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THE PROBLEM: SYSTEMIC FAILURE

“If we ignore the systemic issues and simply replace people or re-assign responsibilities, we may simply fail again in the not too distant future with a different cast of characters”
(John R. Harrald, Ph.D., Director, Institute for Crisis, Disaster, and Risk Management, The George Washington University, U.S. House Committee on Government Reform Hearings, September 15, 2005).
	The American disaster response system, which is nearly six years removed from the Katrina response, still shows signs of missing much of the needed systemic change.  Marginal progress has been made in the move from the National Response Plan (NRP) to the National Response Framework (NRF).  The mechanism for response during NRP and also under NRF remains a revamped National Incident Management System (NIMS).  Simply and succinctly, NRF is an improvement over NRP and the revamped NIMS is an improvement over its predecessor.  The greater stress on horizontal and networked relationships is an improvement even though the system is still primarily a top-down, command and control system.  Federal government dominance of the system remains largely at cross purposes with the systemic reform called for above.  
But, has there been progress?  Is the disaster response system evolving toward a more collaborative system?  The rhetoric of reform is in place.  However, without a solid commitment to transformation of the system, the system is likely to offer only tangential changes.  The post-Katrina reports from the White House, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House all stressed the need for fundamental systemic change that was collaborative in nature.  This has also been the call from many disaster response professionals and experts pre-Katrina and post-Katrina (Waugh and Streib 2006).  Yet, even with rhetoric calling for such change from elected leadership and experts, a collaborative system remains elusive.  How can meaningful systemic change come about?  Leadership is the key to this task and transformational leadership in the key to promote systemic change (Lester and Krejci 2007).  Applied transformational leadership principles can help us make necessary changes and deal with systemic issues.  The American people expect the system to be better prepared to cope with disasters.  They expect lessons to be learned and to be applied.  
The “Disaster Response System” is responsible for the pre-planning and coordination before, during, and after an event.  This includes federal, state, local, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs).  Figure 1-1 depicts the important starting place for transformational leadership principles (TLP).  There is no connection between state and local governments and TLP and no direct connection between TLP and NGOs due to the prominent place that the federal government holds in the system.  The federal government, state and local government, and NGOs meet in collaborative space provided by the federal government.  The collaborative space produces the disaster response system, which feedbacks into collaboration.  
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Figure 1-1. Transformational Leadership, Collaboration, and Solutions

TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP IMPACTS THE SYSTEM
With the call for systemic change so pervasive, a window of opportunity seems to have appeared.  However, it will take leadership to move the transformation of the system.  This leadership is not in the form of a single strong leader, but in the form of a systemic will to change.  Elected officials and the disaster response community must focus on advocating and leading toward change.  This requires a rethinking of top-down, command and control systems in favor of a collaborative system.[footnoteRef:1]  Transformational leadership principles can lead the way forward.  Arguably, the first of three prerequisites for change is present: recognizing the need for change.  The next two prerequisites for change are creating a new vision and institutionalizing change (Van Wart 2005).   This must happen within the relationships inside of the disaster response system.  Transformative leadership can help the disaster response system share information more freely across boundaries, which is necessary for collaboration.  This encourages numerous entities across governments, within governments, and from NGOs to contribute to the system and to take away a shared focus on mission and their roles in crafting a continually transforming system.  Within the transformed disaster response system, there are numerous collaborative networks that aid in planning and execution of a collaborative system.  Once the organizational orientation has changed, relationships need to be developed across organizational and intergovernmental boundaries.  Basically, trust is established and this trust breeds an ability to collaborate and network.  Many of the previously failed responses were hamstrung by too little understanding of the operational environment.  Understanding of the environment increases with these interactions (Gulati 1995).   [1:  A collaborative system can produce a top-down system.  A top-down system that dictates command and control is antithetical to collaboration.] 

There are numerous variants of transformational leadership that have been developed.  However, as mentioned above, there are three fundamental points that must occur: recognizing the need for change, creating a new vision, and institutionalizing change (Van Wart 2005).  Much of the transformational leadership literature focuses on how individual leaders can accomplish these changes within their organizations.  That there must be transformational leaders in specific situations to bring about change is absolutely essential, but transformation of the system is the goal.  As seen in Figure 1-1, without transformational leadership principles being intentionally brought into the system, the system will lack the ability to fundamentally change.  
An edited version of the transformational model proposed by Kouzes and Posner (1987) (Figure 1-2) is a better fit for a proposed implementation model that focuses on systemic change.  
Transformational Leadership Style
· Challenging the process
· Inspiring a shared vision
· Enabling others to act
· Modeling the way
· Institutionalizing change






Intervening Variable
· Effectiveness of transformational behaviors


Moderating Variable
· Ability to employ transformational practices


Performance Variables
· Improved capability
· Follower satisfaction and development
· Organizational change





Figure 1-2. Implementation Model (Derived from Kouzes and Posner 1987)

First, the process is challenged, which has certainly occurred in disaster response.  Next, the relevant actors must have a shared vision of what they would like to see occur.  This is where a vision as straightforward as constructing an effective response system could provide a point of fundamental agreement.  This emphasis on unified vision can lay the foundation of a collaborative system.  Fundamentally, transformational leadership is not authoritarian.  Leadership authority must be diffused throughout the system, but this is done in a way that is intentional and collaborative.  Others are granted authority to act.  This must be modeled by leadership within the collaborating governments.  A genuine move toward a collaborative space is important.  Too often, these “moves” are rhetorical and lack action.  Once this is modeled and becomes the accepted norm (and this will take some time), the change will become the new norm.  In other words, transformational leadership behaviors become systemic.  The intervening and moderating variables are important, but not a threat to the system.  Each can provide environmental information and context to the system.  While this impacts the system and can cause adjustments to occur, it does so in a fashion that can help the system evolve and improve.  The context of each disaster response will frame these variables.  The performance variables will show measureable and accountable improvement in capability.  This high level of performance will be reflected in the greater satisfaction of those involved in the disaster response system. Success will become a tangible psychic reward.  Who does not want to be a part of a winning team?  
Lastly, the result will be an organization that has changed.  Admittedly, this was a quick trip through how transformative leadership can be used to bring about systemic change.  Each step will take intentional and committed work.  Yet, each step is really a natural progression from the first transformational and collaborative commitment to change.  Once the course is embarked upon, it could flow quite naturally.  However, the other option is maintenance of a system that avoids fundamental change or makes marginal changes with marginal results right when the potential for disaster is increasing (Light 2008).  Unfortunately, this may be the course of action that is developing despite the promising rhetoric and promise of NRF and NIMS.
COLLABORATION, NRF, AND NIMS
A transformed system will favor collaboration.  A collaborative system (as seen in Figure 1-1) takes better advantage of the resources offered by NGOs.  Also, a transformative-based leadership system that has placed a premium on collaboration will produce leaders within the system that have the confidence, authority, and capability to respond quickly to needs as they change on the ground during a disaster and if there is one thing about disasters that are known, it is that needs will change.  This is representative of the diffused authority to act, which is essential to a transformed system.  The ability to move quickly is vastly strengthened by a collaborative system because those who collaborate will better understand the mission, capabilities and needs since they have been involved in the basic set-up and implementation strategies that surround the system.
Much emphasis has been placed on the value of collaboration after transformative leadership principles have become part of the system.  But, what is collaboration and how has it differed from previous iterations of the disaster response system?  The previous system was based more on cooperative structures, which are quite appropriate in many situations.  But, there are important differences between cooperation and collaboration.  Thomson and Perry (2006) state that “Collaboration is a process in which autonomous actors interact through formal and informal negotiation, jointly creating rules and structures governing their relationships and ways to act or decide on the issues that brought them together; it is a process involving shared norms and mutually beneficial interactions” (23).
First, it is important to note that real collaboration is a process.  Process must be designed and is intentional.  The next portion of the definition defines the collaborating actors as autonomous.  While complete autonomy does not fit all of the relationships in the disaster response system due to governmental sovereignty, each collaborator comes to the table with their own strengths.  It is incumbent upon government to respect the strengths of the other collaborators and help to set up some bounded autonomy.  Much of this bounded autonomy is informal and forms as relationships develop across governments and organizations.  This is one important reason why transformative leadership is so important to fostering these types of relationships.  The result of negotiation is joint rules and regulations that govern the process whether formal or informal.  The process then results in joint and collaborative action.  The overarching result of real collaboration and structures is the development of mutually beneficial norms that carry the collaboration forward.  Collaboration becomes systemic (Lester, 2010).
	Disaster response in the past and in the present has been more cooperatively based.  Under the former Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Director James Lee Witt (1993-2001), the system possibly reached its historical high related to cooperative work.  The two terms “cooperation” and “collaboration” are not easily disentangled.  They exist on a continuum with collaboration at one end and cooperation at the other (Mattessich and Monsey 1992, Alter and Hage 1993, Himmelman 1996, Thomson and Perry 2006).  Cooperation “is a centrally viewed process where activity is guided by the teacher.  Structure is provided but the structure serves the purpose of guiding the student to a particular place or answer predetermined by the instructor.  On the other hand, collaboration allows for a more meaningful exchange.  The questions themselves are not even necessarily predetermined.  The participants work together to construct appropriate questions, structures for exploration, and responses” (Lester 2010, 10-11).  Work in the field of education is informative.  Rockwood (1995) compares cooperation and collaboration stating, “Most importantly, in cooperative, the authority remains with the instructor, who retains ownership of the task, which involves either a closed or a closable (that is to say foundational) problem (the instructor knows or can predict the answer).  In collaborative, the instructor--once the task is set-- transfers all authority to the group.  In the ideal, the group's task is always open ended” (8-9).  Collaboration is empowering and allows multiple actors to arrive at mutually beneficial solutions.  These solutions are often the result of developing the proper questions in the first place.  An overly centralized system where the national government dictates the questions and predetermines systems and outcomes is akin to an instructor who already knows best what is needed.  Higher level learning takes place ore through beneficial interactions.  While all authority cannot be transferred to the group due to issues of sovereignty and law, the “classroom” space that can be provided by the national government can be quite useful is properly engaged.  Real collaboration is always open to improvement as each participant brings new information and capabilities or encountered weaknesses to light.  Systemic adjustments can then be made.  Failure to transform toward a collaborative system will leave in place a system that when tested will show the weaknesses and incapacities that are already apparent.  A collaborative system can help to find these beforehand and even if encountered during an event, can move more swiftly to compensate.
	NRF and NIMS represent a document and a system that carry a great deal of potential.  If used properly with a transformed system and with the rhetoric of collaboration becoming a reality, they can serve as a basis for systemic change.  A future version of NRF will have to lose the still present tendency toward dictated centralized command and control.  NIMS, or something like NIMS, will have to be the basis of the response system with terms like “joint” and “command” actually having real meaning (Lester 2007).  
Figure 1-3 offers a “Meta-model of Change” for how NRF and NIMS can better serve the entire system.  This version of the model adds collaboration to the mix.  The model begins and is energized by introducing transformational leadership principles and practices at a systemic level.
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Figure 1-3: Meta-model of change with collaboration addition (Derived from “What is Transformation?: Nine Principles Toward an Understanding Transformational Process for Transformational Leadership,” Journal of Transformative Education, 7(3) 189-208)

The “Pre-change” is the current system.  The system can be jolted by a stimulus event like a major disaster or it can be more purposely stimulated by a system that introduces collaboration to the system in an on-going way.  The remainder of the chain from “Consideration” to “Result” is to some degree a chain of action that could occur in many systems.  This model does a particularly good job of demonstrating how change can be a permanent part of the system and result in a change of organizational and even systemic culture.  The change results in a “New normal.”  Part of this “New normal” is a conscious and active view of collaboration in the process.  Interestingly, in this model, the “New normal” becomes the unconscious new culture.  “Collaboration” in the model straddles the conscious and unconscious.  Collaboration is active and essential if needed changes are to come to an organization or system, but it is also a part of the unconscious expected norm that has been developed.  Such a system holds great promise for identifying and solving the problems that are faced in pre-disaster planning and during a disaster.  What if the default were to be a system that actively looks for ways to achieve stated goals and is open even to re-examination of these goals?  This type of system would be much better prepared and nimble when faced with complex problems partly because it includes the actors involved in the system in a collaborative way.  If NRF and NIMS were to function in this way, the disaster response system would see the systemic change that Harrald calls for at the beginning of this paper and as far back as 2005.






There needs to be a word about the importance of NGOs in the disaster response system.  NGOs have an enormous presence in the disaster response system and have not been treated as full partners.  NGOs will certainly need to “plug-in” under sovereign governments, but they can also be granted more autonomy to act and their contributions would markedly improve under a collaborative system as their resources are more effectively used and positioned.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  For example, Southern Baptist disaster response has 83,000 trained disaster response volunteers.  This is only one example among many of an impressive array of resources that would be especially useful in a collaborative system (Lester 2008).  NGOs have much to offer and quite often have relationships in states and local communities that cannot be matched by governments.  This can be particularly useful when dealing with disadvantaged communities.  ] 

	The history of disaster response literally begins with neighbors coming to the aid of stricken members of the community and spreading outward in concentric circles to larger and larger groups depending upon the magnitude of the disaster.  Of course, individuals can only do so much, but their voluntary associations allow for greater reach and capability.  Despite the size of the disaster, first on the scene are local responders often followed soon by state-level responders, and then often followed by federal-level responders.  Coordinating these different levels of governments with their different capabilities and jurisdictions can be daunting as was proven by the response to Hurricane Katrina response in the U.S. and the failure of the NRP and NIMS.  One of the axioms of disaster response is that responders will come whether asked to or not (Sylves 2008).  Ignoring them and their capabilities or treating them as appendages of larger organizations denigrates their importance and actually lessens the use of their immense capabilities.  Full integration into the disaster response system requires a collaborative disaster management system that includes them not in cooperative structures, but in collaborative structures.
NGOs have proven their mettle in disaster response.  They are at times the only ones who respond at the beginning of a crisis.  For example, when Washington Parish in Louisiana was left isolated and not receiving governmental attention due to the need to focus more on New Orleans in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina, it was the private sector and nonprofits that essentially saved the parish without government direction.  After repeated attempts by city officials to get help and after seven days of waiting, Washington Parish President Toye Taylor went on the radio to appeal for help.  The immediate response came from NGOs.  Food, water, ice, and sanitation arrived almost instantly from nongovernmental sources and without governmental coordination.  A Southern Baptist disaster relief team came in and began serving 14,000 meals a day.  Some of the residents said that church groups saved them (Helyar 2005).  If all of this capability could show-up almost instantaneously and without government direction, this begs the question of just how much of this capability lies dormant due to lack of collaborative system.   A major strength that NGOs bring to the disaster scenarios is an ability to act autonomously when governmental organizations are often hamstrung due to their reliance on a hierarchical command and control system.  NGOs have the ability to operate outside of the system, alongside the system or perhaps and preferably harnessed within a reformed system.  Additionally, NGOs can bring vast numbers of much needed professional expertise, volunteers, equipment, experience, and supplies to the table.
The language of NRF and NIMS touts cooperation and collaboration.  Often, the system based upon cooperation seems to work well for “normal” disasters.  However, it is the catastrophic disaster like Hurricane Katrina that expose weaknesses that already exist in the response mechanism.  Responding NGOs are much more likely to be “cooperated with” instead of being “collaborated with” by government.  This tends to treat groups like Southern Baptists as appendages to the disaster relief effort.  The hierarchical system of response currently in place designates specific NGOs like the Red Cross and the National Voluntary Organizations Active in Disaster (NVOAD) as the conduit to other NGOs.  This system allows a large number of voluntary organizations to interface with these conduit organizations and thereby receive some governmental direction (DHS 2008).  However, this system is basically cooperative and not collaborative.  Maximum coordination during a catastrophe requires more than independent groups coming alongside each other.  NVOAD provides fertile ground for collaboration within the NGO community, though at its heart it is also still more cooperative and less collaborative.  An improved seat at the table in the NRF and NIMS environment would be useful.  Also, the larger NGOs should be more directly involved.  
Oftentimes, the ability to gain information and to effectively operate is compromised by the sheer magnitude of the disaster.  Hierarchical command and control is difficult to maintain in a chaotic and fluid environment.  NGOs are more capable of quick action and autonomous movement that responds to a changing disaster environment.  This capability accounts for much of the success that NGOs had in the Hurricane Katrina response.  But, they often lacked the depth of resources needed to sustain involvement in the field.  Government and NGOs need each other to maximize response.  Indeed, the governmental reports related to Katrina uncovered as much.  The relationship across sectors is vital to disaster response success.      
The official government reports regarding the response to Hurricane Katrina contain telling commentary about what needs to be done to improve the system in regards to NGOs.  The report of the U.S Senate entitled Hurricane Katrina: A Nation Still Unprepared (2006) recommends that “DHS should coordinate with the private sector and NGOs at the state, regional, and national level to incorporate those entities, where appropriate, into their planning, training, and exercises, to the greatest extent possible” (619).  The official White House report The Federal Response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons Learned (2006) states, “The Federal response should better integrate the contributions of volunteers and nongovernmental organizations into the broader national effort.  This integration would be best achieved at the State and local levels, prior to future incidents. In particular, State and local governments must engage NGOs in the planning process, credential their personnel, and provide them the necessary resource support for their involvement in a joint response” (64).  Both reports are saying that NGOs are not being used effectively and that to make them more effective they need to be fully integrated.  NGOs when treated as full partners involved in authoring the response systems and accompanying plans in a collaborative environment will have better operational awareness and an improved capability to perform the mission autonomously while possibly cut-off from partners (Lester 2007; Lester and Krejci 2007).
The Red Cross remains in place as the focal NGO despite being overwhelmed by Katrina.  The overwhelming of the Red Cross in no way should be taken as denigration of their role or response, but it does show what can happen in a hierarchical structure when the head is decapitated or at least injured.  Many other NGOs were left floundering when they could have been more active had they been included more in the mission and were less dependent on a centralized figure.  The Red Cross being overwhelmed is not surprising due to the magnitude of the catastrophe.  The scale of the catastrophic events were simply too much to handle.  Yet, this is no excuse for a system that could have operated much better had the Red Cross not been treated as an appendage to the system and if others had not been by definition sub-appendages having to go through the Red Cross.  The U.S. House report on Katrina entitled A Failure of Initiative: The Final Report of the Select Bipartisan Committee to Investigate the Preparation for and Response to Hurricane Katrina (2006) stated that the Red Cross should have been integrated into NIMS through the Incident Command System (ICS).  While this would have been helpful, it does not deal with a fundamental problem: they were overwhelmed.  Therefore, those coming to the Red Cross for coordination were not well used.  This includes the vast resources of Southern Baptists who are channeled through the Red Cross and NVOAD.  A more decentralized and collaborative approach would have allowed other NGOs, like the Southern Baptists, to be more proactive in their response.  In a sense, the title to the U.S. House report says a great deal.  There was a lack of initiative because many responding organizations, whether governmental or not, lacked the ability to operate independently.  In essence, the system froze them into inaction.  A collaboratively based system can overcome much of what stymied the response.  Certainly, no system can protect as we would like in a disaster, but mitigating the loss should be a top level priority.  As seen in Figure 1-3, NGOs could become part of the “New normal.”
Does NRF and NIMS have a place in the “New normal”?  The answer is that if not NRF and NIMS what would it be?  NRF and NIMS hold great potential for providing a collaborative environment.  The national government, through the President and Congress, must recognize that they will provide needed resources to be directed primarily by the state government in the event of an emergency unless the state government has become dysfunctional.  On the other hand, the state government must allow the federal agencies a large level of authority and autonomy when operating in a crisis situation.  Much of the foundational work for this has been done by NIMS.  Much of the problem is with the governmental actors.  Presidents and governors must work to keep the current system in place by communicating a message of collaboration on a regular basis.  They will need to foster a transformational environment.  “Transformational leaders are at the nexus between the external environment and the internal organization” (Van Wart 2005, 336).  In government, the primary organizational leaders are the President and a state’s governor.  The internal organization at the national and state level must have their executives working in a transformative leadership fashion.  In essence, if NIMS is set up properly and not used as a front for national government dominance, the potential for providing the collaborative space necessary in Figure 1-1 is great.  Once transformed and collaborative, the system can take on a life of its own and socialize even future elected leaders to the norm as seen in Figure 1-3.  The potential is great.  If not NIMS, it will have to be a NIMS like system.  The rhetoric is already in place in NRF and NIMS documents.  It would be a matter of matching the reality to the rhetoric.  Through the application of transformative leadership principles, the system can become collaborative and self-sustaining.  NIMS has the potential of becoming the focal point for this transformation.
INTERNATIONAL APPLICATION
If disaster response in the U.S. still needs a large measure of transformation and collaborative work in order to set up an improved system, international disaster response has even more daunting challenges related to proximity, resources, and issues of sovereignty.  Yet, particularly the underdeveloped nations of the world need with large at-risk populations need to be integrated into larger plans.  For all practical purposes the current system is an adhocracy.  Just as within a nation the response to a disaster spreads out in concentric circles from the event, the same is true when a disaster requires international involvement.  First, development of a national plan that is transformative and collaborative is needed.  Second, a regional plan of nations is needed where issues of sovereignty and relationships are worked out beforehand.  The current regime for international response, as stated above, is an adhocracy for relatively immediate needs.  Larger international responses are decidedly top-down and centralized through the United Nations (UN).  The UN’s disaster response organization is the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA).  Certainly, the capabilities of the world’s nations vary dramatically.  OCHA must operate in this very difficult environment.  The basic set up and espoused goals of OCHA are sound, much like NRF and NIMS discussed above.  The obstacles, unfortunately, facing OCHA is even more daunting with issues like basic national sovereignty and varying resource availability at the forefront.  Still, the fundamentals of effective response remain the same and are perhaps even more important on an international scale.  Transformation and diffusion of authority are mostly national and increasingly regional issues.  These issues do not change just because of national, cultural, religious or regional boundaries.  Each country or perhaps regional organizations will have to work this out, but the best use of resources is a system that is transformative and collaborative.  This insures that a nation’s resources or a region’s resources are used to its fullest capacity.  A top-down dictated authoritarian response will miss much of a society’s resources and, especially in the case of developing nations, will miss the opportunity to help develop leadership skills and capability in societal organizations.
Other nations, the UN and more specifically OCHA can encourage this development of capacity among the nations of the world.  While transformation and leadership diffusion are national and often regional concerns, OCHA, similarly to NIMS, can provide collaborative space.  Truly collaborative space along the lines of what has been discussed in the American experience can aid immensely in the development of international disaster response.  The difference between cooperation and collaboration needs to be noted once more.  Collaboration is a deeper concept and involves a much deeper relationship in order to solve problems.  Optimal international disaster response will benefit from this sort of environment.  As can be seen in Figure 1-4, OCHA has a framework that could support such efforts.
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Figure 1-4: OCHA Strategic Framework (http://ochaonline.un.org/ocha2011/strategicplan/strategicplan/framework.html)    

OCHA, however, will need partners that can access the system.  Incentives for development and cooperation can be a beginning point.  Cooperation is a good starting place as more collaborative interactions take place.  Nations or regional governments that allow for more localized decision making will be better suited for the development of collaborative systems.  Overly centralized systems will tend to struggle with rapid and effective response.  The leading nations of the world, the UN (and more particularly OCHA) should encourage the development of localized capability.  Though difficult to achieve, there is no reason to believe that a transformed and collaborative system could not become the “New normal” for an international system.
CONCLUSION
Cooperation has been the focus of American disaster response.  Cooperation can be good, but it is at the low end of a continuum for how disaster response organizations and governments can relate to one another.  The differences in the depth of interaction between cooperation and collaboration are important to note.  The current disaster response system brings federal, state, and local governments together along with other responders in a way that focuses on hierarchy and command and control.  This allows for vertical control, when much of what is done and perhaps the most important elements of disaster response are horizontal in nature.  Cooperation focuses on the vertical while collaboration focuses on the horizontal.  In federal governing relationships, respect for the horizontal relationship between federal and state/local governments is vital (Lester 2011).  Disaster response organizations and professionals (governmental and NGOs) cannot be paralyzed by vertical relationships that force them to consult up the chain of command when realities on the ground dictate action and horizontal relationships (Kettl 2006).
Collaborative leadership mitigates much of the horizontal versus vertical relationship problems.  But, as discussed earlier, the governmental and organizational relationships themselves must be transformed before collaboration can take place.  Hence, transformative leadership is needed to bridge the gap between the current system and the collaborative system that needs to develop.  A window is open where there is consensus on the need for systemic change.  The post-Katrina governmental reports still resonate and there is a continued drumbeat for change from both practitioners and scholars.  Transformative leadership can translate this consensus for change into action, but it will take the application of previously discussed transformative leadership principles or this will only be flirtation with change.  
Once a basic transformation has occurred and collaborative structures are in place, collaborative leadership can come to the fore.  The fundamental difference between transformational leadership and collaborative leadership is one of stability.  Many of the features are the same.  Transformational leadership fundamentally questions the current system, while collaborative leadership is the system that results from the transformation.  Truly collaborative leadership, however, is always open to transformation.  NRF and NIMS could be the cornerstone of a transformative and then collaborative system or they could be used to propagate more of the same in disaster response.
Generally, the experience of American disaster response offers insight into the intergovernmental, multi-organizational, and multi-sector environment in which we all live and work.  Many of the problems of the 21st century defy or at least resist being addressed by a traditional hierarchical approach.  Disasters tend to bring failures to light more readily because of their cost in lives, property, and money.  Also, the speed at which disaster response must move allows for a more vivid picture of any problems.  In some ways disasters and disaster response reveal organizational shortcomings writ large.  Government organizations that address less visible problems and slower developing situations do not face the same time constraints as disaster response organizations, but they too face a growing level of complexity in the intergovernmental and interorganizational environment.  Yet, the growing complexity and related new challenges are often being dealt with by bounded and hierarchically-based organizations that lack the capacity to deal with the emerging problems.  As Kettl (2006) puts it, 
(W)e need to add a new, far more difficult puzzle: whether the new challenges of 21st century life—from terrorism to pandemics and international trade to climate change—have undermined the ability of boundaries—any boundaries drawn anywhere—to deal effectively with truly important inescapable issues.  Has the effort to force problems into existing structures created unacceptable costs?  A careful look at the performance of American government, from the halting response to Hurricane Katrina in 2005 to the ongoing struggle to manage welfare reform, suggests that we are facing a growing set of inescapable issues, that the agencies charged with managing these programs have boundaries that do not fit the problems well, and that the mismatch of boundaries and problems is causing growing performance problems (12-13).
Could it be that disaster response is the canary in the mine?  Is it that the problems of disaster response are so visible and over-arching that they are just more apparent?  With a transformative and collaborative approach better suited to disaster response, could it be that similar approaches are necessary for navigating the immense and boundary spanning problems faced today?  Collaboration harnesses multiple resources across governments and organizations and is better positioned to tackle wicked problems.  Human initiative and creativity for solving such problems is enhanced as ideas are exchanged across boundaries thus making the boundaries between governments, public organizations, nonprofit organizations, and the private sector more malleable and traversable.  Collaboration has the potential to maximize effectiveness.
	Returning to the quote from John R. Harrald from the beginning of this paper, “If we ignore the systemic issues and simply replace people or re-assign responsibilities, we may simply fail again in the not too distant future with a different cast of characters.”  While this was spoken in the context of disaster response and is demonstrably true, it has broader but less visible application to both international and American challenges generally.  We will can stay the course with minor changes and fail often in many areas including disaster response or we can face our many intractable challenges with better and more collaborative structures.
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