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Abstract

Public-private partnerships are essential to effective disaster response and
recovery. As important as it is to address the governments’ continuous effort, a
community’s resilience can also be enhanced by leveraging private entities and
their involvement. This study utilized the Adaptive co-management (ACM)
framework to examine existing partnerships between emergency operations
centers and the tourism industry in co-managing hurricane-related disasters. By
utilizing group discussion and individual interviews, this study reveals the public
sectors’ expectations of the tourism industry when partnering to co-manage
disasters. The findings highlight theoretical and practical implications for current
public-private partnerships and the need to improve these efforts in disaster
management. Several critical deficiencies are identified and discussed, including

interagency trust, financial support, and communication.

Keywords: co-management; destination resilience; hurricane; public-private;
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1. Introduction

Among the most critical issues faced by destinations is the need to increase community

resilience to disasters and effectively respond to and recover from disasters. The number
of disaster declarations in the U.S. has increased dramatically over the past decade, with
65 major declarations per year on average and a total of 1,907 declarations from 2000 to

2014 (Department of Homeland Security [DHS], 2018). Of the myriad catastrophes in
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the U.S., hurricanes have caused the most damage. For example, damage from
Hurricane Katrina is appraised at $160 billion, surpassing Hurricane Harvey’s $125
billion in losses. The average cost of hurricane damage is estimated at $21.6 billion
(Frohlich, 2018).

Traditionally, the primary responsibility for managing disasters has rested with
the public sector. Examples of the key players in the public sector include federal
agencies such as the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), as well as state and local agencies including government and
Emergency Operations Centers (EOC). Despite the involvement of these parties,
hurricane studies consistently highlight the need for the public sector to develop more
effective procedures that can be mobilized to cope with large-scale disasters (Kapucu,
2006; Mitchell, 2006; Chen et al., 2013; Gabler, Richey, & Stewart, 2017). Kofinas
(2009) also stressed the importance of a flexible approach that results in collaboration
between the public and private sectors. There is growing widespread recognition that a
cross-sector approach is essential in preparing for, responding to, and recovering from
catastrophic disasters and fostering prolonged community resilience (Chandra, Moen, &
Sellers, 2016; Ritchie & Campiranon, 2015).

Many private entities, ranging from hotels, hospitals, to debris removal
contractors, are actively involved in disaster response and recovery. One key partner in
responding to disasters is the tourism industry (Nguyen, Imamura, & Iuchi, 2017). The
tourism industry covers multiple sectors, including accommodation, food and beverage,
and destination management, all of which frequently provide much-needed services to
first responders, evacuees, and other local businesses and organizations within their

communities during disasters. For instance, following the onset of a hurricane, hotel



rooms can be used as shelters or temporary housing for firefighters and routinely
function as alternative EOCs. The accommodation sector also routinely provides
alternative shelters for evacuees who are unable to return home for an extended period
of time post-disaster.

Furthermore, destination management organizations (DMO) have the
responsibility to ensure visitor safety and provide the public with accurate risk and crisis
information, both of which align well with the scope of disaster management.
Therefore, they also undertake the role of information providers and destination
marketers as part of response and recovery efforts (Cahyanto & Pennington-Gray, 2015;
Cahyanto et al., 2014). Recognizing its increasing involvement and importance, studies
recommend that the tourism industry should foster working relationships with local
EOC:s to safeguard the needs of the industry and visitors during disasters (Jiang &
Ritchie, 2017; Ritchie, 2004; Cahyanto et al., 2014).

Despite the importance of establishing a public-private partnership in disaster
management, most existing studies have been from the vantage point of the tourism
industry’s perspective, reporting their experience of working with the public sector and
developing strategies to foster partnerships with the public sector to safeguard the
industry (Jiang & Ritchie, 2017). Very few of these studies have explored the public
sector’s perceptions and concerns over the public-private partnership in a disaster
management context. Accordingly, the purpose of this study was to examine the public
sector’s view on their disaster-related partnerships with the tourism industry, the nature

of such partnerships, and the challenges.



2. Literature Review

2.1 Guiding Theory: Adaptive Co-Management

Singleton (1998) referred to co-management as a system of governance that combines
state control with local, decentralized decision-making and accountability, which
enhances the strengths and mitigates the weakness of each individual entity. The World
Bank (1999) defined co-management as the sharing of responsibilities, rights, and duties
between the principal stakeholders, specifically local communities and the state. Berkes
(2009) defined co-management as the sharing of power and responsibility between
governments, users of resources, and the partnerships involved. In co-management,
various actors discuss, express, and provide reassurance to each other during the
equitable management of functions, rights, and responsibilities for a given resource
(Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2000). While there is no single unanimously accepted
definition of co-management, it is generally agreed that co-management is comprised of
partnerships and cooperative governance agreements involving multiple actors
(Armitage, Berkes, & Doubleday, 2007; Berkes, 2002; Plummer & Fitzgibbon, 2004).
Specifically, partnership in co-management can be viewed as a continuum ranging from
simple information exchange to formal partnerships (Carlsson & Berkes, 2005).
Plummer and Fitzgibbon (2004) highlighted the empirical nature of co-management,
suggesting that it is ‘a blending of both practice and theory (p. 876).

Carlsson and Berkes (2005) posited that co-management involves the following
elements: 1) management of resources; 2) some type of partnership between the public
and private actors; 3) the partnership is not a fixed state but is instead a process that
occurs along a continuum. Indeed, co-management has exerted a profound impact on
resource management, and recent efforts have incorporated the concepts of resilience

and well-being as well as integrated ecology, economy, and society (Plummer &



Armitage, 2007). Within the tourism literature, co-management refers to sharing in the
management of natural resources or protected areas through connecting stakeholders at
multiple levels (Berkes, 2007, 2009; Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996; Islam, Ruhanen, &
Ritchie, 2017, 2018, 2019; Jaireth & Borrini, (2007). Co-management of resources in
tourism destinations is a pivotal issue in the application of environmental sustainability
and appropriate economic development (Halim, 2016; Berkes, George, & Preston,
1991; Graci, 2013; Shoeb-Ur-Rahman et al., 2019).

The concept of adaptive co-management (ACM) was then introduced to tourism
literature. It extends the co-management approach by incorporating adaptive
management and aims to enhance and sustain natural resources and improve the socio-
ecological resilience of the system (Islam et al., 2017, Plummer & Armitage, 2007).
There are four principles of ACM: 1) Communication and collaboration among
stakeholders, which leads to higher interaction, participation, and partnership among
stakeholders, 2) Social learning, in which stakeholders work and learn together to
manage the resource, and engage in interactive learning through collaboration, 3)
Shared rights, responsibility and decision making, which allows for power-sharing and
conflict resolution among stakeholders, and 4) Building adaptive capacity and
resilience, which aims at improving local communities’ adaptive capacity and resilience
(Islam et al., 2017). Guided by the ACM approach, Islam et al. (2019) studied two
protected areas in Bangladesh and found that well execution of the ACM principles
could result in increased participation from various stakeholders in co-managing a
destination.

The application of ACM has also been extended to tourism crisis management.
Co-management is often necessitated by certain pre-conditions in the external

environment (Mitchell, 1997; Pinkerton, 1989; Selin & Chavez, 1995). When disasters



occur, people typically collaborate to solve the issues, and the solutions often result in
some change. In this sense, a disaster serves as a critical pre-condition for co-
management success, increasing the likelihood that stakeholders will deem co-
management networking to be feasible and expedient. Pennington-Gray, Schroeder, and
Gale (2014) argued five key characteristics that are essential for tourism crisis
management based on ACM. They are 1) pluralism, 2) communication, 3) transactive
decision-making, 4) social learning, and 5) shared action. Pluralism involves the
inclusion of multiple interests and stakeholders (Stankey, McCool, Clark, & Brown,
1999). Communication refers to the information exchange between all key stakeholders.
Transactive decision-making in disaster response and management requires public and
private agencies to reach a consensus or a shared understanding and stipulates that all
parties work together in a unified manner (Gray, 1989; Wondelleck & Yaffee, 2000).
Social learning denotes the mutual knowledge gained by stakeholders through shared
values, strategies, actions, and feedback (Selin & Chavez, 1995; Woodolleck & Yaffee,
2000). Lastly, shared action is described as a joint response by all actors involved in
disaster management (Berkes, 1997; Ingels, Musch, & Qwist-Hoffman, 1999;
Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Given its suitability to tourism crisis management, ACM

was used as the guiding theoretical framework of this study.

2.2 Public-Private Partnership in Tourism Crisis Management

A public-private partnership (PPP) refers to the collaboration between public and
private sectors in working towards shared objectives through a mutually agreed-upon
division of labor and by committing resources and sharing risks and benefits (Buse,
Kent, & Walt, 2000). A partnership can be based on formal or informal arrangements
made prior to the disasters as well as impromptu activities that ensue during a disaster.

Interest in PPPs has grown dramatically in disaster management over the last decade



(Boyer, 2019; Chen et al., 2013) because the fragmented social responsibility for
developing and implementing disaster policies requires the use of partnership
mechanisms (May & Williams, 1998). While there is a broad consensus that
governments must assume a leadership role in disaster management, it has become
obvious that government agencies are lacking sufficient resources and capabilities.
Correspondingly, partnerships have emerged as a response to a broader trend that
envisions a smaller role for the public sector in disaster response (Curnin & O’Hara,
2019; Christoplos, 2003).

In areas in which disaster response activity has traditionally been performed by
public agencies, arrangements between governments and private sectors have recently
been embraced by a wide range of communities and is increasingly seen as the solution
to government problems and needs in an era of scarce public resources (Curnin &
O’Hara, 2019; Chen et al., 2013). The trend to share responsibilities by governments
with private sectors reflects a variety of motives and beliefs. There is currently a robust
debate about the actual success and feasibility of PPPs in disaster management (Hayllar
& Wettenhall, 2010; Siemiatycki, 2011; Chen et al., 2013). Some studies suggest that
PPPs can boost production, increase quality and efficiency, provide access to new
financial resources, and reduce exposure to risks (RECIPE, 2011) by reconstituting the
role of the state in governing and regulating competitive market processes (Siemiatycki,
2011). Others argue that the benefits of public-private partnerships are exaggerated, and
their consequences are disproportionately distributed (Van den Hurk & Siemiatycki,
2018; Siemiatycki, 2011, Warner, 2006). Hayllar and Wettenhall (2010) posited that
these partnerships are often damaging to the public interest. Nonetheless, there is an
increasing number of cases of successful partnerships in disaster management contexts

worldwide (Lee, Watanabe, & Li, 2019; Bajracharya, Hastings, Childs, & McNamee,



2012, NRC, 2011; UNISDR, 2008). There is also consensus that PPP is critical for
preparing for, responding to, and recovering from large scale disasters (NRC, 2011).

In the same vein, the tourism industry is familiar with the concept of PPP, which
has been used as a strategy in response to the changes in tourism demand as well as the
increasing need for recreation and exceptional tourism experiences (Wilson, Nielson, &
Buultjens, 2009). PPPs have been applied in various tourism contexts, such as national
parks and protected-area management (Wilson et al., 2009), tourism policies, and
tourism planning (Bramwell & Sharman, 2000) and sustainable tourism development
(De Lacy et al., 2002). Consistent with the scope of adaptive co-management, these
studies repeatedly address the importance of collaboration and partnerships among key
stakeholders. When it comes to tourism crisis management, Pennington-Gray et al.
(2014) developed and tested a tourism area response model that is based upon the
adaptive co-management theory, however, while focusing on responding to a crisis in
destinations, it did not take a holistic approach that considers community resilience.
Despite this attempt, the role of adaptive co-management, as well as the PPPs in tourism

crisis management, has not been explicitly examined.

2.3 Co-Managing Disasters by Emergency Operations Centers and the Tourism

Industry

EOCs which were formed as part of the United States Civil Defense, are one of the key
public agents in disaster management (FEMA-EMI, 2010). EOCs are now part of all
levels of government and act as the central command and control facility for disaster
planning, response, and recovery (FEMA, 2011). EOCs are essential as many disaster
situations require responses that may overwhelm the resources of individual
departments, agencies, or the communities. Additionally, centralized coordination

through an EOC can quickly receive input regarding stakeholders’ insights, centralize



and coordinate the flow of information, monitor the situation, and reach rapid census on
relief efforts that transcend geographical boundaries. EOCs are found in many other
countries, at various government levels, as well as in private organizations. Effective
EOC management and operations require having written policies and procedures in
place prior to an emergency (FEMA-EMI, 2010). In general, an EOC must have
procedures and policies in place with regard to 1) communication, 2) life support, 3)
equipment and supplies, and 4) document and research retention.

In 2011, the United World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) established a new
initiative aimed at integrating emergency management and tourism resources, in an
attempt to secure traveler safety as well as increase the effectiveness of existing
emergency management measures (UNWTO, 2011). For EOCs, who are in charge of
emergency planning, collaboration with the tourism industry provides them with more
tools and responses for disaster response, and building community resilience. The
tourism industry also can benefit from such partnerships. Tourists have been identified
as a major target group for emergency planning, as they are away from home and have
limited local knowledge related to crisis preparedness and evacuation. Most tourism
facilities, such as hotels and attractions, are located in areas prone to natural disasters.
Thus, a formal and functional relationship with emergency management leaders such as
the EOC can help tourism professionals better prepare for disasters and protect tourists
and their businesses.

Past studies have also advocated that local DMOs should have a representative
serve on their local EOC as a liaison for the tourism industry. By doing so, DMOs can
relay information to the tourism industry about policies and regulations that are enacted
(e.g., price gauging law) and offer assistance in emergency planning (Cahyanto &

Pennington-Gray, 2015). Although this is not a new issue in tourism research, very few
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studies have approached this concept from a tourism policy perspective and provided
insights into the area of emergency management and tourism (Morakabati, Page, &
Fletcher, 2017). Similarly, very few studies have investigated the particular PPP in
terms of the partnership between EOCs and the tourism industry.
Based on the aforesaid discussion, this study is framed by the following three
interrelated questions.
1. How does the public sector view their disaster-related partnerships with the
tourism industry?
2. From public sector’s perspective, what role should the tourism industry play in
their partnership in disaster management?
3. What challenges exist in establishing public-private partnerships with the

tourism industry in disaster management?

3. Methods

3.1 Research Design

This study is grounded in the social constructivism paradigm, which postulates that
multiple realities exist where participants create understanding and knowledge, and is of
intrinsic value to the research process (Stebbins, 2011). More specifically, this study
included group discussions and individual follow-up interviews. By bringing together
key personnel in both the public and private sectors, the group discussion is ‘more
valuable than any representative sample’ and is able to ‘revise or solidify the
researcher’s image of the reality of a social setting’ (Frey & Fontana, 1991, p. 177). The
follow-up interviews allow the researchers to confirm and/or clarify the major themes

that emerged in the discussion. Additionally, this study focused on the context of
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hurricanes and explored how the PPP between EOCs and the tourism industry is viewed

by different parties regarding co-managing hurricane disasters.

3.2 Data collection and Analysis

The data gathered for this study were obtained from a group discussion and individual
follow-up interviews. Regarding the group discussion, participants were comprised of
71 EOC personnel at the county or city level throughout the U.S. Forty-six of them were
from south-eastern states, 20 resided in north-eastern states, and three were from other
areas (U.S. Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico) (See Table 1). Four facilitators, including three
DMO personnel and a hotel safety manager, also participated in the discussion.

The discussion took place in a 2-hour session at a national hurricane conference.
During the session, participants were first asked to respond to three key questions
through the PollEverywhere app, which allows them to remain anonymous if desired.
The facilitators from the tourism industry (i.e., DMOs, hotels) then led the discussion by
sharing their experiences in working with their respective EOCs in the past hurricane
season. After that, the participants’ responses to the key questions were collected and
displayed on the main screen, which prompted further discussion around the topic. The
section concluded by debriefing and asking participants to provide suggestions on how
to improve partnerships between EOCs and the tourism industry. Lastly, the three key
questions featured in the section were: 1) How would you rate the partnership between
your local EOC and your local tourism industry?; 2) What role should the tourism
industry play in the event of a hurricane?; and 3) What challenges do you see that may
hinder partnerships between your EOC and your local tourism industry?

To further contemporize the results of the group discussion, ten individual
follow-up interviews were conducted. Among the interviewees, six of them were from

national-level EOCs, three were from city-level ECOs, and five represented state-level
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EOCs. Seven of them were located in south-eastern states, two of them resided in
northern states, and one was from a U.S. territory (See Table 1). The interviews aided in
clarifying and verifying perspectives that emerged during the discussion. The
participants were chosen based on the size of their jurisdiction and locations. The
interview questions were developed based on the group discussion. On average, the
interview took forty-five minutes. Data was saturated on the 9" interviewee, which
suggested that there would be no need for conducting further interviews (Creswell,
2014).
[Table 1 near here]

Data analysis included transcribing the data and validating the transcription
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). Complete verbatim transcripts of the PoolEverywhere
responses, group discussion, and follow-up interviews were conducted (Veal, 2017).
Thematic analysis was utilized to analyze the data and identify major themes. Data were
organized analysed by using the software NVivo. The themes were then clarified and
discussed by the researchers. Lastly, results from the group discussion and follow-up

interviews were triangulated to ensure that the study captured the topic thoroughly.

4. Results

4.1 How does the public sector view their disaster-related partnerships with the
tourism industry?

To gain a better understanding of the current status of the partnerships between EOCs
and the tourism industry, the respondents were first asked to indicate if they were
satisfied with the current collaboration. As shown in Figure 1, more than a quarter
(27%) of the respondents opined that their EOCs had above average to excellent
partnerships with the tourism industry, such as with accommodations, Convention

Visitors Bureaus, and transportation. Around one-fifth (21%) of them, however,
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indicated that their EOCs had below average or poor partnerships with their local
tourism industry. Interestingly, only around one third (36%) of the respondents
indicated that they were aware of the current partnerships with the local tourism
industry. Among these participants who reported knowledge about the partnerships, the
average satisfaction score is 3.2 (SD = 1.2), suggesting an average level of satisfaction
with the current working relationship with the tourism industry.

Overall, the results of the poll indicated that most respondents were relatively
discontent with their current partnerships between their EOC and the tourism industry.
Only a few participants were satisfied with their partnership, and those that reported
being satisfied are more likely to be in large cities and jurisdictions. The dissatisfaction
likely results from the fact that some respondents “were unfamiliar with the nature and
scope of partnerships with their local tourism industry,” and/or “were new in their

position and have not had time to examine the partnerships.”

[Figure 1 near here]

4.2 The role of the tourism industry in disaster management

The second research question focused on how the EOC viewed the roles of the tourism
industry in the event of hurricanes. The results suggested the following themes: 1)
information and communication liaison, 2) logistic and life support partners, 3)

equipment and supplies providers, and 4) philanthropic effort liaison.

4.2.1 Information and communication liaison

One of the most commonly mentioned roles of the tourism industry during hurricanes is
the communication arm of the EOC in relation to visitors. As one participant addressed,

‘tourism should be integrated within the state EOC as another partner to disseminate
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information.” The importance of integrating tourism and EOC is to ‘assist with
providing visitors with situation awareness and safety instruction,” and ‘get the message
out to the partners.’” To increase the effectiveness of risk and crisis communication,
most participants expected to have a tourism representative on board and to deliver
essential safety information to the visitors. During hurricane events, for example,
information such as airport closures, evacuation orders for visitors, and current
conditions, are all essential in risk communication and should be effectively conveyed

to visitors.

4.2.2. Logistic and life support partners

The second theme that emerged from both the group discussion and follow-up
interviews revolved around logistic and life supply partners for the EOCs. The tourism
industry often has resources that can help EOCs function effectively. Secondary EOC
command centers are often located in hotels or resorts because they tend to have better
facilities, including large conference rooms, power generators, sleeping arrangements,
food service, and sanitary facilities such as showers and laundry facilities for personnel
(Dobie, Schneider, Kesgin, & Lagiewski, 2018). Most participants underscored the
importance of hotels in a crisis situation because they can ‘provide shelters for first
responders,’ offer ‘temporary sheltering for displaced residents,” ‘provide space as a
backup EOC if the central EOC is compromised,’ and even ‘assist EOC and response

team members with any accommodation and meal preparations.’

4.2.3. Equipment and supplies providers

Equipment and supplies are always needed in emergency situations, and the respondents
also mentioned how the tourism industry could satisfy such needs. The tourism industry

is comprised of multiple businesses, including transportation, accommodations, and
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restaurants. Additionally, tourism businesses often have extra equipment such as power
generators, spare parts inventory for backup lighting, and communication equipment.
Large resorts may also have better-updated communication equipment such as satellite
phones. All these resources are essential in emergency situations. Noting the importance
of such equipment and supplies, the participants appreciated the tourism business’
contributions by offering equipment and supplies during emergencies. To guarantee
such assistance, some participants further suggested that ‘an MOU needs to be in place
between the business and the EOC,’ so that they can better manage different difficult

situations.

4.2.4 Philanthropic efforts liaison

One interesting theme that emerged from the discussion was how the tourism industry
could act as a liaison to facilitate community philanthropic efforts during recovery.
Because the main responsibility of DMOs is to market a destination, the industry always
has useful contacts in place. Some tourism industry partners can act as a liaison for
relief efforts such as coordinating the collection of donations or necessities which are
needed by the localities during a recovery period (fuel, food, plywood). The industry
can also coordinate donation efforts from past visitors or organize philanthropic efforts
to support recovery efforts implemented by the EOC and the local government.
Additionally, as they have access to broader audiences, hotels and resorts can relay
information and recovery needs on their media platforms to their vendors, past visitors,

and other tourism stakeholders to help accelerate recovery.

4.3 Major Challenges

Lastly, this study identified the major challenges faced by EOCs and the tourism

industry regarding their co-management partnerships. The results revealed the following
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themes: local political discourse, financial support, and communication.

4.3.1 Local political discourse

The most commonly cited challenge to the partnership was the dynamic of local
political discourse, which, according to some participants, was mainly due to the
distrust between local elected officials and the tourism business community in their
jurisdiction. On some occasions, the distrust issues may thwart the forming of
partnerships and collaborations. In addition, there were concerns about the delivery of
promises. As one participant pointed out, they worry about ‘how to ensure each party
would do what they said they would do once they are capable after the event.” Even
though some participants were aware of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
between EOCs and local hotels or other tourism providers, concerns still exist regarding
how the agreements can be enforced to ensure that services can be delivered during

crises.

4.3.2 Financial support

Financial concern is another factor that can impede forming and maintaining
partnerships between EOCs and the tourism industry. Because emergency preparedness
funding is typically very stringent and, in some jurisdictions, comes from several
accounts, participants said that there is often confusion in terms of ‘who pays for what
service and when they get paid.’ In many situations, the use of certain accounts that are
designated for emergency preparedness and response is very restricted and can only be
used for a very specific purpose. As such, when the situation arises in which spending
needs to be reimbursed for items such as special meals, it can result in a change in terms
of which account should pay, which can disrupt the typically inflexible funding

structures.
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The participants also acknowledged challenges associated with FEMA’s
Transitional Sheltering Assistance (TSA). Under TSA, disaster survivors may stay in a
hotel or motel for a limited period of time and have the cost of the room and taxes
covered by FEMA. The state and the EOCs may request that FEMA authorize the use of
TSA for a declared disaster in a specific location. The standard procedure for FEMA to
authorize and fund direct payments to participating hotels and motels that are
designated as transitional shelters. In many cases, EOCs works with local hotels during
the process, but issues can be raised in two ways. First, in some communities, the only
available rooms are in resorts, which tend to be well designed as a shelter; however,
resorts have difficulty in getting reimbursed from FEMA because the word resort that
has a connotation of luxury. The second issue is that because FEMA does not require
evacuees to notify the agency when they check out of hotels, hotels can continue to bill
FEMA for unoccupied rooms. Additionally, because of this lack of control, the agency

has no information regarding the auditing of room charges (DHS, 2019).

4.3.3 Communication

Lastly, the issue of communication evinced during the discussion and interviews.
Participants mentioned that from the EOC and government standpoint, they need to be
cautious and often will not release any information until decisions are made, or the
evacuation timeline is established. Therefore, the private sector, including the tourism
industry, is often left in the dark during the process. However, the private sector bears
the responsibility of ensuring guest safety and is in need of crisis and risk information in
a timely manner. The inconsistency, therefore, has created a conflicting situation that
requires additional communication efforts. Furthermore, some participants noted that
sometimes the recommended responses can have adverse economic impacts on the

private sector. As a result, the tourism industry, along with other entities in the tourism
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sector, needs to balance their social responsibility of ensuring public safety with their

financial responsibility for generating revenue.

5. Discussion

A functional and reliable adaptive co-management relationship between the EOC and
the tourism industry not only offers a prominent example of PPPs but also is a requisite
for resilient communities and in the face of disasters such as hurricanes (Stewart,
Kolluru, & Smith, 2009). By exploring the perceptions and viewpoints from the public
sector, this study examined the PPP through the lenses of adaptive co-management.
Mainly, this study revealed the level of satisfaction among EOC personnel regarding
their current partnerships with the tourism industry nationwide, explored their
expectations of the tourism industry, and identified the major challenges to the existing
PPP. The major findings are summarized and presented in Figure 2.

[Figure 2 near here]

The ACM framework suggests that communication and shared responsibility are
fundamental to establishing effective co-management partnerships. Consistently, the
results showed that there is a lack of communication between different entities and an
absence of a clear understanding of each other’s roles and responsibilities at all phases
in disaster management. These reported issues not only are parallel with the findings of
past studies (Auzzi, Haigh, & Amaratungga, 2014), but also partly account for the lack
of satisfaction from EOC personnel regarding the current PPPs with the tourism
industry. Social learning also becomes essential in the current study, as it can enable
stakeholders to interact, collaborate, and learn from each other. As Islam et al (2018)
suggested, an adaptive learning process is especially suitable for a context of changing

and uncertainty. Therefore, improving communication between these entities and
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facilitating the social learning process would be beneficial for establishing effective
PPPs in disaster management.

There are also financial concerns, which mainly arise from the ambiguity of
financial policies, regulations, and reimbursement procedures between agencies. These
agencies also temper their level of effort according to the perceived fairness of the
distribution of responsibility (Al Arkoubi & Davis, 2013). The severity of these
concerns and the means of resolving them fluctuate, in part due to the uncertainty and
complexity of the tasks performed and the mixture of partners’ characteristics and
organizational dynamics.

In complex, indeterminate environments such as a disaster area, the ACM
framework highlights the importance of having a flexible, adaptive coordination and
control mechanisms (Islam et al., 2019). While formal mechanisms such as contracts or
MOAs between the public and the tourism industry may work well in partnerships for
critical infrastructure and post-disaster recovery, these arrangements may fail to respond
to changing and unanticipated conditions. Over-reliance on formal hierarchical controls
and coordination mechanisms may involve prohibitive monitoring, enforcement, and
other transaction costs, which can render the partnerships untenable. A MOA or
contract may cause or require government agencies to reach out to their partnered
tourism companies first. However, the high time-sensitivity of providing food and
shelter during a disaster will lead to the abrogation of these deals if the tourism partner
is not ready to produce quickly upon request. Likewise, the absence of responsible
parties with established relationships on both sides of the PPP at the time of the disaster
can lead to unexpected delays and failures.

Indeed, according to studies related to ACM, PPPs by nature are reliant on

relationships (Natcher, Davis, & Hickey, 2005). ACM is not a fixed state, but rather, a
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process occurring along a continuum (Carlsson & Berkes, 2005). Thus, emphasis should
be displayed on managing human relationships and understanding the underlying
conditions by which arrangements will be performed (Natcher et al., 2005). Over-
reliance on formal hierarchical controls and coordination mechanisms may result in
prohibitive monitoring, enforcement, and other transaction costs, all of which can
render the partnerships untenable. For PPPs involving the tourism industry, there is a
need to consider linkages, resources, skills and knowledge, technology, and authority of
the organization (Pennington-Gray et al., 2014).

It is critical for those engaged in these types of collaborations to share a
commitment to the greater goal, the continuity of the community. It is essential to
identify common issues related to disaster preparedness, but it is also important for
collaborators to identify how disaster preparedness is part of broader community
resilience building. Through partnerships with the tourism industry, local EOCs can
foster a central community foundation that functions as a repository for donated
assistance funds and goods for rapid distribution into the community when disasters
strike. The tourism industry, with its network, can assist reaching donors from outside
the community through their communication channels.

Additionally, the findings of the study noted that distrust is a major issue
affecting collaboration. This not only hinders the formation of new PPPs but also
threatens the efficacy and eventual effectiveness of existing agreements. Many factors
may lead to distrust, such as inequality, past conflicts, and competing interests. To
remedy the situation, Mojtahedi and Oo (2017) argued that stakeholder attributes,
including power, legitimacy, and urgency, should be taken into account to develop a

proactive approach to disaster management.
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Strong leadership is also pivotal, as it often correlates with higher levels of trust
and effectiveness (Gunton & Day, 2003). Due to competing interests, business cycles,
and disparate incentives, it is challenging to maintain a positive co-managing
relationship between the public and private sectors. Therefore, strategic thinking is
required. There are several expected outcomes of co-management, such as efficiency of
decision-making, increased capacity, and legitimation of action, all of which should,
therefore, be set as the primary goals of the PPPs and collaborations in the current
context (Plummer & Fitzgibbon, 2004).

This study is not without limitations, as the data for this study were collected
during a session on hurricane preparedness at a conference. The high number of
participants and the fixed amount of allotted time might hinder the depth of the data.
Ensuring that all attendees spoke was challenging as there were over eighty people in
attendance. Group dynamics might also constrain the findings. The use of the
PoolEverywhere app did, however, allow all participants to express their answers to the
questions without constraint, even if some of the statements were not explored
immediately due to time constraints. This goodwill can be quantified and serve as an
intrinsic asset on the company’s balance sheet (Torres, Marshall, & Sydnor, 2019). As
such, it is recommended that future studies utilize a quantitative approach to validate the
topics that emerged in this study. With a clearer view of the incentives and potential
advantages of partnering with the public sector for disaster response, managers will be
able to more effectively persuade owners and shareholders to participate in disaster-
related PPPs.

6. Future Research and Conclusion
From a theoretical perspective, this paper contributed to the tourism crisis management

and disaster management literature by examining the public sector’s views on
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partnering with the tourism industry in disaster management. This study also extended
the application of the ACM framework to tourism disaster management, as it has
historically been used primarily for natural resource management. From a practical
perspective, this study not only addressed the importance of establishing PPP in disaster
management, but also stressed the significance of communication and collaboration,
social learning, shared responsibility, community resilience. These are key principles of
the ACM framework, but need to be strengthened in the current context.

Further, this study provides three critical directions for future studies. Firstly,
considering the influence of local political discourse on PPPs, future studies should
explore how an ACM-based approach may improve the trust issues and contribute to a
strong co-management relationship in disaster management? Secondly, social learning
is a crucial feature of ACM, which helps to form a shared and common understanding
among stakeholders. In light of this, future studies can investigate how social learning
may occur in the collaboration between the public sector and private tourism
organizations in responding to disasters, and identify what platforms would be available
to co-produce and share the knowledge related to disaster management. Thirdly, ACM
aims at enhancing the adaptive resilience of the community. Thus, it is pivotal to
examine factors that motivate tourism businesses of all sizes to partner with the public
sector to build disaster resilience in different types of communities (e.g., rural vs.
urban).

Lastly, co-managing disasters between public and private entities is complex due
to competing motivational factors. However, a shared interest in community continuity
following a disaster should serve a foundation for co-managing disasters. After all, even
though the private sector primarily functions according to its profit motive, the long-

term survival of any business within a disaster area is dependent upon an efficient
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response and recovery effort. The revenue secured through ACM can serve as both a
revenue bridge from pre-disaster to post-disaster financial stability, but also aids private
organizations in efforts to garner goodwill within the community, which in turn

enhances the adaptive resilience of the community.
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Table 1. Sample Profile
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Jurisdiction Discussion Interview Location Number Interview
Counties /Parish 45 6 Southeast States 46 7

City 19 3 Northeast States 20 2

State 5 1 Other 3 1

Total 69 10 Total 69 10

participants

Participants




Figure 1. Satisfaction level on partnership with the tourism industry
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Figure 2. Results of the Thematic Analyses
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