). Interoperability is a particularly important tool for effective response yet many localities lack funds to buy needed communications equipment (e.g., see GAO 2003b; Hart and Rudman 2002; NGA 2002a, 2002b; Rudman, Clarke, and Metzel 2003).

The ability of federal, state, and local public health officials to coordinate the monitoring of disease outbreaks is another grave challenge faced by policymakers, especially at the local level where many smaller municipalities lack adequate personnel and funds to monitor such occurrences effectively (e.g., see ASTHO 2003; GAO 2003c; Gursky 2003; Hart and Rudman 2002; NGA 2002a, 2002b; Rudman, Clarke, and Metzel 2003). Especially in the event of a bioweapons attack using a highly communicable agent, early detection and quick government containment procedures are the key to preventing a widespread epidemic (e.g., see Cohen, Cook, and Louscher 2004).

Finally, basic to effective coordination is the sharing of intelligence and information across a range of governmental units and levels (GAO 2003a; Gilmore Commission 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002; Hart and Rudman 2002; Manzi, Powers, and Zetterlund 2002; Office of the President 2002a, 2002b, 2003a; NGA 2002a; Rudman, Clarke, and Metzel 2003); however, many studies assert that serious problems exist in this regard (e.g., see GAO 2003a; Hart and Rudman 2002; Rudman, Clarke, and Metzel 2003).

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The intergovernmental challenges, associated with effective homeland security policymaking and implementation, are significant as the preceding section makes clear. One way to better understand the relative likelihood of effective vertical policy coordination in the U.S. federal system is to examine what factors motivate local government behavior in this policy domain. Local governments are of particular importance because their actions on preparedness, mitigation, and response are critical to effective management of the consequences of a potential terrorist event. As a result, we posit these three research questions:

· What factors contribute to local government commitment to homeland security preparedness?

· Do state-level factors influence local government preparedness initiatives, such as pursuing regional collaboration in terms of homeland security planning?

· What factors explain local government preferences over homeland security policy making authority arrangements?

The issue of commitment is an important one in the area of homeland security, which is contingent on all actors in a vertically integrated system committing the necessary resources to accomplish security objectives.
  But as research has shown in structurally similar situations of vertically integrated policies of a hazard management nature, commitment by subnational actors is typically difficult to achieve (e.g., Burby and May 1997).

There are four key steps in developing effective preparedness strategies to deal with potential hazards/emergencies:
 1) creating a detailed emergency plan; 2) holding regular meetings to critique the plan; 3) inviting private businesses to participate in meetings, planning (i.e. stakeholder involvement); and, 4) conducting tests of emergency responses (Burkhardt 1997). In other words, there is a substantial administrative commitment needed by local governments to engage in effective preparedness. Given variation in available resources, incentives to make such commitments (i.e. expectations of vulnerability can promote or inhibit preparedness effort), and in basic administrative capacity for emergency management activities, we expect a lack of consistency in various aspects of preparedness effort. Our research questions are designed to examine three key aspects of preparedness: commitment, planning actions, and planning follow-up.

To understand local government policy behavior and preferences in these areas, we investigate three categories of hypotheses. The first category pertains to policy need-policy response matching. We hypothesize that as perceptions of local vulnerability to terrorist events increase, local government officials’ commitment to homeland security preparedness will increase, ceteris paribus (H1). This hypothesis contradicts the idea that local governments are frequently unresponsive to hazard management demands. That proposition, and a great deal of empirical evidence that supports it, is grounded in the fact that local governments can reasonably expect state and federal assistance in the event of a disaster event, which serves as an effective disincentive to local government commitment to preparedness (Burby et al 1998; May and Williams 1986). The reason we expect that this relationship might not hold in the case of homeland security is that terrorist events are seen as of much greater salience than issues like land use planning to mitigate damage from natural hazards like floods or hurricanes (e.g., see Gilmore Commission 2001).

Our second category of hypotheses pertains to the administrative structure of state government policy activity on homeland security. Local government policy action on homeland security is directly affected by how a state government organizes itself and how it interacts with its local government subunits. Since 9/11, state governments have adopted relatively centralized and relatively decentralized administrative forms for security policymaking and implementation. In some cases, states have created new administrative units that are specifically oriented to homeland security issues; in others states there has simply been an additional provision of responsibilities given to existing administrative units. We expect that those state-level decisions affect local government performance in several ways. First, we hypothesize that the greater the degree of state government centralized control of homeland security policymaking and administration, the lower the degree of local government officials’ commitment to homeland security preparedness, ceteris paribus (H2). H2 implies that if the state exercises a great deal of administrative control, there is relatively less incentive for local government officials to be more proactive – i.e. centralization can constrain local government management initiatives (e.g., see U.S. Conference of Mayors 2003, 2004).


However, there are also benefits to greater centralization. In particular, greater control located in a state agency can help solve the many coordination challenges facing local governments. Administrative complexity (including significantly overlapping programmatic functions and responsibilities) leads to fragmented policy implementation and muddled lines of policymaking authority. As a result, regional collaboration is an important goal of a vertically-integrated homeland security system. We hypothesize that local governments located in states that have created new administrative units that are accompanied by greater centralized control of homeland security policymaking are more likely to demonstrate greater regional collaboration than alternative arrangements, ceteris paribus (H3). And related to this point, we also expect that state governments performing better in terms of disseminating relevant homeland security information create an environment that facilitates better local government preparation (e.g., see GAO 2003a; Gilmore Commission 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002; Manzi, Powers, and Zetterlund 2002; Office of the President 2002a, 2002b, 2003a). As a result, we hypothesize that as state government communication of homeland security policy information improves, local government preparedness performance will improve, ceteris paribus (H4).

A third category of hypotheses pertains to the internal capacity of a city for preparedness efforts in the area of homeland security. We offer two very straightforward hypotheses. First, we hypothesize that the greater a local government’s budgetary flexibility, the more likely the local government will demonstrate stronger commitment to homeland security preparedness, ceteris paribus (H5). As numerous studies have shown, local governments remain subject to meaningful budgetary constraints in terms of their ability to be proactive in addressing local vulnerabilities to terrorist attacks. As a result, we expect that cities that have fewer resource constraints will more proactive on counter-terrorism preparedness (e.g., see Gilmore Commission 2001; Kettl 2004). Similarly, we expect that general administrative capacity within a local government is important in distinguishing preparedness effort. Apart from recent budgetary issues, some cities have greater administrative capacity—which is critical in that securing homeland security program funds from the federal and state government is contingent on writing effective grant applications and demonstrating capacity for effectively utilizing such funds. Therefore, we hypothesize that local government internal administrative capacity is positively associated with homeland security commitment and preparedness, ceteris paribus (H6).

Data and Methods

Study Design

To assess our major research questions, we surveyed local government officials across the United States in cities with resident populations larger than 30,000. The random sample mail survey included 200 cities across the United States, with sampling stratification based on region (using the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s ten administrative regional designations to ensure regional variation) and city size (small, medium, large cities; 30,000>100,000, 100,000>250,000, >250,000 respectively). Multiple local officials (approximately three per location) constituted units in the sample frame. Those officials included a mix of elected and bureaucratic officials in the following general areas: local government executives (city managers or mayors); first responder personnel (fire, police, and/or, emergency services department heads); and local public health officials. Constructing a sample with cities as the sampling unit and individual local officials as the sampling frame units permits us to explore whether responses on local government preparedness effort vary by respondent position and/or by functional programmatic activity. The sample frame had 588 members; the first wave of the survey was mailed mid-March, 2004.

Measures

Our three major research questions yield three dependent variables. The dependent variable used to address our first question, what determines preparedness commitment, is a measure of local officials’ response to this question: “How would you rate your city government’s overall commitment to homeland security preparedness?” Responses were made on a seven-point scale with “low level of commitment” the lower bound and “high level of commitment” the upper bound. The second dependent variable is a more specific indication of preparedness planning efforts. We asked respondents the following: “To what extent has your city government engaged in regional collaboration in preparedness planning related to homeland security?” This measure is intended as a relatively direct indicator of the degree of a local government’s preparedness planning actions and permits us to investigate whether state factors, along with internal administrative factors, promote this type of planning effort. It indicates planning effectiveness because a great deal of homeland security programmatic activity entails overlapping jurisdictions and responsibilities—as is the case with any area of hazards management planning. Active regional collaboration indicates a local government is likely more efficacious in its planning as a result of attempting to coordinate it’s planning regionally. Responses were made on a seven-point scale with “no collaboration” the lower bound and “substantial collaboration” the upper bound. And finally, our third dependent variable addresses the issue of local government preferences on structuring homeland security policymaking and administration. As a proxy for how local officials think authority should be distributed in the federal system, we asked them to answer: “what level of responsibility should the federal government have for funding first responder training?” Responses were made on a seven-point scale with “no responsibility” the lower bound and “primary responsibility” the upper bound. This measure helps gauge the level of local officials commitment to autonomy in homeland security policymaking—i.e., the level of federal control of homeland security policy on the local level.


To test the six hypotheses posed above, we primarily use several survey item measures, but also include several objective measures as well. To measure perceived vulnerability to terrorist attack, we aggregated the individual ratings of the following, and then divided that sum by five: “On a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 indicates no likelihood and 10 indicates extreme likelihood, please rate the likelihood of your community suffering a terrorist attack employing the following methods (rate each): Biological; Chemical; Conventional; Nuclear; Radiological.” To measure a local government’s budgetary conditions as it relates to homeland security issues, we asked respondents the following: “To what extent have budget issues limited your city’s ability to address homeland security issues in the past two years?” Responses were made on a seven point scale with “budget constraints have not limited security programs” the lower bound and “budget constraints have limited security programs” the upper bound. H6 suggests that internal administrative capacity is relevant to local government homeland security policy performance. To capture that capacity we use responses to the following question: “How effective is your city government in preparing grant applications for homeland security funds available from the state or federal government?” The seven point scale ranges from “not effective” to “extremely effective.”


In terms of state administrative structure, we have created a variable that indicates the degree of centralization of new administrative units created for developing and implementing homeland security policies.
  For our purposes here, we use an indicator variable for states (coded as 1, 0 otherwise) that created a separate and distinct homeland security administrative unit (a new office or agency) that now serves as the major, or one of several major points of contact with the federal government. Further, to account for how well state governments interact with local government on homeland security, we include a measure of respondents’ ratings of their state government’s performance on providing and communicating relevant information on homeland security issues (seven point scale, positive rating at the upper end of the scale).


We also include measures of respondent ratings of stakeholder involvement in planning processes (seven point scale ranging from low to high involvement) and ratings of how much a priority homeland security issues are to local elected officials (seven point scale ranging from low to high priority). Finally, in the several models below, we include indicator variables for first responders and public health officials. This is to control for the possibility that survey responses vary by functional position within local government. We also use the Berry et al (1998) measure of state government ideology (using 1999 values, available through the ICPSR website). Information on the distribution of the key measures in the several analyses is summarized in Table 1.

[Table 1 about here]

Methods
For each of our dependent variables, the seven point response scales can be treated as interval. However, because the scale is bounded, the measure should be treated as ordinal, and the more appropriate method is ordered logistic regression. We present both ordinary least squares and maximum likelihood estimates (ordered logit), in part for comparison and in part because OLS estimation provides an advantage of more familiar and intuitive interpretation. 

Results


Table 2 presents the results of two equations, the first of which uses standard ordinary least squares regression in estimating determinants of the preparedness commitment measure. The second equation is estimated using ordered logit regression. The reader will note that the sign and statistical significance levels do not differ in any substantial way. Our first hypothesis, H1, suggests that there is a policy needs-response matching in the area of homeland security policy commitment by local governments. The estimate in Table 2 indicates support for this proposition; the positive and statistically significant coefficient suggests that as threat perception increases, local governments express greater commitment to homeland security preparedness.
  Table 2 also provides evidence to support the proposition that commitment preparedness is impacted by internal local government capacity. Both the budgetary conditions of a city and its internal administrative capacity (using the grant application proxy) are statistically significantly related to levels of preparedness commitment.

There are three predictors that relate to state-level factors. Hypothesis 2 suggests that greater centralization will serve to inhibit local commitment.  The coefficient estimate for our administrative structure measure is not statistically significant, nor is it in the expected direction. On the other hand, the measure of state information communication is significant and provides evidence in support of H4.  Table 2 has another interesting piece of information. The measure of government ideology is included as a control measure, but it is statistically significant.  The negative sign indicates that cities residing in states with more conservative state governments are more likely to express commitment to homeland security preparedness.  This is suggestive of the idea that conservatives tend to take “stronger” positions on security issues.  

[Table 2 about here]

The model includes two indicator variables for first responder and public health officials (city executives is the baseline category) to control for any possible effects that occupational position might have on assessment of city performance. The results indicate that first responders are more likely to give a lower rating to city preparedness than are local government executives—at least for the OLS estimates. The distinction is potentially interesting given the functional importance of first responders. Likewise, the measure of city size suggests that larger cities are more likely to express preparedness commitment than are smaller cities, even holding constant factors such as administrative capacity and perceived vulnerability to terrorist attacks.


The results in Table 3 do not exhibit consistency when we compare significant predictors of stated commitment in general to the more applied case of planning collaboration. The administrative capacity measure is statistically significant in the hypothesized direction. However, budgetary constraints and perceived threats are not. This at least suggests that regional planning collaboration is not a function of the unique policy problem associated with terrorism, but instead might be contingent on administrative capacity in the specific area of hazards management. The fact that another indicator of emergency management capacity, the inclusion of stakeholders in planning processes, is a statistically significant predictor of regional planning efforts bolsters this interpretation. And while in the case of general preparedness commitment we posited that centralization might inhibit local initiative, in the case of regional collaboration, we expected that state-level centralization might serve as an effective coordinating mechanism. The non-significant coefficient for the administrative centralization indicator variable does not support this expectation.


Further, the rating of state government communication of relevant homeland security information likewise is not statistically significant. Taken together, the results from Table 3 suggest that regional collaboration efforts on preparedness planning by local governments are not related to factors at the state level. This is an important finding and perhaps a troubling one for policymakers. The federal government has begun to promote explicitly regional planning projects because of the nature of terrorist and other extreme crisis events. Such events typically “spill-over” to multiple jurisdictions and require cooperative efforts to effectively manage disaster response and recovery (Waugh 2000). The fact that state-level factors seem to play little role suggests the possibility that state governments—at least at this point—are not effectively fulfilling a coordinating role on planning preparedness.

[Table 3 about here]


Turning to the last dimension of homeland security preparedness effort at the local government level considered here, Table 4 models local officials’ preferences toward the scope of federal authority. Specifically, the dependent variable measures whether federal officials should be heavily involved in managing local emergency responders. In this case, the form of involvement involves direct federal funding of responder training. Responses favoring funding do not simply indicate a preference for greater resources; such federal spending commitments are typically accompanied by more direct federal program guidelines. In other words, greater federal funding can be understood as being associated with greater federal policy control.

Viewed in this way, the results from Table 4 are more easily interpreted. The larger the city, the less likely officials are to support direct federal training funding, perhaps because larger cities have greater administrative capacity in place in the area of first responder training. Interestingly, while the state ideology measure was negatively associated with preparedness commitment, in this model the state ideology measure is positively associated with federal funding authority (statistically significant at a threshold level). This suggests another confirmation of a political stereotype: liberals are generally more willing to accept greater federal control. At the same time, those cities with greater budgetary constraints were more likely to support greater federal funding.


The evidence presented in Table 4 does not support other meaningful state-level effects on local preparedness efforts or preferences. The two state-level measures, administrative structure and information communication, were not statistically significant. Nor was the measure of threat perception. This is somewhat interesting in that it seems reasonable to expect that as perceived threat increases, support for greater federal involvement might also increase systematically.

[Table 4 about here]

Conclusion

Because the data collection effort of this study is still in progress, we wish to emphasize an important qualifier that the results presented here are entirely preliminary in nature. As a result, we are limited in making firm inferences about the relationships discussed above. With that acknowledgement made, should these basic relationships hold after the inclusion of additional survey data, there are several important issues that emerge. One is that, at least given the preliminary measures we are using of state administrative arrangements in the area of homeland security, the broader administrative context seems to have relatively little impact on local government activities.  This is surprising in that state governments should filter federal policy objectives on homeland security (through disbursement of certain related funds and their own policy priorities). The measure we used for state administrative structure specifically measures those states that have created new administrative units that represent key coordinating points with the federal government (especially the DHS). One possibility of course is that the policy area, and implementation of policies, is too new to see systematic relationships in how the state interacts with local governments.

A second issue is that in the two cases of more “applied” preparedness issues, collaboration on plan development and preferences over federal policy involvement, perceived threats do not systematically affect local government actions. Perceived vulnerability to terrorist activity presumably should have an important effect on local government considerations in devoting resources to preparedness activities as well as how much authority the federal government properly should have. The implication of that finding is that the potential effectiveness of local government action on security matters might be understood as a basic resource availability problem.  This is an important aspect of coordination that requires further investigation by both academic researchers and policymakers.

Taken together, these findings suggest that in spite the highly salient nature of the policy problems involved, explaining local government effort on homeland security preparedness is likely to be similar to explanations of other hazards management.  This is to say, the factors that provide disincentives to local government initiative in other, related, areas of hazard management are likewise applicable to homeland security management issues.
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Table 1. Distributional Information for Key Variables
	Dependent Variables:
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	City’s homeland security policy commitment

   (7 point scale: 1= low, 7 = high)
	4.918
	1.505

	Regional collaboration in preparedness planning

   (7 point scale: 1 = no, 7 = substantial)
	5.351
	1.420

	Scope of federal policy role – first responders

   (7 point scale: 1 = no, 7 = substantial)
	5.971
	1.055

	Scale Variables:
	
	

	Threat perception – aggregated measure

   (range: 0 (no threat) to 7.8 (high threat) )
	3.684
	1.819

	Administrative capacity – effective grant writing

   (7 point scale: 1 = not, 7 = extremely)
	5.000
	1.439

	Budgetary constraints have limited preparedness

   (7 point scale: 1 = have not, 7 = have)
	5.435
	1.459

	City population size

   (in ten thousands)
	218.822
	453.821

	Stakeholder involvement in preparedness planning

   (7 point scale: 1 = no, 7 = substantial)
	3.997
	1.534

	State government effectiveness – info communication

   (7 point scale: 1 = not, 7 = extremely)
	3.882
	1.514

	Homeland security a priority – local elected officials

   (7 point scale: 1 = low, 7 = high)
	4.751
	1.531

	Nominal variables:
	
	

	Respondent type
	Local gov’t execs n = 36 (21.18%)

First responders n =  114 (67.05%)

Public health n = 20 (11.77%)



	Preparedness plan has been tested*
	Tested  n = 83 (53.21%)

Not tested n = 73 (46.79%)


Table 2.  Estimation of Local Government Preparedness Commitment

	
	Expected

Relationship
	OLS

Estimates
	Ordered Logit Estimatesa,b
	Predicted

Probabilitiesc

	Threat perception
	pos
	.145***

(.059)
	.194***

(.085)
	.122

	Administrative capacity
	pos
	.316***

(.075)
	.461***

(.138)
	.169

	Budgetary resources
	neg
	-.214***

(.071)
	-.287***

(.109)
	-.185

	City size
	pos
	.004***

(.002)
	.008***

(.002)
	.527

	State admin structure
	neg
	.096

(.220)
	.237

(.302)
	

	State communication
	pos
	.198***

(.069)
	.289***

(.106)
	.142

	St. gov’t ideology
	control
	-.005#

(.003)
	-.008#

(.005)
	

	First responder
	control
	-.365#

(.261)
	-.451

(.352)
	

	Public health
	control
	.246

(.369)
	.418

(.527)
	

	Constant
	
	3.506***

(.663)
	
	

	n
	
	163
	163
	

	F-value
	
	8.77***
	
	

	LR (9)
	
	
	64.822***
	

	Adj R-Sq/M&Z R-Sq
	
	.301
	.342
	

	Adj Count R-square
	
	
	.085
	


  *** p<.01, ** p<.05, # p<.1, one tailed tests

   M&Z R-Square refers to the McKelvey and Zavoina measure

   Adjusted Count R-Square is a type of PRE; see Long and Freese (2001)

   a = ordered logit model uses robust standard errors

   b = cut points for the ordered logit model not displayed

   c = Predicted probabilities of a high level of commitment (highest scale value); based on the MLE  

   coefficient estimates from Table 2. Effect is for the variable moving from the minimum to maximum 

   scale value, while all other variables are set at their mean or modal value. 

Table 3. Estimation of Local Government – Regional Collaboration Planning

	
	Expected

Relationship
	OLS

Estimates
	Ordered Logit Estimatesa,b
	Predicted

Probabilitiesc

	Threat perception
	pos
	.039

(.059)
	.054

(.087)
	

	Administrative capacity
	pos
	.193***

(.077)
	.238**

(.123)
	.222



	Budgetary resources
	neg
	.006

(.074)
	.007

(.112)
	

	City size
	pos
	.002

(.002)
	.007**

(.003)
	.573

	Stakeholder involvement
	pos
	.303***

(.072)
	.401***

(.112)
	.417

	State communication
	pos
	.045

(.081)
	-.037

(.105)
	 

	State admin structure
	pos
	.167

(.333)
	-.021

(.573)
	

	St. gov’t ideology
	control
	.005

(.005)
	.009

(.008)
	

	Constant
	
	2.942***

(.678)
	
	

	n
	
	165
	165
	

	F-value
	
	5.27***
	
	

	LR (8)
	
	
	43.88***
	

	Adj R-Sq/M&Z R-Sq
	
	.190
	.225
	

	Adj Count R-square
	
	
	.033
	


  *** p<.01, ** p<.05, # p<.1, one tailed tests

   M&Z R-Square refers to the McKelvey and Zavoina measure

   Adjusted Count R-Square is a type of PRE; see Long and Freese (2001)

   a = ordered logit model uses robust standard errors

   b = cut points for the ordered logit model not displayed

   c = Predicted probabilities of a high level of collaboration (highest scale value); based on the MLE   

   coefficient estimates from Table 3. Effect is for the variable moving from the minimum to maximum 

   scale value, while all other variables are set at their mean or modal value. 

Table 4. Local Government View of Federal Authority on Preparedness 

	
	Expected

Relationship
	OLS

Estimates
	Ordered Logit Estimatesa,b
	Predicted

Probabilitiesc

	Threat perception
	pos
	.020

(.048)
	.093

(.099)
	

	Administrative capacity
	pos
	.025

(.061)
	.047

(.108)
	

	Budgetary resources
	pos
	.163***

(.058)
	.223**

(.126)
	.248

	City size
	pos
	.003#

(.002)
	-.006***

(.002)
	-.279



	State communication
	pos
	.065

(.056)
	.102

(.103)
	 

	State admin structure
	pos
	.097

(.179)
	.191

(.327)
	

	St. gov’t ideology
	control
	.004#

(.003)
	.007#

(.005)
	.139

	First responder
	control
	.089

(.211)
	.119

(.413)
	

	Public health
	control
	.199

(.299)
	.304

(.583)
	

	Constant
	
	4.338***

(.539)
	 
	

	n
	
	164
	164
	

	F-value
	
	1.69#
	
	

	LR (9)
	
	
	13.592
	

	Adj R-Sq/M&Z R-Sq
	
	.036
	.085
	

	Adj Count R-square
	
	
	.066
	


  *** p<.01, ** p<.05, # p<.1, one tailed tests

   M&Z R-Square refers to the McKelvey and Zavoina measure

   Adjusted Count R-Square is a type of PRE; see Long and Freese (2001)

   a = ordered logit model uses robust standard errors

   b = cut points for the ordered logit model not displayed

   c = Predicted probabilities of preferring high level of federal control (highest scale value); based on the   

   MLE coefficient estimates from Table 3. Effect is for the variable moving from the minimum to  

   maximum scale value, while all other variables are set at their mean or modal value. 

� Secretary of Homeland Security Tom Ridge acknowledges the complexities of the federal system and the burden that subnational governments must bear when he commented recently that: “The enormous challenge of protecting Americans from terrorism requires a nationwide effort. The attacks of 9-11 required a whole new philosophy of how we secure the country, a philosophy of shared responsibility, shared accountability and shared leadership—in short, a renewed commitment to federalism. Washington will help lead this effort, but we will not micro-manage it. Instead, homeland security must be the priority of every county official, Governor, Mayor, township supervisor, Tribal Leader, first responder, business owner, school board member and citizen. We seek nothing less than the integration of a nation—one connected country, one united people, one secure homeland” (Ridge 2004).


� Preparedness, mitigation, response and recovery are the four phases of hazards management. Preparedness refers generally to hazards management planning. Mitigation refers to structural and nonstructural tools used to reduce the adverse impact of a hazard. Response refers to the activation of plans to meet a hazard event. Recovery “consists of the actions taken by government to restore order and vital systems (such as electric, water, sewer, law enforcement, fire/rescue, etc.) and to provide assistance in the way of temporary housing, food, or medical attention” (Carroll 2001; see also Waugh 2000).


� For example, President George W. Bush issued Homeland Security Presidential Directive-5 (HSPD-5) that directs the Secretary of DHS to “develop, submit for review to the Homeland Security Council, and administer a National Incident Management System (NIMS). This system will provide a consistent nationwide approach for Federal, State, and local governments to work effectively and efficiently together to prepare for, respond to, and recover from domestic incidents, regardless of cause, size, or complexity. To provide for interoperability and compatibility among Federal, State, and local capabilities, the NIMS will include a core set of concepts, principles, terminology, and technologies covering the incident command system; multi-agency coordination systems; unified command; training; identification and management of resources (including systems for classifying types of resources); qualifications and certification; and the collection, tracking, and reporting of incident information and incident resources” (Office of the President 2003b). To this end, state and local governments are required to adopt the NIMS or risk losing federal homeland security funding (DHS 2004: vii).


� Interoperability is the ability of emergency responders to communicate with one another, during an event, in real time. The U.S. General Accounting Office defines it as “the ability to talk with whom they want, when they want, when authorized, but not the ability to talk with everyone all of the time” (GAO 2003a).


� We use the term commitment in a conventional sense: the willingness of policy actors to address a policy problem/challenge in an effective way.


� In terms of preparedness, we are referring to “the actual planning, training, placement of resources, mutual-aid agreements across jurisdictions, and other coordination efforts before emergency strikes” (Carroll 2001; see also Waugh 2000).


� Because this survey is still ongoing, we cannot report response rates at present. The first wave did yield nearly 200 responses; a second wave is currently in the field. The data provided here for analysis reflects survey responses entered the first week of April, though additional first wave responses followed after that initial data entry effort.


� The information for this measure was gathered from state government websites, conversations with state officials, and various state government press releases and newspaper accounts.


� It is important to note that the commitment to preparedness is substantively different from identifying homeland security as an important issue per se.
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