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INTRODUCTION

Within sociology the two sub-disciplines of Organisation
Studies and Disaster Research have occasionally been combined
in an effort to increase our understanding of organisations
and groups of organisations, disaster events, or society in
general. In some instances studies have provided insights
into more than one of these three substantive areas. The
significance of organisations within our western society and
the influence that organisations have over most - if not all -
of our everyday lives is an accepted part of twentieth century
existence. It should not be sgurprising therefore, that when
disruption to ongoing sogial routines are caused by an external
nat:sral hazard agent, which may result in diszaster, that we
again are directly influenced by the actions of particular
organisations and by the decislon-making responses of specifie
organisational encumbents.

However, within the context of a disaster event the priorities
for community survival are not the same as they are in non-
digaster gituations. The priorities that communities accept
as legitimate in a non-disaster situation are rearranged in
times of disaster because they are no longer appropriate to
tha new social environment (Wenger, 1978). Inherent within
the new arrangement of societal pricorities is the re-alignment
of ocrganisations, both those who are charged with disaster
ameliorative tasks, as well as organisations which have no
apparent rale in counter-disaster activities.

Organisgations that are influential in 'normal' periods of
community life may not be influential, or their ability to
influence may be curtailed, under atypical periods such as
the occurrence of a natural disaster event. A natural
disaster, by definition, causes a temporary unravelling of
the sccial fabric which encapsulates the processes,
structures and interactions that we expect to be present within
our social routines. The fragmentation of normative
prerequisites following disaster that jeopardises individual
and group existence also affects the survivability of
organisations and arganisational networks.,

This disruption tc organised behaviour should be expected
within a disaster situation, yet 1t is often overlooked in
terms of probable consequences following natural disaster
impact; all too often, disasters are only regarded as a
protlem for the individual or a small group of significant
others to cope with. Admittedly this is a more realistic



appraisal than the time when disaster was seen only as a
nmatter for engilneers toc e concerned with, but i= is still
ot the fu.l story. 3Because our western world is so tied up
with the "origanizational saciety” (Kkzioni, 1964), a lot
more consgideration should be given to the inter-relationships
between naktural disasters and formal organisations.

The consaguences of disaster impact on organisations is also
ovarlocked by officials within organisations as well as by
researchers. 5Such a disruption is resisted by organisational
rersonnal, whos2 roles within the organisation may be altered,
just as the role of the organisation may be alrared, due to
the changing circumstances caused by the drastic alteration
of the social environment. Within the organisational setting
a number of changes can be witnessed following impact.

Similar adjustments may occur when a natural hazard agent
threatens a comunity. A good example of this is in Northern
Australia following the issuance of a 'cyclone warning' by
the Bureau of Metecrclogy (see Britton, 1982). Some
organisations will assume a change in responsibilicies; their
power to 1initilate and enforce axisting, or newly-created
roles, may be increased at the expense of other organisations.
The structure of an organisation as well as the task that an
organisation performs may alter (Dynes, 1970). Specific
office bearers in one organisation may find they not only
have the power to initiate actions within their own organigat-
ional settings, but also are able to deploy the resources and
direct the decision-making capacities of other organisations,
thereby exhibiting the ability for role-and/or boundary-expan-

sion. These two features have keen noted in some of the
studies that have been conducted on organisatilcns within
gxtreme envircnments. On some gcocasions, also, special

legislation is brought into operation. For example, State or
Territory disaster Acts can over-ride routine social processes
and structures and install other contingencies in their

place. This latent capability of disaster planning can alter
organisational and institutional procedures, rendering normally
manifest social activities both inappropriate and inoperable.
The balance between networks of organisations may also be
sffset as the disaster event introduces a new - usually only
temporary - social environment within which new opportunities
for 'territorial' acquisition and boundary expansion may be
created.

This paper will focus on a particular group of organisations -
those that are empowered to counter a natural disaster impact
within Australia. This group of organisations will be termed
the 'disaster-relevant organisational network'. The emphasis
in this paper will be to illustrate that there are forces
within this specific organisational network that operate to
reduce the overall effectiveness of counter-disaster measures.
Further, the paper will show that there is a hierarchy of
organisations within this network. Within this hieracchy,
organisations with the greater amount of power and influence



need nob necessarily be the organisations with the most
potentially effective or appropriate counter-disaster resources.
These powerful organisations may not utilize their resources

as well as they could during a disaster event. Conversely,

the organisations at the lower end of the hierarchy, those
which may have the greatest potential for effective action
within a disaster context, may be prevented from optimizing
their role. ‘Higher-order' organisations are able to

manipulate the external environment affecting the performance

of the 'lower-order' organisations, as well as the internal
functionings of these crganisations. These acticns reduce

the overall effectiveness and efficiency of the disastar-relevant
organisational netwark. BRecause of the specific characteristics
of the 'higher-order' organisations it is necessary to develop

a new taxomony that recognises the implication of these
characteristics toward overall effectiveness in organisational
response. Therefore, a taxonomy develosped on the basis of

the ability of organisations within the disaster-relevant
organisational network to:

(i} influence the direction of the arganisational network; and
{ii) determine the organisation's own role within that network
Wwill be introduced and discussed.

Some examples will be drawn from the recent wildfire situations
experienced in Tasmania (1982) and Victoria (1983) to illustrate
the general concept. Prior to this, however, a brief discussion
will be provided which will set out what I mean by a 'disaster'
and what the important components are in the condition we

refer to as a 'disaster'.

WHAT ARE DISASTERS 7

The word ‘disaster' 1s a descriptive label that has been
employed by a diverse range of people to explain a wide
variety of different situations and consequences. Four main
categories of usage within the disaster literature can be
discerned. First, disaster often refers to a destructive
agent (for example, a tropical cyclone, wildfire, earthguake,

or fleod}. BSecond, disaster also refers to the physical
impact which that agent has sustained {for example, loss of
life; damage to property). Third, disaster can also mean the

evaluation of the physical event {(that is, evidence of physical
damage is evaluated as heilng disastrous). Lastly, disaster

can also refer to the psycho-socio—economic disruption created
by the physical agent [See Dynes, 1970).

These four cateqgories of 'disaster' are augmented further by

the popular usage of the term. This leads to greater confusions
of the meaning of the term, a situaticn that is probably
generated by the fact that the word 'disaster' is used to
describe any number of different types of unfortunate,
unpleasank or unexpected events that occur to people. This
confusion 1s further compounded by people's insistence on



using 'disaster’ to describe not only situations that affect
large groups ©f people, but also unpleasant, unfortunate or

unexpected exmeriences which affect only individuals. Thus,
one reads of a 'personal disaster', through to a natiocnal
disaster. 'Personal disaster' is a gross misuse of the term,

because disaster refers to collective stress situations not
individual plights, whatever the cause may be.

The best way to describe the term 'disaster' is to lock at
the difference between 'disaster' and that of 'accident' and

'emergency'. These terms are =ften used as synonyms by people
{"My car accident was a disasterl!"), but in reality these
three terms have strict definitiecns, In order to point out

the difference between these terms, and to illustrate just
what a disaster is, three parameters will be used:

1. the number of people affected;

2.  the degree of invelvement of people within the
affecsted area;

3. the amount of disruption caused by the event in
guestion.

{Rritton, 1983a}
An accident can be defined as having the following properties:

A. Beoth the immediate and the long-term consequences of +the
incident are restricted in geographical area; that is, it
is an extremely localised event.

B. It is restricted to a small group of persons involved plus
their sigpnificant athers. 'Proximal others' may be
involved, but the long-term consequences, if theres are
any, will not usually affect these 'proximal others'. An
accident involves only the disruption of a specific
interest group which 1s composed mainly of the victims
plus their significant others.

C. There is little, if any, disruption of 'generalised others'
within the greater population of the community. There may
be slight disruption around the immediate incident site
(for example, a road may be blocked because of a vehicle
accident), but these disruptions are minimal.

Emergencies in many respects, can be regarded as 'mass-—
acclidents'

A. The geographical area which an emergency covers is
still localised, but need not be as narrow as that which
typifies an accident (for example, the 1980 Bilbao, Spain
school explosion: the 1981 Las Vegas Hilton hotel fire),
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B. The numbey of persons directly involved as participants
{victims and helpers) can be substantial, and the numhers

of significant and proximal others are high because of
this.

C. Because ¢f the larger area affected and the larger number
of people ultimately involved, an emergency is more
complex in terms of remedial actions necessary; hence
there is a conspicuous time lapse between event and the
resolution of the event.

D. This is due to the possibility that an emergency can also
imply that a small section of the community's infrastructure
is temporarily rendered inoperable as the emergency services
attempt to rectify the incident (for example, in the 1977
Granville, Sydney train-crash, and the 1983 Long Beach,
California liguid naphthalene explosion, secticons of the
community were cordoned off while rescue and restoration
services were active), or, because of the physical impact
of the incident itself.

E. However, there is ne disruption or destruction ¢f the
overall social structure or to the ongoing social system
processes characteristic of the community in guesztion.

Disaster, on the other hand, produces a new and different
referential framework within which people perceive and judge
their experiences. Accident and emergencies tend to be
routinised within the normative structure of social living.
Disaster poses a clear, easily perceivable threat to social
survival in its broadest context.

Disaster produces an overall, although temporary, breakdown in
the established social procesges, routines, and interactions,
and leads to =societal remedy and collective social change,
rather than requiring the individual or small group to bear
the burden of replenishment from an intact, unchanged society.
Thus a disaster occurs when there is widespread disruption of
social processes, coupled with the destruction of the
functional infrastructure to the extent that ongoeing routines
can no longer be supported or maintained. If the cause of
the disaster is a natural hazard agent, then we label that
event a 'natural disaster’.

A dizaster, then, is a truly public affair. It is a destructive
agent that affects all people within a gpatially defined area
to some degree or other (there may be differential
disruptiveness/ destructiveness within the impact zone due to
such factors as the characteristics of the hazard agent,
structural design difference of dwellings, topography, soil
substructure, and the like)l. The difference hetween a disaster
and a nondisaster is that under conditions of disaster,

soclal crganisation in some way becomes disrupted. The
disruption of social organisation is not found within incidents
that have been classified here as accidents or emergencies.



The disruption ©of societal infrastructure through disaster
introduces another feature not found within an accident or an
emergency sitaation. With respect to the types of crganised
behaviour society has at its disposal, the level and kind of
organisational involvement changes dramatically in a disaster
situaticn. The traditional emergency service organisations,
that is the police, fire services, and medical services,

which are usually well-suited to cope with the organised
response needed to rectify an accident or emergency may not

be capable ¢f coping with wider social disruption if they are
confined only to the requirements that have been established
for the conduct of their 'everyday' roles. The tasks and
structural designs necessary for accident/emerdency resolution
may not be suitable for a large-scale disrupting event: that
is, a disaster event. There is a possibility that this has
been recognized by authorities, and it may be plausible to
consider this to be one reason why counter-disaster legislation
and additional counter-disaster organisaticnal-types have

beetys created. This explanation, however, does not fit in

very well with the actual capabilities that some of the
additional components can provide within post-disastar
circumstances. Nevertheless, the necessity for counter-disaster
legislaticon has ovarcome some of the difficulties inherent
within a system that, through necessity, places emphasis on
the 'everyday emergency' problem. It is the ’'problem of fit'
that forms the basis of this paper. 1In order to explain

this, some background material concerning the components of
Australia's organised response to disaster is required.

THE LEVELS OF DISASTER RESPONSE

Four 'levels’' of response can be discerned within the
institutional frameworkx of Australia's counter-disaster
management system. These four 'levels' can be divided into
'public' and 'private' settings.

At the highest public level are the resources of the Federal
government system. Although the Federal government is not
directly involved in any single State or Territory disaster
situation unless i1t has been specifically requested to do so
by the State or Territory concerned, and then only after
certain criteria of disruption and resource depletion have
been met, it has, neverthless, an indirect but very
influential involvement in the overall counter~disaster
management scene. This indirect involvement is manifested by
the Matural Disasters Organisation (NDO), based in Canberra.
Part of the Defence Department establishment {(although not
under the jurisdiction of the Chief of Defence or the Chiefs
of Staff of the Armed Forces), NDO is designed to aid in the
mitigation of disasters at the request of the affected State/
Territory, and to support a core civil defence capability.
NDO is the vehicle through which resaources additional to
Local or State governments can be obtained. HNDO is also
charged with cocrdinating Federal govermment resources for
stricken areas.



In addition, this organisation provides material to the S/TES
that NDO considers appropriate for disaster response and
recovery operations. The salaries of some 75 permanent

S/TES staff is alsc met by the Federal government through
NDO.  The Defence Department also omerates a training school
{the Australian Counter Disaster College - ACDC) which in the
past has provided skills training and management technigues
to S/TES permanent and volunteer personnel. The school has
also run courses for other specific interest-groups, such as
media representatives, veterinarians, and welfare officers.

At the Federal level considerable technological resources are
available, such as the Department of Science and Technology's
Bureau of Meteorology which operates from decentralized

regional offices to provide a comprehensive weather/climate
data-base that aids the emergency services in floods, cyclones,
wildfire and severe storm relief. The Commonwealth Scientific
and Industrial Research organisation {CSIRO) also has specialist
personnel and equipment for assisting disaster mitigation
actlons.

The next public level 1s the State/Territory government.

State governments have legislative mandates to establish and
engage emergency management activities. In this respect, the
State level is independent from the Federal system: it is up
to the individual State or Territory whether or not disaster
legislation will be introduced, promulgated or enforced. It
is also up to the individual State government to decide what
requirements are necessary for counter-disaster activities,
what organlisaticns will be responsible for aspects of counter-
disaster operations, and what authority each organisation
shall receive in order to ensure these functions will be
carrled out. ©Of the s1x States and two Territories that
constitute the Commonwealth of Australia, two have no counter-
disaster legislation. The remaining six have had Acts of
Parliament for varying periods of time, with variably apposite
disaster management statements enclosed within the Acts:

1972 New South Wales State Emergency Services and Civil
Defence ACT

1975 Queensland State Counter Disaster organisation Act

1976 Tasmania Emergency Services Act

1976 Northern Territory Disaster Act (repealed 1982)

1980 South Australia State Disaster Act

1981 Victoria State Emergency Services Act (also 1983 State
Disaster act).

Four of these Acts lay the framework for the establishment of a
specific counter~disaster organisation (Queensland, Tasmania,
Northern Territory, Victeria). The other states, including

the two which have not yet passed legislation, also have a
State or Territory Emergency Service organisation operating

in some capacity within the emergency management system; in
all cases these organisations started out as volunteer-~-based
civil defence units. The respective legislation in the four
States mentioned above turned these organisations into the
present S;/TES system.



In addition to the S§/TES, the Acts of Parliament alsc introduced
the concept of a State Disaster Committee {SDC or its eguivalent
— the names vary within the various States and Territories),
whose task 1s hasically to oversee all aspects of coordination
associated with counter-disaster planning and operations).

Palice Departments play a major role in all States within
dlsaster management operations. 'The Commissioner of Police
assumes a very decisive role as a high-ranking encumbent in
either the State Disaster Committee (in Tasmania and the
Narthern Territory the Commissioner 1s the chairman of the
5DC), or the §/TES (in Tasmania and New South Wales the
Commissioner is the Director of $/TES}). He can also be the
State Disaster Cocordinator [a position he holds in Northern
Territory and South Australial). In a number of other states
the S/TES is under the direct responsiblity of the Police
Commissioner for the conduct of 1ts operations during emergency
pericds. In all States and Territories a senior police
officer assumes the role of regional (sometime called division)
disaster coordinator {or controller).

In each state the traditional emergency services - the fire
services, police departments, medical services, and welfare/
social security departments -~ assume the role of a 'lead

combat authority' who have responsiblility for the coordination
of hazard-elimination operations. Some specific hazard-agents
have been given to various 5/TES for them to act as lead
comtat authorities, for example New South Wales State Emergency
Service [NSW SES) is responsible for floods; Victoria State
Emergency Service (VIC SES) for wind-storm damage.

The last public component within this system is the Local
government. It is at the local level - the local community -
that counter-disaster activities have to be implemented,
because it is at this level that the physical impact of the
disaster agent 1s usually experienced. Depending on a number
of factors, however, the rescurces availakle for disaster
mitigation and immediate self-help following impact may not

be sufficient at this level. The type of activities that

any commuanity will initiate in response to disaster and
energency management will be dependent on the available
resource-base. ©One of the resources that can be operaticnalised
are the people themselves. Trained volunteers can complement
the local police, fire services and medical services, and in
many cases they do. Volunteer-based fire services and medical
corps are more the rule in smaller communities than are
professional salaried personnel, who epitomise the emergency
services of larger urban centres. Whatever the population
size and material resources of a community, the available human
resources need to be coordinated into a viable operational
system, In most states within Australia the S/TES is charged
with establishing local voluntary emergency service units
(LVES). It is the responsibility of the LVES to train local
citizens to be an effecrive augmentary cadre capable of
working alongside the professional smergency service personnel,
thereby increasing the overall capabilities of the local



government system in the face of community disruption. How
successful the LVES is in achieving this is dependent, amongst
cther things, on the skills and knowledge of the trainers,

the rescurces available for educating both students and
teachers, the cooperation of existing emergency services in
accepting the potential resource, and the planning arrangements
that are available to implement a volunteer service and to
operationalise it.

Apart from employing the availakble 'raw materials' that any
community has to offer, the Local government organisation
level 1s also responsible for developing plans that effectively
utilize the available resources. It is well-recognised that
‘grass-roots' planning for emergency preparedness is an
appropriate means of combatting threats. However, it is
surprising to find that very few states have placed local
counter-disaster planning as a mandatory prerequisite. In

the majority of cases local planning for disaster mitigation
is discretionary. There 1s no enforcement of Local government
cbrligations to develop planning for natural hazard threat,

or, for that matter, any threat situation (apart from enemy
attack, which is5 a Federal government matter).

The fourth and last level within Australia's system of
institutional arrangements are the private organisations.

These <can be 0f two types: They can be organisations that
exist primarily to fulfill roles in some or all phases of
disaster management. This type of organisation - the volunteer
organisation - is represented by the Red Cross and the Salvation
Army. The sacond type of organisation is one that routinely
pursues private lines of business unrelated to emergency
management, but whose resources can be turned to disaster-
ameliorative usage (such as heavy machinery belonging to a
private construction company that i1s used for debris clearance).
The private sector includes organisations that are national

in scope as well as those with regional or local focusses.

This group of organisations can provide a vast array of
resources, expertise and experience. It is the responsibility
of the State and the Local level systems, however, to
incorporate these private organisations into the planning
arrangements in order that this resource potential to be
effectively used.

DISASTER-RELEVANT ORGANISATIONS AND EMERGENCY-RELATED
ORGANISATIONS

One approach to looking at the disaster management system is

to focus on the task-specificity of the organisations that make
up the system. Various studies have been conducted that have
devised labels appropriate to the type of formal, complex
organisations which become involwved in events that follow

from natural hazard impact. Labels such as "major crisis
organisations”, “emergency organisations", "community emergency
arganisations”, and "crisis-relevant organisations" have been
used by researchers interested in the sociology of natural



hazard and disaster. The labels so applied are always broad
in terms of the organisations that can be subsumed under
those lahels, with little attempt apparently being made to
Fiffarontiate between the innumerabhle activities which are
necessary following an impact. There is no temporal
distinction, for example, implied in any of the labels
rentioned above that can assist in differentiating one phase
nE mast-wmpact from another. This is surprising because it
is Xnown that different organisations have prority over
nthiers within a disaster situation because of the specialised
services ot the domain a specific organisation has {(one must
weap in mind, when referring to phases in disaster, that
dLsasters are processural, hence the 'phases' that have been
1dentified by some researchers can be expected to blend into
each other}. Rather than isolating groups of organisation,
these lables have been used to describe all the organised
activities which follow impact, including all the formal and
tnformal, public and private organisational responses for all
phases ldentified with the immediate post-impact and early
restorative periods of a disaster.

Another nroblem which complicates things is that c¢lear
distinctions between organised responses is difficult to
achieve because of the inter-dependence of one 'type' of
arganisation on the performance of another organisational
'type' [for esxample, a fire truck may have to wait until a
public works grader clears the road before firemen can gain
access ta burning structures). However, there is value in
attempting to differentiate organisational response using
arganisational domain and community values az foral criteria
within a broad time-order specification, so that the
importance of organisations which become involved during
disaster can be more clearly illustrated. Within this
specification a two-fold categorization has been developed,
which is ocutlined below (see also Britton, 1983b).

The term disaster-relevant organisation (DRO) is applied to
refer to a set of task-specific organisations within a
community whose legislated and, in most instances, legitimated
activities require that they be the vanguard of any organised
attack upon the consequences and implications of a hazard
agent. The puablicly-acknowledged tasks of these specific
organisations are concerned directly with avoiding any
disruption to the status quo within the social system, and of
saving and preserving lives and/or property. This set of
task-specific organisations includes the police, the fire
services, medical services, the §/TES, and (indirectly in the
case of natural disasters) the NDO. ©Of course, whether all

of the above become involved in any particular situation, and
the extent of their involvement, depends, among other things,
on what the threat is and what the presumed conseguences are,
both in the long and sheort-term. DRO's represent a community's
frontline force for the organised response to anticipated
emergencies, and for the amelioration of unanticipated disaster
impacts. They are also the organisations with the



responsibility of disaster mitigation.

The importance of saving lives and property is reflected by
the high priority this value has in our society. DRO's
apitomize the enactment of this value because members of
socliety have conferred upon these organisations the duty of
safegquarding, restoring and maintaining human life and human
possessions. By grouping these organisations into a specific
category the actions commensurate to the importance of this
value as an organisational domain is highlighted; and the

role of these organisations is enhanced. The DRO's are
usually the first-called organisations cannot act alone, and
they are not capable of restoring the disrupted social system
back Lo its pre-impact (status gquo) level without the assistance
and the integration of other organisations. Hence, the intar-
dependence mentioned earlier.

The term emergency-related organisation (ERQO) iz applied to a
collection of organisations which can be either public or
privately owned, whose primary contribution is to maintain
and service the physical appurtenances within society, and

to provide general welfare and relief facilities during
periods following disaster or other collective stress
situations. This label comprises all those organisations
which are essential to the effective restoration of an impact
zone. ERO's consist of organisations such as the Red Cross
Society, Salvation Army or other religious/volunteer welfare-
oriented agencies, as well as state or federal welfare
departments; the city or country councils, electricity and
gas wntilities, main roads departments and insurance companies.
Also within this collection of organisations are the public
information and media dissemination agencies. The prime
responsibility of this sub-group is to collect, collate and
disseminate information about the disrupting event to the
wider interested and concerned community.

Within this two-way split of organisations, six specific
organlisational types can be discerned: three types or
organisations related to the DRO's, and three to the ERO'a:
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within the DRZ grecp, the firss type of organisation 13 the
coordinating orgarisations. Thase Organisatisns have the
responsibility for coordinating organisational activities

during the disaster period. The State Disaster Committees

and in some respects the S/TES are examples of coordinating
organisations within the Australian situation. Police Nepart-
ments ilno are within this cell. Protecting organisations

are those arganisations, such as the Police and Fire Departments,
which are expected to protect life and property. These are

the organisatians which disas+sr planning manzals refer to as
'lead combat autherities', LiZs-saving ani Lifepreserving
organisations constitute the third type of DRD. Trese are

the hospitals and medical service, along with ambulance
companies, which provide essential life-saving assistance to
disaster wvictims.

The ERU group of organisations c¢onsists of the maintenance
and restoring organisatians, those which repair and restore

the physical infrastructure of society. The welfare and
service organisations higklighn the restoration ard meaintenance
cf human requirements: psycholasgical services, clothing,

food, tinancial suppart. The last organisational type ig the

public information and dissemination organisation; the function
of this has been described earlier. It is significant to

note that no other taxonomy of organisations related to
disaster has included media organisations, despite the very

significant part these agencies play in any disaster impact
situation,

This taxocnomy 1s a refinement of one develcoped by Anderscn

in 1972. Anderson's ‘axcnomy was tased primarily on

a loosely-conceived division of organisational labour which
did not include any time-frame. Hence, his categorization

of organisational inwvanlvement did not state which of the four
specified types of organisations and activities they under
took had priority during the periods following disaster
impact. Like most of the taxonomies proposed by sociologists
in their endeavours to understand organisational involvement

t» disaster situations, it would be fair to say that Anderson's
conceprualization had its origins in the work conducted by
Dynes a few years earlier {and which, in this particular

case, was bhased on studies conducted by Quarantelli in the
middle 1960'a).

Dyne's approach to the conceptualization of organised behaviour
in relation to natural disaster situations was based on the
following two variables:

(i) the relazion ¢f the dizzster event tc kthe nature of +he
tasks which are undertaken by the community
organisations: and

(i1} the post-impact structure that these organisations
developed as a result of the disaster event.



Dynes stated that in every disaster situation a number of
different types of organisations carry out tasks that assist
in some way to ameliorate impact. These tasks may be old,
routine, assigned, everyday tasks (which he termed ‘'regular
tasks') , or they may be new, novel or unusual ones for the
particular organisation {'non-regular tasks'). Similarly.
Dynes suggested it was possible to distinguish organisations
on the hasis of their organisational structure. In particular
he distinguished between groups with an old or 'established’
organisational structure from those which had a new or
'emergent’ structure.

TASKS
REGULAR NONREGULAR
TYPE 1 TYPE III
OLD
{ESTABLISHED) {EXTENDING)
5
T
R
U
c
T
U
R
E TYPE II TYPE IV
NEW
(EXPANDING) {EMERGENT )

Figure 3: Types of organised behaviour in disaster (from Dynes,
1970)

From these two variables four types of organised behaviour
were developed based on the task the organisation performs
and the structure that the organisation assumes. Type I
organisation is an established organisation carrying out
regular tasks. These types of organisations are initially
involved in any community emergency {(the term 'emergency’' has
been used to describe all three types of collective stress
situations mentioned earlier). There is a public expectation
that they will be involved, either on the basis of previous



activity or by the definition of the emergency relevance of
the organisation. Because of theilr pre-existing structure
these organisations can mobilize quickly and efficiently.

Type 11 organisation is an expanding organisation with regular
tasks. These organisations are most often the results of
community or organisational planning. The organisation exists
on paper and the core of it exists prior to the disaster
event. These organisations usually become involved next
after the established organisation. They are in a state of
readiness and both the expectations of the community and of
the organisatiocnal personnel themselves move them towards
mobilization and involvement. These organisations tend to be
mobilized in the event of anything but a most localized
accident, but their mobilization is slower because they have
to bring in voluntary personnel to increase the small cadre

of permanent officers.

Type I1I organisation is an extending organisation which
undertakes non-regular tasks. This is best illustrated by
the example provided previously of the construction company
utilizing 1ts men and equipment to dig through the debris ang
asslsting rescue operations following impact. They are
possibly the most numerous organisational group. The usual
task of the group is disrupted by the disaster, or the
achievement of their usual task seems inappropriate within a
disaster situation, and hence the efforts of this group
become diverted into disaster activities.

Type IV organisation is an emergent organisation engaging in
non-regular tasks and is usually the last type of group to
become inveolved. Its development 1s brought about by the
inadequacy of the first two types of organisational groups to
satisfactorily fill all the requirements and gaps that have
been created by the disaster situation. For example, an
emergent organisation may be an ad hoc group of people who
have got together to direct search and rescue operations
because none of the other groups has considered the necessity
to undertake such a task through thelr pre-disaster and post-
disaster planning arrangements. Emergent groups tend to take
on new tasks that have not been incorporated into the overall
counter—-disaster strategies adopted by the established or
expanding organisations.

This particular taxonomy spawned a vast number of subsequent
disaster studies related to organisational response to
disaster. The taxonomy which we will concentrate on for the
remainder of this paper has recently been conceptualized
{(Britton, 1984a, 1984b) and follows the tradition of disaster
sociology by having its roots placed within Dynes' pioneering
work. The focus of this study is the Australian State and
Territory Emergency Service organisation {S/TES). In terms

of Dynes' ocategories, Australia's S/TES does not fit neatly
into any of the four organisational types. The nearest it

gets to Dynes' formulation is to straddle both the 'established’
and the 'expanding' organisational types. It has characteristics



of both types of organisations. The task is similar to that
Jescribed within the 'established organisation', yet its
structure is more like that suggested by the "expanding
organisaticn”. This problem is not as important, however, as
the Jdirfficulties that are encountered when explanations of
tne ralationships between the organisations that make up the
Jisaster-relevant organisational network are attempted f{as
indicaced in Figure 2, most of the DRO's fall into Dynes
caregory of ‘established organisations'). Another
conceptualization is required if we are to understand how the
organilisations that are charged with countering the effects of
a natural disaster inter-relate when operationalised. A step
in this general direction has been made with the development of
a taxonomy which focusses on how power in the form of control
and influence is shared amongst the organisations that form
the counter-disaster network.

THE S/TES AS A "CONSTRAINED ORGANISATION"

Within any ideal counter-disaster organisational network

there is a necessity for a specific organisational arrangement
to he established that is dedicated to counter-disaster/
emergency management activities, and not to have disaster
cocrdination and contreol incorporated within the functions of
an existing organisaton. There are a number of reasons for
this: Traditional organisational roles become considerably
stressed In times of social crisis periocds because of an
increase in role demand and role expectations. This may
hinder the organisation from effectively implementing additional
roies that are relevant only in times of disaster. Counter-
disaster management is only a part of the functions that the
counterdisaster organisations perform. As it is not a
continuous function in terms of everyday organisational demands,
resources within the organisation have to be channeled from

the more routine types of activity when disaster strikes.

The high likelihood that disaster-management is a secondary
organisatiocnal task may also imply that personnel are not as
highly trained for this task as they are for the primary
organisional tasks (special training and knowledge is necessary
for appropriate disaster management actions). This factor

may introduce a time-~lag between impact and effective organised
response. Also, if there is no dedicated coordinating/
controlling organisation, communication between DROs may be
undesirably slow because each organisaton will, for a time,
remain linked in to its routine communication linkages,
attempting to determine the extent of disruption through its
own network first as it responds to the increased demands
placed on it by the public. Only when the realization occurs
that the event is of disaster proportions - which may not
always be obvicus in the initial stages of crisis development

- will individual organisations 'hook' into an inter-
organisational system that will eventually tackle the problem
on a united front.



Barton (1960) identified these problems and suggested a
resolution to them by introducing the concept of the 'synthetic
organisation'(see alsc Thompson, 1967). It refers to a
temporary 1lnter-organisational system whereby the multiplicity
of responding units are coordinated and would alleviate many
of the difficulties confronted by emergency organisations as
they face both traditional role demands and new role demands.
It is in the attempt to set up something similar to a synthetic
organisation that one can see the rationale for the establish-
ment of the S/TES's. Unfortunately, the establishment of

this organisatonal type was compromised even before the final
organisational design was thoroughly developed. The new
organisation was seen as a threat to the prestige, placement
and influence of the traditional organisations who were happy
with the way things had been in the past.

In order to illustrate how the dominant coalition of traditional
disaster-organisational officials have compromised the position
of the S/TES, seven variables related to the effectiveness of
the organisation will be locked at. The seven variables are:
the legislative base:; the power base; resource allocation;
organisational autonomy:; organisational domain; recruitment

of senior staff; and organisational legitimation. The

influence that the dominant coalition has over the S/TES

through their influence over these variables is an important
consideration in the development of the new taxonomy.

1. THE LEGISLATIVE BASE

A feature of the legislation related to the development of
the S/TES is the influence that senior officials within the
traditional DROs appear to have had in moulding the final
legal base - either that, or the Acts of Parliament related
to counter-disaster actions can be cited as examples of the
inadequacy of the legislative process. Enclosed within most
counter-disaster legislation are clauses that enable senior
officials within the existing DROs to enhance the position
of their organisation within the disaster management system,
and/or to ensure that existing organisations will not be
encumbered by the creation of a new organisational type.

The implications of these practices for the eventual
effectiveness of the newly-created organisation, or indeed
the disaster management system itself, was obviously
overlooked. As specified within the Acts, most of the S/TES
are answerable to their respective Commissioners of Police
(the exception being Queensland SES which is responsible to
the Coordinator-General), who, under the legislative
framework has direct influence over the $/TES in operational
agspects. In some cases, this influence is continued in
nen-operational, routine matters.



In these circumstances the Police Commigsioner's appointment
£ the S+tate Tisaster Committee (as Chairman) or to the
§,/7TES (as Nirector) makes this possible.

while these roles enable the Commissioner to influence

evory DRC in times of emergency operations, none are so
directly influenced as are the S/TES. Most, if not all of
the traditiconal DRCs have cother legislative frameworks that
can protect them from external interference to some extent.
In additicn, the roles that these other DROs perform as

lead combat asthorities often act as a harrier to encreoachment
Dy other organisations, Unfortunately for the S$/TES, the
roles that they have been tasked with are, in many cases,

not as specialised as some of their "peer" organisations.
Most of their tasks could be undertaken by other organisations.
The legislation associated with the S/TES is interpreted as
making them a 'support organisation’'. With the exception

of some $/TES' being given lead combat roles under certain
hazard situations, this is probably an appropriate
Ltnterpretation of their role. However, every DRO that is

not assuining a lead combat role at the time is also a
support organisation. WwWhat 1Is apparent, in the case of the
S/TES 1s that the interpretation given to the type of
support that they perform 1s more a 'secondary support'

role, and 1t may not always be regarded as essential support.
In scome recent situations in States where the counter-
disaster network has been activated, failure to inform the
S/TES that disaster operations were in progress until later
in the development of the crisis supports this suggestion,
With the legilslation being interpreted this way, and the
influence thnat senior officials from other organisations
have on the content of the legal base, S/TES$'s do not have
much opportunity to exert their capabilities.

POWER BASE

It was only during the 1970's that State and Territory
governments actually placed S/TES's under ministerial
responsibility (see Wettenhall, 1980)}. 1In most cases the
minister for this organisation is the Minister for Police,
whose title was later expanded to Minister for Police and
Emergency Services {to cover all DRO's). The late start in
bbeing attached to ministerial liaison has no doubt jeopardised
the S/TES access to top-level decision-making processes and
resource allocation bids in the formative vears of the
organisations's life-cycle. This has probably contributed
to the ‘'stunted’ development of the organisation. It is
possibly a factor assocliated with the lack of legitimacy
afforded the S/TES by other DRO's.



3.

RESOURCE ALLOCATION

The S/TES are dependent on external organisations and host
communities for many of their essential material resources.
Certainly, they are dependent on their host communities for
volunteer membership. The dependence on the host community
means that many essential items may not be available for
some years until the local community is aware that specific
hardware 1s necessary, and which has not been provided by
the NDO (which is the source of the majority of standard
counter-disaster material resources). Thus, there can be a
gap between awareness of the necessity for an item and the
eventual procurement of it as the LVES and local government
attempt to acquire the monies to purchases the item/s.

This often means canvassing the community for sponsors and
donors -~ activities that take the volunteer members of the
S/TES away from their tasks of counter disaster training

angd preparedness. Because of budgeting constraints and
limited freedom to procure items other than those available
through official channels (i.e. that are on the 'shopping
list' primarily made up by NDC), there are limitations
placed upon the organisation in its build-up of materiel.
Similarly, the human resource allocation is smaller for

this organisation than for any other DRO. There are obvious
reasons why this shculd be so in terms of the differences
between primarily volunteer-based versus professional
organisations; the difference between 24-hour services and
'regular office hours' organisation and the like. However,
what should be addressed is whether or net the human resources
that are availabhle within the S/TES, especially at the

level of permanent officers, is sufficient for the types of
operaticns the corganisaticn is meant to perform, and at a
level which is optimal in terms of comunity requirements
during crisis periods. It is this perspective which suggests
that the number of permanent staff is grossly insufficient.
This is acutely evident when a natural disaster or large-scale
emergency is in operation for any length of time.

.ORGANISATIONAL AUTONOMY

The extent to which the S/TES is able to control its own
affairs without external interference is significantly
curtailed, both in non-emergency and operational phases.

At the root of this constraint lie the power-holders within
the counter-disaster organisational network. The S/TES has
three external 'bosses' to which the Director, if he is not
the Police Commissioner or a seconded police cfficer, is
answerable. The Director-General NDO, the Police Commissioner,
and the Minister responsible for emergency services are all
capable of influencing in a most direct fashion the operations
of the S/TES (the exception to this situation is, again,
Queensland, whereby the Coordinator-General rather than the
Commissioner of Police has influence; however, the degree

of control meted cut to QSES is less than other states

because of its narrower role within emergency management).



Where the Police Department has daily governance over the
S$/TES, for instance, when the Commissioner of Police is

alsc the Director of S/TES, autonomy for the organisation

is reduced because there is a direct monitoring capability
that can be used to check the activities of the organisation,
and 1f need by, re-direction can take place immediately.
Furthermore, the ability to control the organisation in a
direct manner because of this dual leadership also means

that there is a ready access for immediate control of the
organisations' resources. An 'external' Director (i.e. the
Commissioner of Police or his delegate) may not see the
necessity for particular resource allocation/acquisition in
the same way that an 'internal' Director may - the 'internal’
Director 1s probably looking at resource acquisition in

terms of organisational survival as well as utility (all
organisations have multiple goals, and some of these include
methods to ensure organisational survival).

Similarly, the influence of the NDO in its resource allocation
is able to directly influence the capabilities of the state
S/TES HQ as well as the LVES. There are many instances in

a number of States where the type and guantity of material
resources supplied by YDO has been inappropriate to the
requests of the organisation and to the local requirements.
This appears to be exacerbated by the 'one-way' communication
process between NDO and the S$/TES.

.ORGANISATIONAL DOMAIN

In a paper prepared by the Legislative Research Service
section of the Department of the Parliamentary Library, for
the Commonwealth Parliament, Dunn (1983) suggested that
counter-disaster organisational frameworks fell intoc two
broad types. First, were the networks which had as their
'control groups' the State Disaster Committees and the
S/TES. These would call for support from the DRO'and ERO's
at the appropriate level within the community, and together,
this system would combat -the disaster agent and attempt
restoration of the affected impact zone. 1In the other type,
the State Disaster Committee would be the only 'control'
group, and would nominate a lead combat authority to assume
cormmand cf eliminating the disaster threat. Following

this, the State Disaster Committee would organise the
support organisations to restore the community. The S/TES
would be part of this support group.

In practice, however, these two planning frameworks do not
appear in quite the way as Dunn implied. 1In the first

type the practice appears to be to reduce the 1nvolvement

of the S/TES and instead centralize the decision-making (or
'control') within the State Disaster Committee and the

State coordinator. The chairman of the Committee is usually
the Police Commissioner, who can alsoc be the State or
Territory Coordinator. The Police Department then oversees
the coordination of DRO activities. 1In this arrangement



the S/TES is used as a 'back-up' service when and if the
necessity arises. In the second type of organisational
plan the role of the S/TES is more often than not immersed
within the operations of the traditional DROs. In this
manner, the S/TES has to 'fight it out' as best it can with
its more powerful colleagues. In both cases the difficulties
experienced by the S/TES is tied up with the lack of
understanding about the role the organisation plays. It is
quite astonishing to realise the level of misunderstanding
that has been permitted to continue for so long within the
ranks of the disaster-relevant organisational network; it
is apparent throughout the entire net. This lack of
understanding over the role of the organisation affects

the domain effectiveness of the S/TES. If the domain of
the organisation is not well-known, or is misunderstood, or
if the roles of the organisation have been blurred because
of imprecise role definitions, the organisation is likely
to be neglected because its part within the network is
unclear. This is precisely what is happening to the State
and Territory Emergency Service organisations.

RECRUITMENT OF SENIOR STAFF

Until very recently senior officials with the 'independent
S/TES' - those at the level of Director and Deputy Director -
were pre—-selected on the basis of their previous association
within the armed services. There was a slight deviation in
some states with the 'second generation' Directors when some
were selected from the Police Department (on secondment), as
well as from the armed services. In some instances, such as
the South Australian State Emergency Service (SA SES) the
directorshop has recently been given to an individual with
occupational experience outside of these two ‘traditional’
areas (although the new encumbent had service in the SA Police
previously). Such a narrow recruitment base for the top jobs
within the organisation must have an effect on the direction
the organisation takes. It is difficult to imagine the S/TES
having a ‘'personality’ different from the NDO or the Police
if people are recruited from one to the other with little or
no entry by pecple with additional necessary skills from
other agencies.

Furthermore, there is no career progression within the S/TES,
nor is there likely to be such a career structure in the
forseeable future. This means that people who have the
skills and knowledge that are necessary for directing a
counter-disaster organisation (and these skills can be
acquired from outside the military and police systems)} would
in all likelihood have little interest in joining an
organisation that has no job prospects.

This situation is quite different from any of the other DRO's
and both the public and private ERO's where a bureaucratic
model predominates, which provides a clearly recognized
occupational ladder and incremental rewards. Secondment from



established DRO's and occupying senior positions with former
armed services personnel is but one way to £fi1ll directorships.

7. LEGITIMATION

Lf an organisation is poorly regarded, even in only relative
terms, it will not have the legitimacy it needs to compete
effectively. In such situations goal attainment and long-
term, organisational survival may be in doubt. It is doubtful
whether the S5/TES has become an accepted part of the
Australian counter-disaster organisational network in
Australia. The S/TES's were established partly because of
the percelved inability by the traditional organisations to
cope with the emergency management regquirements experienced
in a string of disasters that occurred within a narrow time
sequence (1967 to 1975). The S/TES's were established as
part of the counter-disaster re-organisation that followed
this period, and were Jdesigned to fiil scme of the gaps
within the old counter-disaster network to increase the
effectiveness of the entire system. However, in order to
perform any roles within the net, the S/TES were entirely
dependent on the established organisations to create a niche
from which they could operate. In the absence of any niche
being readily available because of the partitioning of
functions amongst the traditional organisations, the S/TES
were reliant on organisations devolving tasks and permitting
the S/TES to 'pick them up' as legitimate domains. The
traditional services were, on the whole, reluctant to do this
because they remalned unconvinced of the necessity for another
counter-disaster organisation; none of them wanted to see a
reduction 1n their level of involvement, which was how the
move was interpreted. It was perceived as having a reduction
in influence for the traditional organisations. The
consequence of this thinking has been the failure of the
traditional, established organisations to offer the S/TES a
legitimate placement within the disaster-relevant
organisational network.

THE INVOLVEMENT OF THE S/TES IN TWO BUSHFIRE SITUATIONS

The 1981-2 and 1982-3 'fire seasons' were unusually severe in
terms of wildfire damage in Australia. Wildfires {(or bushfires)
have always been a repetitive feature of the Australian
environment. The greatest potential risk f£rom this natural
hazard type on the Australian continent in terms of property
damage and loss of human life exists arcund the urban fringes
of Australia’'s major cities. Areas surrounding Sydney {(the
Rlue Mountains, in particular), Melbourne (the Dandenong Range),
Adelaide and Hobart with their increasing investment in urban
development, constitute the nation's greatest fire hazards.

In Tasmania the 1981-2 fire season was to become particularly
severe in relation to the State's normal fire seasons. Through
most of January and February fires burnt tracts of land,
consuming pasture and forest land, private dwellings, public



facilities, stock and other primary resources. A preliminary
cost estimate for one period in the fire seguence, that of
February 12 to February 17, the most intensive period of the
four-to-five week threat, sustained $5.4 million damage with
129,000 ha burnt out.

Victoria, along with the French Riviera and California, has been
described as amongst the world's most fire-prone areas.
Bushfires of the sort that were experienced in South Australia
and Victoria in 1983 {the 'Ash Wednesday' fires) achieved a
level of destruction and threat to human life in a number of
localities that in total makes them comparable with such
devastating events as tropical cyclones or extensive floods.
Between February 16 and February 18, 118 major fires broke out
in various parts of Victoria. On February 16 about 93 fires
were burning in different parts of the State. In the period
February 16-20, some 30 municipalities suffered severely.
About 8,000 people were reported to have been made homeless,
and 47 people died in fires that were estimated to have caused
a financial loss of between $195-236 million (Oliver, Britton
and James, 1984).

In Tasmania, the Tasmania State Emergency Service (TAS SES) was
established by an Act of Parliament by the State government in
1976. Under the provisions of the Emergency Services Act 1976
an 'autonomous' Service was created whose responsibility, in
the broadest terms, was "for the overall development and
maintenance of community preparedness throughout Tasmania".
Under provisions laid out in the Act, the Director of TAS SES

1s also the Director of all the emergency services, a position
which permits the encumbent overall control of the establishment
and direction ¢f emergency management policy within the entire
state. The Director, TAS SES, under the Act, is also the
Chairman of the State Disaster Committee, and the Executive
Officer of the State Disaster Executive, of which the Police
Commissioner is Chairman. The Director has the legal
responsibility of producing, disseminating and continually
revising the State Disaster Plan, and all regional and municipal
plans. Within Tasmania, the directorship of the TAS SES was
given to the Commissiocner of Police in 1981 when TAS SES was
transferred to the Police Department's jurisdiction.

In terms of power, the Police Department is the dominant factor
within TAS SES, and indeed, within the entire disaster
management network. As Director, the Police Commissioner is
instrumental in a number of areas that have direct influence on
the running of the Service. With the change of directorship in
1981 to the Police Commissioner, the role of the Deputy-Director
was expanded to handle many of the day-to-day administrative
concerns of the Service. The Deputy-Directorship, however, is
scheduled to be given to a senior police officer, which further
consolidates the police hold on the organisation.

The Commissioner/Director has the function of interpreting how
the Service will prepare for "the overall development and



maintenance of counter—disaster preparedness”, as specified
within the Act: because TAS SES is within the jurisdiction of
the Police, the Commissioner has the authority to determine how
the service will undertake this task.

Naring the 1982 bushfire threat TAS SES was primarily tasked
with the role of information collection and distribution,
although this role was never formally placed upon it. It is
anclear what role TAS SES saw itself as performing in the early
stages of the threat period; it was more unclear what the other
MRO's considered its task was. Much of the early tasks of TAS
SES appeared to be related to trying to identify an
organisational mission and to establish a meaningful placement
within the network that would not encroach on existing tasks
undertaken by other DROs. This non-specific activity was
partially the result of an unclear situation with regard to the
extent of the hazard threat, and was accentuated by the
organisation not being provided with regular information from
lead combat and other support organisations., Eventually, the
function of cecllecting and distributing information was
associated with TAS SES, and this function predominated
throughout the remainder of the bushfire event.

Comiwunications is a legitimate task for TAS SES. Under the
1976 Act TAS SES has the responsibility for developing a
counterdisaster communications system, and within the State
Disaster Plan, chairmanship of the Communication Committee is
vested within the office of the TAS SES Senior Operations
DEficer. Compared to its inter-state counterparts, TAS SES has
probably the best physical communications facilities.
Unfortunately, however, there appears to be some resentment by
other organisational personnel over this fact. The effectiveness
of the network has been compromised because other organisations
were reluctant to utilise TASES equipment, even though TASES
nfficrals made it perfectly clear that it was there to be used
by any DRO should the need arise. The reluctance of these
organisations to legitimise a TAS SES service in this way can
e interpreted as the organisations trying to prevent TAS SES
from performing an effective part within the emergency
managament network.

The Tasmania State Emergency Service still suffers from the
problems brought about by senior officials in other
organisations not fully accepting or understanding the role TAS
SES5 plays. One can still validly ask the question: Does every
person in Tasmania DRO network know and understand the functions
and che purpose of the State Emergency Service? The short
answer is still "no"; not all of them do. Some of those who
are aware of the role do not accept the necessity for the
organisation to perform within the counter-disaster system.
Rather, they would prefer TAS SES did not exist at all. This
attitude helps to explain why on the occasion of the bushfires
both the domain consensus (that is, the agreement by all
involved-organisations that the action undertaken by a specific
organtisation is appropriate and thus a legitimate disaster task



