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Reviewing "Federalism, Homeland Security and National Preparedness: A Case Study in the Development of Public Policy" by Clovis Samuel
In light of this article, based on the observation of intergovernmental relations and the allied actions of different levels of government, three dominant theories of federalism are identified.  These theories include coercive federalism, cooperative federalism, and competitive federalism. In this article, Cloves (2006) defines federalism as a concession on the part of those ruled to be ruled coincidentally, facilitated by the arrangements of the Constitution. Thus, federalism can be described as a fully unitary arrangement where the states and local jurisdictions are but extensions of a strong central government.
First, Coercive federalism is a governance system which Congress sought out tendencies to nationalize all issues in order to provide not only the national programs but those ideals by the citizens of the states and local governments. Further, Cooperative Federalism; this governance system involved the cooperation of state and local governments as a requirement by the Congress in order to fully implement various social programs. This federalism theory “first principle” entails that national government would use its superior resources to start and fund national programs, primarily managed by state and local government. Finally, Competitive Federalism resonates intensely with state and local governments across the nation, whereby competitive tenets of this governance system play a larger and larger role in influencing legislative and executive behaviors at the state and local level.
The Description of the Homeland Security Preparedness Environment
	In the article, the homeland security preparedness environment is described as a manifestation of Coercive Federalism. This is because the contemporary homeland security grant program is intently fixated, wards off state and local rights, is impervious to the operative activities of state and local administrations and has concomitant costs which pose additional limit dissemination of funds to communities. Subsequently, some tenets of homeland security preparedness environment qualify it to be described as a Cooperative Federalism. For instance,  agencies such as the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) have long-term engagements; administrative bureaucracies with state and local emergency management and public health officials, attributable to Cooperative Federalism. Furthermore, the homeland security preparedness environment can be described as an indicator of Competitive Federalism. For instance, the opportunities to “compete” through the addition of services to offer for safer, more protected societies particularly at the local level, is a jurisdiction accorded to the security of consumer-voters which largely meets the tenets of Competitive Federalism.
	This article explores the strains in the intergovernmental homeland security partnership, their causes, and efforts to adapt and reform. This is achieved by highlighting the progress made and the improvements that still need to be made for developing effective partnerships among key stakeholders and all levels of government while illuminating on the deficiencies of imperfect federalism. First of all, in regards to emergency management, the article reveals that intergovernmental homeland security partnership serves as an institution, whereby emergency officials of all sorts are expected concurrently to meet both local needs including yet indirectly, national onuses (Eisinger, 2006). However, in this stance, local societies need to balance local capacities within the domain of local needs and awareness of risk to fund and develop an effective emergency management program. Also in regards to funding, the intergovernmental homeland security partnership has made large strides by predominantly laying out persuasion mechanisms that induce other organizations to join in partnership activities and to traverse through multiple Federal grant programs. In a nutshell, this stable structure showcases a unified gathering of federated capacities that that compound the larger federalized system. Nevertheless, in the article, Eisinger (2006) draws inferences from the analysis of homeland security policies and programs regarding "imperfect federalism" where funding and resources were distributed without regard for risk or need when in essence the risks they face are not necessarily of their own making. 	
“Dispersed federalism as new regional governance for homeland security” by Roberts, P. S. (2008).
 The article highlights how in contemporary society individuals can be deemed to perceive that national security particularly homeland security organization to be predominantly, if not entirely, a centralized federal obligation. In a wider perspective, national security is perceived as a policy waged typically by the President-as commander-in-chief including as a principal executive-controlling substantial federal defence and security departments and agencies, which are established, supported, funded and supervised by Congress and inspected by federal courts. Centralization is significant in emphasizing on intelligence coordination among national governments, where there is so much abode for intelligence capacity. The con of centralization and federalism in homeland security organization is that it also highlights some contemporary risks denies local government involvement in national security, terming these local oversight institutions as atrophied and weak (Roberts, 2008). 
	By contrast, decentralization and federalism lead towards vertical power-sharing in homeland security organization among multiple layers of national, state and local governments. Thus, Federalism in regards to homeland security organization ideally promotes decentralization since it is believed to combine unity and diversity particularly by preserving distinct identities within various states. The article builds on an argument that decentralization has many latent advantages for bringing resolutions closer to the community, for policy tractability, novelty, and research, and for ensuring government responsiveness to security needs is addressed. Contrary, in the article it is argued that decentralization and federalism strategies risk the severe vulnerabilities of rigidifying community differences, enhancing divide or even progression and thus the ultimate break-up of friable states, community and local governments (Roberts, 2008).
Two implications of federalism on the national homeland security program
	In regards to homeland security organizations, particularly in the nation's emergency preparedness and response system, it can be drawn that no solitary level of government should dictate or control the entire process. Simply, the federal government should avoid taking the leading role in most disaster responses, but rather  all three levels of government are supposed to partake as partners, rather than as superiors and subordinates, Consequently, it can be identified that strain in homeland security or disaster management is evident when local governments and the states encourage shared governance. The governing concept in intergovernmental disaster policy is that local and state governments start the process, and seek assistance as needed thereby resulting in collaborative state-and local-driven planning and response.
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