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AS THE FIRST PHASE OF A PHD PROJECT, A LITERATURE REVIEW WAS CONDUCTED INTO
FACTORS WHICH CONTRIBUTE TO DERAILING DECISION MAKING PROCESSES DURING
EMERGENCY EVENTS. THIS RESEARCH WILL INFORM FUTURE STUDIES INTO PREVENTING THE
DERAILMENT OF DECISION PROCESSES.
THE STUDY

Phase models are a common way to Examining the major decision The figure below explores some
frame decision making in emergency ~ Making derailment categories...  of the decision derailment
management (Owen et al., 2013; SA subcategories related to
CFS, 2011). 3 . ! organizational factors.

- Physiological factors include
An example of a phase model s in physical burnout, fatigue and
Figure 1 below. exhaustion. These have direct oo
Research has shown that decision implications for a persons Fig 2. Sample of misalignments
moklng can be derailed away from decision mokmg COpObI“TIeS. organisational derailment
’rheé)rcljcesses outlined in ’rhe phase factors
mode

Differences in lines
“ Cognitive factors are those
The review aimed to UnderSTOnd the which negof|\/e|y influence a
factors which could potentially lead decision makers cognition. This Differences in
fo derailment. includes building accurate organistion decision making
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emergency management. F
5 major categories were drawn from Organizational factors OM
the literature. Each of these could be @,J.'mGl’”Y concerned with the decision processes
separated into a large number of systems Wh'ﬁh organizations
subcategories. (see Fig. 2 for an operate within. For instance,
example).” some elements of command
and conftrol systems such as MOVING FORWARD
Adaptive Cycle centralization of power are said These reviewswill inform future
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team event such as weather, persons
situational involved,‘available fime scales, + Enhancing organizational
SCEEN . and level of uncertainty. policies

Phase 3: Plan execution

Socio-political factors relate to
the sociopolitical elements
which influence decision ¢ ¢ -
making. This includes political For more information on this
_ , AT iy pressures and pressures from the  research confact Jared
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