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ABSTRACT

The implementation of strategic plans in public sector institutions—particularly those operating in high-stakes
emergency management environments—remains one of the most persistent challenges in public administration.
While the scholarship on strategy formulation is well-developed, the empirical and theoretical literature on what
enables successful translation from plan to outcome is comparatively underdeveloped. Drawing on strategic
human capital theory, resource dependency theory, and digital transformation frameworks, this paper critically
examines three foundational enablers of strategy implementation: human capital alignment, resource
mobilisation and inter-organisational partnerships, and digital systems and data infrastructure. Using the
National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA) Strategic Plan 2025-2029 as an illustrative institutional
case, and synthesising evidence from the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction Midterm Review
(2023), the Africa Regional Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction outcomes (2024), and current scholarly
literature in public administration and disaster governance, this paper argues that execution failure in public
institutions is not primarily a planning deficiency, but a systemic misalignment of people, resources, and
systems. The paper proposes an Integrated Implementation Alignment (I11A) model that positions deliberate
cross-enabler coherence as the decisive multiplier for transforming strategic aspirations into measurable
institutional outcomes. Critically, the 11A model acknowledges that enabler alignment does not operate in a
vacuum: contextual variables—including political dynamics, leadership capacity, organisational culture, and
stakeholder engagement—function as boundary conditions that moderate the model’s effectiveness and must be
explicitly incorporated into implementation planning. Implications for policy design, institutional reform, and
public sector leadership are discussed, alongside a proposed agenda for empirical validation of the 1A model
across comparative institutional contexts.

Keywords: strategy implementation, emergency management, human capital alignment, resource mobilisation,
digital governance, disaster risk reduction, public administration, Sendai Framework, organisational culture,
political dynamics, stakeholder engagement, I1A model

INTRODUCTION

In the landscape of public sector governance, few paradoxes are as consequential and as persistent as the strategy-
execution gap: the systemic inability of institutions to translate carefully designed strategic plans into
measurable, sustained outcomes. Across national governments, multilateral development institutions, and
emergency management agencies, this gap generates costs that extend far beyond bureaucratic inefficiency—it
erodes institutional legitimacy, undermines public trust, and, in the context of disaster risk reduction, costs lives.
As the 2023 Midterm Review of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction observed, strategies have
proliferated without a commensurate improvement in execution capacity, and the distance between strategic
intent and operational reality remains one of the defining constraints of contemporary disaster governance
(International Science Council, 2023).

This paper approaches the strategy-execution gap not as a planning problem, but as an execution architecture
problem. Its central thesis is that sustainable strategy implementation in public emergency management
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institutions depends on the deliberate and coherent alignment of three systemic enablers: human capital, resource
mobilisation and partnerships, and digital systems and data infrastructure. Individually, each enabler contributes
incremental value. Together, when architected for mutual reinforcement, they constitute what this paper terms
an Integrated Implementation Alignment (I11A) framework—a condition in which people, resources, and systems
operate in coordinated synchrony to produce institutional transformation rather than episodic performance.

The analytical context is drawn primarily from the National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA) Strategic
Plan 2025-2029, a multi-year institutional roadmap that articulates ambitions across disaster risk reduction
(DRR), emergency coordination, and community resilience in a complex, resource-constrained governance
environment. However, the framework developed here is not context-specific. It speaks to a broader class of
public institutions—particularly those in the Global South—that have mastered the production of strategic plans
but struggle with their sustained execution. In this sense, NEMA's experience is paradigmatic rather than
exceptional.

The paper proceeds through five substantive sections. First, it sets out the methodological approach that frames
the analysis. Second, it situates the problem of strategy implementation within contemporary public
administration and disaster governance theory. Third, it undertakes a detailed analysis of each of the three
foundational enablers, drawing on empirical evidence and current theoretical frameworks. Fourth, it proposes
the 11A model as a conceptual contribution to implementation scholarship. Finally, it derives policy and
institutional leadership implications and identifies areas for future scholarly inquiry.

METHODOLOGY

This paper adopts a qualitative, conceptual research design oriented toward theory development. Conceptual
papers of this kind do not test hypotheses against primary data; rather, they synthesise existing theoretical and
empirical knowledge to construct an integrative framework that advances understanding and generates
propositions for subsequent empirical examination (Jaakkola, 2020). The design is appropriate to the research
problem because the strategy-execution gap in public emergency management is well-documented descriptively
but remains theoretically fragmented, with the relevant insights dispersed across the largely separate literatures
on strategic human capital, resource dependency, and digital governance. The contribution of this paper lies in
integrating these strands into a single coherent model rather than in generating new empirical observations.

The analysis draws on three categories of secondary source. The first comprises peer-reviewed scholarship in
public administration, strategic human resource management, resource dependency theory, and digital
governance, identified through structured searches of academic databases using combinations of the terms
strategy implementation, strategy execution, human capital alignment, resource mobilisation, digital governance,
and disaster risk reduction. The second comprises authoritative grey literature and institutional policy
documents, including the Sendai Framework Midterm Review (2023), the outcomes of the 9th Africa Regional
Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction (2024), the UNDRR Work Programme 20242025, and the disaster risk
management strategies of multilateral development institutions. The third comprises the National Emergency
Management Agency (NEMA) Strategic Plan 2025-2029, which serves as the illustrative institutional case.
Sources were prioritised for recency, authoritativeness, and direct relevance to public sector emergency
management contexts, with particular attention to evidence from the Global South.

The analytical strategy proceeded in three stages. First, a thematic synthesis of the literature was undertaken to
identify recurring enablers of, and barriers to, strategy execution in public institutions; this process yielded the
three foundational enablers that organise the analysis. Second, each enabler was examined against its
corresponding theoretical framework and the available empirical evidence to establish both its individual
contribution and its limitations when considered in isolation. Third, the cross-cutting interdependencies among
the enablers were analysed to derive the central proposition of the Integrated Implementation Alignment (11A)
model—that alignment among enablers, rather than the strength of any single enabler, is the decisive determinant
of execution effectiveness. The NEMA Strategic Plan was used throughout as an illustrative reference point to
ground the analysis in a concrete institutional setting, following the logic of the illustrative case, which
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demonstrates the plausibility and applicability of a conceptual framework without claiming statistical
generalisability (Siggelkow, 2007).

Two limitations of this design should be stated at the outset. First, as a conceptual analysis grounded in secondary
sources, the paper develops rather than empirically validates the 1A model; its propositions await testing through
primary data collection. Second, the use of a single illustrative case constrains the empirical generalisability of
the discussion, although the framework is intended to be transferable to the broader class of public emergency
management institutions, particularly in resource-constrained settings. These limitations are addressed directly
in the concluding section, which sets out a structured agenda for the empirical validation of the model.

Theoretical Foundations: From Strategy Formulation to Execution Science
The Strategy-Execution Gap in Public Administration

The study of strategy execution has occupied management scholars for decades, yet the public sector dimension
of this problem has received comparatively limited systematic attention. Much of the foundational literature on
strategy implementation—from the resource-based view of competitive advantage (Barney, 1991) to dynamic
capabilities theory (Teece et al., 1997)—was developed in the context of private firms competing in market
environments. Its translation to non-market, mandate-driven public institutions requires significant theoretical
mediation.

In the public administration literature, the implementation problem has been theorised through multiple lenses.
Pressman and Wildavsky's (1973) seminal study of federal programme implementation in Oakland established
the foundational insight that even well-resourced programmes with clear political mandates fail when the
complexity of joint action is underestimated. More recently, Brinkerhoff and Crosby (2002) extended
implementation theory to developing country contexts, demonstrating that political will, institutional capacity,
and technical design interact in ways that defy linear models of policy-to-outcome. In disaster governance
specifically, Djalante et al. (2012) identified governance fragmentation, capacity constraints, and resource
misalignment as the principal barriers to operationalising the Hyogo Framework commitments—findings that
retain their relevance under its successor, the Sendai Framework.

The 2023 Midterm Review of the Sendai Framework provided the most current and authoritative global
assessment of this implementation landscape. It documented that, while 187 countries had developed national
DRR strategies by 2024—more than double the number in 2015—progress on the substantive reduction of
disaster risk and losses has been uneven and, in many cases, insufficient (International Science Council, 2023;
United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction [UNDRR], 2023). The Review concluded that strategy
existence does not predict strategy effectiveness; what matters is the institutional architecture that governs
execution.

Theoretical Pillars of the Analysis

Three theoretical frameworks inform the analysis developed in this paper. Strategic human capital theory
(Becker, 1964; Wright et al., 2001) reconceptualises workforce decisions as investments in capability systems
rather than administrative cost management. Applied to the public sector, it posits that institutions whose human
resource functions are explicitly aligned to strategic priorities outperform those that treat staffing as a compliance
exercise (Knies et al., 2024). Resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) provides the analytical
lens for understanding how institutions manage their dependence on external actors for critical resources—
financial, technical, and relational—and how strategic partnership architectures can mitigate vulnerability while
creating execution leverage. Finally, digital transformation theory in governance contexts (Mergel et al., 2019;
Dunleavy & Margetts, 2023) conceptualises information systems not merely as efficiency tools but as decision
infrastructure—the technological scaffolding through which institutions develop what this paper terms decision
superiority: the capacity to make faster, better-evidenced, more coordinated choices under conditions of
complexity.
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Together, these frameworks converge on a shared insight: that the fundamental problem of strategy execution is
not strategic intelligence but systemic coherence. Plans are generally adequate; it is the coherence of the systems
that implement them that distinguishes transformative institutions from aspirational ones.

Enabler One: Human Capital as a Strategic Execution Engine Beyond Administrative Human Resource
Management

In many public institutions, human resource management (HRM) functions remain oriented toward
administrative compliance: vacancy filling, payroll administration, and disciplinary process management. This
administrative conception of HRM is categorically insufficient for the demands of strategy execution. The shift
required is from administrative HRM to what Wright and McMahan (1992) originally termed strategic human
resource management (SHRM)—the deliberate alignment of human capital investments, practices, and
architecture with the specific capability demands of institutional strategy.

Antonio (2024) argues that the effectiveness of public sector organisations is fundamentally contingent on the
quality of human capital management, noting that in mandate-driven institutions, where competitive market
pressures are absent, human capital alignment provides the principal mechanism for translating strategic intent
into operational performance. Mappisabbi et al. (2025), in a multi-site study of Indonesian public institutions,
found that SHRM practices—specifically strategic recruitment, competency-based performance management,
and structured learning and development—uwere significantly positively associated with performance outcomes
across multiple dimensions. These findings echo Knies et al.'s (2024) landmark synthesis, which established that
context matters substantially in the SHRM-performance relationship, but that the directional evidence for
positive outcomes of strategically aligned HRM in public sector contexts is robust.

For emergency management institutions operating in complex, multi-hazard environments, the capability
demands are particularly acute. Staff must be competent not only in core emergency coordination and response
functions, but in technically specialised domains including geographic information systems (GIS), disaster risk
reduction (DRR) methodology, monitoring and evaluation (M&E), and inter-agency coordination protocols.
These competencies do not emerge spontaneously; they require systematic identification through competency
gap analysis, structured development through targeted training and deployment, and retention through career
architecture that rewards and sustains expertise.

Role Architecture and Strategic Mapping

A critical but frequently neglected dimension of human capital alignment is the explicit mapping of roles and
responsibilities to strategic outcomes. Many public sector institutions maintain job descriptions that were written
in previous strategic cycles and have not been revised to reflect current institutional priorities. The result is
structural misalignment: staff performing duties that are disconnected from the organisation's stated strategic
direction, producing effort without strategic impact.

Research on performance management systems in the public sector confirms that the linkage between individual
role expectations and institutional strategic objectives is a necessary—though not sufficient—condition for
execution effectiveness (Vide et al., 2023). Al-Swidi et al. (2021), cited in Hamza-Orlinska et al. (2024), found
that performance management systems consistently aligned to strategic objectives significantly reduced
employee turnover intentions, with implications for the retention of institutionally critical expertise. Andersen
et al. (2023) further document the European evidence on this point, demonstrating that human resource practices
explicitly anchored to public value creation outperform generic administrative HRM in producing sustainable
organisational performance.

The implication for emergency management institutions is clear and actionable. Role architecture—the design
and assignment of positions within an organisation—must be treated as a strategic instrument rather than an
administrative formality. Directorates and zonal structures should be configured around the specific strategic
objectives they are required to deliver, with competency profiles that specify the skills, knowledge, and attributes
required for each contribution. Performance management systems, in turn, must create direct accountability lines
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between individual performance and the key performance indicators (KPIs) that anchor the institutional strategic
plan.

Leadership Capacity as a Multiplier

The literature on public sector leadership development consistently identifies leadership quality at the middle
and senior management tiers as the pivotal variable in strategy execution (Keselman & Saxe-Braithwaite, 2021).
Leaders in emergency management institutions bear a particular burden: they must translate high-level strategic
direction into operational plans, manage the political and inter-agency relationships that determine resource
access, sustain staff motivation in high-pressure environments, and model the institutional values that govern
discretionary behaviour in crisis conditions.

Succession planning and leadership pipeline development are, accordingly, strategic imperatives rather than
optional organisational development activities. Mohamed (2022) documents that lack of effective succession
planning creates performance gaps and erodes accountability, particularly in institutions where leadership
transitions are frequent or where technical expertise is concentrated in a small number of senior individuals.
Across African ministries, departments, and agencies (MDAs), Mwamanda (2023) found that talent management
practices that integrated leadership development into the broader human capital architecture showed measurable
improvements in operational performance relative to those that did not.

The post-COVID governance environment has further elevated the importance of adaptive leadership capacity—
the ability of institutional leaders to navigate uncertainty, make decisions under incomplete information, and
sustain organisational resilience through compound crises (Harsen Nyambe, cited in African Peer Review
Mechanism [APRM], 2024). For national emergency management agencies in particular, where the operational
environment is defined by hazard uncertainty, political complexity, and resource scarcity, adaptive leadership is
not a supplementary virtue but a core strategic capability.

Enabler Two: Resource Mobilisation and Inter-Organisational Partnerships
The Limits of Budgetary Dependence

The second foundational enabler of strategy execution—resource mobilisation and strategic partnerships—
addresses the fundamental fiscal and operational reality of contemporary public institutions: that no single
agency, operating within the constraints of a national budget appropriation, can fully finance or independently
deliver its strategic mandate. This reality is particularly acute for emergency management agencies in developing
country contexts, where the gap between mandated responsibilities and available resources is substantial and, in
many cases, growing.

The World Bank's (2024) assessment of global disaster risk noted that between 2019 and 2023, twelve countries
lost more than five per cent of GDP to disaster events, with smaller and lower-income economies bearing
disproportionate losses relative to their capacity to finance recovery and resilience. These figures underscore the
systemic inadequacy of reactive, domestically-financed approaches to disaster risk management. They also
establish the analytical imperative for a strategic resource mobilisation architecture that transcends conventional
public funding.

Resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) provides the foundational framewaork for understanding
why inter-organisational partnerships are not merely operationally convenient but strategically necessary.
Institutions that depend on a single resource stream—typically the annual national budget—are structurally
vulnerable to fiscal shocks, political realignments, and competing budgetary priorities. Strategic partnership
diversification is, in this theoretical sense, a form of institutional resilience: it distributes resource dependence
across multiple actors, reducing vulnerability while expanding the overall resource envelope available for
strategy execution.
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From Funding Mindset to Strategic Leverage

The conceptual shift required here is from a funding mindset to a strategic leverage mindset—a distinction that
has profound implications for how resource mobilisation is institutionalised. Under a funding mindset, the
resource mobilisation function is conceived as a discrete activity conducted by a specialised team, oriented
toward grantsmanship and donor relations, and evaluated by the quantum of funds raised. Under a strategic
leverage mindset, resource mobilisation is reconceived as a system-wide institutional function that aligns all
resource streams—domestic and external, financial and in-kind, direct and blended—with strategic priorities,
and coordinates all contributing actors toward coherent, accountable delivery.

The Asia Development Bank's Disaster Risk Management Action Plan 2024-2030 exemplifies this shift in
multilateral practice, articulating an approach that integrates contingent financing, risk insurance instruments,
and capacity development technical assistance within a single strategic resource architecture (Asian
Development Bank, 2024). Similarly, the UNDRR Work Programme 20242025 positions resource mobilisation
as inseparable from governance, explicitly linking the catalysation of disaster risk reduction investment to the
strengthening of inter-stakeholder accountability frameworks (UNDRR, 2024).

For national emergency management institutions, the practical implications are several. First, financing
strategies must be diversified through formal engagement with development partners, international financial
institutions, bilateral donors, the private sector, and civil society—each of which offers not only financial
resources but technical knowledge, political legitimacy, and operational networks. Second, partnership
architectures must be institutionalised rather than personalised: governed by formal memoranda of
understanding, joint workplans, shared KPIs, and structured accountability mechanisms that persist beyond the
tenure of individual relationship managers. Third, the alignment of all partner-driven interventions with the
institutional strategic plan must be treated as a non-negotiable governance standard, ensuring that partnership
resources amplify rather than distort strategic priorities.

Multi-Stakeholder Coordination and All-of-Society Engagement

The 9th Africa Regional Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction (AfRP-9), convened in Windhoek in October
2024 under the theme 'Act Now for the Resilient Africa We Want," crystallised the current state of the art in
multi-stakeholder disaster governance (UNDRR & African Union Commission, 2024). The Platform's
conclusions were unambiguous: reactive approaches to disaster management are unsustainable (APRM, 2024);
effective coordination requires structural mechanisms that integrate governments at multiple levels, regional
economic communities, civil society, the private sector, and academic institutions; and financing acceleration
requires explicit 'linkages across mechanisms,’ not parallel, uncoordinated resource streams (World
Meteorological Organization, 2024).

The Sendai Framework's Midterm Review reinforced these conclusions, finding that fragmentation of
responsibilities between governments and other stakeholders frequently hinders coordination, complicating the
implementation of DRR priorities (Panneer et al., 2024, cited in Springer et al., 2025). The Review underscored
the necessity for shared DRR management beyond single agencies, requiring both top-down political
commitment and bottom-up community engagement—an all-of-society approach that transforms resource
mobilisation from a technical exercise into a governance philosophy (International Science Council, 2023).

Anderson Banda, Director of the SADC Humanitarian and Emergency Operations Centre, captured the
operational imperative at AfRP-9: greater collaboration across regional and continental levels is not merely
desirable but structurally necessary for effective disaster governance (UNDRR & African Union Commission,
2024). For national emergency management agencies, this translates into a concrete institutional mandate: to
develop and sustain a partnership ecosystem that spans ministries and departments, state emergency management
agencies (SEMAs), armed forces, academic institutions, civil society organisations, and the private sector, with
each actor's contribution explicitly mapped to and evaluated against strategic plan outcomes.
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Enabler Three: Digital Systems and Data Infrastructure as Decision Architecture
The Information Deficit in Emergency Management

The third foundational enabler—digital systems and data infrastructure—addresses what is arguably the most
consequential gap in public sector strategy execution: the absence of real-time, accurate, and accessible
information systems that enable evidence-based decision-making at all levels of the institution. In emergency
management contexts, where decisions about resource allocation, hazard response, and community protection
are made under time pressure and with incomplete information, this gap is not merely an administrative
inconvenience. It is a governance failure with direct implications for human welfare.

The global literature on digital transformation in public governance has moved beyond the early-stage debate
about whether digital systems add value—that question is settled—to the more nuanced and consequential
questions of how, under what institutional conditions, and through what governance mechanisms digital
technologies can be deployed to produce sustainable improvements in public sector performance (Mergel et al.,
2019; Dunleavy & Margetts, 2023). Cordella and Tempini (2015), cited in the Cambridge Core landscape review
of digital governance (2024), established the foundational distinction between e-government (digitisation of
existing processes) and digital government (fundamental redesign of governance processes enabled by digital
capabilities). It is the latter that holds transformative potential for strategy execution in emergency management
institutions.

Wen et al. (2023), in a comprehensive bibliometric analysis of digital technology and emergency management
research, documented that the convergence of digital technologies—encompassing big data analytics, GIS,
artificial intelligence, and interoperable information systems—is substantially improving emergency
management capabilities across the dimensions of risk assessment, preparedness planning, operational
coordination, and post-event evaluation. Critically, the study identified data sharing infrastructure and
interoperability standards as the pivotal enabling conditions for realising these benefits—a finding that has direct
policy implications for national emergency management institutions seeking to leverage digital capabilities
across dispersed directorate and zonal structures.

Digital Systems as Decision Superiority Infrastructure

The concept of decision superiority—a term drawn from military doctrine but increasingly applied in public
administration and emergency management contexts—refers to the institutional capacity to make higher quality
decisions faster and with better information than operating conditions would otherwise permit. Digital systems,
when properly architected and governed, are the primary mechanism through which public institutions develop
decision superiority.

In the context of emergency management strategy execution, decision superiority infrastructure encompasses
several interdependent components. Integrated information management systems—connecting directorate-level
operational data with zonal field reporting and national strategic monitoring functions—eliminate the
information silos that systematically distort institutional decision-making. GIS platforms, hazard mapping tools,
and risk profiling systems provide the spatial intelligence that enables geographically differentiated resource
allocation and early warning system deployment. Real-time KPI dashboards and performance tracking tools
create the monitoring and accountability infrastructure that allows institutional leaders to identify execution gaps
early and correct them before they calcify into programme failure.

The architecture of digital public governance, as documented in the Frontiers in Political Science systematic
review (2024), must also extend to data governance standards and interoperability protocols. Without these,
digital systems generate data abundance without information quality—an organisational pathology that can
actually worsen decision-making by overwhelming analysts with unvalidated, incompatible data streams. Data
governance, in this framework, is not a technical accessory but a strategic necessity: it determines whether digital
investment translates into decision superiority or merely into digitised dysfunction.
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Complete Threat Preparedness (2025) identifies the standardisation of communication protocols, data formats,
and technological platforms as essential prerequisites for effective multi-agency coordination in emergency
management contexts—precisely the interoperability standards that digital governance frameworks must
institutionalise. The deployment of advanced technologies such as predictive modelling, GIS, and increasingly,
artificial intelligence tools for risk assessment and resource optimisation, represents the frontier of this capability
architecture.

Digital Capacity Development as an Ongoing Strategic Investment

A recurring finding in the digital governance literature is the gap between technological investment and human
capacity to exploit that investment. Organisations that acquire sophisticated digital systems without committing
equivalent resources to staff digital literacy and capability development produce a particular form of institutional
waste: underutilised technology that generates recurring maintenance costs without generating decision value
(Dunleavy & Margetts, 2023; Frontiers in Political Science, 2024).

For emergency management institutions, this finding has direct implications for implementation planning.
Digital transformation is not a one-time capital investment programme; it is a continuous organisational
development process that requires sustained investment in staff capability alongside technological infrastructure.
The digital capacity development agenda must, accordingly, be integrated into the human capital alignment
enabler discussed in Section Three—creating a reinforcing loop in which people capability and systems
capability co-evolve in alignment with strategic requirements.

The UNDRR Work Programme 2024-2025 explicitly positions technical support for digital capacity
development within its broader framework of country-level DRR implementation support, including the
deployment of next-generation multi-hazard risk assessment prototypes in multiple country contexts (UNDRR,
2024). This signals the mainstreaming of digital systems not as optional enhancements to DRR governance but
as core infrastructure for strategy execution. For national agencies, the implication is clear: digital capability
investments must be planned, budgeted, and evaluated with the same strategic rigour applied to any other element
of institutional infrastructure.

The Integrated Implementation Alignment (11A) Model
Conceptual Architecture

Having analysed each of the three foundational enablers independently, this paper now articulates the Integrated
Implementation Alignment (I1A) model as a conceptual contribution to implementation theory in public
emergency management institutions. The 1A model posits that strategy execution effectiveness is not a function
of enabler quality per se, but of enabler alignment—the extent to which human capital systems, resource
mobilisation architectures, and digital infrastructure are deliberately configured to interact with and reinforce
each other, rather than operating as parallel, loosely coupled organisational functions.

The model is grounded in the theoretical synthesis of strategic human capital theory, resource dependency theory,
and digital transformation governance frameworks, and is informed by the empirical evidence reviewed in the
preceding sections. It identifies alignment as the decisive multiplier in the strategy execution equation:
institutions with strong individual enablers but weak inter-enabler coherence consistently underperform relative
to their potential, because the systemic interdependencies required for sustained execution cannot be captured
by any single enabler acting in isolation.

The Alignment Imperative: What Misalignment Costs

The costs of enabler misalignment in public strategy execution are well-documented, if unevenly theorised.
When human capital systems are strong but digital infrastructure is inadequate, technically competent staff
cannot convert their expertise into decision advantage because they lack the information systems to process,
analyse, and act on real-time data. When resource mobilisation is effective but human capacity is insufficient,

Page 1891 o )
www.rsisinternational.org


https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
http://www.rsisinternational.org/

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (1JRISS)
ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/1JRISS | Volume IX Issue X1V June 2026 | Special Issue on Management

funding is available but institutional bandwidth to deploy it strategically is absent—producing the paradox of
underspending in contexts of resource scarcity. When digital systems are sophisticated but inter-organisational
partnership architecture is weak, data are collected but not shared, and insights are generated but not acted upon
across the inter-agency coordination spectrum required for effective emergency management.

The Sendai Framework Midterm Review documented precisely these forms of misalignment across its assessed
country contexts, finding that 'few countries have developed the inter-ministerial coordination or financial
instruments needed to mainstream risk effectively' (International Science Council, 2023, p. 47), and that the
existence of technical capacity in individual institutions does not translate into system-level performance without
the governance mechanisms to coordinate it. The review from Latin America and the Caribbean further identified
fragmentation of responsibilities and the absence of integrative governance instruments as the primary structural
barriers to Sendai Framework implementation effectiveness (Springer et al., 2025).

Misalignment also generates accountability deficits. When performance management systems—a component of
human capital alignment—are not linked to the KPIs tracked in digital monitoring systems, institutional leaders
cannot determine which strategic investments are producing results and which are underperforming. When
partnership agreements are negotiated without reference to institutional competency profiles, development
partner interventions may fund activities for which host institutions lack the human capital to sustain or scale.
These are not abstract governance failures; they are the operational realities that explain why well-resourced
institutions with coherent strategic plans consistently fail to deliver transformative outcomes.

The Alignment Dividend: What Coherent Execution Produces

The converse proposition—that institutions with deliberately aligned enablers achieve systematically superior
execution outcomes—is equally well-supported by the available evidence, though the challenge of isolating
enabler alignment from other institutional variables in empirical research designs remains a methodological
constraint the field must continue to address.

Institutions that have invested in cross-enabler coherence—designing human capital systems around the
competency demands generated by digital infrastructure investments; structuring partnership agreements around
the resource gaps identified through strategic human capital assessments; and deploying digital monitoring
systems that generate the performance accountability data required for evidence-based resource reallocation—
exhibit what this paper terms execution coherence: the condition in which institutional effort is directionally
consistent, reinforcing across functions, and measurable at the strategic level.

The Gambia's National Disaster Management Agency (NDMA) offers a case that illustrates elements of this
coherence in practice, having established multi-sectoral platforms at national and regional levels that improve
coordination across government ministries, civil society, the private sector, and international development
partners, while simultaneously enhancing its meteorological and hydrological data systems in collaboration with
UN system partners (Government of the Gambia, 2024). While this represents a partial rather than
comprehensive implementation of the 1A model, it demonstrates the practical feasibility of cross-enabler
coordination in a resource-constrained national emergency management context.

Contextual Variables and Boundary Conditions of the 11A Model

The 1A model, as presented in this paper, offers a conceptual framework for understanding cross-enabler
alignment as the decisive determinant of strategy execution effectiveness. However, any honest account of
implementation science in public sector contexts must acknowledge that no framework operates in a contextual
vacuum. The three enablers of the 1A model are necessary but not sufficient conditions for execution success.
Their effectiveness is substantially moderated by a set of contextual variables that institutional designers and
leaders must explicitly account for: political dynamics, leadership capacity, organisational culture, and
stakeholder engagement. Each of these variables can either amplify or attenuate the model’s alignment
dividends, and their neglect is a primary reason why technically sound implementation frameworks fail in
practice.
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Political dynamics constitute perhaps the most consequential external boundary condition on strategy execution
in public institutions. Political will—or its absence—determines whether approved strategic plans receive the
sustained resource commitments and executive protection required for multi-year implementation. In emergency
management contexts, where institutional mandates frequently compete with other political priorities for
budgetary attention, political dynamics can override even well-aligned enabler systems. Brinkerhoff and Crosby
(2002) documented that the degree of political salience accorded to an institutional mandate is among the
strongest predictors of implementation fidelity in developing country contexts. For emergency management
agencies specifically, this political vulnerability is compounded by the episodic visibility of the mandate:
political attention tends to peak during acute disaster events and recede during preparedness and risk reduction
phases—precisely when sustained enabler investment is most critical. Institutional leaders must therefore
develop political communication strategies that maintain executive and legislative attention across the full
strategic cycle, not merely at moments of crisis.

Leadership capacity functions as an internal boundary condition that mediates between the structural design of
the 1A model and its operational realisation. Technical frameworks, however robust, require institutional leaders
who possess the cognitive complexity, relational competence, and execution discipline to operationalise them
under conditions of ambiguity, resource scarcity, and competing institutional demands. The literature on public
sector leadership consistently identifies middle management capacity—the tier of directors, unit heads, and zonal
coordinators responsible for translating strategic direction into operational action—as the pivotal variable in
implementation effectiveness (Keselman & Saxe-Braithwaite, 2021). In contexts where leadership transitions
are frequent and where executive tenure is subject to political appointment cycles, the risk of losing institutional
memory and execution momentum is acute. The IIA framework must therefore be embedded not in the
knowledge of individual leaders, but in documented institutional systems, standard operating procedures, and
governance structures that persist beyond the tenure of any single incumbent.

Organisational culture represents the most deeply embedded and, consequently, the most resistant contextual
variable in public sector implementation. Schein (2010) established that organisational culture—the shared
assumptions, values, and behavioural norms that govern institutional life—operates largely below the surface of
formal policy and organisational structure, shaping how staff interpret strategic mandates, exercise discretion,
and respond to performance accountability demands. In emergency management institutions, where professional
cultures may be strongly shaped by response-oriented operational traditions, the cultural receptivity to the
strategic planning disciplines implied by the 1A model—systematic competency mapping, evidence-based
resource allocation, digital performance monitoring—cannot be assumed. Cultural transformation of this kind
requires explicit attention to change management processes, including visible executive sponsorship,
communication of the rationale for new working practices, creation of early wins that demonstrate the practical
benefits of alignment, and sustained behavioural reinforcement through performance management systems
(Kotter, 1996). Implementation frameworks that attend only to structural design and ignore cultural dynamics
consistently underperform, regardless of the technical quality of their architecture.

Stakeholder engagement constitutes the fourth critical boundary condition, and one that is particularly salient for
emergency management institutions whose mandates require coordination across large, heterogeneous networks
of governmental, civil society, private sector, and community actors. The Sendai Framework’s emphasis on all-
of-society engagement is not merely a normative aspiration; it reflects the empirical reality that strategy
execution in disaster risk reduction is a collective endeavour that cannot be achieved by any single institution
acting in isolation. Panneer et al. (2024) documented that stakeholder engagement quality—specifically, the
degree to which diverse actors are meaningfully involved in planning, implementation, monitoring, and
accountability processes—is a significant predictor of DRR implementation effectiveness across multi-hazard
governance contexts. For the IIA model, stakeholder engagement is therefore not merely an external
communication function but a substantive component of execution architecture: the mechanism through which
the resource mobilisation enabler is animated, through which community-level data flows into digital monitoring
systems, and through which political legitimacy for sustained strategy investment is maintained.
Institutionalising stakeholder engagement requires moving beyond episodic consultations to sustained
participatory governance arrangements with clear roles, responsibilities, and accountability mechanisms for all
actor categories.
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Together, these four contextual variables define the institutional environment within which the 1A model
operates. They do not replace the model’s core proposition—that cross-enabler alignment is the decisive
multiplier for strategy execution—but they specify the conditions under which that multiplier effect is realised
or suppressed. Future empirical research validating the 1A model should therefore incorporate measurements of
these contextual variables as moderators, enabling the field to develop a more granular understanding of which
combinations of enabling conditions and contextual factors produce the most robust execution outcomes across
diverse institutional settings. Table 1 summarises the IIA model’s core components, their theoretical bases, key
implementation mechanisms, and the principal contextual variables that moderate each.

Table 1 Summary of the Integrated Implementation Alignment (I11A) Model: Components, Theoretical
Bases, Mechanisms, and Contextual Moderators

1A Theoretical Basis Key Implementation Principal Contextual
Component Mechanisms Moderators
Human Strategic Human Competency gap analysis; Organisational culture
Capital Capital Theory strategic role architecture; (resistance to performance
Alignment (Becker, 1964; Wright performance management accountability); leadership
etal., 2001); SHRM linked to KPIs; succession capacity (quality of middle
(Wright & McMahan, planning; leadership pipeline management); political
1992) development dynamics (tenure and
appointment cycles)
Resource Resource Dependency Diversified financing Political dynamics (fiscal
Mobilisation Theory (Pfeffer & architecture; formalised prioritisation, donor relations);
and Salancik, 1978); partnership governance stakeholder engagement (quality

Partnerships

strategic leverage
frameworks (ADB,

(MoUs, joint workplans,
shared KPIs); all-of-society

of multi-actor coordination);
leadership capacity (relationship

2024) coordination mechanisms management skills)
Digital Digital Transformation Integrated information Organisational culture (digital
Systems and | Theory (Mergel etal., | management systems; GIS and | literacy and change receptivity);
Data 2019; Dunleavy & hazard mapping; real-time KPI political dynamics (ICT
Infrastructure | Margetts, 2023); digital dashboards; interoperability infrastructure investment
governance frameworks protocols; digital capacity priorities); stakeholder
development programmes engagement (data sharing
agreements)
Cross- Theoretical synthesis of | Integrated strategic planning; All four contextual variables
Enabler all three frameworks; cross-functional governance operate jointly as moderators of
Alignment dynamic capabilities structures; aligned M&E alignment effectiveness; their
(I1A Core) (Teece et al., 1997) frameworks; institutional combined influence defines the

leadership systems that span
all three enablers

“implementation environment”
in which the I1A model operates

Implications for Policy Design, Institutional Reform, and Leadership

Policy Design Implications

The 11A framework generates several concrete implications for the design of public sector strategic plans and
implementation frameworks. First, strategy documents must move beyond goal articulation to enabler
architecture specification—not merely stating what the institution intends to achieve, but explicitly describing
how human capital, resource, and digital systems will be configured and aligned to enable delivery. This
represents a significant departure from conventional strategic planning practice in many public sector contexts,
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where implementation sections are frequently superficial and the operational detail of execution architecture is
deferred to separate, often unfunded, implementation plans.

Second, monitoring and evaluation frameworks must be redesigned to track enabler alignment, not merely output
performance. Conventional M&E frameworks assess whether planned activities were implemented and whether
outputs were produced. The I1A framework calls for an additional layer of evaluation that assesses whether
enabler systems are operating in coherent alignment, and whether that alignment is generating the execution
conditions required for sustainable outcome delivery. This is a more demanding standard, but it is the appropriate
standard for institutions that seek to produce transformative rather than transactional results.

Third, investment in implementation enablers must be budgeted with the same rigour and institutional
seriousness applied to programmatic investments. The tendency in public sector resource allocation to treat staff
development, digital systems, and partnership management as overhead costs—subject to reduction when
budgets are constrained—is directly antithetical to the execution architecture that the 11A model prescribes.
Enabler investments are not overheads; they are the conditions of possibility for every programmatic investment
the institution makes.

Institutional Reform Implications

At the institutional level, the 11A model implies several structural reforms that exceed the scope of individual
strategic plans. The human resource function of emergency management institutions must be repositioned from
an administrative support function to a strategic capability management function, with a clear mandate to
maintain the workforce architecture required by the institutional strategy and the analytical capacity to identify
and close capability gaps as strategy evolves.

Partnership management functions must similarly be institutionalised, with dedicated capacity for relationship
management, joint planning, accountability monitoring, and portfolio evaluation across the full spectrum of
inter-organisational relationships. The practice of managing partnerships through individual champions—
wherein a single senior official maintains a relationship with a particular development partner, and that
relationship dissolves when the official departs—is a form of institutional fragility that the I1A framework
categorically requires institutions to address.

Digital governance frameworks—encompassing data management standards, interoperability protocols, access
governance, and system resilience planning—must be developed and maintained as permanent institutional
infrastructure rather than episodic technology projects. This requires the development of internal digital
leadership capacity: not merely IT technicians, but strategic digital leaders capable of translating technical
capabilities into governance value and holding digital investment accountable to institutional strategic
objectives.

Leadership Implications

For institutional leaders at the directorial and zonal coordinator levels, the I1A framework reframes the core
leadership challenge from planning to execution discipline. The three diagnostic questions posed in the
concluding section of the original NEMA strategy note—Are the right people in the right roles? Are resources
aligned with strategic priorities? Do systems enable real-time accountability? - are not rhetorical. They are the
operational questions that define the difference between strategic leadership and strategic theatre.

Execution-oriented leadership in emergency management institutions requires a tolerance for the uncomfortable
reality that strategy execution is more demanding, more granular, and more persistent than strategy formulation.
It requires leaders to invest sustained attention in the organisational conditions—people, resources, systems—
rather than in the content of plans themselves. And it requires an institutional culture that treats execution failures
not as administrative embarrassments to be minimised but as diagnostic data to be analysed and addressed
through systemic reform.
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The African Regional Platform outcomes of 2024 make explicit that reactive approaches to disaster
management—and by extension, reactive approaches to institutional leadership—are no longer tenable in a
global environment of escalating disaster risk (APRM, 2024). Proactive, execution-oriented institutional
leadership, anchored in the deliberate alignment of human capital, resource, and digital system enablers, is the
governance standard that the contemporary disaster risk environment demands.

CONCLUSION

This paper has argued that the primary failure mode of strategic plans in public emergency management
institutions is not strategic inadequacy but execution misalignment—the condition in which human capital,
resource mobilisation, and digital systems are available as individual organisational functions but are not
configured to operate in coherent, mutually reinforcing alignment. Drawing on strategic human capital theory,
resource dependency theory, and digital governance frameworks, and grounding the analysis in current evidence
from the Sendai Framework Midterm Review, the 9th Africa Regional Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction,
and contemporary public administration scholarship, the paper has proposed the Integrated Implementation
Alignment (I1A) model as a conceptual framework for understanding and addressing this failure mode.

The 1A model's central proposition—that alignment is the multiplier, not any individual enabler acting in
isolation has direct implications for how public institutions design their strategic plans, structure their
implementation architectures, allocate their resources, and develop their institutional leadership. It calls for a
reconceptualisation of strategy execution as a managed system of deliberately aligned enablers, rather than a
sequential process in which planning precedes implementation in discrete, separable phases.

The scholarship on strategy implementation in public emergency management contexts remains underdeveloped
relative to its practical urgency, and the 11A model presented here is explicitly offered as a conceptual framework
requiring empirical validation rather than a settled theoretical account. The paper acknowledges the limitations
inherent in a conceptual analysis grounded primarily in secondary evidence: while the NEMA Strategic Plan
2025-2029 serves as an instructive illustrative case, the absence of primary data, including institutional
interviews, organisational performance metrics, and comparative survey data across agencies, means that the
model’s empirical validity remains an open research question. Future research must address this gap through a
structured validation agenda. Priority empirical directions include: (a) the development of IIA alignment
measurement instruments capable of operationalising cross-enabler coherence as a quantifiable institutional
variable; (b) longitudinal, mixed-methods case studies within NEMA and comparable national emergency
management agencies in the Global South, combining organisational document analysis, semi-structured
interviews with senior and middle management, and secondary performance data from national DRR reporting
systems; (c) comparative cross-country studies that test the 1A model across diverse governance contexts,
enabling assessment of which institutional configurations and contextual conditions produce the strongest
alignment dividends; and (d) quantitative analysis of the relationship between I1A alignment scores and Sendai
Framework progress indicators, using available national reporting data to examine whether cross-enabler
coherence predicts DRR outcome performance at the country level. Advancing this agenda will transform the
I1A model from a theoretically grounded conceptual contribution into an empirically validated framework with
direct practical utility for institutional design and policy reform in public emergency management.

The stakes are not abstract. As global economic losses from disasters reach record levels (World Bank, 2024),
and as the 2030 deadline for the Sendai Framework's global targets approaches with evidence of insufficient
progress (International Science Council, 2023), the capacity of national emergency management institutions to
execute their strategies is not merely an academic question. It is a matter of institutional purpose, public
accountability, and, ultimately, human lives. Aligned execution is not an aspirational standard. It is the minimum
that the scale and urgency of the global disaster risk challenge demand.
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