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ABSTRACT
The diffuse national security challenges facing the United States today require that we not only
reform the institutions that defend this country, but that we also reassess how we think about
national security. Today‘s challenges bear little semblance to those of Harry Truman‘s time.
Today‘s government only faintly resembles the bureaucracy of Max Weber‘s writings. Yet
America‘s national security institutions have changed comparatively little since 1947. More
importantly, the way in which we think about government organization has not kept pace with
the shifting realities of contemporary governance.
This paper argues that the United States can improve the effectiveness of its national security
institutions by improving their capacity to achieve unity of effort with one another. In order to do
this, however, it is first necessary to change how we think about bureaucracy. Traditional
bureaucratic theory must be updated to reflect the realities of the complex and increasingly
interdependent mission space within which today‘s organizations operate.
National security reform and reorganization should be guided by a new analytic construct that
more precisely describes the determinants of institutional success in the execution of
collaborative missions. Unlike traditional bureaucratic analyses, the analytic construct proposed
herein begins to explain why some bureaucratic institutions succeed in collaborative endeavors
while others fail.
The first four sections of this paper establish the foundation of knowledge from which the
proposed analytic construct is derived. Analysis of the history of America‘s national security
institutions, bureaucratic theory, and the national security literature inform the development of
this new analytic framework. The first section of this paper will briefly describe the genesis and
evolution of the modern national security system since the National Security Act of 1947. The
second section will analyze traditional bureaucratic theory over the course of history and
synthesize the most relevant contemporary theory into a unified analytic framework. The third
section will evaluate the American national security system‘s effectiveness in the current
international security environment. The fourth section will build upon the conclusions of the
existing literature to make a pointed case for national security reform in the near-term.
Furthermore, this section will argue that traditional bureaucratic theory is insufficient to guide
contemporary reform efforts in the modern interagency environment.
These first sections of the paper describe a host of complex problems, cross-cutting issues, and
distinct challenges confronting American national security institutions. Ensuing analysis
identifies three meta-level problems: novel threats confronting a predominantly static national
security system, dis-unity of effort across the executive branch, and a dearth of strategic planning
across the U.S. Government. These challenges are both multi-dimensional and crossdisciplinary; they are present, to varying degrees, at the national, operational, and
intergovernmental levels of analysis, and they cut across an increasingly broad spectrum of
disciplines.
In the section entitled Principles of Reform, this paper distills eight major principles of reform
concerning: the scope of national security, unity of effort, the vitality of institutions, planning
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and resource allocation, national security workforce integration, information sharing and
knowledge management, civilian control of the military, and accountability and oversight.
In so doing, this paper makes two important points. First, it demonstrates that many of the
fundamental issues that constrain the performance of the American national security system are
inherently bureaucratic. Paradoxically, however, it also argues that the solutions to these
bureaucratic problems can no longer be found in traditional bureaucratic theory.
This paper demonstrates that the analytic constructs of traditional bureaucratic theory have
limited descriptive and explanatory value when applied to contemporary institutions. Like the
Cold War American national security establishment, bureaucratic theory has failed to evolve
with the times.
The final sections of this paper propose, develop, and test an analytic construct that begins to
address this crucial knowledge gap. This paper argues that four discrete factors are of paramount
importance in the design and management of collaborative bureaucratic organizations:
1. Authorities;
2. Resources and capabilities;
3. Information and knowledge management; and
4. Accountability and oversight.
These factors do not represent the sum total of the variables that can affect the performance of
modern bureaucratic organizations. Rather, these are the four factors that matter most according
to the historical, theoretical, and analytic sources synthesized in this paper.
This paper proposes a detailed analytic framework for assessing each of these factors in the
section entitled Theory Building. The utility of this analytic lens is demonstrated in this paper
through the side-by-side application of a traditional bureaucratic analysis (defined in the section
entitled Traditional Bureaucratic Theory) and a bureaucratic analysis focused on the four factors
outlined above to a set of contemporary cases.
The section entitled Case Studies examines three very distinct cases at the national, operational,
and intergovernmental levels of analysis. The subjects selected—the National Counter
Terrorism Center, the Provincial Reconstruction Teams of Afghanistan/Iraq, and the Arizona
State Counter Terrorism Information Center—are each responsible for integrating crossdisciplinary and interorganizational capabilities in discrete contextual circumstances. They are
broadly representative of a new class of collaborative institutions designed to bridge critical
seams between departments, disciplines, and levels of government.
There is no singular formula for success to be derived from this analysis; every carefully-defined
problem requires a carefully-calibrated solution. Instead, this analysis is significant because it
describes the determinants of bureaucratic effectiveness in today‘s networked organizational
environment and begins to set the intellectual foundation necessary to build a more integrated
national security system populated by a new breed of collaborative bureaucratic institutions.
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INTRODUCTION
President Harry Truman was in for a number of surprises of decidedly historic proportions when
he improbably ascended to the Office of the Presidency on April 12, 1945. History records that
Truman was quickly briefed on the Manhattan Project and brought up to speed on U.S.
Government plans to defeat the Japanese Empire.
However, it would be some time longer before Truman would grasp just how intimately
President Roosevelt had managed the nation‘s herculean war effort. In the months that followed
his swearing-in, Truman began to grasp the extent to which Roosevelt had concentrated power
within the Oval Office and among his close-knit group of advisors.
Of course, he was not the only one astonished at his predecessor‘s centralizing tendencies. The
US Congress was itself profoundly concerned at the concentration of power within the executive
during WWII and would, in two short years, be prepared to do something about it.

ON BORROWED TIME
―Having chosen their instruments in the circumstances of the past, they are confined by them as
they encounter new circumstances in the future.‖1

-- Graham Allison

The hierarchical, standardized, and parochial nature of national security organizations of the 20th
century was well-suited to maintaining America‘s national security throughout the duration of
the Cold War. This type of ―Weberian‖ bureaucratic organization generated capabilities that
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Graham Allison and Philip Zelikow, “Model II: Organizational Behavior,” Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban
Missile Crisis, Second Edition (New York: Longman, 1999), 149.
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couldn‘t otherwise be achieved,2 standardized behavior through processes of categorization and
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), and created practices conducive to general efficiency. 3
At the time, the benefits of this traditional type of bureaucratic organization far outweighed its
ponderous costs and were, more often than not, sufficient (though rarely optimal) for mission
accomplishment in the realm of national security affairs.
However, the world has since changed in profound ways. The end of the Cold War,
globalization, and the rise of high-consequence transnational threats have diminished the benefits
of this type of organization and dramatically increased its costs. Government organizations are
increasingly engaged in complex, non-traditional tasks that paradoxically require both more
specialized expertise and a broader capacity to work collaboratively across traditional
bureaucratic and disciplinary domains.
Hierarchical organizations struggle to operate in today‘s environment of rapid decision-cycles;
standardized bureaucratic rules breed costly specific inefficiencies for debatable general
efficiencies; and parochialism paralyzes complex interagency endeavors. In short, the
authorities, resources, capabilities, and oversight mechanisms of today‘s national security
organizations are dangerously outdated and perilously misaligned.
Reform of the interagency national security structure is imperative. The US Government can
only meet its national security obligations in today‘s diffuse and dynamic threat environment by
achieving a greater unity of effort than it has in the past.

2

Allison and Zelikow, 145-6.
Robert K. Merton, Bureaucratic Structure and Personality. in Stewart Clegg, Ed. Central Currents in Organization
Studies I: Frameworks and Applications. (London: Sage Publications, 2002), 360.
3
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This paper will argue that we must change the way we think about bureaucratic organization if
we are to succeed in today‘s complex and interdependent operating environment. Traditional
bureaucratic theory remains useful for assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of organizations
devoid of a broader context. However, as disciplinary boundaries have receded in significance
and interorganizational collaboration has become increasingly important to bureaucratic design,
the utility of this analytic lens has decreased. Simply put, traditional bureaucratic theory is no
longer sufficient to guide analysis of the governmental reforms that will be necessary to update
the American national security system for the modern day.
This paper proposes an addendum to bureaucratic theory that begins to fill this theoretical gap.
The following pages will argue that national security reform and reorganization should be guided
by a new theoretical construct, loosely termed, ―the decisive factors of bureaucratic theory.‖
These four factors—authorities, resources and capabilities, information sharing and knowledge
management, and accountability—will be decisive in determining the success or failure of
proposed bureaucratic reorganizations. This paper will (1) provide an analytic methodology for
the evaluation of bureaucratic design in today‘s complex environment, and (2) leverage this
methodology to propose principles that will improve interagency unity of effort at three distinct
levels of analysis.

LEVELS OF ANALYSIS
This report will analyze unity of effort at three levels: the national level, the operational level,
and the intergovernmental level. These three levels of analysis capture the three critical realms
of interagency activity that must be strengthened if the USG is to embrace the full responsibility
of ensuring national security in the 21st century.
7

Three recent national security failures illustrate the endemic weaknesses of interagency
operations at each of these three levels and powerfully illustrate the costs of disunity of effort.
The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 exposed a terribly inadequate national level security
system. From intra-organizational failures to communicate vital threat information at the FBI to
a litany of inter-organizational ―disconnects‖ between members of the intelligence community
and the senior political leadership of the USG, 9/11 was effectively aided and abetted by a
dysfunctional national security system.
The chaos and destruction that characterized Phase IV ―stability and reconstruction‖ operations
in Iraq and now also Afghanistan bear testament to the underwhelming capacity of the Federal
Government to operationalize the instruments of national power. At the operational level, adhoc interagency field organizations, such as the Provincial Reconstruction Teams of Afghanistan
and Iraq, materialized only after great delay and often with mixed results. Military commanders
were confounded at the reticence of the interagency to commit to supporting coalition missions.
On the other hand, leaders across the interagency were plainly unprepared to ―go operational‖ in
Iraq and Afghanistan alongside the US military. The national security of the United States has
suffered tremendously as a result.
Hurricane Katrina crashed ashore at New Orleans on August 29, 2005, and quickly swept away
any faith the American people may have had in the capacity of the Federal Government to
function effectively in an intergovernmental capacity. The outright failure of the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to achieve
situational awareness and take decisive action was a damning indictment of intergovernmental
planning, policy, and procedure.
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STRUCTURAL OVERVIEW OF PAPER
The first section of this paper will briefly describe the genesis of the modern national security
system in the National Security Act of 1947.
The second section will analyze traditional bureaucratic theory over the course of history and
synthesize the most relevant contemporary theory into a single analytic framework.
The third section will evaluate the American national security system‘s effectiveness in the
current international security environment. This section will draw on two types of sources: the
national security literature authored by practitioners, commentators, and academics; and the
major reports of governmental panels and commissions since the mid-1980s. This paper will
synthesize both the deficiencies in the national security system cited by each source and the
solutions proposed to address them. This analysis will by synthesized to yield common
principles of reform.
The fourth section will build upon the conclusions of the existing literature to make a pointed
case for national security reform in the near-term. This section will demonstrate that national
security organizations are already experimenting on an incremental basis with new
organizational constructs and processes to compensate for the lack of systemic, transformational
reform. Furthermore, this section will argue that traditional bureaucratic theory is insufficient to
guide contemporary reform efforts in the modern interagency environment.
The fifth section will propose an addendum to bureaucratic theory that begins to fill this
theoretical gap. This section will argue that national security reform and reorganization should
be guided by a new analytic construct that more precisely describes the determinants of
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institutional success in the execution of collaborative missions. Unlike traditional bureaucratic
analyses, the proposed analytic construct begins to explain why some bureaucratic institutions
succeed in collaborative endeavors while others fail.
The sixth section will demonstrate the analytic utility of this analytic construct by applying it to
three case studies at the national, operational, and intergovernmental levels. The National
Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC), Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs), and the State of
Arizona‘s Counter Terrorism Information Center (ACTIC), will each be evaluated through the
dual lenses of traditional bureaucratic theory and the analytic construct developed herein, loosely
termed the ―decisive factors of bureaucratic theory.‖
The final section will propose a set of modest principles to guide future reform of the national
security system.

THE NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947
―… We will have for the first time in our history a piece of machinery that should
work and it is high time that we have it. We have never had it before. During this
last war all sorts of devices were resorted to, obviously in great haste, to
accomplish a thing like this. You may remember the huge number of special
committees, organizations and agencies set up by Executive order in an attempt to
catch up with the target.‖
-- Representative James Wadsworth, Member, United States Congress, 19454

4

Karl Inderfurth and Lock K. Johnson, Fateful Decisions: Inside the National Security Council, (Oxford University
Press, NY: 2004) 23.
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For the United States, the caustic experience of WWII was the sentinel event that changed the
terms of the interagency coordination debate from ―if‖ to ―when.‖ WWII projected tremendous
burdens upon national decision-makers and generated profoundly complex and interdisciplinary
missions for execution by America‘s remarkably independent-minded agencies. The U.S. did
indeed have previous experience with complex operations in matters of domestic and foreign
policy, but never anything that approached the complexity or importance of the WWII
experience. Only after WWII had concluded, was the American body-politic both fullycognizant of the interagency problem and its implications and prepared and empowered to act
upon it.
Members of Congress recognized that America‘s survival in WWII was decisively affected by
the uncertain ability of the U.S. Government to mobilize and direct all available instruments of
national power to defeat the German and Japanese war machines. It was readily apparent to the
better minds in government that the United States had prevailed not because of its national
security system, but rather in spite of it. Further, they were determined to register their
discomfort with former President Roosevelt‘s ad-hoc management of the war effort by
legislating a standing body, a National Security Council, that would formally perform the
interagency coordination function.
The Congressional resolve that eventually resulted in the passage of the National Security Act of
1947 did not come a moment too soon; ensuing events would dramatically underscore the
increasing importance of interagency coordination. The momentous events of 1949 provided an
early indication of the emerging Cold War role that the United States would be playing for
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decades to come. In 1949 alone, the North American Treaty Organization (NATO) was formed,
military assistance to Europe began, the Soviet Union detonated an atomic bomb, and the
Communists gained control of China.5
The National Security Act of 1947 is the first and, to date, only substantive piece of legislation
governing the function of the full American interagency.6 Following the intra-governmental
disarray of the WWII war effort under President Roosevelt, the NSA effectively created a
council to coordinate the execution of presidential policy through the burgeoning bureaucracy.
However, the true story of the NSA is a little more complicated than this and is vastly more
interesting.
In her seminal work, scholar of national security policy Amy B. Zegart, contends that the NSC
system actually became a part of the NSA as a result of the vehement squabbling of the military
services under threat of unification. Zegart argues that the NSC system was, ―a by-product of a
protracted, contentious battle between the president, the War Department, and the Navy
Department to unify the military services under a single Department of Defense.‖7 In short, the
emergence of the NSC and the cross-governmental interagency structure that it spawned was the
result of policy proposals floated by entrenched bureaucracies, such as the Navy Department, in
a desperate and ultimately unsuccessful attempt to defend parochial organizational interests.
Thus, what began as a limited legislative initiative to improve the President‘s ability to wage and

5

Office of the Historian, U.S. Department of State “History of the National Security Council, 1947-1997,” August
1997 <www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/history.html> (accessed March 18, 2008).
6
In this paper, the term “interagency” is used to reference any and all USG departments/agencies that contribute
to American national security. This paper takes a decidedly inclusive approach and considers any government
entity with even tangential national security responsibilities (e.g. Department of the Interior) to be a part of the
interagency community concerned with national security. The current security environment permits no other
definition.
7
Amy B. Zegart, Flawed by Design: The Evolution of the CIA, JCS, and NSC. (Stanford University Press: Stanford,
1999), 55.
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win wars with the full support of a unified Department of Defense organically evolved into a
much-broader reform that would prove remarkably innovative and absolutely critical to
American national security in the 20th century.
Intensive bargaining between Congressional leaders, the President, and the vocal and powerful
bureaucracies of the defense establishment eventually coalesced and resulted in a comprehensive
legislative reform that none of the involved players could have envisioned at the onset of the
process. The Declaration of Policy of the NSA clearly communicates the sweeping nature of the
reform:8
―In enacting this legislation, it is the intent of Congress to provide a comprehensive
program for the future security of the United States; to provide for the establishment of
integrated policies and procedures for the departments, agencies, and functions of the
Government relating to the national security;‖

In his definitive history of the National Security Council, David Rothkopf argues that the authors
of the National Security Act of 1947 had three principle goals:9
1. To ensure that no President could ever again concentrate power to the extent that
Roosevelt had;
2. To create a foreign policy apparatus that would effectively interact with the new global
institutional and legal structures and alliances of the post-WWII order; and
3. To ensure that the new Department of Defense (DoD) would not be marginalized by the
Department of State (DoS).
While the success of the Act on the first two goals is debatable, the degree to which the DoD has
displaced the DoS in the national security establishment is breathtaking.

8

Congress of the United States, National Security Act of 1947, 50 U.S.C. 401, July 26, 1947 (Washington, DC).
Rothkopf, David. Running the World: The Inside Story of the National Security Council and the Architects of
American Power. (New York: Public Affairs, 2005).
9
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Clearly, the National Security Act of 1947 was no longer concerned only with unification of the
military services but rather with the broader capacity of the U.S. Government to wield all
instruments of national power in a coordinated and effective manner. The Act affected many
reforms to include consolidation of the Department of Defense; creation of the Central
Intelligence Agency; founding of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; establishment of a core NSC
comprised of the President, Vice President, Secretary of State, and Secretary of Defense; 10 and
the creation of the institution of the broader NSC with a standing staff to coordinate and
implement policy across the interagency.
Ironically, President Truman signed the National Security Act of 1947, a bill originally designed
to curtail the intensively parochial behavior of the military services, aboard a C-54 presidential
aircraft appropriately named The Sacred Cow.11 President Truman initially viewed the NSA of
1947 and the NSC structure that it created with ambivalence. Like most occupants of the Oval
Office, he jealously guarded the prerogatives of executive power and was intensely opposed to
any legislative maneuverings that aimed to curtail them. Truman‘s implementation of the NSA
left no doubt about the role that the NSC would play in his and future administrations. The view
that the NSC had been created to coordinate political and military issues was rapidly supplanted
by the understanding that the NSC would serve the interests of the president exclusively.12 The
NSC evolved over time to serve as a mechanism through which the president could monitor and
exercise unprecedented control over the interagency.13
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The original act also included other statutory members of the NSC who have since been excluded.
National Museum of the United States Air Force, “National Security Act of 1947 Fact Sheet”
<http://www.nationalmuseum.af.mil/factsheets/factsheet.asp?id=1845.> (Accessed July 17, 2008).
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A (REASONABLY) SUCCESSFUL PIECE OF LEGISLATION
Any critique of the National Security Act of 1947 must first recognize that the Act did indeed
establish the institutions and systems that enabled the United States to prevail in the epic struggle
of the Cold War and weather the many intervening crises and conflicts that punctuated the last
six decades. However, a retrospective analysis of the Act reveals two fundamental
shortcomings: First, the Act never fully-accomplished a number of the ends for which it was
designed. And more importantly, the world has since changed to such an extent that even many
of the most successful provisions and principles of the Act are now dangerously outdated and illconsidered.14
In his critique of the National Security Act of 1947, Charles A. Stevenson articulates three
―unfulfilled expectations‖ that the Act aspired to accomplish but failed to achieve.15 First and
foremost, the Act has not enabled the USG to consistently formulate ―integrated policies and
procedures‖ across the interagency. While some policies have been successfully coordinated and
implemented, historically, they represent the exception and not the rule.
Second, the ambiguity of the Act with respect to the integration of economic and domestic
policies with national security policy has resulted in the weak coordination of America‘s
instruments of national power. To date, the USG continues to struggle to align domestic,
intelligence, military, and economic policy to achieve national security objectives.

14

E.g. Many commentators argue that the foreign-domestic divide that has been a hallmark of American national
security policy-making since 1947 is increasingly outdated as a result of globalization and transnational threats.
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Charles A. Stevenson, “Underlying Assumptions of the National Security Act of 1947.” Joint Forces Quarterly:
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National Defense University Press (Issue 48, 1 Quarter 2008).
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Lastly, Stevenson notes that the National Security Council (NSC) has failed to provide the
President with the ability to control the bureaucracy through centralized policy formulation,
implementation, and oversight. There is broad consensus across the national security literature
on the NSC‘s poor record of policy implementation and oversight.
Yet, for most contemporary observers of national security affairs, the overriding concern is not
the Act‘s modesty in achieving all that it set out to do, but rather the increasing disconnect
between the world the Act was designed to manage and that within which it must operate today.
The strengths and weaknesses of the United States and its adversaries have evolved over time
and the opportunities and threats confronting American policy-makers, in many respects, hardly
resemble those familiar to the architects of the National Security Act of 1947.
The many shortcomings of the Act in the modern security environment will be explored in detail
in later sections, but the vast majority of these weaknesses can be traced to a larger overarching
problem: As a result of the National Security Act of 1947, the USG cannot consistently achieve
unity of effort across interagency operations. The many forces of discord—bureaucratic politics,
parochialism, personality conflicts, etc.—consistently overpower the ability of the President to
direct the executive branch to implement strategies and achieve national objectives effectively or
efficiently.
The severe strictures placed upon the executive branch by the Congress in1947 continue to
restrain the ability of the USG to operate in today‘s vastly transformed threat environment.
Modern Presidents do not need a ―blank check‖ to centralize power like Roosevelt and run the
executive as they see fit, but they do need the US Congress to thoughtfully recalibrate the
authorities of the President to enable him/her once again to compel the executive branch to
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achieve national objectives. The executive branch must be empowered to succeed in today‘s
demanding and interconnected threat environment. The stakes are simply too high.

TRADITIONAL BUREAUCRATIC THEORY
In the late 19th century, a young academic and new professor at Bryn Mawr College struggled to
understand the oddities of government behavior. In 1887, he incisively observed that, ―Like a
lusty child, government with us has expanded in nature and grown great in stature, but has also
become awkward in movement.‖16 Over the years, he would become intimately familiar with
bureaucracy: first as the 13th President of Princeton University, later as the 34th Governor of
New Jersey, and finally as the 28th President of the United States. Woodrow Wilson understood
the shortcomings of bureaucracy as well as anyone, but he firmly believed that it had an
important role to play in society, and most important of all, that its performance could be
improved through administrative study.
Bureaucracy is practically a dirty-word in contemporary political discourse. Politicians and
pundits are quick to express their frustration and, sometimes, outright contempt for ―government
largesse.‖ Yet, we continue to entrust it with the tasks most critical to America‘s survival.
Why? What is it about government bureaucracies that make them so different from private
organizations? Why do they behave as they do? Are they really as inefficient as we are led to
believe?

16

Woodrow Wilson. (1887), “The Study of Administration,” in Shafritz, J.M., & Hyde, A.C., (Eds.), (1992), Classics of
Public Administration. (pp.3-17). Brooks/Cole series in pubic administration. Pacific Grove, Calif, Brooks/Cole Pub.
Co.
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Scholar Paul C. Light provides a useful overview of how society‘s frustrations with bureaucracy
have taken form over the course of the past six decades. He describes four tides of government
reform philosophies that have progressed and receded since WWII. 17 He notes that the
government has alternated between reform movements emphasizing scientific management, a
―war on waste,‖ a ―watchful eye‖ advocating governmental openness and transparency, and
liberation management. The goal of each of these philosophies was efficiency, economy,
fairness, and performance, respectively. Light‘s research also suggests that bureaucratic reform
philosophies experience a short lifecycle. Light identifies seven periods of intense reform during
the fifty years following WWII.18
This section will move beyond the half-baked platitudes of conventional wisdom on government
to thoughtfully explore the tradeoffs and covenants that the American people have made with
their governmental bureaucracies. It will explain why bureaucratic organizations are crucial to
good governance and will begin to shed light on what can be done to make them work better.
This section will introduce the lengthy history of bureaucratic study to explain why government
exists as it does today. It will then explain why and how bureaucracies are different from private
sector organizations and describe five important dimensions of bureaucratic organizations. This
section will conclude with a focused discussion of the benefits and costs of decentralization.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF BUREAUCRATIC THOUGHT
Max Weber was a German political scientist and sociologist whose pioneering work at the turn
of the 20th century made him the forefather of modern bureaucratic studies. Weber recognized
17

Paul C. Light. The Tides of Reform: Making Government Work, 1945-1995. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1997.
18
Ibid.
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that bureaucracies are qualitatively different from private organizations. Bureaucracies are
created when laws or administrative regulations establish jurisdictional areas under the purview
of specific officials.19 They are established in civilizations or large businesses of such an
expansive size that they would benefit from the economies of scale that are the chief virtue of
bureaucracies. Bureaucracies achieve efficiency through uniformity by compelling officials to
follow general rules and operate under firm constraints instead of conducting market-based
transactions.20
Weber described the ―ideal type bureaucracy‖ by defining its 10 characteristics:21
1. Limited areas of command and responsibility attached to each position within the
organization;
2. Hierarchical authority structure with control and responsibility concentrated at the top of
the hierarchy;
3. Central system of file collections summarizing the activities of the organization;
4. High-degree of specialization based on expert training;
5. Jobs demand the full working capacity of the member;
6. Definite outlined rules of procedure for rational coordination of activities;
7. Impersonality of relationships between the organizational members;
8. Recruitment of officials on the basis of ability and technical knowledge;
9. Distinct separation of private and public lives and positions of members; and
10. Promotion by seniority.
Frederick Taylor‘s work on scientific management at the close of the 19th century also
contributed to scholarly thought on bureaucratic function. Taylorism focused on ―how work gets
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Max Weber, (1922), “Bureaucracy,” in Shafritz, J.M., &Hyde, A.C., (Eds.), (1992), Classics of Public Administration.
(pp. 22-29). Brooks/Cole series in public administration. Pacific Grove, Calif, Brooks/Cole Pub.Co.
20
Ibid.
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Rolf E. Rogers. Organizational Theory. Boston: Allyn and Bacon Inc. 1975. 4-6.
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done‖ at the micro-level: examining tasks, dividing and re-dividing labor, and emphasizing
organization by function.22 The intimate management of workers‘ tasks became the new
responsibility of managers as a result of Taylor‘s theories.23 Notably absent from Taylor‘s
theories was due consideration of the individual worker as a ―person;‖ it would be some time
before management theorists came to recognize the importance of individuality and autonomy
within the ranks of the organization.
Luther Gulick was a 20th century social scientist who focused his life‘s work on the study of
public administration and made valuable contributions to the scholarly discourse on bureaucracy.
Specifically, he studied ―departmentation,‖ or how tasks are divided within an organization in
order to achieve efficiency.24 He is, however, perhaps best known for promoting the tasks of
management under the acronym POSDCORB:25
1. Planning tasks, methods, and purposes;
2. Organizing subdivisions;
3. Staffing who to bring, training and controlling work conditions;
4. Directing / making decisions;
5. Coordinating various elements of work tasks;
6. Reporting to superiors through records, research, and inspections; and
7. Budgeting.

22

Donald F. Kettl, System Under Stress: Homeland Security and American Politics. (Washington, D.C.: CQ Press,
2004).
23
Frederick Taylor. (1912), “Scientific Management,” in Shafritz, J.M., & Hyde, A.C., (Eds.), (1992), Classics of Public
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24
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More contemporary thought on bureaucracy has been advanced by Graham Allison and James Q.
Wilson, both of Harvard University. Allison‘s seminal work on the Cuban Missile Crisis, The
Essence of Decision, established three distinct lenses through which to analyze bureaucratic
behavior: a Rational Actor Model that assumes that the government will behave like a cogent
and rational being within the limits of ―bounded rationality,‖ an Organizational Behavior Model
under which organizational processes and standards shape analyses and options, and a
Governmental Politics Model that views government action as the outcome of bureaucratic
competition and ―palace politics.‖26 Among many other notable propositions, Allison argued
that organizational action is rarely far-sighted or customized to the problem at hand, that
organizational change is incremental and largely dependent on existing Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs) and routines, and that administrative limits seriously constrain the
implementation of decisions.27
James Q. Wilson would also make a seminal contribution to bureaucratic studies with his
publication of, Bureaucracy: What Government Agencies Do and Why They Do It. Wilson
draws on an extensive collection of case studies to round-out our understanding of government
organizations. Wilson combines Weber‘s understanding of bureaucratic management with
Taylor‘s emphasis on task analysis and Gulick‘s attention to the responsibilities and import of
management to construct a holistic understanding of bureaucratic organizations. His analysis
will be discussed at-length later in this section within the context of ―the five dimensions of
bureaucracy.‖
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The modern business literature also provides some insight into modern thought on bureaucracies.
Much of the business literature distinguishes between ―hardware,‖ or organizational structures
and processes, and ―software,‖ which instead of treating the worker of a simplistic ―black box,‖
focuses on the worker as ―a person‖ with complex motivations and capabilities. Large
companies and iconic business leaders such as General Electric and Jack Welch have pioneered
business models that embrace decentralization, empower staff to succeed (or fail), and emphasize
the human element of organizational performance. The mantra in today‘s business management
world is a far cry from the dehumanizing mindset of Taylorism and other earlier eras:
―Organizations don‘t do work; people do work.‖

FIVE DIMENSIONS OF BUREAUCRACY
In light of all of the attendant problems that bureaucracies have produced throughout history,
why do we continue to entrust them with responsibility and resources? In a word: justice.
Bureaucracies are generally slower and less efficient than their private sector counterparts when
it comes to discharging the responsibilities attendant to all organizations: decision-making,
resource allocation, etc. However, they are uniquely capable of discharging those
responsibilities in a fair, transparent, and accountable way.
Bureaucracies exist because democracies value justice more than they value traditional notions
of organizational efficiency. The bureaucracy‘s, ―objective to serve the public interest makes it
efficient only at being publicly agreeable.‖28 James Q. Wilson adds that, ―Inefficiency in the
small, that is, the excessive use of resources to achieve the main goal of an agency, is probably
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commonplace; but inefficiency in the large—the excessive use of resources to achieve all the
goals, including the constraints—may not be so common.29
This section will synthesize the most relevant strains of traditional bureaucratic thought into a
single framework of analysis. Analysis will focus on what bureaucracies do, how they go about
doing it, and what determines whether or not they do it successfully. This section will achieve
this through an analysis of five dimensions of bureaucracy: jurisdiction, constraints, tasks,
culture, and leadership. Jurisdiction determines what organizations do; constraints,
organizational culture, and task definition determine how they do it; and leadership often
determines whether or not they do anything successfully.
JURISDICTION
It is not unreasonable for taxpayers to wonder why the Federal Government must fund a legion
of Federal law enforcement agencies. Why do we need a Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA)
when we already have a perfectly good Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)? Shouldn‘t the
FBI be enforcing drug laws? Why didn‘t the FBI, in its heyday, edge other agencies out of the
federal law enforcement business? What does the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms do
anyways?
Conventional wisdom might lead one to hypothesize that J. Edgar Hoover must have lost a few
monumental bureaucratic battles to allow newer bureaucratic organizations to seize federal law
enforcement responsibilities (and the resources that come with those responsibilities!).
However, such a conclusion wouldn‘t correspond with the popular image of Hoover as one of the
29
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most powerful figures in Washington during his era; indeed, such a conclusion would be dead
wrong.
Hoover didn‘t want the FBI to become saddled with drug enforcement responsibilities.30 He
could not bear the thought of exposing his world-class, incorruptible corps of special agents to
the messy underworld of narcotics investigations. The potential for corruption, and worse, was
far too great and the organizational benefits too slim. A close review of bureaucratic history
reveals that bureaucracies value autonomy at least as much as they value resources.31
Agencies do not expand indiscriminately. Rather, they seek to match jurisdiction to mission.32
Wilson outlines six principles that guide bureaucratic leaders as they endeavor to manage their
―turf:‖33
1. Seek out tasks that are not being performed by others;
2. Fight organizations that seek to perform similar tasks;
3. Avoid taking on tasks that differ significantly from those that are at the heart of the
organization‘s mission;
4. Be wary of taking on joint or cooperative ventures;
5. Avoid tasks that will produce divided or hostile constituencies; and
6. Avoid learned vulnerabilities—don‘t do something that has caused you to get burned in
the past.
A recent report from the General Accountability Office (GAO) underscores the continued
relevance of these principles. Among the most notable barriers to interagency coordination cited
by the report are competing missions and unclear roles. These ambiguities result in
organizational overlap and competition. Further, incompatible procedures, processes, data and
30
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systems were cited as a root cause generating friction when coordination among agencies is
attempted.34
CONSTRAINTS
In the realm of mission and strategy, bureaucracies and business are similar in one sense, and
entirely different in another. Both types of organization have a conceptual purpose or mission.
For-profit businesses exist to turn a profit. Bureaucracies exist to serve the public interest: DoD
to defend the United States, Treasury to manage the nation‘s financial solvency, and so on.
However, when it comes time to translate lofty mission statements into concrete operational
goals, the distinctions between bureaucracy and business stand in stark relief. Corporate boards
generally provide strategic guidance and, to varying extents, articulate operational goals and
metrics to support implementation of a broader strategy for competitive advantage. In short,
business managers are told ―what‖ to do but not necessarily ―how‖ to do it.
The U.S. Congress adopts an entirely different approach to the operational management of
bureaucracy. Graham Allison notes that in government, an organization‘s operational goals are
defined not through formal mandates, but as a set of constraints that define acceptable
performance.35 Bureaucracies operate within a rule-based system that focuses on process over
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results.36 In effect, bureaucracies are not always told ―what‖ to do at the operational level, but
rather ―how‖ it must be done.
This seemingly irrational focus on process is premised in two arguments. First, an intense focus
on process is necessary if the principle objective of the government is to prevent abuses and
achieve just and fair governmental performance. And second, it is far more effective for the
Congress to enforce constraints than it is to punish bureaucrats for the non-performance of
goals.37
The sources of bureaucratic constraints are legislative and executive. Congress sets budgetary
authorities, staffing levels, and procurement policies, among other things. These constraints are
articulated in law, inserted into Congressional staff reports, and implicitly and explicitly
expressed through the remarks of Members of Congress. Furthermore, the President can impose
further constraints on bureaucratic operation through executive orders and the routine exercise of
his/her management authorities.
The constraints that drive bureaucratic behavior can also take a variety of forms. In general, they
can be classified into five distinct and countervailing categories. Constraints can be designed to
improve:38
1. Accountability;
2. Equity or justice;
3. Responsiveness;
4. Efficiency; and
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5. Fiscal integrity.
The proliferation of constraints driving bureaucratic behavior has resulted in a problem of ―overconformity‖ in governmental bureaucracies. This problem is generated by four dynamics:39
First, effective bureaucrats demand consistency and strict devotion to regulations. Second, such
devotion to the rules leads to their transformation into ―absolutes‖ that are no longer related to a
set of purposes. Third, this absolutism interferes with ready adaptation of general rules to
specific, unanticipated circumstances. Lastly, the very elements which create efficiency in
general produce inefficiency in individual cases.
In summary, constraints effectively saddle bureaucratic organizations with a vast collection of
(often incompatible) goals. James Q. Wilson aptly refers to these constraints as ―contextual
goals‖ to emphasize the diversionary effect that they can have on the achievement of an
organization‘s core mission.40 In the final analysis, ―the only way to decide whether an agency is
truly inefficient is to decide which of the constraints affecting its action ought to be ignored or
discounted.‖41
CULTURE
The FBI has only 12,000 special agents.42 As an organization, it is critically dependent on its
support staff to ensure that these relatively scarce agents are deployed to greatest effect. The
cadre of FBI intelligence analysts supporting the Bureau‘s Special Agents are a central element
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of this support staff. Yet, an interesting dynamic has persisted with the FBI. For years, FBI
intelligence analysts have bridled at an oppressive ―badge and gun culture‖ at the Bureau,
deeming it responsible for the marginalization and disenfranchisement of analytic talent. 43
Why would an organization actively ostracize an entire class of its staff and belittle their mission,
especially when it is so critically-dependent on their contributions? The answer lies in the realm
of organizational culture. Simply put, the ―badge and gun‖ culture of the FBI didn‘t embrace
those wearing neither. Analysts were not a part of what the FBI considered its core mission: a
traditional brand of law enforcement epitomized by ―gang-busting and mob-chasing.‖ The FBI‘s
inability to reconcile its culture with its evolving mission undercut its ability to execute its
responsibilities. Culture is important and is ignored only at great peril.
Organizational culture is difficult to define and even harder to manipulate. Some organizational
theorists define culture as, ―a set of key values, beliefs, and norms shared by members of an
organization.‖44 Wilson is equally abstract, defining culture as, ―those patterned and enduring
differences among systems—of coordinated action that lead those systems to respond in different
ways to the same stimuli.‖45 Defining culture in the new class of ―hybrid organizations,‖ such as
the National Counter Terrorism Center, is even more difficult. In practice, these hybrids tend to
develop a culture that is a cross between the organizational roots of their staffs and the mission
of the new entity. While scholars disagree on what exactly comprises organizational culture,
they universally recognize its relevance to organizational behavior and success.
Culture is important for a variety of reasons. R.L. Dahl argues that culture serves two functions:
to integrate members and define how they relate to one another, and second, to help
43
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organizations adapt to a changing external environment.46 Wilson articulates the practical
relevance of culture arguing three points:47
1. Tasks that are not part of the culture will not be attended to with the same energy and
resources as are devoted to tasks that are part of it;
2. Organizations in which two or more cultures struggle for supremacy will experience
serious conflict as defenders of one seek to dominate representatives of the others; and
3. Organizations will resist bringing on new tasks that seem incompatible with its dominant
culture.
As these three observations clearly suggest, ―culture should reinforce strategy and structure.‖48
Change in one of these three elements without commensurate change in the other two will
invariably lead to operational failures and strategic shortcomings.
So how can organizational culture be manipulated to accommodate strategic or structural
change? Unfortunately, there is no easy answer. The literature on management suggests that
culture can be modified through strong leadership. Renewed emphasis on an organization‘s
mission, or a nuanced reinterpretation of an existing mission, can play a large part in redefining
an organization‘s culture. This seems to have been precisely the strategy adopted by the
leadership team in charge of overhauling the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
in the wake of its problematic response to Hurricane Katrina. FEMA Director David Paulison
has aggressively sought to create a customer-oriented culture that puts the needs of those that
FEMA was chartered to help ahead of absolute respect for the constraints imposed on the
agency‘s operations.49 Other managers have employed a range of formal and informal
mechanisms to fine-tune organizational culture: redefining managerial ethics, creating ethics
46
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committees, establishing disclosure mechanisms, and instituting programs and training to
emphasize new values.50
TASK DEFINITION
Mission is translated into strategy, strategy is transformed into a series of tasks, and tasks
become the fundamental basis of action. Tasks are important. James Q. Wilson cautions that,
―The longer an agency exists, the more likely that its core tasks will be defined in ways that
minimize the costs to the operators performing them, and thus in ways that maximize the costs of
changing them.‖51 More insidious still, Graham Allison‘s Organizational Behavior Model
suggests that organizations often invert the hierarchy of mission, strategy, and tasks. Allison
argues that SOPs and routines shape how organizations perceive and act upon their missions.52
In the famous words of Mark Twain, ―When all you have is a hammer, everything looks like a
nail.‖ This predisposition of organizations to define their tasks based on factors other than
mission entails tremendous costs.
Wilson‘s research reveals four factors that influence organizational task-definition.53 First,
abstract or vague mission statements tend to lead to tasks that are defined by operators rather
than executives. In other words, tasks that are not readily-defined by mission will be interpreted
and defined in a manner that does not necessarily reflect that mission. Second, the ideology and
attitudes of bureaucrats can affect behavior when mission and tasks are not clearly defined.
Third, some agencies, especially new ones, can have their tasks effectively defined by interest
groups. Lastly, the background and training of bureaucrats can heavily influence task definition.
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So what is to be done about the problems of organizational task-definition? Organizational
culture heavily influences how missions, strategies, and tasks are understood at the operational
level. In a sense, culture defines tasks.54 Bureaucrats must understand their responsibilities
within the broader context of mission. Ultimately, of course, the burden of task definition falls
upon organizational leadership. Mission must be defined and understood consistently both
vertically and horizontally across the organization. Effective management, vigilant oversight,
and two-way dialogue are the antidote to task devolution.
ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP
The literature on leadership is vast, and to a certain extent, inconclusive. However, research for
this paper reveals a number of factors consistent with strong organizational leadership. Among
them: vision, patience, toughness, a willingness to take risks, the ability to rally people to a
common cause, and exceptional judgment.
Bureaucratic organizational leadership requires proficiency in five critical tasks:55
1. Identification of the critical tasks of the organization;
2. Optimal distribution of authority to staff to accomplish tasks;
3. Inculcation of a sense of mission across staff;
4. Preservation of sufficient autonomy to keep the focus on the mission; and
5. The ability to generate commonality of purpose across organizational lines.
Of these five leadership tasks, the lattermost warrants special attention due to its increasing
relevance in an age of complex, interdisciplinary threats and missions. ―Meta-leadership‖ is a
54
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term coined by a cohort of professors at the Harvard Center for Public Leadership. It refers to a
type of leadership that generates, ―guidance, direction, and momentum across organizational
lines that develops into a shared course of action and a commonality of purpose among people
and agencies that are doing what appears to be very different work.‖56 The concept of metaleadership acknowledges the reality of today‘s transformed operating environment: it is no
longer sufficient for leaders to exercise control over only their own organizations; they must also
be adept at influencing other organizations. This is the essential prerequisite of unity of effort in
complex operations. Although this has always been an element of successful bureaucratic
leadership, it has never been as important as it is today.
This summary review of bureaucratic thought and the five dimensions of bureaucracy sets the
stage for an informed discussion of the problems confronting the national security bureaucracy
today. Analysis of the gap between the security challenges of the 21st century and the actual
capabilities of American national security organizations will highlight where existing
organizational jurisdictions, constraints, cultures, task definition, and bureaucratic leadership are
insufficient.

FRAMING THE PROBLEM
―From global terrorism, cyber attacks, and challenges to the neutrality of space, to armed
horsemen in Sudan, transnational religious leaders in Iraq, and ethnic cleansing in the Balkans,
the challenges to national security today defy traditional categories.‖57
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The most important element of any prescription for reform is the diagnosis that precedes it.
Reform is an inherently disruptive endeavor with dubious and uncertain benefits; it must only be
attempted when the true causes of dysfunction can be discerned from the symptoms. Equally
important, the costs of doing nothing must be unsustainable and intolerable.
A comprehensive review of the literature on national security reform in the United States reveals
a growing consensus on the deficiencies of the existing national security establishment. The
literature on national security is diverse but does coalesce around three general themes: First,
new threats are confounding an ―old‖ national security system. Second, the USG has
consistently proven incapable of achieving unity of effort in national security missions. And
third, the USG does not perform sufficient strategic planning. This section will briefly
summarize the most salient schools of thought with respect to each of these alleged deficiencies
of the interagency system.
NEW THREATS AND AN OLD SYSTEM
Most contemporary analyses argue that sub-state actors —terrorists, insurgents, militias, even
economic entities— now represent a ―tier-one‖ threat to American national security. As
traditional technological, informational, and economic barriers to powerful technologies and
weapons systems have receded, the capabilities of disparate groups have expanded alongside
their increasingly global ambitions.
The obsolescence of the National Security Act of 1947 and the institutional and procedural
systems that it created are universally decried by both practitioners and scholars. The USG is
attempting to manage a dynamic, increasingly-integrated, and rapidly-evolving threat
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environment with a national security system that was explicitly designed to inhibit the
aggregation and integration of power within the executive branch.
Traditional divides between foreign and domestic policy and intelligence and law enforcement
activities have created seams of vulnerability with serious implications for national security and
civil liberties. Concerns over the inefficiencies and redundancies of the existing national security
system during the early 1990s58 have been supplemented by a more recent recognition that the
system is not only inefficient, but fundamentally incapable of protecting the United States.
Former National Security Advisor and retired Air Force General Brent A. Scowcroft argues that
new threats present challenges for the interagency process and the NSC structure.59 Specifically,
he cites disintegrating distinctions and changed realities that have invalidated the assumptions
that were the foundation of the post-WWII national security system.60 He describes weakening
distinctions between peace and war, foreign and domestic affairs, domestic law enforcement and
―national security,‖ and asserts that effective action is now dependent on multilateral responses
and integrated economic and military measures.
Scowcroft contends that these new realities challenge the existing national security system in
four major ways:61
1. The high national priority given to defeating the new threats may conflict with traditional
priorities of given agencies;
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2. Success often requires coordinated action by several agencies, accompanied by flexible
resource allocation;
3. Interagency plans supported by multi-year budget commitments are not in place to
address critical threats; and
4. Fragmentation of responsibilities for collecting, analyzing, and distributing intelligence
means that policymakers do not always receive adequate and timely information about
these new threats.
Scowcroft‘s analysis is broadly supported in the literature on national security reform by authors
who echo elements of his argument to varying degrees.
The literature on homeland security also offers some interesting insights into the nature of the
new threat environment. Herman B. ―Dutch‖ Leonard and Arnold M. Howitt of the Harvard
Kennedy School of Government, make a valuable contribution to our understanding of the types
of crises that government must respond to in the modern security environment. Leonard and
Howitt distill three distinct types of emergencies: routine, crisis emergencies, and emergent
crises.62
As logic would suggest, routine emergencies are familiar, well-defined events that traditional
hierarchical bureaucracies are adept at resolving. Crisis emergencies, on the other hand, tend to
be novel in scope and nature and require three phases of response: understanding the crisis,
designing a custom response, and executing a non-typical response operation.63 By this
definition, Hurricane Katrina presented a ―crisis emergency.‖ Lastly, emergent crises are novel
and undefined in much the same way as a crisis emergency, but they tend to unfold over an
extended period of time thus making it even more difficult to grasp and identify as a crisis. The
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steadily worsening insurgency in Iraq in the weeks after the initial invasion represents an
example of an ―emergent crisis.‖
Charles R. Wise adds another dimension to our understanding of the problems confronting our
national security system. He distinguishes between two types of problems: ―wicked problems‖
with no solutions but only temporary and imperfect resolutions and ―tame problems‖ that are
easily defined and decomposable into neat elements.64 Naturally, traditional hierarchical
bureaucracies are far more adept at resolving ―tame problems‖ than they are at tackling ―wicked
problems.‖
The national security literature broadly concludes that governments are likely to face an
increasing number of crisis emergencies, emergent crises, and wicked problems in the future.
There is little consensus on exactly what must be done to modify organizational structures and
processes in preparation for these contingencies, but there is near universal recognition that our
current system is ―living on borrowed time.‖
DIS-UNITY OF EFFORT
The singular theme and constant refrain of the contemporary literature on national security
reform concerns the concept of unity of effort. Unity of effort is defined as cooperation among
distinct entities toward ―a commonly recognized objective.‖65 Notably, it does not require a
unified command structure, only effective and efficient coordination. Graham Allison‘s
landmark organizational analysis of the Cuban Missile Crisis vividly depicted the inner-workings
of the USG as an arena in which ―loosely allied‖ bureaucracies advanced their own perceptions
64
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interests, and parochial priorities despite the cataclysmic import of the deliberations.66 Inside
government, this dynamic is well understood and is often the subject of desperate humor.
Richard Clarke recalls that he and many of his colleagues in the State Department used to joke
that the U.S. Navy was in, ―a loose alliance with the United States.‖67
Unfortunately, the consequences of this disunity are decidedly serious. The autonomy and
parochialism of the departments and agencies of the executive branch has led to two problems:68
First, policymaking has become a process of bureaucratic competition and negotiation rather
than direction and management; and second, the current interagency system consistently
achieves only piecemeal implementation of policy. Scholars have expounded on both of these
points in detail.
Hans Binnendijink, the director of the Center for Technology and National Security Policy at
National Defense University, identifies three distinct shortcomings in the interagency system:69
1. There is no organizational structure capable of harnessing the capabilities of the entire
United States Government;
2. Technological links between agencies are nonexistent or insufficient; and
3. The US Government has failed to institute a decentralized planning process coordinated
by the NSC.
James Jay Carafano, of the Heritage Foundation builds on this analysis and cites eight factors
that complicate interagency cooperation:70
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1. Different agency traditions;
2. Congressional funding of individual departments,
3. The lack of coherent interagency professional development;
4. Overlapping operational districts;
5. Limited capacity to actually conduct operations;
6. The lack of inspectors general for interagency operations;
7. Political fears of big government; and
8. The inadequacy of effective operational models for interagency operations.
The literature on national security observes disunity of effort from at a variety of different levels.
Many commentators focus exclusively on either national-level policy (e.g. the National Security
Council and interagency policy process) or field-level operations (e.g. the activities of Provincial
Reconstruction Teams, etc.). The Project on National Security Reform, on the other hand, takes
a more comprehensive approach and focuses on national-level policy, field-level operations, the
regional level, and also the ―country-team‖ level.71 Inter-organizational collaboration with nongovernmental organizations and the private sector is sometimes discussed in national security
literature but remains more prevalent in discussions of homeland security. Curiously, discussion
of inter-governmental collaboration with State and local governments is sparse even within the
emerging literature on homeland security.
Perhaps the most tangible indicator of the inadequacy of the current NSC policy-making process
is the emergence of a growing collection of interagency entities and processes. Former Deputy
Executive Secretary of the NSC, Michael Donley, argues that the interagency is more complex
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and crowded than it ever was before; in effect, it has outgrown the NSC.72 New interagency
coordinating councils, such as the Homeland Security Council (HSC), interagency centers such
as the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC), and directorships, such as the Office of the
Director of National Intelligence (DNI), have emerged to fill a vacuum and improve the USG‘s
capacity to achieve unity of effort.
Donley contends that four specific problems continue to plague this crowded interagency
system.73 First, he notes the government‘s poor capacity to integrate effort horizontally between
organizations and vertically from the national policy level down to the operational level.
Second, he observes that the interagency has failed to effectively establish the legitimacy of
decision-makers below the President. In practice, he argues that presidentially-appointed
interagency decision-makers, be they cabinet members, Special Assistant to the President, or
otherwise, are rarely able to compel department heads to cooperate. Third, Donley argues that
interagency planning and coordination are particularly weak at the operational level. Lastly,
despite the relatively recent emergence of new interagency entities, he asserts that government
institutions have been slow to develop and support interagency activities. In summary, Donley
contends that American national security institutions have not evolved rapidly enough to
effectively manage the threats of the 21st century.
Scholar Gregory D. Foster underscores the importance of institutions and bureaucratic structures
and supports his thesis with three arguments.74 First, structure determines who addresses
different issues and affects their perspectives. Second, formal structure creates a permanent
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pattern of interactions among a set of actors. Lastly, he argues that the way the United States
organizes for national security may have symbolic significance that influences others‘
perceptions of the USG. Foster concludes by noting that, ―structure is ultimately designed to
balance the competing aims of differentiation and integration in order to achieve unity of
effort.‖75
Lastly, business literature provides useful insight into the structural and procedural adaptations
required to survive in the modern world. Peter Drucker of Harvard Business School has written
extensively on organizational transition from the industrial model to what he terms, the
―information model.‖ In this new model, knowledge resides at the bottom of the hierarchy and
the purpose of the organization is the integration of specialized knowledge into a common task.76
He eschews traditional departments as ―guardians of standards, centers for training and the
assignment of specialists,‖ but argues that they will not be ―where the work gets done‖77 in
today‘s organization.
Within the business literature, there is a rapidly expanding body of work concerning
collaboration in ―open systems‖ or informal organizations. The stunning success of Wikipedia
as an online encyclopedia with a voluntary ―staff‖ of millions is a popular example of the new
type of collaboration that traditional organizations are attempting to capture. The US
intelligence community has replicated Wikipedia‘s operating model (with some modifications) to
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create an internal collaborative tool called ―Intellipedia.‖78 With the increasing sophistication of
collaborative ―Web 2.0‖ technologies and a growing list of organizational success stories, it is
becoming apparent that organizations have a new set of tools at their disposal to achieve unity of
effort.
A DEARTH OF STRATEGIC THINKING
The literature on national security frequently cites the failure of the national government to
engage in strategic thinking and planning as a root cause of national security crises and disasters.
David Rothkopf argues that there is a ―bias toward reaction‖ within the NSC.79 He suggests that
the ―tyranny of the news cycle‖ is largely to blame for the crowding-out of the important for the
urgent. As a result of this systemic reactionary bias, the government is constantly ―adopting old
models to new circumstances for which they may be ill-suited or, alternatively, reactively
backing into a pattern of behavior that has not been thought out in advance.‖80
Amy Zegart builds on Rothkopf‘s argument by articulating four related challenges to strategic
thinking in the US Government.81 Like Rothkopf, she cites the ―thundering present‖ and the
press of current events as the first major impediment to strategic thinking. Second, she
recognizes the debilitating effect that ―turf battles‖ between government organizations can have
on long range planning. Third, she suggests that cognitive limits restrain decision makers‘
ability to thoughtfully consider multidisciplinary threats and the expanding range of
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contingencies that form the modern threat spectrum. Lastly, she notes that bureaucratic culture
inevitably resists ―transformative leadership‖ to embrace instead stability and incrementalism.
The three themes highlighted in this literature review—new threats confounding an aging
national security system, disunity of effort across the interagency, and a dearth of strategic
thinking at the national level—begin to describe the scope and severity of the problem at hand.
A brief review of the findings and recommendations of the seven most significant investigations
of the American national security system since the mid-1980s casts the inadequacies of the
existing national security system in stark relief.

EARLY EFFORTS AT REFORM: BUILDING THE INTELLECTUAL FOUNDATION
The national security system that was created in the wake of World War II has persisted well into
the 21st century despite the fact that it was not designed, ―primarily to achieve integration but
rather to prevent too great a conception of executive power.‖82 To date, only two major pieces of
legislation have significantly modified the National Security Act: the Goldwater-Nichols Act of
1986, on defense reorganization, and the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of
2004, which enacted many of the recommendations of the 9/11 Commission. This section will
briefly review three reform efforts that set the stage for the broader interagency reform studies
that would begin in 1997 with the formation of the US Commission on National Security (the
―Hart-Rudman Commission‖).
THE GOLDWATER-NICHOLS ACT OF 1986
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The single most successful modern reform of the national security establishment was stagemanaged by an improbable hero. Jim Locher, a Senate staffer working for the Senate Armed
Services Committee for much of the 1980s played a pivotal role courting a prolonged bi-partisan
reform effort from Capitol Hill despite strenuous resistance from the military bureaucracy and
powerful Reagan Administration figures, such as then-Secretary of Defense, Caspar Weinberger.
Locher had the good fortune of working for powerful and courageous Members of Congress, but
prefers to attribute the unique success of the Goldwater-Nichols Act to a simple lesson that he
gleaned from previous reform efforts:
―Nearly all reorganizers assume that they know what the problems are and immediately
pursue solutions. They devote five percent of the effort to determining what is wrong and
95 percent to developing solutions.‖83

The Goldwater-Nichols Act was important because of its ambitious goals. The GoldwaterNichols Act had nine distinct objectives: to improve the quality of military advice provided to
policy-makers, to reinforce civilian authority in the Department of Defense (DoD), to better
match combatant commanders‘ authorities with their responsibilities, to make combatant
commanders directly accountable for accomplishment of assigned missions, to optimize the
military‘s operational performance, to strengthen strategy formulation and contingency planning
capabilities, to improve management of joint officers, to enhance efficiency, and to improve
department-wide management.84 The Act achieved these goals, to varying degrees, through a
comprehensive suite of reforms that affected everything from the chain of command to
organizational structure to personnel and procurement policies.
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The Act was unique because it successfully achieved the three essential tasks of a reform effort.
It convincingly diagnosed fundamental problems, advanced actionable and pragmatic policy
measures to address them, and injected those proposals into a robust political process capable of
achieving implementation. For this reason, Goldwater-Nichols continues to be the model for
contemporary governmental reform initiatives that extend well-beyond the confines of the DoD.
THE COMMISSION ON ROLES AND MISSIONS, 1995
The Commission on Roles and Missions was a congressionally-mandated committee charged to
conduct the first post-Cold War reassessment of the structure and posture of the US military.
The Commission was established with two principle objectives: to adjust the roles and missions
assigned to the Services with respect to emerging threats and to streamline outmoded and
redundant military structures in order to blunt the impact of ongoing defense spending cuts.85
The Commission made a broad set of recommendations that built upon the gains solidified as a
result of the Goldwater-Nichols Act of the previous decade. However, the most significant result
of the Commission‘s work was the institutionalization of the Quadrennial Defense Review
(QDR) process. As a result, the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) oversees a comprehensive
examination of the national defense strategy, military force structure, and other elements of the
defense program and policies of the United States every four years.
The Commission‘s establishment of the QDR process was also important for another reason: as
originally conceptualized, it was to be a government-wide review encompassing all members of
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the national security establishment.86 In a sense, this represented the first high-profile call for a
broader and more-inclusive conception of national security and an early recognition of the
critical role that DoD‘s interagency partners would play in the conduct of future conflicts.
Although it might appear modest in retrospect, this initiative constituted a marked departure from
the status quo at a Pentagon that had only been ―unified‖ a decade earlier and still referred to
peacekeeping, humanitarian, and stability operations by the telling and rather unseemly acronym
of ―MOOTW,‖ short for ―Military Operations Other Than War.‖
In practice, this first interagency approach to re-conceptualizing national security was indeed
before its time and the QDR quickly devolved into a DoD-centric exercise. However, all was not
lost, for at a minimum, the Pentagon now had a formal net assessment process to regularly
reassess and reorient its posture to meet emerging threats over a 20-year horizon.
THE NATIONAL DEFENSE PANEL: 1997
The National Defense Panel (NDP) was established by Congress to ensure that the first QDR
was executed to its satisfaction.87 Judged on this standard alone, the NDP was an abject failure.
However, the NDP did serve a valuable and necessary function in providing the Congress the
intellectual capital required to support continued calls for reform and a strong dose of political
courage forged from the frustrations of the bureaucracy‘s repeated failures to satisfy
congressional intent.
During the course of the panel‘s work, it recognized the growing irrelevance of the National
Security Act of 1947 and rapidly expanded its mandate to assess the Act‘s relevance and
document the failings of the interagency process under the pressing strain of ―complex
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contingencies‖ such as the US intervention in Somalia in 1993 (Operations UNISOM I & II) and
Haiti in 1994 (Operation Uphold Democracy).88
The National Defense Panel issued the broadest and most far-reaching reform recommendations
to-date. In tacit recognition of rapidly emerging transnational threats, the Panel argued for the
establishment of an ―Americas Command‖ to reorient the US Government to defend the Western
Hemisphere. A variety of other recommendations were designed to build greater ―jointness‖ in
the armed forces and reform the processes that drove interagency collaboration.
In the end, the NDP was unable to shepherd the first QDR to an outcome that satisfied the
Congress‘ high expectations.89 In response to the limited view of national security adopted by
the first QDR, the Congress established the U.S. Commission on National Security in the 21st
Century, a body whose very existence was testament to the growing realization among Members
of Congress that the national security establishment was woefully unprepared to defend America
from unconventional threats.

GAINING MOMENTUM: FALSE-STARTS, TRAGEDY, AND RESURRECTION

During his tenure as National Security Advisor from 1993-1997, Anthony Lake struggled to
make sense of the new trends and patterns emerging in the form of crises and non-traditional
security threats. The 1993 attack on the World Trade Center, the ―Blackhawk Down‖ incident in
Somalia, attempted bombings of US aircraft over the Pacific in 1995, and the Khobar Towers
bombing in 1996, all suggested that America‘s enemies were diffuse, capable, determined to
strike the United States, and intent on doing so in novel ways. Lake believed as early as 1993
88
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that ―some new confederation of terrorists had taken shape and that Osama bin Laden was a key
player in it.‖90 The CIA would not confirm his suspicion until 1996 when the agency first
learned of the existence of al-Qaeda from a disaffected ―walk-in‖ to an American embassy.91
Everyone recognized that the world was changing around them as the first decade of the postSoviet age matured. Yet few truly understood exactly how it was changing or what it all meant
for American national security. It was against this backdrop of uncertainty that the Hart-Rudman
Commission was chartered by a nervous US Congress to try to make sense of this new security
paradigm and, more importantly, to determine exactly what the US Government should do about
it.
REPORT OF THE UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON NATIONAL SECURITY/21ST
CENTURY: “THE HART-RUDMAN COMMISSION”
―Unfortunately, we Americans, I guess, sometimes have to get hit with a two by four to get with
it… I have no doubt that we will get with it.‖
Senator Warren Rudman, September 14, 200192
The Hart-Rudman Commission released the final installment of its three-part study of the
challenges and opportunities for American national security policy in the 21st century on March
15th, 2001. The Commission discerned, ―two contradictory trends ahead: a tide of economic,
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technological, and intellectual forces that is integrating a global community, amid powerful
forces of social and political fragmentation.‖93
The Commission argued that the United States risked losing its ―global influence and critical
leadership role‖ if significant changes were not made to both the structure and processes of the
national security apparatus.94 A mere six months prior to the terrorist attacks of September 11th,
2001, the Commission bluntly warned that, ―A direct attack against American citizens on
American soil is likely over the next quarter century.‖95 The increasingly-apparent prescience of
this landmark study continues to grow with time.
The Commission adopted a broad and inclusive definition of security and framed both its
analysis of the problems plaguing the national security establishment and its recommendations to
address them into five related issue areas:
1. Ensuring the security of the American homeland;
2. Recapitalizing America‘s strengths in science and education;
3. Redesigning key institutions of the Executive Branch;
4. Overhauling the U.S. government‘s military and civilian personnel systems; and
5. Reorganizing Congress‘s role in national security affairs.
Defining the Problem
The Commission‘s Phase I Report previewed the coming threats and opportunities of the 21st
century, the ensuing Phase II Report detailed a comprehensive strategy to navigate this emerging
security environment, and the capstone Phase III Report summarized the organizational and
93

st

The Phase I Report of the U.S. Commission on National Security/21 Century, Road Map; for National Security:
Imperative for Change, The Hart-Rudman Commission – Phase I (Washington, DC: April 15, 2000) 5.
94
st
The Phase III Report of the U.S. Commission on National Security/21 Century, Road Map; for National Security:
Imperative for Change, The Hart-Rudman Commission – Phase III. (Washington, DC: February 15, 2001) viii.
95
Ibid.

48

procedural improvements necessary to successfully implement this strategy. Each of these
reports contributed to a stronger understanding of the growing dissonance between America‘s
national security establishment and the world in which it operated.
The Commission noted the grave threat materializing where international terrorism and Weapons
of Mass Destruction (WMD) proliferation converge and argued that the US Government is not
organized to counter this threat with an effective homeland defense. The Commission went on to
argue that the U.S. Government continues to systematically under-invest in science and
technology, that government institutions have failed to adapt to the post-Cold War security
environment, and that the U.S. lacks a national strategic planning and budgeting process. The
Commission further noted that national security agencies are not positioned to recruit and retain
the talented people that their missions require, and that the role of Congress in funding and
overseeing the national security agencies has grown inefficient, burdensome, and unresponsive.
Articulating the Solution
The Commission offered a sweeping menu of 50 recommendations to address the systemic
inadequacies of the national security establishment. The recommendations varied widely in
scope from specific foreign and civil service administrative reforms to the consolidation of
border control and security agencies into a ―Homeland Security Agency,‖ which would later be
reflected, to a certain degree, in the US Department of Homeland Security (DHS).
In general, the recommendations of the Hart-Rudman Commission were broad, invasive, and
detailed. Analysis of the content, type, and scope of the recommendations offered suggests that
the priorities of the Commission were, in descending order of importance, essentially three:

49

1. To re-orient the US Government to address the new threats and opportunities of the 21st
century;
2. To improve the capacity of the national security community to integrate its efforts; and
3. To enhance the effectiveness of the individual components of the national security
community.
The Commission‘s sober assessment of the national security establishment‘s ability to contend
with the new security challenges of the 21st century was underscored by the radical and
seemingly unbounded recommendations that it offered. The Commission did not refrain from
issuing contentious macro-level strategic, planning, budgeting, and organizational
recommendations that Senators Hart and Rudman knew would provoke a powerful political
reaction. In due course, many of these recommendations would eventually form the basis for
ensuing reforms, but not before the people of the United States had paid a terrible price for their
government‘s antipathy towards painful reforms.
THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON TERRORIST ATTACKS UPON THE UNITED
STATES: THE 9/11 COMMISSION
The 9/11 Commission indicted the American national security establishment for many of the
same deficiencies first enumerated by the Hart-Rudman Commission only a few years prior. Of
course, the similarities between their respective reports did not end with a congruent diagnosis of
governmental failings. Both commissions also offered a similar assessment of the imperatives of
the new security environment and issued a broad collection of recommendations calling for
wholesale government reorganization.
The key difference between the activities of the two commissions had nothing to do with
analysis and everything to do with timing. In the politically-charged universe of government
reform, nothing focuses the mind more poignantly than a list of 10 missed operational
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opportunities to prevent the deaths of over 3,000 Americans.96 Unfortunately, history continues
to demonstrate that this fundamentally political problem remains relevant.
Defining the Problem
The 9/11 Report reads unlike most other reports issued by blue-ribbon commissions. Far from
the ―wonk-ish‖ style and interminable length of similar policy reports, the 9/11 Report is more
akin to a tragic novel. The first 10 chapters of the 13 chapter report are devoted exclusively to a
blow-by-blow account of the lead-up to and immediate aftermath of the September 11, 2001
attacks. This narrative is then supplemented by three chapters that succinctly diagnose the
failings of the US Government accompanied by urgent proposals for wholesale reform.
The 9/11 Commission famously charged the government with four failures: failures of
imagination, policies, capabilities, and management. The report detailed how civil servants at all
levels of government were, almost without exception, unable or unwilling to adjust to the new
cognitive challenges posed by the post-Cold War international security environment. Although
some analysts and policy-makers, including notable figures such as Richard Clarke, were able to
comprehend the magnitude of the threat and conceptualize its strategic and operational
implications, they could not mobilize the machinery of government to counter it effectively.
The Commission noted similar deficiencies in security policy. The 9/11 Report is only one
among many studies to note the failure of the national security bureaucracy to generate and
advocate satisfactory policy options to senior decision-makers.97 More often than not, parochial
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interests were able to exploit bureaucratic processes to frame issues and options in a manner that
severely constrained the civilian leadership‘s prerogative and freedom of action.
Failings in imagination and policy contributed directly to the disconnect between capabilities and
missions within the national security establishment. The North American Aerospace Defense
Command (NORAD) was unable to effectively support a rapid response to the simultaneous
hijackings of 9/11 because their radars were facing the wrong direction: towards the oceans and
poles, the only directions from which they expected a threat to materialize.98 The critical
capabilities necessary to prevent, protect against, respond to, and recover from catastrophic
threats to America‘s national security were often absent or unsatisfactory. It was in the realm of
physical capabilities that the tremendous asymmetry between the actual security threats
confronting America and the posture of American security institutions was most tangible.
Lastly, the Commission made note of the costs that these accumulating failings imposed on
managers. Former-Director of Central Intelligence (DCI), George Tenet, was among the few
individuals who understood the gravity of the threat posed by Usama bin Laden (UBL).
Unfortunately, he was largely unable to galvanize the entire Intelligence Community (IC) to his
cause, much less coordinate and collaborate effectively with other key players such as the FBI or
border and immigration authorities. He had neither the managerial nor the budgetary authority to
compel the respective heads of the intelligence community components to read his memos, much
less drive their priorities and actions.99
In sum, the 9/11 Commission traced the four principal failings of the US Government to a
strikingly familiar refrain: In a security environment ―defined more by the fault lines within
98
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societies than by the territorial boundaries between them,‖100 America‘s national security
institutions have failed to adapt. Here again, America‘s security institutions were indicted for
misunderstanding the threat, proving unable to coordinate and collaborate effectively, and for
performing traditional agency functions at an often sub-standard level.
Articulating the Solution
The 9/11 Commission adopted a similar approach to that used by the Hart-Rudman Commission
to ground its recommendations: it painted a comprehensive picture of the threat environment,
articulated a strategy outlining ―what needs to be done,‖ and prescribed organizational remedies
to ensure that this strategy could be executed competently. The 9/11 Commission leveraged the
unprecedented mandate bestowed upon it by a reeling American populace to recommend broad
reforms that would have appeared outlandish only a few years earlier.
The Commission‘s recommendations were organized into three broad categories: Homeland
Security, Emergency Preparedness and Response; Reforming the Institutions of Government;
and Foreign Policy, Public Diplomacy, and Nonproliferation. Each of these categories included
recommendations that prescribed both what must be done, and how organizations, systems, and
cultures must change to make success possible. Analysis of the 9/11 Commission‘s
recommendations reveals similarities in the structure of the study, diagnosis of the problems
confronting the US, and indeed, even in the recommendations generated.
Although the Hart-Rudman and 9/11 Commission reports were indeed different in some
respects, what is significant is how strikingly similar they were in most others. Naturally, this
calls into question one of the central tenets of the latter report: if the Hart-Rudman Commission
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was able to foresee the nascent security threats emerging at the dawn of the 21st century with
such clarity, was 9/11 truly the result of a ―failure of imagination?‖ Furthermore, if 9/11 was not
the result of a cognitive inability to understand the modern security environment, shouldn‘t that
suggest that government can do better in the future if it is empowered to do so?
BEYOND GOLDWATER-NICHOLS: DEFENSE REFORM FOR A NEW STRATEGIC
ERA: MARCH 2004- JUNE 2008
The Beyond Goldwater-Nichols project (BG-N) is an independent initiative of the widelyrespected Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS). The BG-N project brought
together a team of distinguished scholars and practitioners to attempt to transform America‘s
Cold War era defense institutions and processes to confront 21st century threats. This analysis
will focus exclusively on the BG-N Phase I and II reports since subsequent Phase III and IV
reports are largely irrelevant to the questions of broader interagency reform.
Ironically, the BG-N study underwent a significant transformation of its own between the
issuance of its Phase I and Phase II reports in March of 2004 and July of 2005, respectively.
Initially, the study team focused primarily on reforming the organization and processes of the
DoD and secondarily on interagency failings. As the name of the project might suggest, the team
focused rather exclusively on updating and building upon the progress achieved under the
Goldwater-Nichols Act two decades prior. However, intervening events between the issuance of
the two reports caused the study team to aggressively reorient its focus on broader interagency
issues. The rapid shift in this study team‘s focus dramatically demonstrates the galvanizing
effect that America‘s interagency failings in Iraq had on defense intellectuals and begins to
explain why national security reform has again taken center stage with such urgency.
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As the BG-N team pondered how to organize the Pentagon for space and cyberspace threats,
among other things, America‘s military professionals and civil servants found themselves unable
to focus their government‘s otherwise formidable instruments of national power on the concrete
tasks of stability operations in Iraq. On March 31, 2004, the month during which the BG-N
Phase I report was issued, four American military contractors were brutally massacred in
Fallujah and their corpses hung from a local bridge. This incident represented a watershed event
in America‘s efforts to stabilize Iraqi society and marked the beginning of a prolonged and
violent descent into chaos. Mass uprisings ensued throughout April 2004, the Abu Ghraib
scandal broke on April 28th, and November witnessed the infamous ―Siege of Fallujah‖ and a
massive American military offensive in the ―Triangle of Death.‖101 By the time the BG-N team
was set to release its Phase II Report, Iraqi civilians and police officers were dying at a rate of
800 persons per month.102 The introduction to the Phase II Report acknowledges that, ―It was
evident to the study team that the goals of Goldwater-Nichols could not be achieved by focusing
exclusively on the Department of Defense or its implementation of BG-N Phase 1
recommendations.‖103 Consequently, the Phase II Report, succeeded in diagnosing a broader
governmental dysfunction and prescribing a more comprehensive interagency solution.
Defining the Problem
The BG-N Phase I Report echoed many of the Goldwater-Nichols Acts‘ original arguments for
reform. In a sense, the study team had a tough case to make: how can one justify reforming a
defense establishment that is the most dominant and successful that the world has ever known?
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The BG-N team pursued a compelling line of argument. The Phase I report argued that the DoD,
―must adapt not only to the post-Cold War, post-9/11 security environment but also must cope
with many ―hidden failures‖ that, while not preventing operational success, stifle necessary
innovation and continue to squander critical resources in terms of time and money.‖104 Years
earlier, Senator Sam Nunn, a central player in the passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, often
advanced similar logic when opponents of reform would point to operational successes as
evidence that ―the system is working fine.‖ Nunn repeatedly questioned whether the American
military was succeeding because of its systems or in spite of them.105
The BG-N Phase I and II Reports diagnosed similar problems at distinct scales. The Phase I
Report argued that DoD structures, command and control practices, resource allocation, and
personnel procedures were insufficient to cope with the new threat environment. To the BG-N
team‘s credit, the report also touched on interagency issues by noting inadequate professional
development programs across the breadth of the national security establishment and decrying the
weaknesses of interagency and coalition operations. In a familiar refrain, the Phase I Report
concluded by noting the continued inadequacy of Congressional oversight.
The Phase II Report expanded upon this preliminary diagnosis and inverted its emphasis from a
DoD-centric critique to a broad assessment of the entire national security system structure. In its
own words, the BG-N team sought to, ―eliminate redundancies that produce inefficiency and
conflict, while assuring maximum alignment of authority and accountability, including clear
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political accountability to the public through the President and Congress.‖106 In short, the study
team‘s essential understanding of the nature of the problem had not changed, but rather its scope.
Articulating the Solution
In aggregate, the recommendations of the BG-N study team were designed address the mismatch
between US Government structure, processes, and capabilities and the current threat
environment by pursuing two related lines of attack. First, to promote unity of effort within the
DoD and across the national security bureaucracy, and second, to maximize governmental
efficiencies and reduce redundancies. Significantly, the study team also made a conscious effort
to balance these ends with the need to preserve a competitive marketplace of ideas within the
defense community and reinforce civilian control of the military, among other principled
objectives.
Recommendations offered by the BG-N team are familiar in both type and form. In both the
Phase I and II Reports, the DoD is the primary target of a list of organizational, procurement,
educational, logistics, internal governance, and space and cyber reform recommendations. The
Phase II Report goes on to offer a rather boundary-less collection of prescriptions to integrate the
national security apparatus, ensure unity of effort, build operational capacity outside of the DoD,
and elevate and strengthen homeland security policy.
The BG-N team‘s expertise within the realm of defense policy and familiarity with defense
processes seems to have predisposed the study team to seek out, identify, and customize proven
defense community practices for export and adoption by the broader national security
community.
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centric QDR to a government-wide Quadrennial National Security Review (QNSR), in
fulfillment of the Congress‘ original intent. The study team also recommended that other
government departments, such as treasury and commerce, adopt DoD planning practices and
develop deployable operational capabilities.
Of course, the BG-N study team was not the only group to take note of the growing costs of
interagency dysfunction in the wake of ongoing stability operations in Iraq. Twenty years after
setting the gold-standard for reform efforts, Jim Locher, one of the principal architects of the
original Goldwater-Nichols legislation, was formulating a strategy and building a coalition of
scholars, legislators, and government executives to integrate the interagency into a functional
team.
THE PROJECT ON NATIONAL SECURITY REFORM: 2007-PRESENT
The Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) is an ongoing, non-partisan, non-profit
initiative sponsored by the Center for the Study of the Presidency kicked-off in July of 2007.107
Under the leadership of Executive Director Jim Locher, PNSR has united a diverse coalition of
national security experts ranging from former-Speaker of the House, Newt Gingrich, to retired
Supreme Allied Commander Europe, General Wesley Clark (Retired-USA), to Dr. Joseph Nye
of Harvard University.
The PNSR argues that, ―the United States Government does not integrate and resource all the
elements of national power sufficiently well.‖108 It is the mission of the project to understand the
fundamental problems that prevent the United States Government (USG) from integrating its
capabilities and provide recommendations to remedy them.
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PNSR will proceed in three stages.109 The first stage of the project will determine how history
drove the development of the national security system and why it has taken its current form.
Second, the project will define the nature and scope of the problems that plague the national
security establishment. In a notable departure from many previous studies, PNSR will focus
exclusively on the relationships between the Executive Office of the President (EOP) and
Cabinet Secretaries rather than the internal structures and procedures of individual agencies.110
In the final stage, PNSR will develop a suite of solutions, evaluate them, and deliver a set of
recommendations to policy-makers shortly after the change-of-administration of January 2009.
At the time of this writing, PNSR had yet to complete phases II and III. However, PNSR has
released a variety of reports and study materials that preview its analytic findings; this article
draws on these preliminary papers pending the release of the PNSR Final Report in coming
months.
Defining the Problem
In the wake of governmental shortcomings exposed by the terrorist attacks of September 11,
2001, Operations Iraqi and Enduring Freedom, and Hurricane Katrina disaster response
activities, and with the benefit of an expanding body of reports and studies on the topic of
interagency dysfunction, the PNSR delivers a simple and yet striking diagnosis: the USG is
unable to meet the complex security challenges of the 21st century because it cannot integrate the
instruments of national power under the constraints of the existing national security system.
PNSR, like many commissions before it, notes that the world has changed dramatically since the
end of World War II while the institutions and processes underlying the American national
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security system have not. As a result, the people and institutions charged with protecting
American interests are straining, improvising, and occasionally, failing to perform at an
acceptable level.
Preliminary PNSR reports and literature describe a complex, multi-dimensional problem. Most
notably, PNSR argues that the scope of national security has expanded to encompass fields and
disciplines not traditionally associated with security concerns.111 At the policy level,
contemporary economic, energy, and environmental issues are often loaded with profound firstand second-order security implications. At the operational level, departments and agencies with
traditionally civilian and domestic portfolios, such as Treasury, Energy, and Commerce, among
others, must play a critical role in humanitarian and pre- and post-conflict military operations.
PNSR lists an assortment of structural, procedural, and cultural problems that multiply the
complexity of this policy landscape: confused lines of authority; rigid vertical structures;
integration failures at national, regional, and country-team levels; lack of strategic planning; poor
knowledge management; ineffective personnel policies; and debilitating resourcing challenges.
Articulating the Solution
PNSR has yet to release its final recommendations pending the completion of the study.
However, it is possible to discern the broad outlines of the recommendations that will likely
emerge from this project.
First and foremost, the solutions articulated by PNSR will be sweeping. They will require
regulatory reform, statutory modifications, Congressional legislation, and Presidential directives
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to achieve their implementation.112 Further, the mandates of the working groups established by
PNSR belie the foci of the study, and by association, the likely nature of the recommendations
that will emerge. PNSR working groups are currently studying structure; strategy, policy, and
planning processes; knowledge management; legal issues; human capital; resources;
congressional oversight; and a limited number of project-related concerns such as
implementation and congressional affairs.113
Second, recommendations will focus on the relationships connecting government institutions
rather than the organizations themselves.114 PNSR effectively views intra-organizational reform
as a positive second-order effect of meaningful inter-organizational reforms. On its website,
PNSR underscores the inherent inadequacy of purely organizational reforms, noting that, ―the
United States will be unable to anticipate the capabilities it will require in advance of a crisis,
necessitating the ability to rapidly matrix capabilities from different sources.‖115
Lastly, the pedigree and predisposition of the project‘s leadership suggest that it will devote as
much attention to ensuring implementation of its recommendations as it will to their
development and formulation. As noted by Jim Locher himself after the original GoldwaterNichols legislation passed in 1986, opportunities to enact legislative reforms of national security
institutions tend to emerge ―once-in-a-generation,‖ and the United States simply cannot afford to
squander any of them.116
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PRINCIPLES OF NATIONAL SECURITY REFORM

―A pessimist sees the difficulty in every opportunity; an optimist sees the opportunity in every
difficulty.‖
-Winston Churchill117
It is notoriously difficult to assess progress in matters of great magnitude and historic import;
people are poorly disposed to recognize the tell-tale signs of incremental progress as it edges
towards the next tipping point, so often hypothesized but so rarely foreseen. However, even
from this historically-premature vantage point, it is possible to discern unmistakable signs of
progress towards a new conception of national security and a new American national security
system.
Important questions remain: What will trigger the next tipping point? How will we know when
we‘re getting close? What can we do now to move the debate along? Political scientists and
aspiring reformers have each sought to identify the essential characteristics of history‘s most
successful reform efforts so that they might be emulated in future endeavors. Inevitably, the
majority of the necessary ―ingredients‖ tend to be context-specific, event-driven, and rather
unsusceptible to instigation or imitation. The BG-N study team identified a short list of
principles that affect a reform effort‘s prospects for success:118
1. Recommendations that flow from congressionally mandated groups are more likely to
lead to lasting changes than efforts launched exclusively within the executive.
2. Executive-driven reforms lack staying power.
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3. Calamities spur reform efforts.
4. The fewer the resources required, the greater the prospects for reform.
5. Incremental reforms have far greater prospects for success than sweeping changes to
existing institutions.
6. Key individuals, sure in their beliefs and committed to their goals, decisively shape the
outcome of reform efforts.
7. A basic level of public knowledge and commentary is essential to affect reform.
8. Reform efforts tend to comprise a body of work that must be considered in its entirety,
progressing towards a tipping point.

Of these eight principles, the two most essential are the lattermost pair. Reformers must lead a
sustained and focused collective effort to educate the public about the import of the problem and
also generate a thorough body of knowledge and thought regarding possible solutions.119
Adequate progress in the realm of each of these two principles can shape an environment that is
amenable to the emergence of all others; on the other hand, insufficient progress in either could
forestall reform even if other conditions were to develop favorably.
Over the years, the progress of various reform efforts has been uneven, sometimes imperceptible,
and on most occasions, excessively frustrating for those involved. Yet out of this tumultuous
process, principles are emerging and consensus is building. Analysis of the seven major reports
examined in the preceding sections of this article, collectively spanning a period of just over two
decades, suggests that the debate over interagency reform has achieved remarkable progress in
the realms of public awareness and intellectual maturity. Reflecting on the most prominent
impediments to reform of the military Services in the early 1980s, Jim Locher noted that, ―The
lack of a consensus on principles for organizing the military exacerbated the obstacles to reform.
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Experts debated issues for decades without resolution.‖120 Against this sobering standard,
progress on interagency reform seems almost hasty.
A focused analysis of the findings and recommendations offered in these distinct efforts reveals a
growing consensus on the essential deficiencies of the existing national security system and what
must be done about them.
Critique and Synthesis
Review of the major reports, studies, and expansive body of national security literature reveals
broad consensus on the nature of the challenges facing American national security institutions in
the 21st century, the weaknesses of the current national security system to cope, and about what
should be done to remedy this widening disconnect. First, however, it is important to critique the
weaknesses of this existing body of knowledge.
CRITIQUE
The most pervasive weakness of the literature on national security reform is one of omission.
All too frequently, analysts and commentators will devise solutions to problems that they have
altogether failed to identify or simply misdiagnosed. The best analyses are those which carefully
develop and define a problem in detail. The solutions to the most vexing problems only become
apparent when those problems are accurately defined and meticulously broken down into their
component parts. Unfortunately, much of the literature on national security instead proposes
costly remedies to ill-defined problems with uncertain odds of success.
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Yet, perhaps the most damaging weakness of the national security literature is its predisposition
to confuse ends with means. The scope of the subject of national security reform is so large and
imposing that it is deceptively easy to lose sight of the essential purpose of the national security
system in the first place. Simply put, the American national security system exists not only to
protect the American people from existential threats, but also to protect their way of life from the
myriad threats that imperil the markets, systems, and institutions that are the foundation of the
global economy.
The ultimate end of national security reform efforts is an interagency system that preserves the
sanctity of the American system of governance (separation of powers, checks and balances, and
the protection of civil liberties) and improves the effectiveness and efficiency of the national
security establishment.

Narrow-minded analyses that examine specific organizational problems

devoid of this broader context are entirely counter-productive.
SYNTHESIS
This section will distill a core set of guiding principles of reform from these landmark
investigations of the American national security establishment and the broader national security
literature. This analysis will later inform the theory proposed to guide future national security
reform that is presented later in this paper.
Principles of Reform
Embrace an expansive conception of “national security.” Each and every report reviewed
either explicitly or implicitly argued that the traditional domain of national security is expanding
to envelop broader policy areas. The connective effects of an ever-accelerating globalization
phenomenon and the dawn of the information age have enabled societies and groups to threaten
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one another‘s vital and major interests in ways unthinkable only years prior. Recent global
financial and commodity crises underscore the new interdependencies that are redrawing the
boundaries of the national security disciplines. Today‘s transnational threats materialize not on a
traditional battlefield, but within the commercial, transit, and informational networks that are
such a vital part of the American way of life.
Improve unity of effort. Since the early days of the military reform effort of the 1980s, calls for
greater unity of effort and integration of the instruments of national power have become the
hallmark of every major reform effort. Organizations achieving unity of effort are neither
redundant nor working at cross-purposes, rather, they direct their energies to leverage
comparative advantages and support coordinated activities. Unity of effort is not synonymous
with unity of command or centralization, but rather represents the optimal Return on Investment
(ROI) possible through universal and coordinated support of a single strategic direction.
Balance the vitality of institutions with the need for integration. Reform studies stress the
importance of retaining and strengthening the characteristics of the interagency system that
promote a free competition of ideas while reducing and removing those that inhibit policy
implementation. Goldwater-Nichols was successful, in large part, because it resisted the
temptation to reorganize the military services and instead altered inter-organizational
relationships through alternative means (legal, budgetary, reporting requirements, etc.). Further,
most studies also caution that reforms must not disrupt or displace that which existing agencies
do well. This criticism has been leveled by many against those who advocated for the
establishment of the DHS and DNI. As in medicine, the first rule of reform is to, ―Do no harm.‖
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Plan and allocate resources effectively. While understanding of the Congress‘ determination
to preserve its constitutionally-bestowed power-of-the-purse, analysts universally allege that
legislative strictures on the allocation, re-programming, and transfer of funds between agencies
are extremely harmful to interagency performance. The Congress must explore new means of
retaining its prerogative and fulfilling its constitutional obligations while also enabling national
security professionals to rapidly re-direct funds commensurate with congressional intent.
Develop an integrated national security workforce. The joint training, educational, and
professional development programs instituted across the DoD are elevated as the model for a
broader national security personnel management system. Federal employees at national security
agencies should be incentivized and empowered to work across organizational lines through
rotational service assignments across the interagency. After witnessing the shortcomings of
civil-military operations in post-conflict Iraq, most studies and reports advocate an expansion
and rebranding of the military education system to a broader national security education system.
Share information and manage knowledge. Information sharing and knowledge management
have become two popular refrains for reformers, especially since the 9/11 attacks exposed just
how reticent organizations at all levels of government are to share information and develop
interoperable systems (e.g. tactical communications systems, databases, computer networks,
etc.). Most reports focus on immediate fixes to procure and reconfigure information systems to
facilitate sharing. More recently, efforts such as PNSR have devoted more attention to the
discipline of knowledge management, drawing extensively on the literature and expertise of the
business community.
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Reinforce civilian control over the military. Although it might be somewhat surprising to find
reformers locking arms around this issue in a country with a world-class professional military
history, it is indeed a recurring theme in most analyses, and with good reason. Aside from the
importance of considering such concerns when modifying the chain of command or component
relationships within DoD, reform literature reveals a growing tendency for analysts to adapt the
successful DoD Combatant Command (COCOM) joint regional military structure to manage the
exercise and integration of America‘s other instruments of national power.121
Enhance accountability and oversight. Current practices obscure accountability across
departments and between personnel. Equally damaging, existing oversight arrangements are
departmentally-based instead of functionally or mission-based. Many of the USG‘s most
complex missions are subjected to piecemeal oversight that fails to assess performance from a
holistic perspective; conversely, other departmental activities are subject to duplicitous oversight
by multiple committees.
Academics, practitioners, and even many Members of Congress agree that the congressional
committee structures must be revised to manage budgets and provide oversight that is both more
effective and efficient. The current morass of committees and sub-committees with competing
jurisdictions inhibits the Congress‘ ability to develop sound and holistic policy and leaves
agencies struggling to interpret and satisfy sometimes conflicting congressional expectations.

THE CASE FOR REFORM
HOW DID WE GET HERE ?
121

In fact, the recently established Africa Command (AFRICOM) represents a pilot study of sorts in the integration
of the interagency into the COCOM structure.

68

Government executives, blue-ribbon commissions, and countless scholars have opined on the
organizational and systemic failures that have allowed the American national security
establishment to age but not evolve. A brief comparison of the events, actors, and arguments
that have agitated for change relative to those that have mobilized against it reveals a telling
disparity of power.
The movement for organizational reform is gaining momentum. The first and most obvious
force for change emanates from the high-profile failures of traditional bureaucratic structures to
succeed in the current operating environment. The inability of the national security community
to effectively execute stability operations in both Iraq and Afghanistan, the unsatisfactory
interagency response to the Hurricane Katrina catastrophe, and the failure of the national security
bureaucracy to detect or disrupt the 9/11 attacks have created a growing consensus among the
American people that, in its current form, the Federal Government is incapable of fulfilling its
obligation to protect America‘s most vital security interests.
Second, elements of the Executive Branch, to include the Executive Office of the President and
Cabinet-level officials, have pushed and even pleaded for organizational reform. Amy Zegart
explains this phenomenon by arguing that the electorate tends to hold executive officials, not
members of the legislative branch, accountable for national security failures.122 Thus, executive
officials have historically sought to disassemble legislative, budgetary, and organizational
barriers to inter-organizational information sharing and collaboration while Members of
Congress have consistently resisted them in order to preserve the influence of existing
congressional committees and check the aggregation of power in any corner of the executive.
This phenomenon was most evident in the recent and ongoing debate over surveillance
122

Zegart, 22-25.

69

authorities when officials such as the President, the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, the Director of National Intelligence, and a host of others, made the public case for
reform to a skeptical public and a hostile Congress.
Third, organized constituencies within the bureaucracy have pushed for organizational reform.
Specifically, the bureaucratic populations that have perceived their organizations to be overburdened or under-resourced (or both) by the current state of interagency dysfunction have
agitated for reform. Senior officials and junior infantrymen across the Pentagon are the first to
argue that they need more support from other government agencies if they are to succeed in
complex stability operations in places such as Iraq or Afghanistan. Similarly, officials in the
State Department are eager to point to the glaring dissonance between their strategically decisive
role in the Global War on Terrorism and their comparatively anemic budgetary appropriations.123
However, despite the compelling substance of the arguments in favor of reform, they continue to
face long odds.
Competing demands for policy attention consistently crowd-out serious attempts at national
security organizational reform. This problem has two parts: national security agencies do not
have a core constituency or well-informed lobby (relative to their domestic counterparts)124 and
short-term, high-yield policy concerns are consistently addressed before longer-term strategic
reforms with dubious potential returns. This continuing phenomenon can only be overcome
through a determined joint reform effort led collaboratively by leaders at both ends of
Pennsylvania Avenue.
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However, the single most powerful threat to meaningful organizational reform is presented by
parochial interests. Debilitating parochial concerns consistently arise from two influential bodies
inside the beltway: the governmental bureaucracy and the US Congress.
The existing national security bureaucracy houses a diverse allotment of actors with an equally
diverse assortment of agendas, ambitions, and perspectives. Organization theory asserts that
organizations first endeavor to ensure their own survival. Further, they tend to measure their
success in terms of ―bodies assigned and dollars appropriated.‖125 Inter-organizational
effectiveness and efficiency with respect to the execution of complex missions ranks a distant
second to this admittedly primordial concern. It is worth considering whether the National
Security Act of 1947 could have ever passed into law if it would have had to contend with a
mature national security bureaucracy of the sort that exists today. Is it still possible to achieve a
similar level of strategic institutional reform within the national security bureaucracy or are those
days long since past? The answer to this question remains unclear. However, the bureaucracy is
not the only source of parochial resistance to reform.
Historically, the U.S. Congress has proven equally reticent to national security organizational
reform unless compelled to do so by catastrophic national security failures. Even then, the
Congress tends to act incrementally and with the national interest subservient to its Members‘
parochial concerns.126
Congressional power dynamics as expressed in oversight, authorization, and appropriations
committee structures powerfully retard meaningful change. Powerful Congressmen in a position
to affect reform are discouraged from doing so by the daunting political cost and complexity of
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re-balancing committee memberships, jurisdictions, budget authority, and appropriations monies
in the wake of any potential reorganization.
Even when the Congress does attempt to act decisively, as it did in preparing to legislate the
creation of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), it fails to enact vital jurisdictional
reforms that would enable the executive and legislative branches to achieve the levels of
departmental performance that they both ultimately desire. In the 109th and 110th Congress, 86
Congressional committees exercised oversight responsibilities over DHS.127 The intractable
nature of this classic political dilemma, the conundrum of a self-sustaining system that can only
be reformed by the very people that it empowers, is perhaps the single greatest impediment to
national security organizational reform.
SEIZING AN HISTORIC MOMENT
Given these seemingly insurmountable impediments to reform, is there any reason to believe that
reform of the national security bureaucracy is imminent or even likely? Many scholars and
practitioners believe so. The political timing is right, the costs of inaction are tangible and
formidable, and the potential costs of reform may be decreasing as our knowledge about
organizational change improves.
Within the community of scholars at Washingon, DC, area think tanks, there is a, ―common
perception of a window of opportunity in early 2009 when the next president can make an
unprecedented investment of resources and political capital in order to reform America‘s civilian
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agencies.‖128 Many suspect that the confluence of recent high-profile national security failures
will be sufficient to make the case for institutional reform to the public. More recently, the
global financial crisis of 2008 has cast these assessments in a more dubious light.
Others argue that the barriers to reform are misunderstood and overblown. Harvard scholar and
top former-official at the Clinton Administration‘s Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
Steven Kelman, makes a compelling contribution to the growing literature on organizational
change and renewal. In his book, Unleashing Change: A Study of Organizational Renewal in
Government, he argues that conventional wisdom regarding the intractability of organizational
change is misconstrued.129 Rather, he notes that there is often a constituency for change as well
as for the status quo in any organization. By understanding this simple truth, reformers can tap
two successful strategies to propel change: first, leaders can ―activate the discontented‖ and
empower ―supporters at the bottom to initiate change they already seek.‖130 Second, leaders can
harness the power of ―change feeding on itself.‖131 Positive feedback mechanisms can draw on
the momentum generated by positive experiences resultant of the reform and increased support
for change that often accrues with the simple passage of time.

THE CASE AGAINST BUREAUCRATIC THEORY
Existing bureaucratic theory remains useful for understanding why government organizations
behave as they do, but its explanatory power is decreasing as the complexity and
interdependence of governmental activities increases. Analysis of the jurisdiction, constraints,
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culture, tasks, and leadership of modern bureaucratic organizations remains insightful, but it fails
to account for many of the emerging realities of today‘s bureaucratic environment. Complex
missions and tasks are now shared between a host of different organizations and levels of
government to a degree not witnessed in previous generations.
The decreasing relevance of existing bureaucratic theory has serious implications. To the extent
that we cannot explain why bureaucracies function as they do, we cannot accurately diagnose
their failings much less prescribe effective remedies. Outmoded methods and assumptions in
any field inevitably result in poor and inconsistent outcomes. In this field of national security
studies, as the pace of institutional evolution and reform continues to increase, the costs of weak
theory are ineffective institutions and misguided efforts at reform.
The bureaucracies of today only faintly resemble the bureaucracies of the Cold War. Even in the
absence of systemic reform, the characteristics of American national security organizations have
changed significantly. Each organization has evolved to address changing mission requirements
through executive, and sometimes, legislative initiative (e.g. the Intelligence Reform and
Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004). Processes of organizational learning have altered the tasks
that organizations take on and transformed the character of inter-organizational relationships.
While each organization has changed in unique ways, it is possible to discern a common theme.
THE SYSTEM IS ALREADY EVOLVING INCREMENTALLY
American national security organizations today are networked to a degree unprecedented in the
history of bureaucratic studies. As American national interests have become increasingly
interdependent, so too have the organizations charged with advancing them.
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Today, bureaucracies are increasingly networked together through formal arrangements or adhoc mechanisms. Some of these network mechanisms are well-established and formalized, like
the National Security Council. Other network mechanisms are less established and more
informal, such as interagency task forces. In each circumstance, the network formed exhibits
unique characteristics. Most formal networks do more than simply coordinate policy.
Sometimes, they distribute authority, responsibility, and resources. On the other hand, less
formal networks may only distribute information or serve a loose coordination function between
agencies with overlapping interests or jurisdiction. Each of these networks, however, presents
new challenges to static accountability and oversight mechanisms.
This section will demonstrate the variety of ways in which contemporary national security
organizations are networked together. It will assess interorganizational network mechanisms at
three levels of analysis: the national, operational (or field level), and intergovernmental. This
section will conclude with the introduction of a new theoretical construct to guide analysis of
today‘s networked bureaucracies. First, however, it will describe the variety of mechanisms
already employed by the national government to network organizations together in order to
achieve complex policy ends.
NATIONAL LEVEL MECHANISMS
Councils
At the national level, one of the most enduring and familiar coordination mechanisms is the
council. The White House alone manages no fewer than four high-profile councils charged with
managing policy development and execution on behalf of the President of the United States.
Each of these councils focuses on a broad swath of policies and programs related to a select set
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of issues. The National Security Council and Homeland Security Council each cover aspects of
defense and security policy. The National Economic Council and Domestic Policy Council both
manage distinct aspects of national policy.
Councils are also employed by individual departments and offices to manage inter-organizational
issues from outside the walls of the White House. The National Intelligence Council (NIC),
housed within the Office of the Director of National Intelligence, integrates strategic thinking
from across the intelligence community for intelligence consumers. The NIC is emblematic of a
new class of councils based in all corners of the interagency.
Councils are an effective means of coordinating policy. However, they are rarely efficient.
Famed political scientist Harold Seidman once quipped that, ―Interagency committees are the
crabgrass in the garden of government. Nobody wants them, but everyone has them.‖132 Despite
their checkered reputation, the actual costs of maintaining councils are usually greatly
outweighed by the potential costs of not having them at all. A more serious critique concerns the
difference between what is expected of councils and that which they are capable of achieving.
All too often, councils are saddled with management, policy implementation, and strategic
planning responsibilities that they do not have the authority or influence to fulfill on a reliable
basis.
Centralization
Centralization of authority and accountability into a single individual or overarching
organization is another familiar government response to interagency dysfunction. The
Presidential appointment of special assistants, more commonly referred to as ―czars‖ in the
132
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media, is a recurring practice. In recent administrations, the White House has appointed drug
policy, counter terrorism, and most recently, war czars. These appointments are realized solely
through executive initiative and do not require Congressional approval. Consequently, czars
rarely have any concrete ability to control resources or enforce their will independent of the
direct intervention of the president.
The principle benefits of the centralization of authority under a czar are political and managerial.
Politically, the establishment of a new czar emphasizes the president‘s concern with and
prioritization of a certain issue. Managerially, the centralization of responsibility for a certain
mission area in one single advisor provides the president with a full-time, ostensibly neutral,
voice of reason. Czars can leverage presidential authority to access information, elevate
problems, design policy options, and suggest budget adjustments.133
The principle weakness of this approach is that it creates an irreconcilable mismatch between a
czar‘s mission and influence. Former ―White House Counter Terrorism Czar,‖ Richard Clarke,
notes the irony of his former title, lamenting that he never actually had, ―any czar-like
powers.‖134 Simply put, czars can provide the president with useful advice, but they cannot do
what an over-burdened executive actually needs him or her to do: serve as his/her proxy.
Of course, the legislative branch also subscribes to theories of better-governance through
centralization. The recent establishment of DHS and the DNI are testament to a resurgence of
Congressional faith in hierarchical structures within government at precisely the moment that
organizations outside of government are growing increasingly decentralized.
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The chief benefit of statutory centralization of authority is that it can realign organizational
missions and tasks to remove existing ―seams‖ within the system. However, centralization is an
imprecise and imperfect solution to a complex problem. Naturally, the eradication of one seam
can only generate new seams between new organizations.135 Equally as important, centralized
and hierarchical organizations are more often ill-suited to excelling in a modern security
environment that requires increasingly rapid decision cycles and adaptation.
Lead Federal Agency Constructs
It has recently become common-practice for the president to designate a single department or
agency as the ―Lead Federal Agency‖ (LFA). The LFA is tasked with the management and
execution of a defined mission that requires inter-organizational unity of effort.
The principle benefit of the LFA construct is that it marginally improves accountability for
interagency initiatives between the president and his/her cabinet. By making one department
head more responsible for success or failure than any other, the president can compel at least one
organization to fully-exert itself in support of a collaborative mission.
However, the LFA construct has generally performed rather poorly in practice. In reality, no
designee of the president, be he/she a prominent department head or a newly-minted ―czar,‖ can
act with the authority of the President of the United States.
Geographic Combatant Commands
The DoD maintains six geographic combatant commands. The Combatant Command (COCOM)
structure was established in 1947 and heavily modified by the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986.
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Initially, the COCOMs were established to serve certain functional responsibilities and execute
military operations in distinct theaters of operation. More recently, however, the COCOMs have
become regional focal points for the concentration of multiple instruments of national power.
Although each of the COCOMs has distinct organizational characteristics, they each serve a
region-specific political-military integration function.
COCOMs are becoming increasingly central to the formulation and implementation of security,
development, and diplomatic policy. Africa Command (AFRICOM), established in 2008,
boasts a heavily-integrated staff structure with the Department of State, the U.S. Agency for
International Development, and other organizations involved in Africa policy. Further,
AFRICOM has committed to collaborate with a host of other international and non-governmental
organizations with shared interests.136 Southern Command, covering the Caribbean and South
America, is being similarly reformulated to better exercise ―soft power.‖ In sum, the COCOMs
are gradually emerging as the organizational entity most capable of effectively integrating
America‘s regional foreign policy.
The principle strengths of the geographic COCOMs are self-evident. They are well-established,
heavily-resourced, and forward-deployed.137 As a result, the COCOMs often dominate foreign
policy making processes at the NSC and State Department.138 Advocates of the COCOMs‘
abrogation of new responsibilities contend that the integration of under-resourced civilian
interests into the well-resourced COCOM structure will actually improve the primacy of civil
power.
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The weaknesses of the COCOM structure as wholesale integrator of American regional foreign
policy were dramatically evidenced in the resistance and unease across Africa as the U.S.
Government prepared to ―stand-up‖ AFRICOM. The COCOMs are fundamentally military
organizations that are now taking on soft power tasks and responsibilities by default. It is
unlikely that these non-core tasks will be pursued with the vigor required; increasing
militarization of American foreign policy is the probable result. Further, the emergence of the
COCOM as a political power center confuses and marginalizes existing foreign policy processes,
roles, and missions.
Country Teams
The country team is one of the most enduring interagency entities in the history of American
foreign policy. Country teams are based at American embassies around the world and headed by
the Chief of Mission (i.e. ambassador) and his or her deputy. The teams integrate all types of
policy relevant to bilateral relations between the U.S. Government and the host-nation.
The principle strengths of the country team structure are that it is a well-established and forwarddeployed center for bilateral policy integration. However, the country team model is in need of
revision if it is to maintain its primacy in the future.
First and foremost, ambassadors do not have sufficient authorities to ensure unity of effort across
the country team.139 Ambassadors lack certain flexibilities in resource distribution between
agencies and missions. Second, the literature on national security reform observes the increasing
predominance of regional concerns over unitary bilateral concerns in American foreign policy.
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To the extent that this is true, the locus of policy integration may be shifting back to the Assistant
Secretary level, far from the host-nation.
This trend belies the third challenge facing the country team model. Regionally-focused national
security organizations, most notably the COCOMs, are eroding the dominance of the country
team in foreign policy formulation and implementation. Misalignment of regional policymaking structures between the DoD, DoS, and NSC only exacerbates the challenges of regional
policy coordination and integration.
National Centers
The recent establishment of a cohort of national centers constitutes one of the more novel
attempts to create effective interagency networks. National centers first began to proliferate in
the 1990s.140 The U.S. Government has since established centers for counter-intelligence,
counter-proliferation, international crime and narcotics, and counter-terrorism. The purpose of
national centers is to ensure unity of effort in mission areas that require the collaboration of
multiple agencies or departments. National centers are established through presidential decision
directives or executive orders and, ―chartered as ‗national‘ activities with cross-agency
responsibilities.‖141 Notably, centers are established within and funded through a specific lead
agency.142 However, they are staffed by detailees from the full range of relevant agencies.143
Theoretically, the principle strength of the national centers model is that it makes existing
organizations more effective. The establishment of national centers can fundamentally
transform relationships between organizations instead of reconstituting existing organizations or
140
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creating entirely new ones. Unlike other network structures that focus exclusively on
relationships between leadership teams, the national centers model cements relationships at all
levels of participating organizations.
The weaknesses of the national centers model become evident in practice. First, national centers
often lack the authority to compete with established departments and agencies determined to
defend their ―turf.‖144 Second, national centers rarely exercise sufficient control over resource
distribution to compel cooperation.145 New centers, such as the National Counterterrorism
Center (NCTC), have been seriously constrained by bureaucratic power struggles and
―uncooperative‖ personnel and resource decisions on the part of contributing agencies.
OPERATIONAL LEVEL MECHANISMS
At the operational level, the U.S. Government has occasionally developed mechanisms to
network organizations together in order to achieve defined outcomes in the field. This section
will briefly review three representative examples.
Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs)
The first PRT was established in Gardez, Afghanistan, in 2002.146 The PRT integrated a small
number of civilian representatives from diplomatic, law enforcement, and development agencies
(DoS, USAID, Department of Agriculture, DoJ, etc.), into a genuinely operational unit with a
substantial force protection component.147 PRTs were tasked to increase local governing
capacity, improve economic viability, and strengthen the ability of local governments to deliver
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public services.148 PRTs quickly became a major component of NATO‘s strategy for victory in
Afghanistan and they were rapidly deployed in a variety of forms by American NATO allies as
diverse as the UK, Lithuania, and Italy.
In 2005, the PRT concept migrated to the Iraqi theater. Shortly after the successful invasion of
Iraq, the State Department deployed small Provincial Support Teams (PSTs) in 15 of Iraq‘s 18
provinces.149 However, the effectiveness of these teams was marginalized by inadequate
coordination with and support from Multi-National Force - Iraq (MNF-I). In order to improve
the capacity of the U.S. Government to support provincial and local governments in Iraq, the
DoS imported the PRT model from the Afghani theater.
Today, over 50 PRTs remain operational in both Afghanistan and Iraq. Twenty-five of these
teams operate under the authority of the NATO International Security Assistance Force (ISAF).
Of these 25 PRTs, the U.S. leads 12.150 Of the 25 PRTs active in Iraq, the U.S. leads 23.151 The
ensuing analysis will describe the trajectory of the U.S. PRT concept from its early establishment
in the mountains of Afghanistan to its current form.
PRTs will be discussed in further detail in the case study section of this paper.
Joint Interagency Coordination Groups (JIACGs)
Only a month after the September 11th, 2001, terrorist attacks, Central Command (CENTCOM)
Combatant Commander General Tommy Franks was searching for a means to ensure unity of
effort among the soldiers, intelligence officers, law enforcement personnel, and subject matter
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experts soon to be deployed to the front lines of Operation Enduring Freedom. Secretary of
Defense Donald Rumsfeld granted CENTCOM the authority to establish a new class of fieldlevel coordination cells, the JIACG. JIACGs were granted the rare authority to coordinate
directly with other agencies without specific pre-approval from DoD leadership.152 However,
they were forbidden from making policy, tasking non-DoD personnel, or altering existing lines
of authority.153 The majority of funding came from DoD although most (but not all) agencies
were typically required to fund their own detailees.154
The first JIACG was designated Joint Interagency Task Force- Counter Terrorism (JIATF-CT)
and comprised of military, intelligence, and law enforcement personnel deployed to support
Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan.155 The JIACG concept quickly proved solvent in
the field. The strictures against policy-making and tasking non-DoD personnel were creatively
mitigated; joint planning activities were deemed ―informal and unofficial‖ affairs and DoD
asserted the right to exert ―tactical control‖ over the movement of non-DoD detailees in the field
while allowing parent-agencies to retain ―operational control‖ over their activities.156 The
precedents established by this first JIACG would later be imitated to varying degrees by JIACGs
at each of the COCOMs.
Unlike most other field level coordination mechanisms developed previously by the U.S.
Government, the JIACG concept has proven resilient since its inception. To date, JIACGs
remain active at COCOMs in all parts of the world.
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The principle strength of the JIACG concept is the degree to which it pushes authority,
capability, and resources (material and informational) to forward-deployed personnel. As one
JIACG participant noted,
―It is important that JIACG members understand the labyrinthine world inside the
Beltway, but it is more important for them to know who has the most comprehensive
database (Customs), who can pay for what kind of information (DOD, CIA, State,
Justice, and Customs each have different reward programs), the difference between the
DEA and the State Department‘s International Narcotics Law-Enforcement section, and
the strategic border-security advantages and limitations of available biometric systems.‖

The principle weakness of the JIACG concept is its sustainability. Historically, field-level
organizations have dissolved as soon as the operational requirements necessitating their creation
began to dissipate. It is possible that JIACGs could be different on account of their utility in the
―long war‖ against terrorism, but there are signs that they may not be. For starters, JIACGs still
lack unifying doctrine and an agreed set of core tasks.157 Equally important, they are not
adequately staffed and are critically dependent on detailees from DoD and other agencies.158
Civil Operations and Revolutionary Development Support (CORDS)
After multiple failed attempts to achieve unity of effort in the pacification effort supporting the
Vietnam War, a new structure, CORDS was created on May 1, 1967.159 CORDS integrated
civilian leaders and programs into the Headquarters of Military Assistance Command—
Vietnam.160 This controversial structure was replicated down to the district level across South
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Vietnam.161 Despite fears that the subjugation of civilian authority under the military chain of
command would be counterproductive, integration provided civilian authorities with more
influence over military decision-making and greater access to resources than they had enjoyed
previously.162
The principle strength of CORDS was that it did ultimately improve unity of effort across the
civil-military divide. CORDS was successful for three reasons. First, it formally integrated
efforts at multiple levels.163 Second, it incentivized individuals to cooperate through novel
mechanisms such as civilian performance assessments of their military superiors.164 Third, it
created unity of command which improved accountability, and consequently, performance. 165
The principle weaknesses of CORDS can be traced to its improvisational roots. First and
foremost, CORDS was too slow to materialize. The program was only instituted after timeconsuming, non-structural leadership reforms—such as the appointment of an NSC
coordinator—had already failed.166 Because CORDS was an ad-hoc entity, it required
tremendous amounts of time and energy to stand-up. Ultimately, the program was implemented
too late to make a decisive impact on the outcome of the Vietnam War.
INTERGOVERNMENTAL LEVEL MECHANISMS
At the intergovernmental level of analysis, the U.S. Government has begun to establish a number
of organizational entities to integrate and implement national, State, and local policy. This
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section will review two of the most common types of intergovernmental organizations operating
today.
Joint Terrorism Task Forces (JTTFs)
JTTFs are the U.S. law enforcement community‘s principle intergovernmental counter terrorism
investigative bodies. The first JTTF was established in New York City in 1980 to better
integrate Federal, State, and local counter terrorism investigations.167 Prior to September 11th,
the FBI had established 35 JTTFs in major urban areas around the United States.168
Today, over 2,196 FBI Special Agents, 838 State/local law enforcement officers, and 689
professionals from other government agencies are members of over 100 distinct JTTFs in all
parts of the country.169 Each JTTF includes members of the Federal counter terrorism
community such as Customs and Border Protection, the Secret Service, the Transportation
Security Administration, and the CIA. JTTFs incorporate State and local law enforcement
officers into an investigative cell that is designed to integrate information and fully leverage the
combined assets of participating agencies. Generally, parent agencies are required to fund each
detailee‘s salary, although in some circumstances, the FBI is willing to cover overtime and
operating expenses for all participants.170 Members of JTTFs are granted Federal security
clearances in order to facilitate information sharing within the JTTFs. Notably, information
sharing beyond the JTTFs is often hampered by Federal security clearance requirements.
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At the national level, JTTFs interface with the national security and law enforcement community
through the National Joint Terrorism Task Force (NJTTF). The NJTTF acts as a fusion center
synthesizing information vertically from each individual JTTF and horizontally across the
Federal Government.171 The NJTTF disseminates intelligence to the entire JTTF community.
The principle strength of the JTTF concept is its proven capacity to integrate Federal, State, and
local law enforcement organizations to conduct counter terrorism investigations in the field.
JTTFs improve unity of effort and promote efficiencies that would not be possible with anything
less than full field-level integration.
The principle weakness of the JTTF concept is its limited utility for information sharing. The
JTTF was originally founded to create an intergovernmental cell of law enforcement officers to
pursue focused counter terrorism investigations. Simply put, the JTTFs were not designed to be
clearing houses for intelligence and information sharing with the broader State and local law
enforcement community. They were established to pursue investigations, consume intelligence,
and share whatever intelligence they produced along the way with other JTTFs through the
NJTTF. Although JTTFs are generally perceived to be improving their capacity to collaborate
on a broader basis, the information sharing mission is increasingly dominated by a new breed of
intergovernmental organization.
State and Local Intelligence Fusion Centers
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Intelligence fusion is the process of gathering and analyzing information and disseminating
processed intelligence to consumers in the public and private sector.172 According to the U.S.
Department of Justice, ―A fusion center is an effective and efficient mechanism to exchange
information and intelligence, maximize resources, streamline operations, and improve the ability
to fight crime and terrorism by merging data from a variety of sources.‖173 In practice, fusion
centers are remarkably diverse organizations with distinct objectives and characteristics tailored
to the unique needs of the communities that they serve.
Most jurisdictions have discovered that fusion centers are good for more than just counter
terrorism. New Jersey‘s fusion center Director Richard W. Kelly notes that, ―Above and beyond
counter terrorism, we deal with all crimes, day in and day out—the gang violence, the shootings,
the drugs—all the criminal issues that affect our citizens.‖174
Fusion centers are typically created at the regional, State, or local level. Some of the earliest
fusion centers originated in the Los Angeles area during the 1990s under the guise of, ―Terrorism
Early Warning Groups.‖ Since then, fusion centers have been established within approximately
42 States.175 Most fusion centers integrate a cross-disciplinary team of professional analysts
from the law enforcement, public health, social services, public safety, and public works
communities.176 Additionally, many fusion centers are staffed by detailees from relevant Federal
agencies such as the FBI, DHS, DEA, and ATF, among others.
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The Federal Government has enthusiastically supported the proliferation of fusion centers at the
State and local level. The Federal Government provided approximately $380 million in funding
between 2001-2007 to support the establishment and operation of fusion centers.177 However,
under most circumstances, the majority of costs are borne by State and local government.
The principle strength of the fusion center concept is its flexibility. The fusion center concept
strikes a dynamic balance between local customization and national integration. The DoJ and
DHS have issued general guidance backed by funding incentives to promote interoperable
information sharing and procedural standards. In this manner, the Federal Government has
created a deep vertical information sharing environment from the Federal Government to the line
officer in the field and a rapidly strengthening horizontal information sharing network between
jurisdictions.
The principle weakness of the fusion center concept is likely to be its sustainability. Fusion
centers are dependent on a combination of highly-variable State and local budget allocations,
staffing from contributing agencies, and, occasionally, some level of federal funding. Fusion
centers must provide value in a diverse number of mission areas (i.e. all-crimes, emergency
preparedness, etc.) if they are to develop institutional roots and secure some insulation from
budgetary shocks.

THEORY BUILDING
Although the objectives of America‘s national security organizations have not changed, the
manner in which they go about executing their respective missions certainly has. This paper first
demonstrated that the international security environment has changed in profound ways over the
177
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past two decades. It has also described how little the fundamental principles and organizational
constructs of the national security system have changed since the passage of the National
Security Act of 1947. Lastly, it has described how national security organizations have adapted
at the margins to manage the current threat environment in the absence of comprehensive and
systemic reform.
As the debate over wholesale reform of the national security system grows increasingly serious,
it becomes critically important that we develop a rigorous means of assessing the relative success
of new organizational mechanisms and constructs. Traditional bureaucratic theory provides a
foundation for this type of analysis.
The five dimensions of bureaucratic theory elaborated in this paper—jurisdiction, constraints,
culture, task definition, and leadership—provide a baseline assessment of the strengths,
weaknesses, and challenges likely to confront new organizational constructs. Yet they do not go
far enough. In today‘s national security system, the key question is not, ―How can organizational
jurisdictions be de-conflicted?‖ it is, ―How can the aggregated resources and expertise of our
government be best leveraged to solve the problem at hand?‖ Likewise, the question is not,
―How does an organization‘s culture affect its prioritization of tasks?‖ it is, ―How can distinct
organizational cultures be aligned to achieve unity of effort?‖ Clearly, today‘s networked
national security organizations demand a more focused, prescriptive assessment. What factors
are most decisive in determining whether or not new organizational constructs and network
mechanisms will improve performance? What key tenets must reformers bear in mind when
designing our next national security system?
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Analysis of traditional bureaucratic theory, the broad national security literature, and the reports
of various blue-ribbon panels and commissions reveals a host of complex problems, crosscutting issues, and distinct challenges. This paper identifies three meta-level problems: novel
threats confronting a predominantly static national security system, dis-unity of effort across the
executive branch, and a dearth of strategic planning. These challenges are both multidimensional and cross-disciplinary: they are present, to varying degrees, at the national,
operational, and intergovernmental levels, and they cut across an increasingly broad spectrum of
disciplines. This paper advances eight major principles of reform concerning: the scope of
national security, unity of effort, the vitality of institutions, planning and resource allocation,
national security workforce integration, information sharing and knowledge management,
civilian control of the military, and accountability and oversight.
In so doing, this paper makes two important points. First, it demonstrates that the fundamental
issues that constrain the performance of the American national security system are inherently
bureaucratic. Paradoxically, however, it also argues that the solutions to these problems can no
longer be found in traditional bureaucratic theory. Like the Cold War American national
security establishment, bureaucratic theory has failed to evolve with the times.
The challenge now is to forge an addendum to bureaucratic theory that will update it to
accommodate the realities of today‘s complex, highly-professional, and increasingly boundaryless bureaucratic environment. Drawing on the principles of reform discussed above, this paper
argues that four discrete factors are of paramount importance in determining the relative success
or failure of new network mechanisms and organizational constructs:
1. Authorities;
2. Resources and capabilities;
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3. Information and knowledge management; and
4. Accountability and oversight.
These factors do not represent the sum total of the variables that can affect the performance of
modern bureaucratic organizations. Rather, these are the four factors that matter most based on
an analysis of bureaucratic theory and the national security literature. There is no singular
formula for success to be derived from this analysis; every carefully-defined problem requires a
carefully-calibrated solution. Instead, this analysis is significant because it identifies the factors
most important to bureaucratic effectiveness in today‘s networked organizational environment
and tees up the critical questions that must be asked when evaluating reform opportunities.
Authority
National security organizations derive their influence and effectiveness from two types of
authority. The first is subjective or political authority. This type of authority is not quantifiable
or codified in law but is instead accrued from relationships with powerful individuals or
persuasive constituencies. The ―czar construct‖ discussed earlier in this paper is heavily
dependent on precisely this type of subjective authority.
A far more important type of authority is objective or executive/legislative authority.
Organizations or mechanisms articulated in executive orders or presidential directives bestow the
authority to manage, influence, and coordinate policy on behalf of the president but not the
statutory authority to control it directly. That authority can only come from the Congress.
Legislative authorities bestow a legal mandate to pursue defined objectives and detail extensive
guidance regarding how that objective should be achieved. Legislative authorities are sourced
exclusively in public law. However, professional committee staff members and legislative
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assistants also generate voluminous reports and written guidance to specify and interpret public
law. These documents also constitute an important source of authority. Most importantly,
legislative mandates enable organizations to accumulate and direct resources against a certain
mission area.
Key Assessment Questions:


What are the objective and subjective authorities of the organization?



How do authorities compare to mission requirements?

Resources and Capabilities
National security organizations can marshal resources and capabilities to achieve desirable
outcomes in two distinct ways. First, organizations can use their own appropriated funds to
develop and employ in-house capabilities. Alternatively, organizations can employ a variety of
techniques to leverage or expropriate resources from other organizations.
National security organizations with substantial resource allocations and well-developed
capabilities (e.g. DoD) retain a tremendous advantage over their under-resourced peers (e.g.
DoS). However, national security organizations at all levels of government are becoming
increasingly adept at influencing other organizations to support their activities with expertise,
capabilities, personnel, and funding.
Key Assessment Questions:


Does the organization have its own defined resources and capabilities?



To what extent can it leverage or acquire resources and capabilities from other
organizations?
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To what extent can it compel other organizations to support it with resources and
capabilities?

Information Sharing and Knowledge Management
For the purposes of this analysis, information sharing is defined as the exchange of useful
information within and between organizations. This is a familiar and critical issue. Knowledge
management, however, is even more important. I define knowledge management as the capacity
of the organization to produce value out of the massive information flows inundating the
organization, to generate specialized knowledge and expertise, and to effectively draw on that
knowledge base from all levels of the organization.
National security organizations today must first be privy to relevant information flows and
informational resources (e.g. databases, watch lists, etc.). However, what is ultimately decisive
is how effectively the organization can produce valuable information and how efficiently it can
act on it.
Key Assessment Questions:


How effectively is information shared within and beyond the organization?



To the extent that outside organizations do exchange information with the organization,
why do they choose to do so? Can the organization influence these factors?



What value does the organization add to the information it processes? How is this value
exploited?

Accountability and Oversight
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Effective national security organizations must be accountable for the pursuit of defined goals, or
in circumstances where progress is difficult to gauge, the execution of certain tasks towards a set
end. Simply put, every organization must be deemed responsible for solving a certain problem
or set of problems. Equally important, governmental organizations must be subject to some type
of oversight. Oversight mechanisms can be housed completely within executive agencies,
between organizations or levels of government, or between the branches of government.
The effectiveness of national security organizations in the complex mission space of today‘s
networked national security system is heavily dependent on the degree to which an organization
has clear responsibility for certain activities and the degree to which it is subject to transparent
oversight. Organizations lacking in either of these respects are unlikely to sustain the support
necessary to thrive in the medium and long term.
Key Assessment Questions:


What is the organization accountable for achieving?



Who is held accountable?



Who provides oversight? Via what mechanism?

CASE STUDIES
This paper will conclude with a brief application of this proposed revision of bureaucratic theory
to three case studies. The objective of this section is to demonstrate how practical examination
of the decisive factors—authorities, resources and capabilities, information and knowledge
management, and accountability and oversight—can provide new insight into bureaucratic
behavior and organizational design.
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This section will examine three cases: one each at the national, operational, and
intergovernmental levels of analysis. The subjects of each study were selected according to a
concrete set of criteria. First, the subject must be contemporary. Second, the subject must be
emblematic of a broader organizational trend in the field. This study does not seek outliers but
instead seeks to examine the most pragmatic and promising organizational constructs and
mechanisms in existence. Lastly, detailed information regarding the establishment and operation
of the subject must be publicly-available.
The subjects selected are the National Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC) at the national level,
the Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) at the operational level, and the Arizona Counter
Terrorism Information Center (ACTIC) at the intergovernmental level. Each case discussion
begins with a general description of the organization‘s establishment and operation. This section
constitutes a traditional bureaucratic assessment of the organization according to the four
dimensions of bureaucracy detailed in this paper. The bulk of the case discussion focuses
exclusively on the four decisive factors as they relate to the organization in question. Each
assessment is supported by primary sourcing and detailed reviews.

NATIONAL LEVEL CASE STUDY: THE NATIONAL COUNTER TERRORISM
CENTER
The National Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC) is the flagship of a growing class of interagency
entities. Its genesis can be traced, most directly, to the intelligence and law enforcement
shortcomings that prevented the US Government from disrupting the 9/11 attacks. Yet the
bureaucratic models that loosely inspired the form and function of the NCTC had existed for
some time longer; ―intelligence centers‖ had been around since the early 1990s.
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This case study will briefly describe the contextual considerations that preceded and affected the
actual establishment of the NCTC on August 27, 2004. It will then assess the NCTC according
to the five dimensions of traditional bureaucratic theory. The study will conclude with a critical
assessment of the NCTC according to the four decisive factors proposed in this paper. This
study will provide lucid organizational insights into the effectiveness of one of our government‘s
most important entities and demonstrate the analytic value of the decisive factors of bureaucratic
theory proposed in this paper.
Foundations of the NCTC
In January of 2003, President Bush announced the establishment of the Terrorist Threat
Integration Center (TTIC) in his State of the Union Address. In the wake of 9/11, the Bush
Administration had concluded that decisive action was required to improve the capacity of the
US Government to integrate intelligence analysis and ―connect the dots;‖ the foreign/domestic
and intelligence/law enforcement divides needed to be addressed without further delay.
Accordingly, the TTIC was designed to, ―close the seam between analysis of foreign and
domestic intelligence on terrorism.‖178
President Bush exercised his constitutional authorities to establish the TTIC through executive
order. Elements of the DHS, the FBI‘s Counterterrorism Division, the Director of Central
Intelligence‘s Counter Terorrist Center, and the DoD were instructed to form the TTIC to, ―fuse
and analyze all-source information related to terrorism.‖179 In effect, the TTIC was to become
the US Government‘s central clearinghouse for all counter terrorism intelligence.
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On May 1st, 2003, the TTIC began operations.180 The TTIC was temporarily housed on the
campus of the CIA but was destined to collocate with the CIA‘s Counterterrorism Center and the
FBI‘s Counterterrorism Division at a new facility in Reston, Virginia, then under construction.181
Significantly, a White House legal review concluded that the TTIC was a ―joint venture‖ of
participating agencies that did not require any new statutory authority.182 Accordingly, TTIC fell
under the leadership and authority of the Director of Central Intelligence. Yet, in almost implicit
recognition of the likelihood that the TTIC would eventually require defined statutory authorities
and a more durable mandate, a February 2003 White House press release noted the
Administration‘s willingness to work with Congress to seek new statutory authorities in the
future.183 The Administration would not have to wait long for a response from Congress.
The Establishment of the NCTC
The release of the ―9-11 Report‖ on July 22, 2004, marked the beginning of the end of the TTIC
and the true beginning of the NCTC. The Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United
States (the Commission) prefaced its recommendations noting that it is difficult to, ―break down
stovepipes when there are so many stoves that are legally and politically entitled to have castiron pipes of their own.‖ 184 Accordingly, the Commission argued that the ―older mold of
national government organization‖ must be shattered and new methods of organization adopted.
185
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Yet, in many respects, the Commission embraced the progress that the TTIC had achieved in its
first year of development. In fact, the 9-11 Report recommended that the NCTC be built upon
the foundation of the TTIC. The principle innovation in the Commission‘s recommendation was
the scope of the new entity‘s authority and responsibility. Where the TTIC was loosely based on
the model of previous intelligence centers (such as the Counter Intelligence Center), the NCTC
concept was derived from the military model of unified joint commands. Specifically, the
Commission argued that the NCTC should not only become the principle counter terrorism
intelligence clearinghouse but also assume responsibility for government-wide counter terrorism
operational planning (the ―J-2‖ and ―J-5‖ functions in military jargon).186 The Commission
proposed a variety of measures to ensure that NCTC would have true bureaucratic and budgetary
power and cautioned that NCTC should not become a policymaking body or direct the actual
execution of operations.187
It did not take long for the President or the Congress to act on the Commission‘s NCTC
recommendation. On August 27, 2004, just a month after the report‘s release, President Bush
issued Executive Order 13354 establishing the NCTC. The Order assigned the NCTC two basic
missions: to become the principal counter terrorism intelligence integrator and to perform a
strategic counter terrorism planning and coordination role within the interagency.
The Congress passed the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act (IRTPA) during the
second session of the 108th Congress and it was signed into law by President Bush on December
17, 2004. The IRTPA was a sweeping legislative act that affected a profound reorganization of
the intelligence community. The act was organized into eight separate titles affecting the
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creation of the new Office of the Director of National Intelligence (DNI), the FBI‘s national
security mission, security clearances, transportation security, and the 9-11 Commission
recommendations, among other things.
The IRTPA positioned the NCTC prominently within the context of the transformed intelligence
landscape that it created. Notably, the IRTPA did not alter the missions attributed to the NCTC
first by the 9-11 Commission and then by President Bush. Rather, the IRTPA is significant to
the NCTC because it codified exactly how the NCTC and its director would pursue those
missions. Most significantly, the IRTPA made the Director of the NCTC a member of the Office
of the DNI and a direct report to the DNI. Further, it empowered the Director of the NCTC with
significant influence over the counter terrorism budgets of all members of the intelligence
community. A focused analysis of the five traditional dimensions of bureaucracy and the four
decisive factors provides insight into how effectively the NCTC has operated in practice.
Jurisdiction. In both theory and practice, the actual jurisdiction of the NCTC has been hotly
contested. Executive orders and the IRTPA both charge the NCTC with functions that have
traditionally been shared by a variety of pre-existing agencies and offices, most notably the CIA
Counterterrorism Center (CTC). Yet, major investigations, such as the Commission on the
Intelligence Capabilities of the US Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction (i.e. the RobbSilberman Report) have documented persistent infighting between the CTC and NCTC (and its
predecessor, the TTIC). Fundamentally, the CTC has refused to cede primacy over the
―terrorism warning mission.‖188
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Interviews with current intelligence analysts at the CTC reveal the full extent of the bureaucratic
rivalry between the CTC and NCTC. One current analyst recounted that during orientation and
training, new analysts are advised that, ―There are three high-value targets in the Global War on
Terrorism: Osama bin Laden, Ayman al Zawahiri, and the NCTC.‖189 Similarly, a former
Director of the CTC acknowledged to the Robb-Silberman Commission that the CTC was, in
effect, ―fighting a war with TTIC.‖190
Yet, there is reason to believe that ambiguities regarding NCTC‘s current jurisdiction are
decreasing. Interviews with Mary Margaret Graham, who served as the first Deputy Director of
National Intelligence for Collection in May of 2005, and Eric Rosenbach, a former professional
staff member on the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence responsible for counter terrorism,
suggest that the accumulating body of guidance from the President and the Congress and the
simple passage of time are mitigating jurisdictional disputes. Graham suggests that the
organizational infighting documented in the Robb-Silberman report began to dissipate
approximately 18 months after the report was issued, around the fall of 2006.191 Rosenbach
delivered a similar assessment noting that the authorities of the NCTC and DNI are specific
enough to settle jurisdictional disputes.192
Culture. The culture of the NCTC is shaped by the agencies who send their employees to work
there. Approximately 40% of NCTC staff are career staff who consider the NCTC their ―parent
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organization.‖193 The remainder are detailees from other members of the intelligence community
who serve on two year rotations.194
However, the culture of the NCTC is also heavily influenced by the quality of the people sent to
work there. Many well-informed observers, including former Director of the TTIC, John
Brennan, have argued that the TTIC and NCTC have been unable to acquire the most talented
and experienced counter terrorism analysts from their home agencies.195 Consequently, the
TTIC and NCTC have been severely handicapped in their efforts to develop a positive, much less
elite, analytic culture. However, it appears likely that the DNI will further develop its human
capital plan to make assignments to outfits such as the NCTC a prerequisite to promotion for the
most capable analysts. A similar human capital policy at the DoD, instituted as a result of the
Goldwater-Nichols reform, has been extremely successful at improving the quality of the Joint
Staff.
Lastly, the culture of the NCTC is also defined by its perceived mission. The NCTC leadership,
structure, and processes are focused primarily on the strategic analysis of terrorism. This
discrete aspect of the NCTC culture has done more than any other to determine the tasks that the
organization has set for itself.
Task Definition. The NCTC pursues two core tasks: the strategic analysis of terrorism
intelligence and strategic operational planning for counterterrorism.196 Mary Margaret Graham
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described the NCTC as, ―the intelligence integrator as well as the ‗stick‘ to make sure that the
interagency implements a counter terrorism plan.‖197
The NCTC prioritizes its role as integrator of counter terrorism intelligence above all other tasks.
The NCTC produces a variety of intelligence products that assess terrorism threats from a
primarily strategic perspective. For example, the NCTC might examine questions related to the
character of the organizational and social-movement threats posed by al-Qaeda.198 The
following list of NCTC products provides useful insight into the task-organization of the
NCTC:199


Daily analytic products for senior USG officials and the broader CT Community.



A daily accounting of threat reporting and actions taken.



In-depth analytic assessments on the full range of terrorist topics.



Analysis providing alternative views on terrorism issues.



Situational awareness reports of terrorist threats, incidents, and reported plots worldwide.



Alerts, advisories, warnings, and assessments on topics of interest that are widely
disseminated to domestic and overseas operators and analysts.



Strategic operational plans, integrated and synchronized across US Government agencies,
describing specific objectives, Department / agency roles and responsibilities, tasks, and
activities for counterterrorism.

Twice-daily government-wide counter terrorism conference calls chaired by the Director of the
NCTC have become a pillar of the organization‘s activity. On these calls, the NCTC
disseminates strategic intelligence to interested parties. Additionally, the NCTC also closely
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monitors daily threat traffic between security agencies to inform its own analysis and in order to
leverage its unique access to all-source terrorism intelligence to inform daily threat reporting.200
Strategic operational planning comprises a second set of tasks central to NCTC activity. The
NCTC works closely with intelligence, defense, homeland security, and law enforcement
agencies to assign, coordinate, monitor, and support counter terrorism operations. As part of this
effort, the NCTC works in conjunction with the DNI to set the National Intelligence Program
(the intelligence community‘s budget), and the Homeland Security Council and the White House
Office of Management and Budget to set counter terrorism allocations within the President‘s
Budget.201
Leadership. The leadership of the NCTC has been successful in some respects and less so in
others. With respect to the identification and prioritization of critical tasks, TTIC and NCTC
leadership have been quite successful. NCTC has a clear sense of purpose and an increasingly
recognized portfolio of responsibilities and tasks. However, NCTC leadership has not fullysucceeded in acquiring the resources and capabilities necessary to execute its missions. More
important still, the NCTC has struggled to generate commonality of purpose across agency lines,
although this too appears to be improving with time.
The Four Decisive Factors of Bureaucratic Theory
Authority
Clearly, the NCTC occupies a ―crowded mission space.‖ NCTC‘s mission overlaps extensively
with established organizations and the NCTC remains dependent on other agencies for resources
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and capabilities. Traditional bureaucratic theory would suggest that the NCTC is in an untenable
position with little prospect for success. However, a focused analysis of the distinct authorities
of the NCTC begins to suggest otherwise.
Subjective authorities
The TTIC and NCTC have enjoyed varying degrees of subjective authority over time. The
subjective authorities of the NCTC/TTIC likely reached their zenith immediately after the highprofile rollout of the TTIC in the President‘s State of the Union Address in 2003. The President
endorsed the TTIC with strong language and gave the impression that it would enjoy his close
supervisory support.
Yet, the subjective authorities of the TTIC appear to have hit a low point only a year and a half
later, just before the formal establishment of the NCTC in 2004, as the Director of TTIC was
increasingly forced to work through the Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) to resolve
resource and manpower disputes with other members of the intelligence community.202
Today, the subjective authorities of the NCTC are largely derived from the NCTC Director‘s
relationships with the DNI, HSC, and OMB. Although the Director of the NCTC does not enjoy
significant access to the President, he/she does have unique access to an increasingly powerful
DNI. Equally important, the Director of the NCTC also enjoys a close working relationship with
the White House through the HSC and OMB. The subjective authorities of the NCTC have
evolved over time to become less and less dependent on personalities and more closely tied to
institutional relationships.
Objective Authorities
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Executive. The NCTC was established in its current form by Executive Order 13354 on August
27, 2004. This order ascribed five distinct functions to the NCTC:203
1. Integration of counter terrorism intelligence;
2. Strategic operational planning for counter terrorism activities;
3. Delegation of operational responsibilities to lead agencies for counter terrorism activities;
4. Development of a shared knowledge bank on terrorist groups; and
5. Dissemination of counter terrorism intelligence to all appropriate agencies.
However, the most important sections of the order were not directed to the leadership of the
NCTC, but rather the leadership of its peer organizations. Entire sections of the order describe
the new responsibilities of the DCI (soon to become DNI) and other ―heads of agencies.‖ More
recently, Executive Order 12333 has strengthened the hand of the NCTC Director by further
empowering the Office of the DNI (of which the NCTC Director is a member) and clarifying
roles and responsibilities in the intelligence community.204 In effect, Executive Order 13354 was
the clearest endorsement yet of the NCTC‘s role in the counter terrorism arena.
Legislative. The IRTPA is the single most important source of authority of the NCTC for two
reasons. First and foremost, the IRTPA fundamentally altered the bureaucratic environment
within which the NCTC operated. Among other things, the IRTPA established the Office of the
DNI and made the Director of the NCTC a member of this new office. More broadly, the IRTPA
represented a clear expression of the Congress‘ intent to transform the policies and procedures of
the intelligence community to facilitate information sharing and collaboration.
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Second, the IRTPA represented the first statutory declaration of the NCTC‘s mission and
authorities. Although the IRTPA did not alter the NCTC‘s mission in any significant way, it did
provide the NCTC with a more permanent and explicit source of authority.
Resources and Capabilities
NCTC Resources and Capabilities
Although the exact budget of the NCTC is unavailable for public inspection, it is widely
understood that the NCTC does not receive a large budget relative to other members of the
intelligence community. Likewise, the majority of the analytic capabilities of the NCTC are
essentially on-loan from other agencies. In short, the NCTC exerts direct control over a very
small proportion of the total counter terrorism analytic resources of the U.S. Government.
NCTC Influence over U.S. Government Counter Terrorism Resources and Capabilities
The NCTC compensates for its comparatively weak resource and capability base with a robust
capacity to influence the distribution of counter terrorism resources across the interagency.
NCTC exercises influence over the counter terrorism budgets of other agencies through two
powerful relationships. First, the Director of NCTC works in conjunction with the DNI to
oversee the formation of the National Intelligence Program (the intelligence budget).205 In this
manner, the NCTC is able to direct the distribution of counter terrorism resources across the
intelligence community.
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Second, the Director of NCTC works with the HSC and OMB to direct counter terrorism
allocations across the remainder of the U.S. Government.206 In this manner, the NCTC, HSC,
and OMB collaborate to build-out the counter terrorism allocations of the president‘s budget
proposal.
These dual processes confer enormous influence to the Director of the NCTC within the counter
terrorism community. The NCTC is not dependent on a large internal resource base or repertoire
of capabilities. Instead, the NCTC is reliant on a sophisticated form of ―budgetary compellence‖
to achieve its ends.
Information Sharing and Knowledge Management
Information Sharing
Information sharing is important in any intelligence organization, but it is perhaps nowhere more
important than in the world of counter terrorism intelligence. Accordingly, the NCTC was
established with unprecedented access to databases and information flows from across the U.S.
Government.
The NCTC‘s access to information is unique in two respects. First, the NCTC straddles the
foreign-domestic / intelligence-law enforcement divide. NCTC analysts have access to data and
expertise from the American foreign intelligence services and domestic law enforcement and
security services.
Second, the NCTC is entitled to unfettered access to terrorism intelligence from all corners of
government. Mary Margaret Graham notes succinctly that, ―The comparative advantage of the
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NCTC is its timely access to information.‖207 Currently, the NCTC maintains access to at least
40 Federal databases that were previously housed in separate agencies.208
Knowledge Management
Of course, the other half of information sharing involves synthesis, analysis, and dissemination
of processed intelligence. The NCTC produces the full range of analytic products for
consumption by national policy-makers. Additionally, the NCTC provides intelligence warning
to end-users across Federal/State/local government.
However, the NCTC‘s unique strength is its ability to provide strategic analysis of terrorism
trends.209 Unfortunately, the degree to which the NCTC is currently capable of transforming its
unparalleled access to information into valuable strategic intelligence remains debatable.
Interviews with current intelligence analysts from the CTC and NCTC suggest that NCTC has
not yet acquired the analytic expertise necessary to realize its potential.210 In short, NCTC
enjoys excellent access to information but retains a limited capacity to leverage it into valuable
knowledge.
Accountability and Oversight
Accountability
In a broad sense, the NCTC is accountable for two missions. First and foremost, the NCTC is
accountable for integrating national intelligence on terrorism. Second, the NCTC is accountable
for coordinating the counter terrorism activities of the interagency.
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However, it is equally important to note one thing that the NCTC is not accountable for. The
NCTC is explicitly forbidden from executing counter terrorism operations. Consistent with postIran/contra conventional wisdom, operational responsibilities are restricted to established
agencies with mature congressional oversight mechanisms.
Oversight Mechanisms
The NCTC is not subject to any unique congressional oversight beyond that provided over the
DNI by the House and Senate Select Committees on Intelligence. Of course, on a day-to-day
basis, the NCTC is overseen directly by the DNI and indirectly by the White House via the HSC.
Conclusion
The NCTC represents a new type of organizational and procedural management within the U.S.
Government. Although it shares organizational roots with other intelligence centers, it is
remarkably different in important respects. First and foremost, the NCTC works with a broader,
more diverse cohort of security and law enforcement organizations than any of its predecessors.
Second, the NCTC works beyond the boundaries of the intelligence community to coordinate
counter terrorism activities and integrate information from across the interagency. Most
importantly, the NCTC represents a break from the past because of the source of its power:
unlike traditional national security organizations that depend on dedicated resource allocations
for influence, the NCTC derives its power from its legislatively established relationships with the
DNI, HSC, and OMB.
This case study also demonstrates the analytic utility of the four decisive factors of bureaucratic
theory. Traditional bureaucratic theory remains useful for descriptive purposes but is far less
useful in a prescriptive sense. Analysis via the five dimensions of traditional bureaucratic theory
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provides context and a broad diagnosis of the challenges confronting the NCTC. Overall,
traditional bureaucratic theory would imply that the overlapping jurisdiction, conflicting
constraints, amalgamated culture, uncertain task definition, and uneven leadership of the NCTC
would doom it to failure.
Yet this analysis is inadequate for two reasons. First, it is being disproven in practice. The
NCTC has indeed been a troubled organization from its inception, but it is clearly on a positive
trajectory and is demonstrably improving its capacity to perform. More importantly, traditional
bureaucratic theory relies on an obsolete assumption: it assumes that organizational missions
can be clearly defined, de-conflicted, and executed by a single bureaucratic entity or small
bureaucratic community. In short, traditional bureaucratic theory dramatically underestimates
the complexity and interdependence of the modern national security mission space.
In today‘s world, organizations must work collaboratively towards a common purpose in a
dynamic environment. It is impossible to de-conflict the activities of individual organizations
because national security issues are so closely linked. Furthermore, it is impractical to aggregate
responsibility and resources in a single organization because the national security environment is
subject to a pernicious paradox: at precisely the time that organizations must broaden their
cross-disciplinary capabilities, they must also increase their specialized expertise in order to
operate in today‘s increasingly complex world.
This national-level case study demonstrates that the four critical dimensions of bureaucratic
theory provide analysts with a critical prescriptive tool. The NCTC will not succeed or fail on
account of the bureaucratic problems that it has inherited, but rather because of its capacity to
mitigate those problems along four axes: bureaucratic authorities, resources and capabilities,
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information sharing and knowledge management, and accountability and oversight. By
examining NCTC through this lens, we are able to grasp unconventional solutions to NCTC‘s
difficult problems.

OPERATIONAL LEVEL CASE STUDY: PROVINCIAL RECONSTRUCTION TEAMS
The U.S. Government was facing down an eerily familiar strategic problem in the mountains of
Afghanistan in early 2002. Defeat of Taliban and al-Qaeda insurgents would require
comprehensive and sustained reconstruction and stabilization operations across Afghanistan for
the foreseeable future. The U.S. Government recognized that these operations would require the
combined efforts of international organizations such as the United Nations and the resources and
expertise of a broad swath of international Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs).
Unfortunately, America‘s adversaries were equally cognizant of this reality. Taliban and alQaeda insurgents adopted a strategy of denial that severely constrained the freedom-ofmovement and effectiveness of non-military organizations. By denying the international
community a permissive operating environment in Afghanistan, America‘s adversaries hoped to
seize the initiative and lock Afghanistan in a vicious cycle of societal decay and violence.
Of course, this was not the first time that the United States had confronted this classic method of
insurgency. In Vietnam, the Viet Cong effectively countered American reconstruction and
stabilization efforts for the majority of the conflict. Neither would it be the last time. Many
years after Vietnam, but only a few months after the initiation of Operation Enduring Freedom in
Afghanistan, Iraqi insurgents would signal their strategic intent through the bombing of the
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United Nations headquarters in Baghdad and a campaign of abduction and murder against
international aid workers.
Each of these conflicts required the U.S. Government to fill the strategic void left in the wake of
the retreat of non-governmental reconstruction organizations and the reduced effectiveness of
civilian governmental organizations such as the DoS and the U.S. Agency for International
Development (USAID). In Vietnam, the eventual answer was the interagency CORDS program.
In Afghanistan and Iraq, the solution took the form of the PRTs. Yet, despite the U.S.
Government‘s now-considerable experience with reconstruction and stability operations, what is
most remarkable about the history of post-conflict field operations is how dissimilar and episodic
they have been over time. Even in the close temporal cases of Afghanistan and Iraq, PRTs
specifically have lacked, ―an overarching strategy, set of common objectives, and a common
concept of operation and organizational structure.‖211
This brief case study of the PRTs in Afghanistan and Iraq will describe the origins of the PRTs
and then analyze them through the lens of traditional bureaucratic theory and the four decisive
factors. This analysis will demonstrate that the problems of interorganizational collaboration in
the field are, in many respects, different from those at the departmental level. This analysis will
highlight those factors most important to interorganizational collaboration at the operational
level.
Establishment of the Provincial Reconstruction Teams
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In early 2002, the U.S. military began to deploy Coalition Humanitarian Liaison Cells, each
consisting of 10-12 U.S. military personnel, to Afghanistan.212 These teams assessed
humanitarian needs and initiated limited DoD-funded assistance projects in order to establish
positive relations with the local populace.213
In short order, this effort was expanded and institutionalized in the form of the PRT. The first
PRT was established in Gardez, Afghanistan, in 2002.214 The PRT integrated a small number of
civilian representatives from diplomatic, law enforcement, and development agencies (DoS,
USAID, Department of Agriculture, DoJ, etc.), into a genuinely operational unit with a
substantial force protection component.215 PRTs were tasked to increase local governing
capacity, improve economic viability, and strengthen the ability of local governments to deliver
public services.216 PRTs quickly became a major component of NATO‘s strategy for victory in
Afghanistan and they were rapidly deployed in a variety of forms by American NATO allies as
diverse as the UK, Lithuania, and Italy.
In 2005, the PRT concept migrated to the Iraqi theater. Shortly after the successful invasion of
Iraq, the State Department deployed small Provincial Support Teams (PSTs) in 15 of Iraq‘s 18
provinces.217 However, the effectiveness of these teams was marginalized by inadequate
coordination with and support from Multi-National Force - Iraq (MNF-I). In order to improve
the capacity of the U.S. Government to support provincial and local governments in Iraq, the
DoS imported the PRT model from the Afghani theater.
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Today, over 50 PRTs remain operational in both Afghanistan and Iraq. Twenty-five of these
teams operate under the authority of the NATO International Security Assistance Force (ISAF).
Of these 25 PRTs, the U.S. leads 12.218 Of the 25 PRTs active in Iraq, the U.S. leads 23.219 The
ensuing analysis will describe the trajectory of the U.S. PRT concept from its early establishment
in the mountains of Afghanistan to its current form.
Jurisdiction. Since PRTs are essentially a joint operational component of their parent defense
and development organizations, their respective jurisdictions are shaped by the departments of
which they are a part. The jurisdiction of each PRT is defined primarily by DoD and DoS
leadership. Each PRT is directed to focus its efforts on specific aspects of political-military
assistance appropriate to American regional objectives. Further, DoD and DoS also constrain the
jurisdiction of each PRT by assigning it a specific geographic zone or assigning it to support the
operations of specific military units. For example, in Iraq, 11 PRTs operate at the provincial
government level, 13 ―embedded PRTs‖ (ePRTs) operate jointly with U.S. brigade combat
teams, and four smaller Provincial Support Teams (PSTs) operate remotely to support
development in provinces that are too volatile to permit field operations.220
Constraints. The constraints affecting PRTs are derived from two sources: the U.S.
Government and enemy initiative. The U.S. Government constrains PRT activities at two levels.
First and foremost, PRTs are limited to operating under the direction and authority of the
departments from which they are drawn. Although DoD exercises operational control over the
activities of PRTs in the field, DoS and other civilian agencies exert ―strategic control‖ over the
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types of activities that their respective detailees support.221 Although National Security
Presidential Directive 44 (NSPD-44) established a Policy Coordination Committee (PCC) for
Stability and Reconstruction coordination, there currently exists no executive-level interagency
consultative body to coordinate PRT activities.222 Second, PRTs are also subject to the
imposition of further constraints by military and civilian leaders in their areas of operation. For
example, civilian and military members of the country team at the relevant American Embassy
can exert significant influence over the activities of in-country PRTs.
Conversely, the enemy can also effectively constrain the operation of PRTs by degrading the
operational environment. Continued American reliance on remotely-based PSTs to project
development assistance into entirely non-permissive security environments is testament to the
degree to which ―the enemy vote‖ can restrain PRT operations.
Culture. When analyzing hybrid organizations, it is useful to think of organizational culture as
the product of organizational mission and the organizational composition of the staff of the
hybrid entity. In the case of the PRTs, the latter factor carries the most weight. The culture of
the American PRTs in Iraq and Afghanistan is primarily derived from the military. Of the 1,055
members of American PRTs in Afghanistan in 2008, 1,021 of them were DoD personnel.223
Nominal civilian leadership of PRTs in Iraq is plainly insufficient to counter the cultural
dominance of the DoD. Investigations and comparative analyses of U.S.-led and foreign-led
PRTs suggest that PRTs with a predominantly military composition adopt a military culture and
that this culture drives both mission and task definition.
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Task definition. In both Iraq and Afghanistan, PRT task definition is driven by a common
perception of U.S. national interests:224
 Creating stable central governments with capacity and legitimacy;
 Preventing the development and spread of political extremist ideology; and
 Countering insurgent and terrorist elements.
PRTs engage in a variety of activities in the pursuit of these interests: local governmental
capacity building, promoting budget execution, business and agriculture development, and public
health initiatives.225 However, these interests have been interpreted primarily through the lens of
the PRTs‘ military culture. Consequently, the tasks undertaken by American PRTs are often in
direct support of counter-insurgency (COIN) operations and predominantly focus on immediate
needs and ―quick impact‖ projects instead of sustainable, long-term development initiatives.
Leadership. The quality of leadership in a given PRT is critical to its success. This conclusion
has been hinted at repeatedly through comparative analyses of the perceived effectiveness of
distinct PRTs.226 However, it is important to note that in hybrid organizations, leadership is an
inherently distributed responsibility. Each member of the interagency team is a de facto
representative of the leadership team of his/her department. Consequently, personality matters
and team ―chemistry‖ is a significant determinant of PRT effectiveness.
The Four Decisive Factors of Bureaucratic Theory
Authority
Subjective authorities
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The PRTs have enjoyed an unprecedented degree of high-level subjective authority on account
of the perceived centrality of their mission to success in Iraq. The welfare of the PRT initiative,
primarily in Iraq but also in Afghanistan, is a high priority at the highest levels of government.
President Bush, Secretary Rice, and Secretary Gates are all vocal supporters of the PRT
initiative. This type of subjective support elevates the profile of the PRTs and provides them
with significant political capital. Ambassadors in Iraq and Afghanistan, the combatant
commander of CENTCOM, and theater commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan are strongly
incentivized to enable the PRTs and make them a part of any narrative of success that might
emerge from the field.
Objective Authorities
The objective authorities of the PRTs are derived from their parent departments and delegated
informally by departmental leadership at the executive and operational levels. This section will
briefly review the most relevant executive authorities guiding PRT organization and operation
and discuss early legislative initiatives to institutionalize post-conflict interagency operational
capabilities.
Executive. Two executive directives in late 2005 combined to make the PRT concept an
increasingly durable and effective operational reality. The first predisposed DoD to make its
resources and capabilities available for PRT operations and the second formalized the DoS‘s
centrality in stability and reconstruction contingencies.
In November of 2005, the DoD leadership issued Directive 3000.05. In principle, this directive
constituted a seismic shift in DoD‘s mission and posture. Directive 3000.05 formally established
stability operations as a ―core U.S. military mission‖ of ―priority comparable to combat
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operations.‖227 This represented a marked departure from previous DoD attitudes to non-combat
related activities that had been previously classified as ―Military Operations Other Than War‖
(MOOTW). This doctrinal shift was important to the organization and operation of the PRTs
because it effectively made their activities a component of a core DoD function. Effectively,
PRTs could no longer be considered a peripheral responsibility or ―someone else‘s problem.‖
Just over a month later, President Bush issued NSPD-44 regarding the management of
interagency efforts related to stability and reconstruction. NSPD-44 declared Administration
policy with respect to failing and failed states and established the DoS as the ―focal point‖ of
interagency efforts to stabilize and reconstruct imperiled societies.228 As a result of NSPD-44,
DoS has conceptualized the PRT as, ―a platform from which to promote a spectrum of U.S.
interests, including counter terrorism, social and political moderation, regional stability, and
narcotics eradication.‖229 At a practical level, NSPD-44 enabled DoS to delegate the field
leadership of PRTs in Iraq to Foreign Service Officers (FSOs) and coordinate PRT activities
through U.S. Embassy Baghdad.
Legislative. No specific legislative acts relate directly to the establishment or operation of the
PRTs. However, the establishment of the Office of the Coordinator for Stability and
Reconstruction (S/CRS) at the DoS through a reprogramming of funds in 2004 represented a
possible shift in the future of interagency stability and reconstruction field operations. To the
extent that S/CRS continues to receive Congressional support, it is likely that the U.S.
Government will move away from the ad-hoc, episodic model of interagency operational
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response epitomized by the PRTs in Afghanistan/Iraq and CORDS program in Vietnam towards
a more enduring and institutionalized capability.
Resources and Capabilities
Since the primary function of the PRTs is to support American security objectives through
targeted development assistance, discussion of the resources and capabilities of the PRTs must
be divided into two precise dimensions. First, it is important to determine the resources and
capabilities that enable the PRTs to support their own operational requirements. Second, it is
important to assess the degree to which PRTs can leverage and direct USG funding sources to
actually capitalize projects and realize development goals.
PRT Resources and Capabilities
PRTs in Afghanistan and Iraq adhere to distinct organizational models that reflect the unique
operating requirements of each theater. Even within theater, PRTs are inherently incongruous
organizations. In Afghanistan, the typical U.S.-led PRT consists of 88 or more military
personnel and three civilian personnel from DoS, USAID, and USDA.230 The vast majority of
military personnel provide security and support to the PRT. In Iraq, PRTs range in size from 1045 personnel, ePRTs consist of 10-20 personnel, and PSTs of 10 military personnel. In Iraq, all
but the PSTs (which are exclusively military units) are led by FSOs.231
In both theaters, the DoD is responsible for providing for the operational needs of the PRTs. The
DoD provides ―security and life support.‖ In Afghanistan, the DoD covers these costs
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completely.232 In Iraq, the DoS provides nominal payments to DoD to defray security costs.233
Other agencies, such as USAID, chip in to cover associated costs, such as air transportation
requirements.234 As per custom, home agencies pay the salaries of their detailees.
In summary, the PRTs are critically-dependent on DoD resource and capability support. The
DoD is willing to provide this support to the PRTs for two reasons. First, DoD perceives PRT
operations to be central to mission success in Iraq and Afghanistan. Second, as evidenced by the
remarks of Secretary Gates at Kansas State University in 2007, the DoD is eager to leverage
interagency capabilities in post-conflict operations.235 And lastly, the subjective authorities of
the PRTs ensure that any obstinacy on the part of the DoD with respect to enabling the PRTs will
be punished by high-level officials.
PRT Capacity to Leverage and Direct Additional USG Funding
Of course, the operational capabilities of the PRT would amount to little if not backed with the
resources necessary to draw on substantial resource pools. Simply put, the power of the PRTs to
affect change is derived from the funding streams from which they can draw. In the Afghani and
Iraqi theaters, the specific funding streams are distinct, but the pattern is the same: PRTs
disburse funds from a variety of DoD and USAID accounts.
In Afghanistan, PRTs leverage the DoD Commander‘s Emergency Response Program (CERP)
account to issue funds directly to local entities. Additionally, local commanders who also have
access to these funds, are required to coordinate their disbursements with the PRT leadership.
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Thus, the PRT exerts dominant control over the disbursal of a major source of DoD development
funding. PRTs also have access to Local Governance and Community Development Program
(LGCDP) funds from USAID. These funds are directed towards governmental capacity building
and are monitored exclusively through the PRTs. Other USAID programs such as the
Alternative Development Program (a counter-narcotics initiative) and other national
development programs are also disbursed and monitored by the PRTs. Although PRTs do
exercise control over a significant amount of development funds in Afghanistan (approximately
$172 million from 2002-2006), it represents a comparatively miniscule amount of the total
development funds appropriated to Afghanistan during the same period (3.9%).236
In Iraq, PRT funds are derived from DoD ―quick implementation‖ accounts and a variety of
USAID accounts focused primarily on governance capacity building. These accounts include the
Local Governance Program, Community Action Program (which improves links between
communities and their governments), and the Community Stabilization Program (which seeks to
reduce the incentives for participation in insurgent activities).
In summary, the essential value-added of the PRT is that it combines department-specific
development expertise with broad access to diverse funding sources and packages them all
within a protected operational unit.
Information Sharing and Knowledge Management
Information Sharing
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PRTs promote interagency information sharing at the operational level. This type of granular,
specific, and operationally relevant information sharing improves the effectiveness and
efficiency of American stability and reconstruction operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.
Specifically, PRTs facilitate information sharing of three distinct types. First, PRTs better enable
the development of a ―common operating picture‖ between the field components of American
departments and agencies on the ground. In other words, the PRT construct encourages
departmental representatives to develop a common understanding of the obstacles to U.S.
objectives. Second, the PRT serves as a focal point for the coordination and implementation of
an efficient strategy to counter these obstacles through a whole-of-government approach. Lastly,
the PRT enables agencies to monitor and communicate the results of U.S. policy interventions
across the interagency efficiently and with a high-degree of credibility.
Knowledge Management
Ultimately, the comparative advantage of the PRT over other exclusively military or civilian
development programs lies in the realm of knowledge management. In principle and practice,
the PRT improves the ability of the U.S. Government to leverage civilian expertise and military
experience and capabilities to create a whole that is greater than the sum of its parts.
The PRT improves knowledge management by integrating agency representatives from
organizations with distinct core competencies and specialized capabilities into a single unit at the
field level. The PRT functions as an inter-organizational node in a knowledge network. This
node is firmly located at the operational level, as close to the ―problem‖ as possible. This
improves the likelihood that agency representatives will select the most efficient means of
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solving the problem at hand because they will have direct access to a diverse network of
―problem solvers.‖
Accountability and Oversight
Accountability
The PRT is directly accountable to a variety of departments in the executive branch for a variable
number of missions and tasks. Additionally, the PRT is indirectly accountable to Congress
through relevant departments for the achievement of departmental objectives.
Above all else, the DoD expects its members of the PRT to ensure the security of the entire team.
However, the DoD is also extremely interested in ensuring that PRT activities support DoD
operations, strategies, and campaigns as effectively as possible. In other words, DoD holds the
PRT accountable for supporting COIN operations in consultation with local commanders.
The DoS judges the effectiveness of the PRT according to five thematic areas: governance,
economics, infrastructure, rule of law, and public diplomacy.237 The DoS holds the PRT
accountable for demonstrating a favorable ―return on investment‖ for the development assistance
channeled through the team. Firm metrics to assess the effectiveness of PRTs are not
established.238
USAID and other agency participants hold the PRTs accountable for the successful execution of
the agency programs delegated to their PRT representatives. For example, USAID would assess
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the effectiveness of the PRT by evaluating the implementation of the Alternative Development
Program by the PRT in question over a set period of time.
Oversight Mechanisms
Oversight of PRTs occurs at two levels: the executive level and the theater level. At the
executive level, every detailee to a PRT is technically managed and evaluated by his/her home
agency. However, the collective activities of the PRT are more directly overseen at the theater
level by DoD and DoS personnel. For example, in Iraq, the PRTs and ePRTs operate under the
command of both the Ambassador and the MNF-I Commanding General.239 PRTs in Iraq are
directed by the Office of Provincial Affairs at U.S. Embassy Baghdad.240
Conclusion
American PRTs in Afghanistan and Iraq are imperfect solutions to vexing problems. While they
almost certainly represent an improvement in the U.S. Government‘s ability to execute stability
and reconstruction operations over pre-war levels, it remains difficult to conclusively measure
their effectiveness. Clearly, the greatest strength of the PRT is that it integrates knowledge and
capability from across the interagency in a mission-capable unit. Yet, the principle weakness of
the PRT is that it attempts to do all of this on an ad-hoc, as-needed basis with little preparation or
forethought. The result of U.S. Government‘s failure to institutionalize operational interagency
constructs has been consistent under-performance in stability and reconstruction from Vietnam
to Somalia to Afghanistan and Iraq. Perhaps the establishment of S/CRS is an early indication
that this endemic weakness will be addressed by the U.S. Government in the near-term.
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Regardless, the PRT model offers useful insights for achieving interagency unity of effort at the
operational level.
At the operational level, traditional bureaucratic theory is less useful than it is at the national
level. Analysis of the jurisdiction, constraints, culture, task definition, and leadership of
operational units provides some, albeit incomplete, descriptive value. However, it provides little
insight into whether or not a hybrid operational entity will be effective, much less what factors
might contribute to improving its prospective effectiveness.
Yet, the four decisive factors of bureaucratic theory retain their relevance at this level of
analysis. In the case of the PRTs, detailed examination of the types and sources of authority
relegated to the PRTs suggest that executive authorities and directives are increasingly important
at the operational level. Precise examination of the ability of PRTs to control or influence
resources and capabilities set its strengths and weaknesses in stark relief. Further, a focused
discussion of information sharing and knowledge management through PRTs serves to highlight
the principle strength of PRTs: their capacity to integrate cross-organizational knowledge and
capabilities in a mission-capable field unit. Lastly, assessment of accountability and oversight
mechanisms reveals the complex incentive structures and processes that drive management and
decision-making with respect to PRTs. So what does this all mean?
At the operational level, successful interagency teams will combine a mission-appropriate mix of
authorities, resources and capabilities, and expertise from across the interagency. Furthermore,
oversight and accountability mechanisms will be coordinated and aligned to promote, rather than
hinder, unity of effort among agency participants. At both the national and operational levels,
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we see that the four decisive factors of bureaucratic theory provide critical prescriptive insight
that is increasingly relevant in today‘s complex and interdependent mission environment.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL LEVEL CASE STUDY: ARIZONA COUNTER
TERRORISM INTELLIGENCE CENTER
The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, exposed two underappreciated truths to security
professionals across all levels of government. First and foremost, the attacks proved that
America could no longer assume that threats would be interdicted abroad or disrupted at the
borders. Final planning and preparation for catastrophic terrorism in the 21st century would take
place where we least expected it—in the homeland. Retrospectively, Federal intelligence
officials and the 9/11 Commission acknowledged that the ―domestic threat picture‖ was indeed a
serious blind spot.241
Second, the 9/11 attacks demonstrated that terrorist operations executed in one part of the U.S.
might be prepared in other parts of the country. Attacks against New York could be hatched in
Newark, New Jersey, or Orlando, Florida. These new realizations required that State and local
authorities across the country develop new intelligence and information sharing capabilities; in
the post-9/11 era, insecurity anywhere means insecurity everywhere. This new challenge
required unprecedented unity of effort between agencies at all levels of government and across
the country. The security of our communities was suddenly interdependent in new ways that
required both responsible domestic intelligence collection and efficient information sharing.
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In the months after 9/11, nowhere was this recognition more poignant than in New York City.
New York was among the first to establish a local intelligence fusion center (―fusion center‖) in
the wake of the attacks. But New York was joined by others. Although it may seem improbable,
Phoenix, Arizona, was also at the forefront of the movement to establish fusion centers. Arizona
recognized the value of local intelligence fusion for a variety of all-hazard purposes, but the 9/11
attacks had a special resonance there as well. In fact, Arizona had been frequented by al-Qaeda
affiliates and operatives since the early 1980s.242 More striking still, Hani Hanjour, the ―fourth
pilot‖ in the 9/11 attack cell, completed his flight training at Arizona Aviation and the Pan Am
International Flight Academy in Mesa, Arizona.243
This case study of intergovernmental coordination mechanisms will examine the Arizona
Counter Terrorism Information Center (ACTIC) for a number of reasons. First, the ACTIC is
widely recognized as one of the ―best-run and most effective of state fusion centers.‖244 More
important still, the Arizona fusion center model is relevant to a broad class of jurisdictions across
the U.S. Larger fusion centers, in places such as New York City, reflect the exceptional threat
profile and resource base of their unique jurisdictions, and as a result, are hardly representative
of intergovernmental collaborative organizations in most other parts of the country.
Establishment of the ACTIC
The conceptual roots of the fusion center model can be traced back to at least 1996, when John P.
Sullivan, of the Los Angeles Sheriff‘s Department, established the first Terrorism Early Warning
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Group (TEW).245 The TEW was a multidisciplinary organization that brought together law
enforcement, fire service, health officials, and community leaders to detect the early indications
of terrorist activity.246
After 9/11, the TEW model was effectively rebranded as the ―fusion center concept‖ and adapted
to meet the new-found requirements of communities across the country. In March of 2002, the
International Association of Chiefs of Police called for a national plan for sharing intelligence
between jurisdictions.247 In October of 2003, the DoJ responded by releasing the national
Criminal Intelligence Sharing Plan.248 Shortly thereafter, DHS was designated as the federal
lead agency in charge of interfacing with fusion centers.249
On April 23, 2003, Arizona Governor Janet Napolitano released one of the first State homeland
security strategies in the U.S.250 In it, she explicitly called for the creation of the ACTIC in order
to, ―establish a central analysis hub for real-time crime and terrorism-related intelligence and
information sharing.‖251 Governor Napolitano moved swiftly to stand-up the ACTIC within the
year. Formally established under the direction of the Arizona Department of Public Safety
(DPS) in 2004, the ACTIC currently hosts over 200 detectives, special agents, and analysts from
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41 Federal, State, and local agencies.252 The ACTIC was also the first State fusion center to
completely integrate the region‘s FBI JTTF.253
Jurisdiction. Prior to 9/11, the DPS was the designated central point of dissemination of
Federally-generated intelligence within the State.254 After 9/11, both the scale and scope of the
DPS intelligence mission increased dramatically. DPS was now tasked to serve as, ―a real time
informational link between local, tribal, State, and Federal law enforcement and first responder
agencies,‖ on an around-the-clock basis.255 Although DPS was clearly an established entity with
respect to intelligence and information sharing in the State of Arizona, its new all-encompassing
mandate increased DPS‘ control over the intelligence process in Arizona at the nominal expense
of other intelligence producing organizations. Yet, available evidence suggests that
jurisdictional conflicts between participating organizations are rare; DPS appears to have
achieved integration with minimal bureaucratic dislocation.256 Governor Napolitano directed the
DPS to establish the ACTIC under the pre-existing DPS Domestic Preparedness Command in
order to fulfill the organization‘s expanded mandate.257
Constraints. The ACTIC is subject to constraints from three primary sources. The first and
most prominent is Arizona State Government. The State has meticulously defined the tasks that
the ACTIC is responsible for executing.258 Beyond simply stating the objectives of the ACTIC,
the State has effectively articulated ―how‖ the ACTIC will achieve its objectives. Although this
type of specific bureaucratic direction can sometimes be counter-productive, the evidence in this
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case suggests that focused guidance can be conducive to effective intergovernmental operations
in the context of intelligence fusion.
The second source of constraints affecting the ACTIC can be traced to the intelligence collectors
and providers who deliver information/intelligence to the ACTIC. Federal agencies, in
particular, often restrict dissemination of classified intelligence within and beyond the ACTIC.
Grant-providers, such as DHS, represent the third source of constraints affecting the ACTIC.
Grant guidance and reporting requirements can restrict the purposes to which funds can be
directed.
Culture. This paper has previously suggested that organizational culture is the product of
organizational mission and the organizational composition of the staff of the hybrid entity being
examined. To the extent that this is true, the ACTIC is more a product of its shared mission than
its diverse ―organizational DNA.‖ Unlike the PRTs discussed in the previous section, no single
organization dominates the culture of the ACTIC. Personnel are drawn from organizations as
diverse as the FBI, DHS, Defense Intelligence Agency, Arizona Department of Revenue,
Arizona Department of Liquor, and local police and fire departments.259
Task Definition. The priorities and tasks of the ACTIC are spelled-out in unusual detail. Statelevel guidance articulates an extensive set of (apparently unranked) priorities and a task list to
guide ACTIC operating activities.260 ACTIC‘s priorities reflect the organization‘s all-crimes
approach to information analysis. The ACTIC is responsible for activities ranging from
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terrorism and related crimes investigation to identity theft to arsons and border related crimes.261
ACTIC detectives and analysts are organized to conduct both intelligence investigations and
criminal investigations. Special ACTIC analytical units are similarly organized to perform both
strategic and tactical intelligence functions.262
The specific tasks detailed to the ACTIC are extensive. However, in general, they can be
classified into six categories. The ACTIC provides policy support to State leadership, performs
an intelligence analysis and dissemination function, maintains a liaison program with the public
and private sectors, conducts training, provides operational intelligence support, and conducts
state-wide risk and vulnerability assessments.
Leadership. Norman Beasley, formerly of the Maricopa County Sheriff‘s Office, was one of the
principal creators of the ACTIC. Many commentators have attributed the success of the ACTIC
to his early, strong, and steady leadership. Beasley, however, cites other factors that contributed
to the ACTIC‘s success. Chief among these, he cites the clear vision that has defined the role of
the ACTIC; political support from Governor Napolitano and others; support from Arizona State,
local, and Federal agencies; U.S. DHS and Arizona Department of Homeland Security (Arizona
DHS) funding support; and extensive stakeholder involvement in ACTIC‘s development.263
The Four Decisive Factors of Bureaucratic Theory
Authority
Subjective authorities
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The ACTIC has enjoyed high-level support from two important sources since its
conceptualization in 2003. The first and most obvious source of subjective authority was
Governor Napolitano and her surrogates in the Arizona State DHS. The second, arguably more
important source of support, however, came from the leadership of participating organizations.
The leadership teams of participating agencies have consistently supported the ACTIC in both
word and deed. The FBI, for example, dispatched Assistant Director of Law-Enforcement
Coordination, Louis Quijas, to attend the opening of the ACTIC in October, 2004, and
immediately relocated the Phoenix JTTF to the ACTIC facility in support of the initiative.264 To
date, the FBI continues to provide clearances to all eligible ACTIC personnel.265 Much of this
cooperation can be attributed to the open organization of the ACTIC and its oversight
mechanisms; by giving participating organizations a strong voice in the direction of the ACTIC,
the ACTIC is able to achieve greater unity of effort.
Objective Authorities
Executive. The principle sources of ACTIC authorities are executive. The authorities of the
ACTIC were first articulated in Governor Napolitano‘s Roadmap for Homeland Security,
released in April of 2003.266 This document identified the establishment of the ACTIC as integral
to the realization of Arizona‘s information management goals and detailed the goals, tasks, and
activities that the ACTIC would be empowered to undertake.
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In 2004, 2005, and 2007, Arizona formally updated its State Homeland Security Strategy. Each
of these strategy documents referenced the ACTIC and constituted another source of executive
direction and authority.
Lastly, the Governor‘s Office has also issued executive orders to formalize organizational
entities and processes. For example, Executive Order 2005-22 established a ―Governor‘s
Executive Oversight Committee of the ACTIC,‖ in order ensure that the ACTIC meets its
responsibilities effectively and efficiently.267 This executive order will be discussed further in
the upcoming section on accountability and oversight.
Collectively, these documents authorized the ACTIC to execute a variety of tasks associated with
the following intelligence priorities:
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stand-up the ACTIC.269 At the State and local level, operating costs were covered through
routine budget processes.
Resources and Capabilities
ACTIC Resources and Capabilities
The ACTIC is a large and well-funded fusion center relative to the majority of its counterparts.
The ACTIC has drawn on a diverse set of funding sources to resource its establishment and
operation. In 2003, initial start-up costs of $5.2 million dollars were met by Federal funds.270
The ACTIC is principally dependent on the agencies from which its staff is drawn for a
significant portion of its operating funding: detailees‘ salaries are paid by their parent agencies.
In addition to indirect staffing costs and rent, the ACTIC requires an annual budget of
approximately $350,000 per year.271 To cover these costs, the ACTIC draws on funds
administered by DHS/FEMA grant programs such as the State Homeland Security Grant
Program and Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program.272 The State of Arizona
contributes approximately $150,000 per year to the ACTIC.
Comprised of over 200 personnel with access to Federal, State, and local databases and
information flows, the ACTIC boasts considerable capabilities.273 The ACTIC provides policy
support to State leadership, performs an intelligence analysis and dissemination function,
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maintains a liaison program with the public and private sectors, conducts training, provides
operational intelligence support, and conducts state-wide risk and vulnerability assessments.
ACTIC Influence over Partner Resources and Capabilities
The ACTIC partners with four types of organizations in the pursuit of its mission: Federal
partners, State partners, local partners, and the private sector. The ACTIC‘s ability to influence
the resourcing decisions and operational management of each of these partners varies
significantly by type.
Available materials suggest that the ACTIC enjoys an unusually positive relationship with
Federal agencies such as the FBI.274 As a result of effective relationship management on both
the Federal and State sides, the ACTIC has integrated the JTTF into ACTIC operations and
collaborated rather effectively with other Federal partners. Additionally, the ACTIC can seek to
appeal adverse Federal agency decisions (e.g. personnel, grants, etc.) via Congressional
representatives and the Office of the Governor, but ultimately, the ability of the ACTIC and its
patrons to influence Federal agency resource and capability decisions is limited.
The ACTIC is better positioned to influence the resource and operational decisions of its Statelevel partners. ACTIC leadership can leverage relationships with high-level State officials to
compel cooperation among State-level interagency partners.
The ACTIC is somewhat less capable of influencing the decisions of its local partner agencies.
State-level officials can, at best, exert indirect influence over the management and funding of
local level agencies.
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Finally, with respect to collaboration with the private sector, the ACTIC is entirely reliant on
appeals to the self-interest of private sector entities. The ACTIC conducts outreach via liaison
officers and interacts extensively with the private sector through its risk/vulnerability assessment
operations, but it does so only with the willing cooperation of private sector decision-makers.
Information Sharing and Knowledge Management
Information Sharing
The ACTIC employs a multi-pronged information sharing strategy. First, the ACTIC has acted
to expand its access to databases and information flows. Currently, the ACTIC has secured
access to over 50 law enforcement and public source databases.275
Second, the ACTIC has appropriated knowledgeable detailees from partner organizations at all
levels of government. This has equipped the ACTIC with the analytic expertise to interpret the
voluminous data at its disposal.
Lastly, the ACTIC has co-located all of its resources and staff in a single facility alongside
complementary organizations such as the JTTF. Simply put, access to data and expertise is
worth little if it is not synthesized on a continuous basis through collaborative analysis. The
principle architect of the ACTIC, Norm Beasley, recognizes the role of interpersonal relations in
achieving positive interorganizational outcomes, noting that, ―This business is built on trust.‖276
Knowledge Management
The ACTIC is also well-designed to promote effective knowledge management. The
cornerstone of the ACTIC‘s knowledge management strategy is the Terrorism Liaison Officer
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(TLO) program. This program designates and trains liaison officers in every Arizona law
enforcement agency, many fire services, and a host of private entities (e.g. private security
agencies).277 These liaison officers do more than relay intelligence and collect information.
They serve as knowledgeable nodes in both the dissemination and collection networks. They can
contextualize intelligence for end-users during dissemination processes and better-specify and
interpret intelligence requirements during collaborative collection efforts.
Accountability and Oversight
Accountability
The responsibilities of the ACTIC are clearly articulated in the executive documents that
established and guided the development of the organization. The goal of the ACTIC is to,
―prevent terrorism and related crimes, thereby providing a safe and secure environment for the
citizens of Arizona.‖278 The organization is charged to pursue this goal by serving as a real-time,
all-crimes, intelligence analysis resource for the entire homeland security community.
Specifically, the ACTIC is held accountable for its progress against its assigned intelligence
priorities (e.g. threats to government and law enforcement officials) and mandated tasks (e.g. risk
and vulnerability assessments, etc.).
Oversight Mechanisms
Oversight of the ACTIC is provided at two levels. At the agency level, the ACTIC Management
Board sets investigative and intelligence priorities and measures progress against them. The
Management Board is comprised of the command representatives of participating agencies and
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meets once every month. This particular oversight mechanism serves a powerful dual purpose:
the ACTIC effectively buys the support of a critical constituency by enabling the commanders of
participating agencies to set the priorities of the ACTIC.
The ACTIC is also overseen by the ―Governor‘s Executive Oversight Committee of the Arizona
Counter Terrorism Information Center and Reporting Channels.‖ This body was established by
Governor Napolitano‘s Executive Order 2005-22 in order to (1) oversee the operations of the
ACTIC, (2) ensure that the ACTIC is operating efficiently, and (3) guarantee that the ACTIC is
meeting its responsibilities.279 The text of the Executive Order spells out specific criteria related
to ACTIC responsibilities to facilitate evaluation. This committee is chaired by the Governor or
the Director of the Governor‘s Office of Homeland Security and includes State-level department
heads, three local fire/law enforcement agency chiefs, and a representative of the FBI.
Conclusion
The ACTIC remains an outstanding example of intergovernmental collaboration. In fact, some
of the principle designers of the ACTIC, such as Norm Beasley, have since gone on to assist
other jurisdictions in the establishment of their own fusion centers. More recently, Governor
Janet Napolitano has been nominated to succeed Michael Chertoff as the next Secretary of
Homeland Security.
Traditional bureaucratic theory provides a conflicting assessment of the potential of the ACTIC.
The jurisdiction of the ACTIC is complex and overlapping. The constraints affecting the
organization are significant and emanate from many sources. Yet the ACTIC‘s culture is
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mission-oriented and empowering despite the presence of so many countervailing organizational
cultures among the center‘s staff. Further, the tasks undertaken by the ACTIC are well-defined
and commonly understood by all sides. Perhaps most importantly, the leadership of the ACTIC
has been consistently strong at both the executive and participating agency levels. Here again,
traditional bureaucratic theory provides a useful description of the relative strengths and
weaknesses of the ACTIC. However, traditional bureaucratic theory does little to explain how
the ACTIC has overcome the jurisdictional challenges and constraints that would otherwise
degrade its effectiveness. To truly understand why the ACTIC has succeeded, it is necessary to
evaluate the ACTIC according to the decisive factors of bureaucratic theory.
Analysis of the decisive factors suggests that the ACTIC‘s success in defending its jurisdiction
and overcoming constraints can be attributed to a variety of sources. First and foremost, the
subjective political support of the ACTIC predisposed participating organizations to yield to the
center‘s leadership on most issues. More importantly, the specific nature of the missions and
tasks attributed to the ACTIC via executive direction and State strategy documents empowered
the ACTIC to defend its jurisdiction proactively. These same authorities, in combination with
effective relationship management, also explain the ACTIC‘s success in securing manpower,
resources, and capabilities from partner organizations. Of course, the ACTIC‘s capacity to
synthesize information and manage that knowledge effectively represents its core value-added
function. The ACTIC‘s capacity to perform this service effectively paid dividends in securing
the cooperation of partner organizations largely as a result of the ACTIC‘s innovative oversight
structure. By integrating the leadership of ACTIC‘s partner organizations in the principle
executive-level oversight board, ACTIC‘s partner organizations are regularly exposed to the
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value and effectiveness of the center and given ample opportunity to direct its future trajectory.
So what lessons can be derived from this analysis?
Intergovernmental collaborative endeavors require a balanced combination of sustained
executive leadership and incentivization at the participatory agency level. Executives at each
level of government must direct collaboration and agency heads must be able to recognize the
value of cooperation. This is best achieved through careful delineation of mission and tasks and
an integrated approach to oversight. At the intergovernmental level of analysis, the analytic
utility of the decisive factors in explaining organizational performance remains strong.

PRINCIPLES AND PROCESSES

The diffuse national security challenges facing the United States today require that we not only
reform the institutions that defend this country, but that we also reassess how we think about
national security. Today‘s challenges bear little semblance to those of Harry Truman‘s time.
Today‘s government only faintly resembles the bureaucracy of Weber‘s writings. Yet America‘s
national security institutions have changed comparatively little since 1947 and, more
importantly, the way in which we think about bureaucracy has not kept pace with the shifting
realities of contemporary governance.
This paper identifies three meta-level problems with the national security bureaucracy: novel
threats confronting a predominantly static national security system, dis-unity of effort across the
executive branch, and a dearth of strategic planning. This conclusion will draw on bureaucratic
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analysis of the preceding case studies to advance a set of general principles to guide national
security reform.
General Principles
Expand and integrate the national security community.
As the spectrum of threats confronting the United States has expanded and global
interdependencies have grown, the capacity of our traditional national security institutions to
consistently deter or defeat America‘s adversaries on foreign soil or interdict them at our borders
has diminished. The burden of ensuring our security is now borne by an increasingly broad
cross-section of organizations across Federal, State, and local government.
The contemporary security environment requires collaboration between national diplomatic,
military, intelligence, law enforcement, and State/local emergency management services.
Furthermore, fiscal constraints demand that this collaborative strategy of ―defense-in-depth‖ be
achieved at minimal cost.
Consequently, the national security community must adapt in two distinct ways. First, it must
recognize and integrate non-traditional organizations into the ranks of the national security
community. The traditional pillars of the national security community have neither the time, the
resources, or—in the domestic realm—the legal authorities necessary to cultivate expertise and
mature capabilities in critical areas ranging from energy and finance policy for stability and
support operations to the disruption of domestic smuggling networks. Second, the community
must reduce barriers—legal, informational, etc.—to collaboration between national security
organizations. American national security will be improved or diminished by the capacity of the
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national security community to incorporate new partners and achieve improved effectiveness and
efficiencies through community-wide unity of effort.
Increase the power of the executive to wield the instruments of national power.
The complexity of the challenges confronting American national security defies simple solutions.
We cannot predict, much less plan for or resource against, those contingencies that will actually
materialize from among the broader threat spectrum. Complicated, high-consequence
contingencies, such as the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, require ―whole-of-government‖
solutions. The ―old ways of doing business‖ are no longer sufficient.
The President of the United States must be able to wield all instruments of national power with
far greater effectiveness. The balance of power between the executive and legislative branches is
predicated on certain limitations to the executive‘s prerogative to employ the means of
governmental power. However, evolving threats and shifting imperatives require that we explore
new means of striking a more dynamic balance.
Specifically, restrictions on the use of Congressionally-appropriated agency funds and resources
should be relaxed. Each of the case studies in this paper highlighted the importance of resource
and capability sharing. Executive agencies should be able to surge resources to those agencies
best able to achieve progress against common goals. The Congress can be forgiven for not
equipping our institutions with the capabilities required for uncertain contingencies, but the
Congress must allow the executive to correct for these shortcomings by affording him/her greater
operational flexibilities.
However, increased flexibility with respect to the ―power of the purse‖ must also be balanced
with more effective oversight. The Congress must explore methods of reforming its committee
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structures to provide integrated, comprehensive oversight of complex contingencies. Unity of
effort across the interagency may not be possible without unified oversight and direction from
Capitol Hill.
Establish an integrated legislative/executive strategic planning process
The scope and magnitude of the threats confronting the national security of the United States
require careful strategic planning. Simply put, we do not have the resources to ―buy down‖ all of
the risks that we face. The prioritization process that is at the heart of strategic planning is,
therefore, critical to both the effectiveness and efficiency of our national security system.
Strategic planning across the national security community will require progress along two axes
of reform. First, the executive agencies at all levels of government must build the capacity to do
strategic planning. Some agencies, such as the DoD, have already developed reasonably mature
strategic planning processes. Most others, like the State Department‘s policy planning staff,
have struggled to institutionalize meaningful capabilities and processes over time.
Second, both mature and developing strategic planning processes across the executive branch
must be inextricably bound to budgeting and resourcing decisions. The White House Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) and NSC must both insist upon and participate in agencyspecific strategic planning processes.
Most importantly, the Congress must become a far more active partner in strategic planning
processes; it is the Congress, after all, that ultimately determines whether or not an agency will
receive the resources necessary to actually carry out government strategies. The Congress
should demand cogent strategies during the budget process but also commit itself to multi-year
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funding once it has validated a given strategy. Multi-year budgeting should be tied to strategy
processes and selectively expanded beyond the confines of the DoD.
Towards a process-based approach: Putting it all together
This paper does not pretend to offer one-size-fits-all solutions to the host of difficult problems
confronting our national security system. To the contrary, this paper has vigorously argued that
painstaking problem diagnoses must precede tailor-made prescriptions. Instead, this paper offers
a method of determining where interorganizational collaboration is necessary and how it might
be achieved most effectively. This paper will conclude by describing a five-step process to guide
improved interagency unity of effort.
1. Define America’s interests.
We must understand not only what America‘s interests are, but also how these
interests are interdependent and the full spectrum of factors that can influence
them.
2. Determine U.S. Government capabilities and define core competencies across the
interagency.
In the near-term, we need to (1) recognize the full range of tools and options that
we have at our disposal and, (2) optimize the mix of instruments used to achieve a
set outcome. Too often, we reach for the wrong tool only because it‘s more
familiar. Over the longer-term, we must resource our institutions to bridge
capability gaps.
3. Employ a disciplined whole-of-government strategic planning process.
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Once we have defined our interests and identified our capabilities, we must
understand what, if anything, we can do to advance our interests. We should
determine what ―return‖ we can expect on prospective investments toward certain
outcomes and allocate our resources to optimize the net effect.
4. Diagnose challenges to integrating the instruments of national power.
The challenges to the execution of a given strategy will be unique in every
circumstance. It is imperative that we determine precisely what must be
overcome to ensure a desirable outcome; in some cases, information sharing
between a combination of agencies may be critical, in others, joint operational
activities may be necessary. In each case, we must carefully define what types of
collaboration are necessary to achieve desired effects both reliably and efficiently.
5. Build customized solutions to interorganizational problems.
Determine what optimal mix of authorities, resources and capabilities, knowledge
management and information sharing, and oversight and accountability will
permit the collaboration necessary to solve the problem(s) identified.
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