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ORGANIZATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY IN EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT: EXAMINING TYPHOON MORAKOT

This main purpose of this study is to investigate the influence of demographics and the impact
of citizen participation in Taiwanese central and local governments’ accountability in emergency
management operations of Typhoon Morakot. A random-digit-dialing sample of 1,066 citizens of
Kaohsiung City and Pingtung County through a computer-assisted telephone interview (CATI) was
collected in this study. The Research Center for Public Opinion and Elections of National Taipei
University was the associated agency for the computer-assisted telephone interview in this study.
The results revealed that citizen power level and tokenism level of citizen participation rated a high-
er accountability than informing and nonparticipation level. The results also reveal that the citizens
who have master s degrees or higher give a better evaluation for governments’ accountability com-
pared to the citizens who have degrees lower masters. Taiwanese citizens gave better evaluation of
the local government than of the central government. The study also recommends to examine best
practices for disaster preparedness efforts in other countries that are routinely threatened by
typhoons or hurricanes to identify opportunities for improvement in Taiwan's disaster preparedness

and management practices.
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Xyn-Yen JIo, Cio3ann bomacrep

OPTAHIBAIIIIHA MIJI3BITHICTH B YIIPABJIIHHI ITPU
HAI3BUYANMHUX CUTYALIAX: BUTIAIOK TAU®YHY MOPAKOT

Y cmammi eueueno eniue demoepaghiunux noxasnukie i yuacmi epomaosu y niozeimuocmi
uenmpaavhux i micueeux eaacmeil Taiieanro 6 ynpaeainni 6 Haodzeuuatiniti cumyauii nio uac
maiigpyny Mopaxom. Buxopucmano onumyeanns 1066 epomadsn micma laocron i noeimy
Ilindyn, eubpanux memooom eunaokoeo Habpanux Homepie meaegonis, inmepe 0 nposeoeHo 3a
00nomozor0 Komn 'romepHoi cucmemu meaeponnux onumyeanv. OnumyeanHs npoeoouULoCcs
0ocaiOHUUbKUM UeHmPOM 2pomadcvkoi oymxu i eubopie npu Hauionaivnomy yHieepcumemi
Taiibes. Pesyavmamu ceiduamo, wio pigeHb 6naugy epomaodsn i pigenv popmarvhoi niompumku
2pomadcvKoi ynacmi U3Haua U Mo4HiuLy nidzeimuicme, Hixc ingpopmyeanns i pieenv Heyuacmi.
Taxoxc pezyavmamu noxasaau, wo cpomadanu 3i cmynenem mazicmpa i euuje Kpauie ouyiHI06a.1U
niozeimuicmo ypaoy, Hixc epomadsanu 3 Huxcuum pienem oceéimu. Ipomaoanu Taiieanro eumwe
oyinuau 0ii micuesozo ypady, Hixc uenmpaavrozo. Pexomendosarno docaidncysamu naixpawi
3ax00u wo0o 3anobiecanna Kamacmpogam 6 iHwuxX Kpainax, AKi 3HaAxX00MbCA 6 30HAX, CXUABHUX
0o maiipynie i ypacamie, w06 GuAGUMU MONCAUGOCHMI NOKPAUCHHS MANBAHbCOKUX MEMO0ie
3anobizanna Kamacmpogam i ynpasainHsa 6 maKux cumyayisx.

Karwwuosi caosa: opeanizauiiina nio3eimuicms; YNpaeaiHHA 6 KPUMUHHUX CUMYAYIAX,;
2POMAOAHCHKA YUACHb.

Xyn-Yen JIo, Cio3ann bomacrep

OPTAHM3AIIMMOHHAS ITOJJOTYETHOCTD B YIIPABJIEHUU I1PU
YPE3BBIYAMTHBIX CUTYALIUAX: CJIYYAN TAUDYHA MOPAKOT

B cmamve uzyueno eausnue democpaguueckux noxasameaeli u yHacmus 2pajicoan 6
nodomuemnocmu ueHmpaabHvix u mecmuvix éaacmeii Taileans 6 ynpasieHuu 6 Kpumu4eckoi
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cumyauuu 6o epema maigpyna Mopaxom. Hcnoavsoean onpoc 1066 epancoan 2opoda laocion u
ye3oa Ilunoyn, 6vl0pannbix Menooom CAYHAIHO HAOUPAEMBIX HOMEPO8 MmeaedhioH08, UHMEPEbIO
npoeeoeHvbl ¢ NOMOUbI0O KOMNbIOMEPHOU cucmemot meaeonnvix onpocos. Onpoc npoeoouacs
uccae0o6ameavCcKumM UeHmpom oouecmeenHno20 Muenus u evibopoe npu Hauuonairvnom
ynueepcumeme Taiibes. Pe3yabmamut ceudemeabcmeyron, 4mo ypoeeHb GAUSHUA 2PANCOAH U
ypogenv hopmaavHoll noddepicKu 2epanicoanckozo y4acmus onpedeasiu 0Ooaee MOUHYIO
nodomuemnocme, uem ungopmuposanue u yposenv neywacmus. Taxxce pesyiomamol nokaszaau,
umo epaxycoame co CMeneHvio MAa2ucmpa u eotule AyHule OUEeHUBAAU NOJOMUEenHOCIb
npasumenscmea, 4em epaxcoane ¢ ypoeHem o0pazoeanus Huxce mazucmpamypul. Ipancoane
Taiicans eviwe ouenuiu oelicmeuss MeCmHO20 NPasuUmMeabCmed, Hem yeHmpaibhozo. B cmamoe
PpeKomeHndyemcs uccaedosamv Hauayuuiue mepvl npedomepauieHus Kamacmpog) 6 opyaux
cmpanax, Komopole Haxo00AMcs 8 30HAX N00BEPIHCEHBIX MAUDYHAM U ypa2anam, 4moovl 6bIA6UMND
603MOXCHOCIU YAYHUICHUA MATIBAHBCKUX Mem0008 npedynpexcoeHus Kamacmpog u ynpasieHus
maxkumu cumyauusmu.

Karouesvie caosa: opeanu3ayuonHas nodomuémHocms,; ynpasieHue 8 KpUumu4ecKux cumyayusx;
epascoanckoe yuacmue.

1. Introduction. Typhoons hit Taiwan in summer or fall every year. Typhoon
Morakot caused severe damage to the southern part of Taiwan on August 8, 2009
and caused the highest number of deaths since the Chi-Chi earthquake in 1999.
According to National Disaster Prevention and Protection Commission (2009),
Typhoon Morakot killed over 600 people and the accumulated financial loss was
about $500 min. Taiwanese president publicly offered his apologies for the lack of
adequate responsiveness in the management of the crisis, but both his and the gov-
ernment's popularity continued to decrease rapidly. According to the Global Views
Survey Research Center (2009), Taiwanese president's approval rating was 22.9%
and disapproval rating was 64.8% in August, 2009. In comparison with July, his
approval rating fell 12.6% points and disapproval rating increased 12.5%. 36.9% of
the polled had trust Taiwanese president but 47.2% showed distrust. Compared with
July, the level of public trust in Taiwanese president dropped 8.3% points while the
level of distrust in Taiwanese president soared 8.1%. On the whole, Taiwanese
administration used top-down approach for their decision-making in the aftermath
of the typhoon. Taiwanese administration operated with a lack of explanation, or
justification for their public policy. Keehley and Abercrombie (2008) emphasize, "It
is imperative that members of local, national, and local communities hold public
and nonprofit executives accountable for their actions in managing their organiza-
tions. Why? Because everyone's personal and financial circumstances and physical
security may be directly linked to the ability to hold officials accountable for their
decisions" (p. 162). Pertinent to this claim, the lack of accountability during the
Typhoon Morakot disaster is the key reason for the drop in public approval rating
for Taiwanese government. Also, the victims of Typhoon Morakot argue that
Taiwanese government showed unresponsiveness in its emergency management
policy.

This study seeks to explore how citizens perceived the Taiwanese government’s
responsiveness in emergency management operations during Typhoon Morakot. The
research concerns the idea that if people are taught to perceive themselves as true
owners of the government, efforts to improve government efficiency and responsive-
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ness might be more successful (Schachter, 1997). In addition, the study examines
how citizens perceive governments' accountability depending on the level of govern-
ment in question. In this case, Taiwanese central government is opposed to Taiwanese
local government.

2. Literature review.

2.1 Citizen Participation. Arnstein (1969) offered a typology of citizen participa-
tion for the purpose of dispelling rhetoric and disingenuous euphemisms often used
in the controversy over citizen participation. He first defines:

Citizen participation is a categorical term for citizen power. It is the redistrib-
ution of power that enables the have-nots citizens, presently excluded from the
political and economic processes, to be deliberately included in the future. It is the
strategy by which the have-nots join the determining how information is shared,
goals and policies are set, tax resources are allocated, programs are operated, and
benefits like contracts and patronage are parceled out (p. 216).

However, much citizen participation is merely political rhetoric. Addressing this
situation, Arnstein (1969) created a ladder that explains the degrees of citizen partic-
ipation, in which there are 8 rungs (Figure 1).

g8 Citizen Control w
7 Delegated Power f Citizen Power
= Partnership
5 Placation w
4 Consultation Tokenism
3 Informing J
2 Therapy w
>— Monparticipation
1 Manipulation

Figure 1. 8 rungs on the ladder of citizen participation.From "A Ladder of Citizen
Participation,” by S. R. Arnstein, 1969, AIP Journal, 35(4), p. 217.

2.2. Citizen Participation and Accountability. Cornwall and Gaventa (2001) exam-
ined current participatory approaches and strategies that seek to bridge the gap
between government and citizens. They indicated that many examples exist "where
NGOs have sought to intermediate between government and citizens through the use
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of participatory mechanisms for enhanced service responsiveness and accountability”
(p. 34). Finally, they argued, "citizen monitoring and other forms of citizen action
can help force some measure of accountability” (p. 35).

Gaventa (2002) claimed if arguments for participation and institutional
accountability to be meaningful, they must have a foundation in the concept of rights
that promotes the idea of citizens as "legitimate claimants" of development, rather
than beneficiaries (p. 2).

Gibson et al. (2005) examined the role of a citizen in democratic society and call
for a shift in the public participation paradigm. By examining a number of case stud-
ies — where citizen participation is being practiced — Gibson et al. came up with a
number of factors that contribute to success of the participation process. They found
community planning combined with benchmarking and performance monitoring
builds trust among residents and keeps residents interested and motivated in further
participation. They indicated, "each of these efforts has identified new governance
processes in which citizens are improving governmental accountability through their
participation” (p. 8).

2.3. Accountability for Finances. One of the most intuitive and obvious forms of
administrative accountability is solely concerned with financial accounting-with
keeping books and monitoring how money is spent. It is no surprise, then, that the
words "accountability,” "accountable,” "account,” and "accounting” have the same
Old English, Old French, and Latin roots — “computare”, the root of the verb "to
compute." And indeed, Eugene Bardach, scholar at the University of California at
Berkeley, and Cara Lesser, scholar at the Center for studying health system change,
both linked the entire idea of accountability to financial accountability. This is
"because financial controls are among the few tools of legislative control of adminis-
tration" (Behn, 2001, p. 7).

2.4. Accountability for Fairness. Moving on to fairness accountability, Behn
(2001) argued that citizens must hold their elected officials and government organ-
izations accountable for more than just financial accountability. Fairness — a well-
established norm for democratic governments — is another standard the authors
wish us to hold government organizations and their employees accountable for.
Specifically, public administrators should be fair to their employees and contrac-
tors, to clients of its many programs, in its services to citizens, in the way it distrib-
utes taxes, in judicial matters, and more. Public administrators and government
should not only be fair, Behn (2001) said — they should be "exceptionally fair" (p.
8).

2.5. Accountability for Performance. Along with the belief that true accountabili-
ty should include as foundations both accountability for finances and accountability
for fairness, Behn (2001) also proposed that government and its employees also have
the responsibility to accomplish public purposes. This is known as accountability for
performance. Shifting the discussion from accountability for fairness and finances to
accountability for performance represents a shift in focus — on how the government
does what it does. Accountability for performance is directed at what government
actually does. Accountability for performance is, further, consequence directed —
citizens are concerned with the consequences of their elected representatives' actions.
Citizens are concerned not only with how their public organization pursues its

"on
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endeavors, but also that the endeavors themselves represent the values that their soci-
ety collectively holds.

2.6. Stages of Emergency Management Policy and Citizen Participation Purposes.
The success of citizen participation dependents upon how appropriate participation
strategies are crafted and that the most effective citizen participation strategies are
those in which decision-makers connect the strategy to the purpose for participation
and the nature of the issue being considered (Walters et al., 2000). Decision makers
can have many purposes for involving public: information exchange and legitimiza-
tion, exchanging public acceptance for influence, community building, deliberation,
decision making, venting of emotions, or the resolution of conflicts (Creighton, 1981;
Rosener, 1975; Thomas, 1995; Walsh, 1997).

It is important to let participants know the purpose of their participation; if a
purpose is not communicated, citizens will infer their own and expectations will thus
be skewed, making it difficult for decision-makers to meet them. Moreover, it is dif-
ficult to establish the success of an activity if a purpose is not first defined (Kweit &
Kweit, 1981; Rosener, 1975). Purposes for including public can be organized,
schematically, in a sense, around the stages of the policy development process: (a)
identify the problem, (b) define how alternative solutions will be evaluated, (c) come
up with alternative solutions, (d) evaluate the alternative solutions with the defined
criteria, and (e) recommend an alternative (Bardach, 1996; Dunn, 2007; Kweit &
Kweit, 1981; McRae & Whittington, 1997; Patton & Sawicki, 1993). Walters et al.
(2000) further defined the purposes for citizen participation in decision making: (a)
for assistance in the search for definitions, alternatives, or criteria (discover), (b) to
inform public about a problem and a proposed alternative (educate), (c) to measure
public opinion (measure), (d) to persuade citizens toward a proposed alternative
(persuade), and (e) to comply with legal requirements (legitimize).

According to the above points of view, the following hypotheses are proposed in
this study:

H1: There is no significant difference between demographics and the level of cit-
izen participation.

H2: There is no significant difference between demographics and citizens' per-
ception of governments' accountability.

H3: There is no significant difference between the level of citizen participation
and citizens' perception of governments' accountability.

3. Research method.

3.1. Theoretical Framework. The theoretical foundation of this study includes cit-
izen participation and benchmarking in public and nonprofit sectors. This research
model is shown in Figure 2 and depicts how citizens of different categories and citi-
zen participation may affect organizational accountability.

3.2. Research Design. According to Central Emergency Operating Center of
Taiwan, Kaohsiung City and Pingtung County suffered the most serious damage from
Typhoon Morakot. Therefore, this study focused on the population in Kaohsiung
City and Pingtung County. A telephone survey was conducted and quantitative statis-
tics compiled to create a detailed and intense analysis of the organizational account-
ability in Taiwanese central and local governments in the emergency management
operations in the aftermath of Typhoon Morakot. To facilitate the survey a comput-
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er-assisted telephone interview (CATI) of a random digit dialing sample of 1066 cit-
izens of Kaohsiung City and Pingtung County was employed. In addition, this study
used the Likert scale to measure the extent of subjects’ agreement with each item on
the 5-point scale: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Undecided, Agree, and Strongly
Agree. The items are assigned values running from 1 through 5, respectively. This
study uses low mean scores to equate with negative attitudes, while using high mean
scores to reflect the positive attitudes.

Demographic Citizen Participation Organizational
Characteristics of Accountability
Citizen 1. Nonparticipation 1. Finances
1. Gender 2. Fairness
2. Ages 2. Tokenism 3. Performance
3. Education Level
4. TncomeRange 3. Citizen Power
5. Political Views
6. LivingAreas

Figure 2. Research model (designed by the researchers)

4. Analysis and discussion.

4.1. Correlation Among the Research Variables. The correlations between citizen
participation, accountability, and responsiveness are summarized in Table 1. The
Pearson's correlations between the research variables are in the predicted directions.
Citizen participation is positively (» = .114, p = .000) correlated with the dependent
variables except for responsiveness (» =.032, p = .301). The correlation between
accountability and responsiveness is statistically significant (» = .235, p = .000).

Table 1. Pearson's Correlations Between Research Variables

Citizen
participation Accountability Responsiveness

Citizen participation |Pearson 1

correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 1,066
Accountability Pearson 114" 1

correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 000

N 1,066 1,066
Responsiveness Pearson 032 235" 1

correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 301 000

N 1,066 1,066 1,066

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.2. The Relationship between Demographics and Level of Citizen Participation.
Hypothesis 1 stated there is no significant difference between demographics and level
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of citizen participation. With the exception of age, the results showed there was no
significant difference between demographics and level of citizen participation. The
results of the ANOVA revealed a statistically significant difference F (4, 1061) =
9.648, p = .000 between age and citizen participation. The Scheffe's method indicat-
ed that level of citizen participation in 20-29 years of age was less than of 30-39, 40-
49, 50-59, and 60+ years of age (Table 2). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 is partially sup-
ported on the relationship between demographics and the level of citizen participa-
tion.

Table 2. Analysis of Variance Summary Table of Levels of Citizen
Participation by Age

N Mean SE Min-max

20-29 144 7.08 245 3-14
30-39 215 8.32 213 3-15
40-49 252 8.19 190 3-15
50-59 247 8.67 194 3-15
60+ 208 9.04 222 3-15

Total 1,066 8.34 .096 3-15

ANOVA

F 9.648

Sig. .000
Scheffe -1.240% -1.114*, -1.596*, and -1.962*

Note: * The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

4.3. The Relationship between Demographics and Citizen's Perception of Governments'
Accountability. Hypothesis 2 stated there is no significant difference between demo-
graphics and citizens' perception of the governments' accountability. With an exception
of education level, the results show no significant difference between demographics and
citizens' perception of governments' accountability. The results of the ANOVA revealed
a statistically significant difference F (2, 1063) = 4.476, p = .012 between education level
and accountability. The Scheffe's method indicated that citizens who have a master's
degree or higher give a better evaluation for governments' accountability compared to the
citizens who have a degree lower than master's (Table 3). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 is par-
tially supported on the relationship between demographics and citizens' perception of
the governments' accountability.

Table 3. Analysis of Variance Summary Table of Accountability
by Education Level

N Mean SE Min-max

High school- 524 43.94 418 12-60
College or university 487 43.89 407 16-60
Master+ 55 47.75 1.131 23-60

Total 1,066 44.11 284 12-60

ANOVA

F 4.476

Sig. 012
Scheffe -3.803* and -3.858*

Note: * The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

4.4. The Relationship between Level of Citizen Participation and Citizen's
Perception of Governments' Accountability. Hypothesis 3 stated there is no significant
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difference between the level of citizen participation and citizens' perception of the
governments' accountability. The hypothesis is completely refuted, because the
results of the ANOVA revealed a statistical significant difference F (3, 1062) = 6.937,
p = .000 between citizen participation and accountability (Table 4). The Scheffe's
method indicated that citizen power level and tokenism level of citizen participation
rated a higher accountability than informing and nonparticipation level.

Table 4. Analysis of Variance Summary Table of Accountability
by Citizen Participation

N Mean SE Min-max

Nonparticipation 267 43.04 .596 12-60
Informing 335 4294 473 18-60
Tokenism 262 45.57 .550 16-60
Citizen power 202 45.58 .684 18-60

Total 1,066 44.11 284 12-60

ANOV A

F 6.937

Sig. .000
Scheffe -2.535%, -2.547* -2.629*% and -2.641*

Note: * The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

5. Conclusion. This study's findings tie back to Gibson, Lacy, and Dougherty's
(2005) theories that citizen participation improves performance and accountability in
local government. By providing an understanding of organizational accountability in
local and central government from the view of the citizens, this study has brought out
the views concerning current levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction of Taiwanes cit-
izens on the emergency management in the country. It is through timely responses to
these views that both the local and central government will be able to make suitable
decisions that work towards enhancing citizen satisfaction. Moreover, by identifying
the existing relationship between organizational accountability of the central and
local government and citizen participation, the results of this study are beneficial
because they serve to narrow the information gap existing between Taiwanese citizens
and the government, a benefit that will eventually improve the accountability and per-
formance of the government through the increased involvement of citizens.

The findings provide evidence that the system of emergency management
employed by Taiwanese government does not garner the kind of citizen perception of
effectiveness and accountability that is desired and needed in today's environment.
The government's ineffectiveness can be readily seen from the various perceptions of
the citizens, who expressed distrust in the level of affectability and accountability of
the central government in managing emergencies. It is therefore important for suit-
able systems to be put in place not just for the central government but for the local
government as well.

It is clear that Taiwanese government must work on disaster preparedness. To be
leaders in the geographic area regularly impacted by such disasters, the key is to be
prepared. Government officials should consistently evaluate and improve plans and
strategies for dealing with emergencies. They should consistently ensure that land and
buildings are up to code and that people know and understand any and all emergency
protocols and plans. Emergency responses need to be organized and clear and simple
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because of the level of emotion and potential level of damage that can occur. It is safe
to assume that not everyone will be able or willing to engage or participate in the
midst of an actual disaster. Citizens can be engaged in emergency management oper-
ations but only if communication is clear ahead of time, information is consistent,
and trust is built ahead of time.

Arguably most important for any government entity would be to address the gen-
eral scope of accountability as a foundational part of government responsibility to its
citizens. Taiwanese government in particular needs to decide internally what level of
accountability is requisite for the administration. Only then can government institu-
tions and official build trust among their constituencies and ensure that every func-
tion of government reflects this level of trust and accountability as situations arise.
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