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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 In order to protect America‟s national security interests, the United States intelligence community 

(IC) must work effectively as a collaborative organization in identifying and disrupting national security 

threats.  While the largest reform effort in the IC‟s history attempted to improve collaboration, the IC still 

fails to integrate effectively.  Through case studies and analysis, this paper explores the barriers to IC 

collaboration and argues that the IC‟s implementation of integrative leadership will break down these 

barriers and improve collaboration. 

 A case study of the IC‟s failure to properly identify and investigate two terrorists, Nawaf al-

Hamzi and Khalid al-Mihdhar, prior to September 11, 2001 points to five barriers to IC collaboration: 

great responsibility and little authority; failure to change; not taking the initiative; lacking effective 

technological tools; and organizational stovepipes.  A case study of Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, who 

attempted to detonate a bomb aboard a plane on December 25, 2009, identifies the same barriers to 

collaboration.  However, the attempted terrorist attack by Abdulmutallab occurred after significant IC 

reform with the legislation of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act (IRTPA) and the 

creation of the Director of National Intelligence (DNI). 

 A case study of MetroGIS, a regional government organization that facilitates the sharing of 

geospatial information, identifies collaborative barriers that are also present in the IC.  In order to break 

these barriers, MetroGIS implemented integrative leadership to ensure the sharing of information through 

the voluntary collaboration of nearly 300 organizations.  This paper discusses MetroGIS‟ use of 

integrative leadership, and offers integrative leadership solutions as recommendations to the DNI in 

improving IC collaboration.  These recommendations include: 

 Create an IC task force to perform a rigorous stakeholder analysis that identifies successful 

partnerships and areas of tension 

 Use windows of opportunity, such as the Abdulmutallab incident, to engage the President in 

embracing further integrative efforts by using personal and organizational assets 

 Foster existing cross-collaborations, such as the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC), 

by identifying and resolving systemic impediments that include issues of authority and 

resources 

 Appoint an independent sponsor, outside the IC, to establish and lead forums consisting of 

key stakeholders that engage in a consensus-based, decision-making process to improve IC 

collaboration 

 Research the feasibility of creating a new sub-department or sub-program with the sole focus 

of fostering and supporting cross-boundary IC collaboration 

 Create a performance accountability system with a primary goal of ensuring that standards 

are adhered to throughout the collaborative process 
 

 Finally, this paper recognizes the difficulty of fostering and supporting cross-collaborations.  

Therefore, these integrative leadership recommendations offer a starting place for improving IC 

collaboration; however, further research and analysis is required to identify the best practices for 

implementing and supporting these recommendations. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Our leaders will need to transcend the traditional independent, agency-centric orientation, and move 

toward a leadership style based on cross-collaboration and interdisciplinary experience. 
 

John Michael McConnell, Former Director of National Intelligence
1
 

 

 Since its foundation, the United States has depended on its national security sector to combat 

several and unique national security threats.  Traditionally, these threats were easily identifiable given 

their affiliation with nation-states and their tendency to target America‟s foreign interests.  While the U.S. 

has periodically faced foreign threats jeopardizing its existence as a nation, such as the Cuban Missile 

Crisis, it has been relatively safe from overseas attack.  In fact, the national security sector‟s concern with 

terrorism was minimal, until the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001 (9/11).  The attacks on that day, 

along with other recent national security developments such as the Iraq and Afghanistan Wars, have 

radically changed how the U.S. views its national security.  Ensuring America‟s national security now 

includes addressing such threats as cyber-terrorism, health epidemics, and even economic instability.  

While the integration of technology, economics, and culture provide benefits of globalization throughout 

the world, it has also led to the growth of traditional and non-traditional security threats. 

 The U.S. Intelligence Community (IC) stands on the front lines of ensuring America‟s safety by 

identifying and disrupting potential national security threats.  The most recent National Intelligence 

Strategy provides an excellent example of the challenges that the IC faces: 

The IC needs to provide warning, disrupt plans, prevent WMD (Weapons of Mass 

Destruction) terrorism, and counter radicalization of non-state actors… all while 

continuing in its traditional efforts of ensuring that U.S. interests are protected from 

nation-states that can use asymmetric means and technology to counter U.S. interests… 

not to forget transnational forces and trends such as the global economic crisis, failed 

states and ungoverned spaces, climate change, rapid technological change, and pandemic 

disease.
2
 

 

These challenges will fully test the ability for seventeen federal intelligence agencies, the IC, to work as 

an effective collaborative.  In order to be successful, the U.S. needs “an unprecedented degree of joint 

action across U.S. intelligence agencies.”
3
  These dynamic and complex threats require a collaborative IC 

that integrates all elements of national power to produce and share vital intelligence.   

However, the IC‟s failure to collaborate continues to jeopardize America‟s national security.  The 

IC‟s leader, former Director of National Intelligence (DNI) McConnell, acknowledges this failure to 

collaborate in a Vision 2015 document: 

To succeed in this environment, the Intelligence Community must undertake fundamental 

organizational and cultural change, moving from a bureaucratic command-and-control 

model to an integrated, collaborative, networked Enterprise.  As we build this 

                                            
1 Director of National Intelligence 2008, 15. 
2 Office of the Director of National Intelligence 2009, 3-6. 
3 Zegart 2007, 21. 
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Intelligence Enterprise, we need to adhere to a few simple design principles – 

adaptability, alignment, and agility.
 4

 
 

McConnell recognizes the need for a collaborative IC and puts forth the goal of obtaining one by 2015.  

The Vision 2015 document offers many potential solutions, and emphasizes the importance of leadership 

by referring to it eleven times.  For example, McConnell states: 

In particular, this will require leadership that can build coalitions across agencies and 

cultures, bound by a shared purpose and unity of action to achieve mission objectives.
5
 

 

The DNI correctly observes that leadership is essential to breaking down barriers to IC collaboration.  

Unfortunately, the DNI fails to further explain or provide recommendations of the steps the DNI needs to 

take in ensuring leadership achieves this vision. 

 

Purpose and Outline 
 

 This paper will further explore IC leadership through case studies of perceived intelligence 

failures before and after 9/11.  The paper also will examine MetroGIS, a successful collaborative that 

effectively uses integrative leadership to share geospatial information across the Twin Cities region.  This 

paper will identify and compare IC barriers to collaboration with the best integrative leadership practices 

that MetroGIS used to overcome similar barriers.  Thus, the general research question for this paper is: 

Why is leadership needed for effective IC collaboration?  The more specific research question will 

address: How can the IC improve its collaboration effectiveness by implementing integrative leadership?  

This topic is important to research because it will further examine and provide recommendations on how 

integrative leadership can fill the void in IC collaboration. 

 This paper consists of a comprehensive literature review of IC reform and integrative leadership‟s 

evolution.  A case study of the 9/11 intelligence failure surrounding Nawaf al-Hamzi and Khalid al-

Mihdhar, two of the 9/11 hijackers, will reveal collaborative IC gaps.  A second case study analyzes the 

intelligence failure surrounding Umar Abdulmutallab, who attempted to detonate a bomb aboard a plane 

on December 25, 2009, eight years after 9/11 and significant IC reform.  This paper also highlights and 

compares MetroGIS‟ success in using integrative leadership to create and maintain a successful cross-

collaboration.  Finally, this paper offers several recommendations that take into consideration MetroGIS‟ 

best practices of integrative leadership that overcame similar collaborative barriers.  These 

recommendations serve as a foundation for future actions the IC can take in achieving a vision that better 

protects America from complex and interdependent national security threats. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
4 Director of National Intelligence 2008, 20. 
5 Ibid, 15. 



 5 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 The literature review consists of scholarly articles and research reports from academia and the 

government.  The review focuses on scholarly analysis of the IC‟s past failures and reforms, current 

struggles, and recommendations for further reform.  The review also examines leadership theory and its 

evolution to integrative leadership, a newly recognized leadership theory.  In addition, the literature 

review defines and clarifies several key terms. 

 

Intelligence and the Intelligence Community 
 

 The word intelligence often brings to mind thoughts of spies, interrogations, and torture.  In 

reality, these terms only define aspects of intelligence.  Academic scholars and government bureaucrats 

around the world define intelligence in various ways.  Some scholars define intelligence simply as 

analyzed information.  However, prominent intelligence scholar Mark Lowenthal provides a more 

comprehensive definition: 

Intelligence refers to information that meets the stated or understood needs of policy 

makers and has been collected, processed, and narrowed to meet those needs.  

Intelligence is a subset of the broader category of information.  Intelligence and the entire 

process by which it is identified, obtained, and analyzed respond to the needs of policy 

makers.
6
 

 

In reality, intelligence is more than just covert action and spying that the media often portrays.  Policy 

makers use intelligence to make official decisions regarding the actions, policies, and capabilities of 

actors that potentially threaten U.S. interests domestically and abroad. 

 Intelligence agencies process information through the “intelligence cycle” to produce 

intelligence.  There are five steps within the intelligence process: planning and direction; collection; 

processing; analysis; and dissemination.  Each intelligence agency uses this cycle to produce intelligence 

that is specific to that agency.  While defining intelligence may be difficult, describing the nature and 

everyday working of the IC is close to impossible.  Hansen notes that this challenge is as difficult as 

“trying to describe an entire ecosystem.”
7
  This is unsurprising given the nature of seventeen federal 

bureaucracies interacting with each other to establish the notion of a community.  Nevertheless, an 

understanding of the IC‟s history is critical to exploring the current gaps to IC collaboration. 

 The National Security Act of 1947 created the first permanent American intelligence service, the 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).  The legislation‟s purpose was to establish a dedicated intelligence 

service to identify national security threats after the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor.
8
  While the 

legislation created a dedicated intelligence service, the legislation failed to structure the IC in ways that 

would support and emphasize collaboration. 

                                            
6 Lowenthal 2009, 1. 
7 Hansen 2004, 675. 
8 Gutjahr 2005, 19-20. 
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[President] Truman meant to create an intelligence confederation – a small central agency 

that would coordinate, evaluate, and disseminate intelligence but not collect it.  But this 

intelligence arrangement was anything but a confederation after the passage of the 

National Security Act of 1947.  This arrangement protected all existing intelligence units 

[military services] by granting each exclusive control over its own sphere of activity and 

by creating a new, weak central coordinating body called the Central Intelligence Group.
9
 

 

Instead of working together to establish a collaborative community, IC organizations fought with each 

other to gain power, control, and resources. 

 While the IC has increased in size since the original legislation, the basic organizational structure 

has undergone little reform.
10

  The legislation established the Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) as the 

IC‟s manager and the head administrator of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).  However, the 

legislation also resulted in the Department of Defense (DOD) keeping control of personnel and budget 

powers for all of the military intelligence organizations.  While the DCI had more power over the rest of 

the IC, the DCI had very limited power in establishing any leadership over the IC‟s military components.  

Figure 1 best visualizes the IC‟s organizational structure prior to 2004. 

Figure 1.  The Intelligence Community prior to December 2004.
11

 

0 
 

 The IC‟s original structure mirrored the Soviet Union‟s hierarchical and bureaucratic agencies, as 

the Soviet Union was the greatest security threat at the time.
12

 

But that is because most challenges to the United States during the Cold War fell into the 

paths of well-honed departmental competencies.  What government organizations do 

routinely they tend to do tolerably well, and the core challenges we faced between 1947 

and 1989 broke down in ways that the Department of Defense or the Department of State, 

aided by the intelligence community and very occasionally by other agencies of the 

government, could handle on their own.
13

 
 

                                            
9 Gutjahr 2005, 20. 
10 Lowenthal 2009, 29. 
11 Accessed March 25, 2011 at http://www.fas.org/irp/cia/product/facttell/intcomm.htm.  
12 Treverton 2009.  
13 Project on National Security Reform 2008, ii. 

http://www.fas.org/irp/cia/product/facttell/intcomm.htm
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Therefore, each IC organization was given responsibility of becoming an expert in the collection of 

certain types of intelligence.  For example, the CIA became an expert in HUMINT, or human intelligence, 

which requires human agents to collect intelligence from people.  On the other hand, the National 

Security Agency (NSA) became an expert in COMINT, or communications intelligence, which requires 

the interception of foreign communications to collect intelligence.  Another intelligence organization, the 

National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA, now called the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency) 

became an expert in IMINT, or imagery intelligence, which analyzes photographic intelligence.  Thus, 

each IC organization became an expert in its respective domain and rarely asked for assistance from other 

IC members. 

 While critics charge the IC with “intelligence failure” because it failed to predict the Soviet 

Union‟s collapse, supporters highlight the IC‟s ability to collect useful intelligence that allowed the U.S. 

to keep pace with the Soviet Union.
14

  Therefore, policy makers made no major changes to the IC‟s 

structure after the Soviet Union‟s collapse, despite finding room for significant improvement.
15

  While 

executive orders issued by the U.S. President attempted to strengthen the DCI‟s authority, the DOD was 

successful in keeping control over the military intelligence organizations.  Thus, the IC remained in the 

same structure for the remainder of the 20
th
 century. 

 

Intelligence Community Reform 
 

 In the post Cold War years, the IC turned its attention to threats from developing nation-states 

formed after the Soviet Union‟s collapse.  While the IC also recognized the rise of international terrorism, 

the IC did not move significant resources to address the threat.  During this time, academics were 

particularly interested in the IC‟s ability to reform into an organization that would effectively address the 

terrorism threat.  According to Kamarck, twelve high-level groups examined the IC and made 

recommendations for reform in the decade after the Soviet Union‟s collapse.
16

  For instance, in 1993 the 

National Performance Review recommended that the IC should enhance integration, integrate information 

systems, and develop integrated personnel and training systems.
17

 

 Former DCI Robert Gates estimated that fifty percent of the intelligence budget was dedicated to 

advancing a national security policy of containment against the Soviet Union.  The U.S. was effective in 

using containment to keep the Soviet Union from expanding significantly, and many argue that it led to 

the country‟s collapse.
18

  During this time, federal bureaucrats called for a “peace dividend,” which 

included drastic financial and personnel cuts to the IC.
19

  This argument was based upon… 

                                            
14 Gutjahr 2005, 32 and Lowenthal 2009, 239. 
15 Gutjahr 2005, 32. 
16 Kamarck 2005, 6. 
17 Gore 1994, 94. 
18 Lowenthal 2009. 
19 Ibid, 249. 
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…a widely held belief that the remaining issues that might challenge U.S. national 

security were of a much lower order than the nuclear-armed Soviet Union had been.  

There were a few ultimately futile attempts to create a grand theme (much like 

containment) under which U.S national security could be organized.
20

 
 

As a result, Congress considered cutting national security expenditures and directing those resources to 

domestic issues. 

 Congress was successful in reducing both the size and amount of money spent on the IC after the 

Soviet Union‟s collapse in 1991.  In 1994, a National Performance Review found that the IC took 

significant steps to reduce the size of its operations.
21

  For example, the CIA used buyouts and other 

strategies to reduce its workforce more than twenty percent in five years.
 22

  Similar reductions occurred 

throughout the IC as well.  These initiatives led to a smaller IC workforce attempting to address a wider 

variety of national security threats, including international terrorism. 

 While the IC became leaner, the threat of international terrorism against U.S. interests continued 

to rise.  According to Zegart, six bi-partisan blue-ribbon commissions, three major government initiatives, 

and three think-tank task forces examined the IC and U.S. counterterrorism efforts between the Soviet 

Union‟s collapse and 9/11.
23

  Many of the commissions‟ recommendations emphasized the need for IC 

reform.  For example, one report found “the intelligence community has been adjusting to changed 

demands of the post-Cold War world for several years… [but] additional reform is necessary.”
24

  Zegart 

argues that there was a clear imperative for change prior to 9/11 based upon a total of 340 

recommendations to improve IC collaboration.
25

 

 For the most part, the IC did not take into consideration the recommendations to create a more 

integrative IC.  In fact, only thirty-five of the 340 recommendations, or ten percent, were implemented.
26

 

Closer examination reveals surprising agreement on four major problems: the intelligence 

community‟s lack of coherence or “corporateness”; insufficient human intelligence; 

personnel systems that failed to align intelligence needs with personnel skills or 

encourage information sharing; and weaknesses in setting intelligence priorities.27 
 

Political stagnation and bureaucratic control stabilized a dysfunctional and divided IC.  Prophetically, IC 

administrators concluded on September 11, 1998: 

Failure to improve operations management, resource allocation, and other key issues 

within the intelligence community, including making substantial and sweeping changes 

in the way the nation collects, analyzes, and produces intelligence will likely result in a 

catastrophic systemic intelligence failure.
28

 
 

                                            
20 Lowenthal 2009, 249. 
21 Gore 1994, 89. 
22 Ibid, 89. 
23 Zegart 2005, 85-86. 
24 Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force 1996, 4. 
25 Zegart 2005, 87. 
26 Ibid, 88. 
27 Ibid, 88. 
28 House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 2002, i. 



 9 

 Fundamental reform efforts did not occur until nearly three years after America‟s worst terrorism 

attack, 9/11, which highlights the IC‟s deep resistance to change.  Three factors led to modest IC reform 

in 2004: former DCI George Tenet resigned, the Senate Select Intelligence Committee (SSCI) issued a 

report criticizing the IC‟s pre-war assessment of Iraq, and the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks 

upon the United States (9/11 Commission) issued its final report.
29

  According to the 9/11 Commission, 

the IC tried to combat international terrorism with the same government institutions and capabilities it 

used in the last stages of the Cold War and its immediate aftermath.
30

 

Information was not shared, sometimes inadvertently or because of legal 

misunderstandings.  Analysis was not pooled.  Effective operations were not launched.  

Often the handoffs of information were lost across the divide separating the foreign and 

domestic agencies of the government.
31

 
 

 The Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act (IRTPA) of December 2004 led to the 

IC‟s largest reform in more than thirty years.  The IRTPA created many changes; however, the most 

significant was establishing the DNI as the IC‟s official leader.  In 2008, McConnell spoke about the 

DNI‟s creation: 

For decades, the Community was led in a decentralized fashion with various agencies 

being directed largely by their departments with limited “direction” from the Director of 

Central Intelligence.  Until the creation of the DNI, the Director of Central Intelligence 

doubled as the Director of the CIA and the coordinator of over a dozen intelligence 

agencies and components.  It was apparent that managing the day-to-day activities of the 

CIA while effectively overseeing and integrating the Community composed of 

organizations serving other cabinet level Departments was a significant challenge for a 

single person.  With the passage [of the IRTPA], the DNI inherited a divided community 

that required greater coordination and integration to be effective in meeting the threats of 

this century.
32

 
 

The IRTPA created a DNI with the expectation that a dedicated IC leader could create a more cohesive 

and integrative community.  Now, the DNI facilitates and incentivizes the sharing of intelligence and 

information across the IC with broad customers, manages the IC, and provides leadership for the 

integration of intelligence collected overseas and domestically.  Figure 2 depicts the IC‟s organizational 

structure after the IRTPA legislation. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
29 Zegart 2005, 108. 
30 National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States 2004, 350-351. 
31 Ibid, 351-353. 
32 McConnell 2008, 2-3. 
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Figure 2.  The Intelligence Community after 2004.
33

 

 
 

 The ODNI was officially founded on April 21, 2005 and is currently led by DNI James R. 

Clapper Jr.  DNI Clapper Jr. has several duties as the IC‟s leader, including the following: 

 Serves as the President‟s principal intelligence advisor 

 Manages the National Intelligence Program (budget) 

 Establishes IC priorities with clear and measurable goals and objectives 

 Sets direction through policies and budgets 

 Ensures integration of IC personnel, expertise, and capabilities 

 Provides leadership on IC cross-cutting issues, and 

 Monitors IC agency and leadership performance 
 

The DNI oversees seventeen IC organizations and manages the National Intelligence Program budget, 

which was $53.1 billion in fiscal year 2010.  Figure 3 shows the ODNI‟s current organizational structure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
33 Accessed March 25, 2011 at http://intelligence.gov/about-the-intelligence-community/structure.  

http://intelligence.gov/about-the-intelligence-community/structure/
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Figure 3: ODNI Organizational Structure, 2010.
34

 

 
 

 In an effort to ensure that a national security disaster like 9/11 does not occur again, the IRTPA 

tasked the ODNI to oversee the creation of the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) with a purpose 

of… 

…breaking the older mold of national government organizations, this NCTC should be a 

center for joint operational planning and joint intelligence, staffed by personnel from the 

various agencies.
35

 
 

More than 500 personnel from sixteen departments and agencies staff the NCTC‟s operational 

components.
36

  The NCTC integrates and analyzes all intelligence pertaining to counterterrorism and 

provides detailed assessments to support senior policy makers.  The NCTC conducts… 

…strategic operational planning for CT [counterterrorism] activities across the USG 

[U.S. government], integrating all instruments of national power, including diplomatic, 

financial, military, intelligence, homeland security, and law enforcement to ensure unity 

of effort.  NCTC ensures effective integration of CT plans and synchronization of 

operations across more than 20 government departments and agencies in the War on 

Terror, through a single and truly joint planning process.
37

 
 

 While the DCI‟s responsibilities include overseeing CIA‟s operations, the DNI‟s responsibility of 

ensuring IC collaboration is more significant.  The DNI is the IC‟s official leader, but he also serves as 

the U.S. President‟s principal adviser on intelligence and oversees the acquisition of major intelligence 

collection systems.  While the DNI‟s main responsibility is to ensure IC integration, the DNI‟s authority 

                                            
34 Accessed March 25, 2011 at http://www.dni.gov/aboutODNI/content/ODNI_Org_Chart_2010.pdf.  
35 National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States 2004, 403. 
36 National Counterterrorism Center 2010. 
37 Ibid. 

http://www.dni.gov/aboutODNI/content/ODNI_Org_Chart_2010.pdf
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over the IC is limited.  In fact, IC organizations and the DOD have significant budget and personnel 

control.
38

  McConnell recognizes this when he states: 

Our current model empowers an intelligence community leader, the DNI, who manages 

the strategic planning, policy, and budgets for all national intelligence activities, but does 

not have operational control over the elements that conduct intelligence activities.  The 

DNI also does not have direct authority over the personnel in the 16 agencies in the 

community.
39

 
 

Intelligence organizations are now blaming the DNI for interagency problems, and cite that interagency 

cooperation is not their responsibility.
40

  Furthermore, intelligence agencies resist the DNI out of concern 

that this new supervision infringes on their territorial turf while adding another layer of bureaucracy.
41

  

The literature also repeatedly identifies stubborn organizational culture as a key impediment to achieving 

true collaboration.
42

 

 The Office of Inspector General (OIG) overseeing the DNI provides an alarming analysis of the 

IC‟s collaboration struggles in 2008.  The review notes that intelligence agencies “do not consistently and 

effectively collaborate and integrate their program efforts, resources, and talents.”
43

  Not only does poor 

collaboration affect the IC‟s ability to deliver actionable intelligence, it also results in turf battles within 

the DNI.  The report also cites poor internal communications, lack of transparency, unclear mission and 

roles, and bureaucratic red tape as impediments to integration.
44

 

 Strikingly, there appears to be significant consensus regarding the barriers to collaboration within 

the IC from the literature review; however, there is certainly less consensus in reforming the IC to 

improve interagency operations.  The literature regarding future IC reform covers a wide spectrum 

ranging from arguments that reform is futile to recommendations of extensive re-organization.  For 

example, Pillar argues that one should expect intelligence failure since the IC could not predict almost 

every significant occurrence across the globe.
45

  Betts adds that even in the aftermath of the intelligence 

failure in Iraq, “The system did not do as badly as common sense implies.”
46

  Heuer strengthens this 

argument by noting that policy makers and the public lack a proper understanding of the IC.  For instance, 

national security actors fail to realize that intelligence failures occur from cognitive limitations that are 

inherent in intelligence collection and analysis.
47

  Colby indicates, “Intelligence reform must first and 

foremost maintain a sense of proportion, of the limited possibilities of intelligence.”
48

 

                                            
38 Treverton 2009. 
39 McConnell 2008, 4. 
40 Gutjahr 2005. 
41 Rosenbach and Peritz 2009. 
42 Posner 2006. 
43 Office of the Director of National Intelligence - Office of Inspector General 2008, 6. 
44 Ibid, 2. 
45 Pillar 2008. 
46 Betts 2007, 606. 
47 Heuer 2005. 
48 Colby 2007, 82. 
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 These researchers are in the minority in comparison to the literature arguing that IC reform is 

necessary to produce positive results.  Many researchers, such as Gutjahr and Reveron, indicate that 

widespread change will not occur overnight as the transformation of agencies will make integration 

difficult.
49

  Many researchers express the complex challenge of overcoming culture in building a 

collaborative environment.
50

  Still, IC reform is at the center of a contentious debate that includes 

suggestions such as less stringent classification mandates,
51

 strengthening America‟s international 

intelligence relationships,
52

 and improving HUMINT capabilities.
53

  Authors even argue for extraordinary 

changes such as modeling the IC around the medical industry
54

 and re-organizing the IC around major 

purpose, process, or place.
55

  Perhaps most surprising, however, is the lack of research on how various 

leadership theories can improve IC collaboration. 

 

Leadership Theory 
 

 As with the term intelligence, leadership‟s definition is also the subject of contentious debate 

within academia and the government.  Trottier, Van Wart, and Wang note it is “commonly quipped that 

there are as many definitions for leadership as there are researchers and commentators.”
56

  In fact, many 

use the terms management and leadership interchangeably as though they represent the same thing, even 

though they are separate and distinct terms. 

 Anderson describes management as a traditional job of optimizing current operations, such as 

organizing, acting, and reviewing.
57

  Managers improve organizations by identifying and solving 

problems that relate to the organization‟s performance.  Managers typically view problems and solutions 

solely within the organization‟s structural boundaries.  If an organization requires change, managers view 

it as developmental and gear it towards improving policies and procedures that are already in place.  In 

contrast, leaders create strategic direction for the future and look outside the organization for 

improvement.
58

  Leaders assume that change will inevitably occur, which requires communicating new 

requirements to ensure success.  Perhaps the most significant difference between leaders and managers is 

that leaders focus on motivating and inspiring followers.  However, a person may move back and forth 

between leadership and managerial functions as he or she fulfills the responsibilities of a role in a 

particular organization.  The demand for exercising leadership will grow as people move into more 

responsible roles. 

                                            
49 Gutjahr 2005 and Reveron 2007. 
50 Lowenthal 2009. 
51 Nathan 2009. 
52 Reveron 2007. 
53 Chambliss 2005. 
54 Kerbel 2008. 
55 Hammond 2007. 
56 Trottier, Van Wart, and Wang 2008. 
57 Anderson 2001. 
58 Ibid. 
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 Because IC leadership has received little attention from leadership scholars, this paper will focus 

on two prominent, complementary leadership theories that shed light on effective leadership in 

organizations.  This paper reviews transactional leadership as a foundation to understanding leadership 

theory, and then explores transformational leadership theory.  Transactional leaders primarily focus on the 

exchanges between leaders and followers, in which leaders enter into bargains to satisfy their needs and 

interests.
59

  These transactions range from simplistic rewards such as money, to more complex rewards 

such as promotions.  Transactional leaders adequately explain their expectations and subsequent rewards 

to followers in order to be successful. 

 Leadership research on transactional leadership relates to management tasks within organizations, 

although there are scholars who question whether transactional leadership is just mundane management.
60

  

Transactional leaders tend to develop a contractual relationship with followers.  For example, 

transactional leaders only intervene in a follower‟s performance if standards are not met, which leads to 

an impersonal relationship.
61

  Boerner, Eisenbeiss, and Griesser indicate that transactional leaders… 

…identify the needs of subordinates, clarify and negotiate the aspired goals, and regulate 

follower behavior using contingent positive or negative reinforcement.
62

 
 

Lastly, the literature regards transactional leaders as emphasizing and using the power inherent in their 

leadership position.  Dambe and Moorad state transactional leadership is a power-based perspective 

“where power is strongly associated with the leader and is top-down” in nature.
63

 

 Transformational leadership theory formed in the late 1970s when James Burns, a respected 

leadership scholar, looked at leadership from a moral perspective that was driven by higher values in 

achieving a common purpose.
64

 

Burns asserted the most effective leaders were those who engage followers to reach 

mutual goals by showing respect for them, helping them develop as individuals, and 

attempting to meet their needs.
65

 
 

Burns asserts that transformational leadership is different from transactional leadership.  In the most 

general sense, transformational leaders operate within a value-based framework, and respond to 

followers‟ wants, needs, and aspirations.
66

  According to Sanders, Hopkins, and Geroy, transformational 

leaders go beyond exchanges found in transactional leaders by developing, intellectually stimulating, and 

inspiring followers to transcend their own interests.
67
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Barbuto Jr. notes that followers of transformational leaders respond to them with trust, 

admiration, and respect from these leaders.
68

  They also express pride, loyalty, and confidence in 

transformational leaders‟ abilities.
69

  Transformational leaders hope to inspire followers to achieve 

transcendental goals while also fulfilling their own wants and needs.
70

  They gain followers‟ commitment 

by providing inspiration and intellectual stimulation while conveying confidence in the followers‟ ability 

to take on extra responsibility.  Transformational leaders also help followers understand and commit in 

the organization‟s goals so that followers can take their own initiative.
71

  In essence, transformational 

leaders stimulate followers to perform beyond organizational expectations. 

 Integrative leadership, a relatively new leadership theory, is a further exploration of transactional 

and transformational leadership.  Angalet describes integrative leadership as… 

…an interactive process of mutual influence in which leader and group members have 

significant roles to play, guided by requirements of the situation and shared values… the 

integrative approach emphasizes the constructive role group members can play in the 

process‟ effectiveness by supporting the sharing of information, influence, and values.  

Hence, the approach breaks down the barriers that normally exist in hierarchical 

organizational structures and get in the way of collaborative problem solving.
72

 
 

Crosby and Bryson further explore integrative leadership as a way to solve inter-organizational and intra-

organizational problems.
73

  Thus, integrative leadership is based upon the notion that many social, 

political, and governmental problems are shared among organizations and even professions.
74

 

 In analyzing the literature of integrative leadership, Lynham and Chermack found leadership 

research often takes place at the individual, group, or organizational level.
75

  In fact, there is very little 

emphasis on the whole system effect of how integrative theory and leadership interact to produce value.
76

 

Moynihan and Ingraham argue integrative leadership “focuses on how leaders choose, promote, 

institutionalize, and use public management systems” across multiple organizations.
77

  This integrative 

perspective recognizes the environment of limited control leaders often face, especially in collaborative 

situations.  Specifically, integrative leaders attempt to overcome traditional management systems that are 

largely unconcerned with intra-organizational collaboration and inter-organizational achievement.
78

 

 Angalet emphasizes the role group members play in the effectiveness of sharing information, 

influence, and values.
79

  According to Angalet, integrative leaders concentrate on the barriers preventing 
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collaboration within an organization.  Integrative leaders overcome these barriers by developing positive 

interdependent relationships.  These relationships emphasize the sharing of power with followers to gain 

their confidence in the leader.
80

  Integrative leaders also stress the importance values play in influencing 

the actions of followers throughout multiple organizations.  Thus, integrative leaders use an interactive 

process of sharing information and influence, with the ultimate goal of developing strong relationships 

with followers.
81

  Bryson, Crosby, and Stone focus primarily on leadership of cross-sector collaborations 

that create opportunities to solve interconnected problems.  Bryson, Crosby, and Stone offer a definition 

of integrative leadership as a process of… 

…aligning initial conditions, processes, structures, governance, contingencies and 

constraints, outcomes and accountabilities such that public value can be created.
82

 
 

Thus, integrative leadership uses an “an interactive process of mutual influence in which leaders and 

group members have significant roles to play, guided by the requirements of the situation and shared 

values.”
83

 

 

Hypothesis 
 

 It is critical for the IC to change into an integrative, collaborative organization as national security 

threats grow and become elusive.  The DNI notes the IC‟s failure to collaborate and provides a new vision 

of an integrative enterprise by 2015.  While McConnell recognizes the necessity of leadership for 

achieving this vision, he did not outline specific steps and actions the IC can take in ensuring leadership 

develops an integrative enterprise.  While there are numerous suggestions for solving these barriers to 

collaboration, these suggestions do not focus on how leadership can create a collaborative IC.  The 

hypothesis for this research paper, therefore, is if the IC embraces integrative leadership in its everyday 

operations, then the DNI will have a higher likelihood of achieving an integrative intelligence enterprise 

by 2015. 

 

PRE-9/11 INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY INTEGRATION 
 

 Assessing how integrative leadership can fill the IC‟s collaborative void involves an analysis of 

the integration failures before and after 9/11.  While 9/11 eventually led to the IC‟s largest legislative 

reform with the IRTPA, an understanding of the legislation‟s effectiveness is critical to identifying the 

IC‟s integrative weaknesses.  The following case study analyzes the IC‟s failure to investigate Nawaf al-

Hamzi and Khalid al-Mihdhar prior to 9/11.  The case study concludes with a discussion of the major 

themes regarding the IC‟s failure to collaborate. 
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Nawaf al-Hamzi and Khalid al-Mihdhar Case Study 
 

Case Overview 
 

 As the new millennium approached, December 1999 was a period of great uncertainty for the IC 

as it assessed the high probability of an upcoming terrorist attack.  In particular, the IC focused on 

January 3, 2000, which is considered a “night of destiny” in the Islamic calendar.
84

  In addition, several 

planned attacks had been uncovered earlier that month, including a plot involving the use of explosives to 

disrupt New Year activities in New York City and another plot to detonate explosives at the Los Angeles 

airport.
85

  As a result, the IC had good reason to be highly concerned that a terrorist attack would occur at 

the dawn of the New Year. 

 During this time, the IC was also attempting to identify possible terrorist attacks originating 

overseas.  In late 1999, the NSA intercepted communications associated with several members of an 

“operational cadre” that had connections to a suspected terrorist facility in the Middle East.
86

  The IC 

identified three members of the cadre as Nawaf, Salem, and Khalid.  The NSA concluded that they were 

planning to travel to Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia for a meeting that would take place on January 5, 2000.  

The NSA reported this information to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and the CIA. 

 The CIA determined there were links between these individuals and al-Qaeda, a well-known 

terrorist organization.  The CIA also determined that these individuals had links to the 1998 East African 

Embassy bombings.  In addition, they identified Khalid as Khalid al-Mihdhar and determined he 

possessed a U.S. passport and visa.  A FBI special agent detailed to the CIA‟s Bin Laden Unit drafted a 

report regarding the NSA‟s information and al-Mihdhar‟s identification.  However, the CIA deputy chief 

for the unit told the special agent to wait on sending the report, which resulted in the report never being 

disseminated.
87

  A CIA employee verbally shared the suspicious activity information with the FBI, but the 

employee indicated the CIA would keep the FBI appraised.
88

  Most of the employees involved in the al-

Mihdhar memo stated that they did not recall any of the information when interviewed by the Department 

of Justice‟s OIG.
89

  Meanwhile, the CIA disseminated five internal reports to various CIA stations 

regarding the al-Mihdhar situation. 

 The CIA also received information that Nawaf‟s last name might be al-Hamzi.  However, they 

were unaware that the NSA had information associating al-Hamzi with al-Qaeda and their leader, Osama 

Bin Laden.
90

  This information may have led to adding al-Mihdhar and al-Hamzi to several watchlists, as 
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well as identifying and denying their entry into the U.S, but this did not occur.
91

  The third individual was 

believed to be Salah Saeed Mohammed Bin Yousaf.  In fact, Yousaf‟s true name was Khallad al-Attash, 

the purported mastermind of the U.S.S. Cole attack. 

 Several cables documenting surveillance and photographs of al-Mihdhar in Malaysia were 

provided to the CIA‟s Headquarters (HQ).  One of the internal cables noted that al-Mihdhar was with two 

other unidentified men, one being al-Hamzi.  The cable also noted that the group departed from Malaysia 

with a destination of Bangkok, Thailand.  After the meeting disbanded in Kuala Lumpur, the CIA lost 

track of the three suspected al-Qaeda operatives when they traveled to Thailand.
92

  The CIA wrote several 

cables about the Malaysia meetings and shared them with individuals back at the CIA‟s HQ.  

Subsequently, the CIA shared the first Malaysia meeting cable with the FBI and sent an email to an FBI 

supervisor about al-Mihdhar‟s travel.
93

 

 The CIA also sent urgent requests to Bangkok, Thailand for help when the three suspected 

operatives disappeared.  The CIA asked Thailand authorities to put al-Mihdhar on their watchlist and 

notify the U.S. if he departed the country.
94

  In February 2000, the CIA responded to a request by foreign 

authorities to become involved in the investigation by indicating that they had primary jurisdiction.  

Several weeks later, the CIA followed up with Thailand for any further information regarding al-Mihdhar 

and his associates.  Thailand responded in March 2000 that one of al-Mihdhar‟s traveling companions 

was al-Hamzi.  They also noted that al-Hamzi had traveled to Los Angeles, California on January 15, but 

they did not know where al-Mihdhar went.  While the CIA shared this information internally, they never 

disseminated the information with the rest of the IC.  Eleanor Hill, the Joint Intelligence Inquiry Staff 

Director into the IC‟s knowledge of the 9/11 hijackers, stated: 

We found no indication that CTC [CIA‟s Counterterrorism Center] personnel took any 

action with regard to the important information that Hamzi had traveled to the United 

States.  For example, he was not placed on any U.S. watchlists.  The day after Bangkok 

reported about Hamzi‟s travel to Los Angeles, one office that received the Bangkok cable 

sent a cable to the CTC stating the Bangkok cable regarding Hamzi‟s travel had been 

read “with interest”.  Yet, despite this effort to flag the significance of this information, 

the cable was not shared with the FBI and did not result in any specific action by the 

CIA.
95

 
 

 In fact, al-Hamzi traveled with al-Mihdhar from Bangkok, Thailand to Los Angeles, California on 

January 15, 2000 on non-immigrant visitor visas, which authorized them to remain in the U.S. until July 

14, 2000.  While in the U.S., al-Mihdhar and al-Hamzi met Omar al-Bayoumi, an individual who had 

been the subject of a FBI preliminary intelligence investigation that was now closed.  Al-Bayoumi 
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assisted al-Hamzi and al-Mihdhar by finding them a place to stay in San Diego.  Al-Mihdhar and al-

Hamzi also used their true names in obtaining a rental agreement, California driver‟s licenses, opening 

bank accounts, purchasing a used vehicle, and even listing al-Hamzi‟s phone number in the local 

telephone directory.
96

  In late May 2000, al-Hamzi and al-Mihdhar also rented a room from an FBI 

informant and took flight lessons in San Diego, but later abandoned those efforts.
97

 

 Al-Mihdhar remained in San Diego until June 10, 2000 when he departed the U.S. from Los 

Angeles, California.  Al-Hamzi remained in San Diego, applied for a visa extension with the Immigration 

and Naturalization Services, and moved to Phoenix, Arizona in December 2000.
98

  Al-Hamzi lived in 

Phoenix for three months with Hani Hanjour, another 9/11 hijacker who helped plan the attacks.  Al-

Hamzi remained illegally in the U.S. after his visa expired in January 2001.  In April 2001, al-Hamzi and 

Hanjour moved to New Jersey and remained on the east coast of the U.S. until 9/11. 

 In May 2001, the CIA provided the FBI‟s HQ with photographs taken in Malaysia, including one 

of al-Mihdhar.  The CIA wanted the FBI to review the photographs to determine whether the individuals 

arrested for the U.S.S. Cole attack could be identified in the photographs.  An FBI employee indicated the 

CIA never mentioned the likelihood that al-Mihdhar traveled to the U.S. or that the photos were taken 

from a meeting that al-Attash attended.
99

  Meanwhile, al-Mihdhar obtained a new U.S. visa in Saudi 

Arabia in June 2001 and traveled back to the U.S. on July 4, 2001 after checking “no” to whether he had 

ever been in the U.S.
100

 

 In June 2001, personnel from the FBI‟s HQ, the CIA‟s CTC, and New York FBI agents assigned 

to the U.S.S. Cole investigation met in New York.  A CIA employee produced three Kuala Lumpur 

surveillance photographs and asked the FBI agents if they recognized the individuals.  While accounts 

differ, the FBI agents said they asked for more information regarding the individuals in the photographs.  

However, the CIA employee responded that he “would not share information outside the CIA unless he 

had authority to do so and unless that was the purpose of the meeting.”
101

  The CIA employee cited a 

policy known as “the wall” in refusing to provide any of the information to the FBI. 

At the time, the FBI was required by the Department [of Justice] and the FISA [Foreign 

Intelligence Surveillance Act] Court to keep criminal investigations separate from 

intelligence investigations, a policy which was commonly referred to as “the wall”.  

Information obtained from FISA intercepts and search warrants had to be screened by 

someone not involved in the criminal investigation and then “passed over the wall” from 

the intelligence investigation to the criminal investigation.  The FISA Court became the 
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screening mechanism for FISA information obtained from al-Qaeda intelligence 

investigations that the FBI wanted to pass to criminal investigators.
102

 
 

 In July 2001, a CIA officer assigned to the FBI accessed CIA‟s electronic database and located 

the CIA cable that noted al-Attash attended the Malaysia meeting.  Subsequently, an email from the FBI‟s 

HQ to the CIA‟s CTC indicated that al-Attash “is a major league killer who orchestrated the Cole attack 

and possibly the Africa bombings.”
103

  On August 21, 2001, a CIA employee confirmed with a Customs 

Service representative at the CTC that al-Mihdhar had entered the U.S. on July 4, 2001.  She also 

confirmed that al-Hamzi had traveled to the U.S. in January 2000.  On August 23, 2001, the CIA sent a 

cable to the Department of State, INS, Customs Service, and the FBI requesting that al-Mihdhar, al-

Hamzi, and two other individuals be watchlisted and denied entry into the U.S.
104

 

 On August 28, 2001, the FBI in New York received a report recommending the opening of an 

intelligence investigation on al-Mihdhar to determine if he was in the U.S.  After the start of the 

investigation, an FBI agent checked a hotel in New York where al-Mihdhar indicated he would be staying 

when he arrived in July.  Both al-Mihdhar and al-Hamzi were added to the watchlist on September 5, 

2001.  On September 10, 2001, the New York FBI office prepared a request to Los Angeles to check with 

United Airlines and Lufthansa for travel and alias information for al-Mihdhar.  On September 11, 2001, 

al-Mihdhar and al-Hamzi hijacked American Airlines Flight 77 and crashed it into the Pentagon killing 

thirty people. 

 

Case Analysis 
 

 This case study shows that the IC acquired significant information regarding al-Mihdhar and al-

Hamzi prior to the 9/11 attacks.  There were numerous opportunities for the IC to identify and track the 

two suspected terrorists many years before 9/11.  In a Senate and House Intelligence Committee Joint 

Inquiry into the IC‟s knowledge of the 9/11 hijackers prior to the terrorist attacks: 

A number of witnesses described their own experiences with various legal, institutional 

and cultural barriers that apparently impeded the Intelligence Community‟s ability to 

enhance the value of intelligence through effective and timely information sharing.  This 

is critically important at several levels: within the Intelligence Community itself; between 

intelligence agencies and other components of the federal government; and between all 

those agencies and appropriate state and local authorities that, when confronting the 

threat of terrorist activity within the United States, intelligence obtained at the local level 

can be critically important.
105

 
 

The analysis of the al-Mihdhar case study reveals the following five barriers to IC collaboration 

prior to 9/11: great responsibility and little authority; failure to change; not taking the initiative; 

                                            
102 Department of Justice - Office of Inspector General 2004, 272. 
103 Hill 2002, 10. 
104 Ibid, 10. 
105 Ibid, 5. 



 21 

lacking effective technological tools; and organizational stovepipes.  The following provides 

further information regarding these barriers. 

Great Responsibility and Little Authority 

 Analysis of the al-Mihdhar case study reveals IC leaders, and particularly the DCI, had little 

authority to carry out their responsibilities.  For example, the CIA was responsible for integrating efforts 

across thirteen IC organizations.  Not only did the DCI have responsibility for leading the CIA, the DCI 

also had responsibility for integrating IC efforts.  However, the DCI controlled only fifteen percent of the 

intelligence budget, could not transfer funds across agencies, and was limited in hiring and firing 

intelligence officials outside the CIA.
106

  In addition, organizational incentives emphasized activities that 

were easily and objectively recorded and analyzed.  For example, the number of analytical reports 

produced or the number of spies recruited were more important than working across agency lines, because 

those activities were not tracked or rewarded.
107

 

Zegart argues the CIA‟s internal organizational structure bred failure for all of the IC.
108

  For 

instance, the CIA‟s casework structure led to no single person having responsibility for leading an 

investigation.  Instead, CIA personnel in field divisions across the world only worked an investigation if 

the suspected person was in their territory.  For instance, when al-Hamzi and al-Mihdhar left Malaysia for 

Thailand, there was no person in charge of managing the transition between the two CIA field offices.  As 

a result, CIA employees failed to have a sense of ownership over their daily intelligence work.  To make 

matters worse, the CIA was also in charge of managing intelligence for the entire IC.  The CIA‟s 

difficulties in handling their own investigations only made matters worse for the IC. 

Failure to Change 

 Although the IC attempted to address new threats America faced after the Soviet Union‟s 

collapse, this case study further verifies the IC‟s failure to change.  The IC did not change internally in 

response to the new security landscape and resisted change efforts from independent, outside agencies.  In 

fact, the IC‟s structure reinforced bureaucratic procedures over time.
109

  With no formal mechanism to 

integrate intelligence, the IC continued to perform intelligence work the same way as it did during the 

Cold War.  The IC was a highly fragmented and decentralized organization that was poorly suited to track 

asymmetrical threats with little or no ties to nation-states. 

Agencies developed their own budgets and set their own priorities.  They hired their own 

staffs and trained them in separate programs.  They communicated by separate email 

systems and kept intelligence on incompatible databases.  And because every agency had 
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its own security badge, even officials with the highest level of security clearance could 

not walk through the turnstile of any intelligence building except their own.
110

 
 

 The IC‟s failure to change its ways of performing intelligence work led to America‟s security 

vulnerability.  In fact, the strict division between foreign and domestic intelligence designed to protect 

American civil liberties continues to make intelligence transition difficult.  The divide between foreign 

and domestic intelligence directly led to the IC‟s failure to identify al-Hamzi and al-Mihdhar.  The Cold 

War mentality of intelligence security also continued the notion of a need to know instead of a need to 

share intelligence.  Thus, the IC shared information only with people who had a compelling reason to 

know the information, instead of sharing the information with everyone who could benefit from it. 

Not Taking the Initiative 

 The IC failed to take the initiative in several instances in the al-Mihdhar case.  For example, the 

IC failed to further investigate, research, and analyze information surrounding al-Attash when they 

determined he was a key figure in the U.S.S. Cole attack.  Further investigation would have revealed al-

Hamzi and al-Mihdhar‟s strong ties with al-Attash.  Ideally, this connection would have resulted in the IC 

obtaining further intelligence on al-Hamzi and al-Mihdhar.  In fact, there is a high likelihood that further 

investigation would have resulted in placing their names on the watchlist.  If the FBI‟s investigators knew 

that al-Attash was in Kuala Lumpur with al-Mihdhar, they could have located him earlier in connection 

with the U.S.S. Cole investigation.
111

 

 Incorrect assumptions also contributed to the IC‟s failure to take the initiative to communicate, 

share, and collaborate.  For example, an FBI analyst assumed the CIA would provide information 

regarding any knowledge of al-Hamzi and al-Mihdhar when asked.  However, a CIA analyst was under 

the impression that information could not be shared with the FBI without proper authority.  Further 

clarification of the roles and responsibilities between the two agencies, specifically between these 

employees, might have led to identifying al-Hamzi and al-Mihdhar earlier. 

Lacking Effective Technological Tools 

 The IC‟s communication struggles are well known in academia and the government, including the 

fact that each agency maintains its own computer systems, databases, and technological tools.  In fact, 

ineffective technological tools are repeatedly highlighted as one of the barriers to IC information sharing.  

For instance, if the IC had the ability to share information through effective technological means, or even 

access information within other agencies‟ databases, the IC would have determined that the NSA had al-

Hamzi‟s full name.  This communication may have also led to the IC knowing that al-Hamzi had a U.S. 

visa, and possibly adding his name to the watchlist. 
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 An FBI analyst also accessed a database for intelligence reports, Intelink, and found the original 

NSA reports regarding the Kuala Lumpur meeting.  However, the CIA did not disseminate the al-Mihdhar 

tracking reports, which the FBI analysts would have located in Intelink if they had been properly 

shared.
112

  State Department officials also had difficulty obtaining data for watchlisting purposes from the 

National Crime Information Center‟s Interstate Identification Index, which the FBI manages.
113

  Not only 

did this contribute to ineffectively sharing IC information, it also slowed communication between IC 

agencies. 

Organizational Stovepipes  

 While the CIA knew al-Mihdhar‟s full name and that he had a U.S. visa, organizational 

stovepipes led to the CIA never sharing this information with the Department of State (DOS).  In fact, the 

DOS could have provided useful information regarding al-Mihdhar‟s visa and travel information.  The 

CIA also did not ask other IC agencies what information they had on al-Mihdhar.
114

  Essentially, the CIA 

failed to ask for help because they were not thinking of themselves as part of a unified team.  Asking for 

outside help was unnatural for an organizational culture that did not routinely consider assistance from 

outside agencies. 

The CIA‟s failure to notify the DOS and the FBI caused the agencies to miss a crucial second 

opportunity to place al-Hamzi on a watchlist.  Placement on the watchlist would have allowed several 

opportunities for local law enforcement and the IC to locate al-Hamzi.  Zegart notes that the CIA, 

considered the primary intelligence agency at the time, was dedicated to an internal culture.
115

  The CIA 

only hired and promoted individuals inside its own organization, and shunned outsiders from other IC 

agencies.  The classified work of intelligence formed a culture that feared sharing information.  Therefore, 

CIA employees, similar to all IC employees, “developed strong internal bonds of loyalty and identified 

themselves with home agencies rather than the intelligence community as a whole.”
116

 

 Incorrect assumptions and interpretations of policy also contributed to the IC‟s failure in this case 

study.  For example, reports provided to New York FBI agents contained caveats that the information 

could not be passed to criminal investigators without the Department of Justice‟s Office of Intelligence 

Policy and Review‟s permission.  They incorrectly concluded they could not pass the information about 

al-Mihdhar and the link to a suspected terrorist facility in the Middle East.  The 9/11 commission found: 

It is now clear that everyone involved was confused about the rules governing the sharing 

and use of information gathered in intelligence channels.
117
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POST-9/11 INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY INTEGRATION 
 

 The 9/11 terrorist attacks dramatically changed how America views its national security, and in 

particular, how the IC works to prevent such attacks from occurring.  While there was significant debate 

over IC reform efforts after the attacks, the IRTPA led to robust changes and the DNI‟s formation.  Due 

to the amount of change the IC experienced, one would expect that the IC is collaborating better to fulfill 

its counterterrorism mission.  One incident involving the IC‟s response to the terrorism threat since 9/11 

is the attempt by Abdulmutallab to detonate a bomb aboard a plane on December 25, 2009.  A case study 

of this incident leads to further understanding of how the IC has changed since 9/11 and the IRTPA‟s 

implementation.  In particular, this case study helps determine whether the IRTPA is effective in 

reforming the IC into an integrative community. 

 

Umar Abdulmutallab Case Study 
 

Case Overview 
 

 In 2009, the federal government continued to monitor Anwar Aulaqi, a U.S. citizen and radical 

cleric based in Yemen, for his involvement in potential terrorist attacks.  Aulaqi had a history of 

connections with terrorism suspects, including contact with the 9/11 hijackers and an exchange of emails 

with a U.S. Army psychiatrist who killed thirteen people in Fort Hood, Texas.  That same month, the 

NSA intercepted communications of al-Qaeda leaders in Yemen discussing a terror plot involving a 

Nigerian man.  Mazzetti and Lipton note, “The electronic intercepts were translated and disseminated 

across classified computer networks.”
118

 

 In early October 2009, Aulaqi posted a message on his English-language website, “Could Yemen 

be the next surprise of the season?”  Aulaqi also predicted that Yemen would be “the single most 

important front of the jihad world.”
119

  In the same month, Saudi Arabia‟s chief counterterrorism adviser, 

Muhammad bin Nayef, survived an assassination attempt by an al-Qaeda operative.  Hosenball notes of 

the assassination attempt… 

…the operative had flown in from the Saudi-Yemeni border region with a bomb hidden 

in his underwear.  The Saudi government was concerned because he “didn‟t think [U.S. 

officials] were paying enough attention” to the growing threat from Al Qaeda in Yemen, 

said a former U.S. intelligence official familiar with the briefing.
120

 
 

 That same month, seventy-year old Alhaji Uma Mutallab spoke with his twenty-three year old 

son, Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, who was living overseas.  Abdulmutallab also sent text messages to 

Mutallab indicating that he was in Yemen and had become a fervent radical.  Mutallab subsequently went 

to Nigerian officials because he was alarmed by Abdulmutallab‟s radical talk.  Mutallab asked the 
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Nigerian officials for their help in finding and convincing Abdulmutallab to come home.  The Nigerian 

authorities convinced Mutallab that he should contact the U.S. Embassy with this information as well. 

 On November 19, 2009, Mutallab went to the U.S. Embassy in Abuja, Nigeria to discuss 

concerns that Abdulmutallab may be under the influence of unidentified extremists.  Officials from 

several agencies, including the CIA, were present when Mutallab expressed concerns about his son 

becoming radicalized by Islamic extremists.  A family cousin quoted the father as warning the officials 

with the State Department and the CIA: 

Look at the texts he‟s sending.  He‟s a security threat.  They [U.S. officials] promised to 

look into it.  They didn‟t take him seriously.
121

 
 

The embassy officials held a meeting the next day and subsequently sent a Visa Viper report back to the 

NCTC, which warned them about potential terrorist activities.  The report indicated that Abdulmutallab 

fell “under the influence of religious extremists based in Yemen,” but it did not directly say that 

Abdulmutallab was a terrorist or planning an attack.
122

 

 On November 22, 2009, the report was entered into Terrorist Identities Datamart Environment 

(TIDE), a database managed by the NCTC that contains over half a million names.  TIDE is the largest of 

four terrorist watchlists and includes people who may have possible ties to terrorism.  However, further 

information, research, and analysis needs to either confirm or deny those suspicions.  Hosenball indicates: 

But the NCTC analysts did not do much, if anything, with the information.  They did not 

check to see if Abdulmutallab had a valid American visa – a seemingly certain red flag.  

They did not check to see if he had a British visa.  In fact, his application for a British 

visa had been denied under a policy that weeds out applications for entry visas to study in 

language schools.  Last week the British somewhat defensively said the information was 

available, had the Americans asked, but that British authorities did not notify Washington 

because Abdulmutallab‟s visa application had been rejected to stop immigration fraud, 

not for national-security reasons.
123

 
 

While information referenced Abdulmutallab‟s connection to terrorism, the FBI was not notified even 

though he held a valid U.S. visa.  In fact, none of the IC agencies notified the FBI about Abdulmutallab.  

While analysts entered Abdulmutallab‟s information into TIDE, a database available to the IC, no other 

agencies took the initiative to conduct further research and analysis.  Furthermore, the CIA compiled a 

biographical data report about Abdulmutallab, including his plans to study Islamic law in Yemen, but did 

not share it with the IC.
124

 

 The IC increased its analytical focus on possible imminent terrorist attacks by al-Qaeda in the 

Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) near the end of 2009.  However, the analysis focused on American interests 

and counterterrorism efforts in Yemen, instead of possible threats to the U.S. homeland.  A document was 
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presented to President Obama at a White House Situation Room briefing on December 22, 2009 titled, 

“Key Homeland Threats.”  However, the document did not mention Yemen as being one of those 

threats.
125

 

 When Abdulmutallab checked in for his flight to Detroit in Nigeria, he provided a ticket paid in 

cash ($2,831), checked no bags, and provided no contact information to the airline.  In fact, another 

person, who remains unidentified, purchased the airplane ticket in Accra, Ghana on December 16, 2009.  

The information regarding Abdulmutallab‟s ticket and checked bags would have been sent to the 

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) electronically.  DHS routinely reviews this information and 

often requests passengers to undergo extra scrutiny by airport officials before the plane takes off.  

However, DHS took no action with the information it received.
126

 

 Abdulmutallab boarded a flight from Lagos, Nigeria to Amsterdam and began the transfer process 

in Amsterdam.  Abdulmutallab went through routine airport passenger screening procedures in 

Amsterdam, which failed to locate an improvised explosive device (IED) sewn into his underwear.  The 

non-metallic device contained the explosive pentaerythritol tenranirate (PETN), which had a high 

probability of crashing the plane if it exploded.  In fact, Abdulmutallab had an 80-gram packet of PETN 

sewn into the crotch of his underpants.  According to Duffy and Thompson: 

Standard magnetometers, which are used at the vast majority of the more than 2,000 

checkpoint lanes nationwide, can detect metal in guns and knives but are worthless 

against explosives like PETN.
127

 
 

 Abdulmutallab boarded Northwest Flight 253 that was carrying 278 passengers and eleven 

crewmembers.  As the flight descended into Detroit, Abdulmutallab lit the IED with the intent of blowing 

up the plane; however, the device did not explode.  Instead, a fire started and a handful of passengers 

struggled with Abdulmutallab to put out the fire.  The passengers and crew restrained Abdulmutallab until 

the flight safely landed, at which time the FBI arrested him.  Duffy and Thompson point out: 

Passengers later said… he was silent throughout the attack.  He didn‟t panic.  He didn‟t 

yell any last-second religious slogans.  He was calm and methodical as he set himself on 

fire.  It was as though he was trained.
 128

 
 

 

Case Analysis 
 

 While there is more information regarding the IC‟s failure to investigate al-Hamzi and al-

Mihdhar, an analysis of Abdulmutallab‟s attempted terrorist attack raises doubt that the IC has 

successfully adapted to the terrorist threat.  President Obama spoke of the attempted attack: 

The bottom line is this: The U.S. government had sufficient information to have 

uncovered this plot and potentially disrupt the Christmas Day attack.  But our intelligence 
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community failed to connect those dots, which would have placed the suspect on the "no 

fly" list.  In other words, this was not a failure to collect intelligence; it was a failure to 

integrate and understand the intelligence that we already had.  The information was there.  

Agencies and analysts who needed it had access to it.  And our professionals were trained 

to look for it and to bring it all together.
129

 
 

The following is an analysis of the Abdulmutallab intelligence failure, even in the wake of 9/11, the 

IRTPA‟s implementation, and the DNI and NCTC‟s foundation.  The analysis will identify similar 

barriers to collaboration that were identified in the al-Hamzi/al-Mihdhar case study: great responsibility 

and little authority; failure to change; not taking the initiative; lacking effective technological tools; and 

organizational stovepipes. 

Great Responsibility and Little Authority 

 The DNI has little authority in carrying out the responsibility of ensuring that the IC collaborates 

with each other, the DNI, and the NCTC.  A White House review of the incident notes that there was a 

failure in the counterterrorism community to follow the established roles and protocols in ensuring that all 

terrorism related information was analyzed.
130

  In fact, the White House found that the IC failed to follow 

up on high priority threat streams, run down all leads, and track those leads to completion.
131

  After the 

attempted attack, President Obama even tasked former DNI Blair to… 

…immediately reaffirm and clarify roles and responsibilities of the counterterrorism 

analytic components of the IC in synchronizing, correlating, and analyzing all sources of 

intelligence related to terrorism.
132

 
 

 An example of the confusion of roles and responsibilities occurred when U.S. Embassy 

officials in Nigeria had recommended placing Abdulmutallab on the No Fly List.  However, the 

CIA and NCTC indicated that there was only enough derogatory information to put his name in 

TIDE, but not in any of the other scrutinized watchlists.  The analysts believed that their position 

only required assessing information to determine if it met watchlisting requirements.  However, 

the analysts did not believe they could give additional weight to significant pieces of information 

from the field, such as Mutullab‟s report regarding his son.
133

 

 Perhaps most concerning, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence (SSCI) notes that the 

IRTPA‟s purpose was to create an agency that would piece together all terrorism threats, the NCTC.  

However, even NCTC‟s response to the SSCI stated that no one agency had sole responsibility nor bears 

the burden of “connecting the dots.”
134

  Furthermore, the NCTC indicated that it was only responsible for 

strategic or high level terrorism assessments and providing support to policy makers.  Thus, lower level 
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threat information was neither researched or analyzed because NCTC staff did not believe it was their 

responsibility. 

Failure to Change 

 While several agencies obtained information about Abdulmutallab, the SSCI notes the reporting 

was not distributed to the appropriate CIA divisions.
135

  Although there was no intent to limit the access to 

the reports, the committee found that “processes failed to disseminate all intelligence to all offices and 

individuals with a need to know.”
136

  In fact, the CIA did not disseminate key reporting until after the 

attempted attack.  If the information was disseminated earlier, personnel from other agencies might have 

had the opportunity to disrupt the plot.  The SSCI found in its review that… 

…the NCTC was not organized adequately to fulfill its mission.  Following 9/11, 

Congress created the NCTC and charged it with serving as “the primary organization in 

the United States Government for analyzing and integrating all intelligence possessed or 

acquired by the United States Government pertaining to terrorism and 

counterterrorism…” In practice, however, the Committee found that no one agency saw 

itself as being responsible for tracking and identifying all terrorism threats.
137

 
 

 The members of the Christmas Day attack inquiry disagree with former DNI Blair‟s statements 

that the IC‟s failure was unlike the 9/11 intelligence failure.
138

  Blair believes this incident was a problem 

to connect, integrate, and understand the intelligence the IC maintained instead of a failure to collect or 

share intelligence.  The SSCI notes, “However, as Members who participated in the Joint Inquiry [of the 

9/11 attacks], we respectfully disagree.  Some of the systemic failure errors this review identified also 

were cited as failures prior to 9/11.”
139

  In fact, the SSCI found that no one agency believes its analysts 

are responsible for tracking and identifying all terrorist threats.  Ironically, the 9/11 Commission 

discovered the same sentiments in the IC prior to 9/11. 

Not Taking the Initiative 

 While there is significant debate as to whether Abdulmutallab could have been added to the No 

Fly List, there is also consensus that further research should have been conducted.  The NCTC‟s 

watchlisting office did not conduct further research to find additional derogatory information, which 

would have placed Abdulmutallab on the watchlist.  In fact, the NSA did not enter any of the information 

partly identifying Abdulmutallab into TIDE either.  All of these circumstances could have resulted in an 

opportunity of adding Abdulmutallab to the watchlist and possibly even the No Fly List.  However, the IC 

failed to take the initiative again.  Former DNI Blair stated: 

Had all of the information the U.S. had available, fragmentary and otherwise, been linked 

together, his name would have undoubtedly been entered in the Terrorist Screening 
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Database which is exported to the Department of State and the Department of Homeland 

Security.
140

 
 

Lacking Effective Technological Tools 

 IC technology is still not adequate for the various and unique security threats America faces.  The 

searching tools for analysts in various agencies are nearly non-existent, which partially contributed to the 

IC‟s failure to identify Abdulmutallab.  For intstance, the CIA had to search multiple databases across the 

IC in order to find reports relating to Abdulmutallab.
141

  The CIA‟s CTC office also conducted a limited 

name search that failed to undercover key reports about Abdulmutallab.  Furthermore, the FBI‟s analysts 

had difficulties accessing all the reports that are found in various IC databases.  Thus, “inadequate 

technological search tools and the fragmented nature of the IC‟s databases made it difficult to find 

additional intelligence related to Abdulmutallab.”
142

  One example occurred when CIA personnel tasked a 

division with the responsibility of searching other IC organization‟s databases, but they did not give the 

division the authority needed to access those databases.
143

 

 The SSCI also found that technology across the IC is not adequate enough to provide search 

enhancing tools for analysts.  This, ultimately, contributed to the IC‟s failure to identify Abdulmutallab as 

a potential threat.
144

  Technology problems, such as the misconfiguration of an analyst‟s computer profile, 

prevented access to relevant intelligence reports despite their existence in FBI systems.  The SSCI notes 

that several analysts struggled to search the large volume of intelligence that is available, which 

contributed to the failure of linking together various reports.  Blair indicated that even President Obama 

recognized this failure when he tasked the DNI to… 

…accelerate information technology enhancement, to include knowledge discovery, 

database integration, cross-database searches, and the ability to correlate biographic 

information with terrorism-related intelligence.
145

 
 

Organizational Stovepipes  

 The SSCI noted that the NCTC was not adequately organized and did not have the resources it 

needs to appropriately fulfill its mission.  IC analysts were overwhelmingly focused on AQAP and their 

threats to U.S. interests in Yemen that they failed to fulfill the overall mission of ensuring that the U.S. 

homeland was not vulnerable to attack.
146

  The SSCI found in its review… 

…there were systemic failures across the Intelligence Community (IC), which 

contributed to the failure to identify the threat posed by Abdulmutallab.
147
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 An example of this systemic failure is the NCTC‟s Watchlisting Office and its policy practice.  

According to the IRTPA, the NCTC serves as the central and shared knowledge bank on known and 

suspected terrorists and international terror groups.  Prior to the Christmas Day attack, however, the 

standard practice was to process watchlisting information it received, but not to conduct additional 

analysis, or enhance existing records with derogatory information.
148

  While the NCTC was given 

responsibility of ensuring that all terrorist-related information throughout the IC was entered into TIDE, it 

failed to perform this function on a daily basis. 

 

THE VOID WITHIN THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY 
 

 Without a doubt, the IC made great strides since 9/11 in becoming an integrative community that 

can seamlessly share intelligence to protect the nation.  Former DNI Blair notes: 

The shortcomings that have been identified as a result of the December 25 attempt should 

not obscure the progress the Intelligence Community has made in improved collection 

and analysis capabilities, in improved collaboration and in sharing information, both 

against al-Qai‟da and against the many other threats to our national security.
149

 
 

While intelligence is not always perfect and the IC must not be immediately criticized for every piece of 

information that it does not obtain, analyze, or disseminate, the IC does have significant room for 

improvement.  The vision for an integrative, agile, and mission-driven intelligence team by 2015 will 

require an understanding of the current barriers to integration and the required steps to overcome them.  

The following is a comparison of the al-Mihdhar/al-Hamzi and the Abdulmutallab case studies and 

identification of the critical areas (great responsibility and little authority; failure to change; not taking the 

initiative; lacking effective technological tools; and organizational stovepipes) that prevent the IC from 

becoming an integrative enterprise. 

Great Responsibility and Little Authority 

 The DNI struggles to promote cross-boundary collaboration due to his limitations of moving 

money and people.  While the DNI has responsibility of ensuring interagency cooperation, the DNI does 

not have direct command and control over any major intelligence component.  Thus, the DNI has 

tremendous responsibility, perhaps the greatest for ensuring IC integration, yet he does not have the 

authority to force collaboration.  This key point is evident in the comparison of the two case studies.  

Prior to 9/11, the DCI had responsibility of IC integration, yet the DCI did not have the authority or 

power to ensure that it was completed.  While the DCI cannot be solely blamed for the al-Hamzi/al-

Mihdhar failure, the DCI did not succeed in ensuring IC collaboration.  There were several failures in 

communication, information sharing, and teamwork inside agencies and between agencies. 
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 The IRTPA, and specifically the DNI‟s creation, offers the greatest opportunity of ensuring the IC 

has a single leadership agency to ensure collaboration.  Even before the DNI could take office, many 

disagreed with the authority provided by legislators to accomplish an immense goal.  For example, the 

DNI is in charge of managing the IC, yet, eighty percent of the intelligence budget remains under the 

direct control of the Secretary of Defense.
150

  Experts also argue that the DNI grew too large and too 

quickly, which eventually created another layer of bureaucracy instead of streamlining operations.
151

  

While the Abdulmutallab case study provides evidence of an improvement in information sharing and 

collaboration, it is also makes clear the DNI‟s room for improvement.  Even with the DNI‟s 

responsibility, the IC continues to work as a traditional bureaucracy with concern of only its own domain. 

Failure to Change 

 In carrying out a national security policy of containment, the IC did surprisingly well in 

targeting a large and secretive Soviet Union.  After the Soviet Union‟s collapse, the IC was not 

alone in attempting to determine the next security threat.  In fact, the entire national security 

sector could not put into practice a grand vision, like containment, in furthering America‟s 

national security.  IC efforts to investigate al-Mihdhar and al-Hamzi offer great insight into the 

IC‟s partially effective response to the terrorist threat.  The IC‟s failure to reform into an 

integrative community resulted in a blown opportunity to act upon critical intelligence.  The IC 

failed to change because it saw no overriding need to change to a new threat. 

 Perhaps the greatest testament of the IC‟s failure to change is evident in the aftermath of 

9/11 and the IRTPA legislation.  The Abdulmutallab incident points to areas where the IC failed 

to collaborate even after significant IC reform.  For instance, the CIA did not distribute reports to 

all of its appropriate divisions, the NCTC failed to analyze all the intelligence avilable, and there 

were multiple times times that the IC failed to share information.  Perhaps most revealing is that a 

Congressional Joint Inquiry of the Abdulmutallab incident identified the same system failures as 

a previous Congressional Joint Inquiry of 9/11. 

Not Taking the Initiative 

 Intelligence work, especially in regards to asymmetrical threats such as international terrorism, 

requires the IC to take the initiative.  The intent of terrorists is to remain anonymous, undetected, and 

ultimately successful in creating chaos that furthers their religious or political goals.  In order to be 

successful, terrorists must outsmart, outmaneuver, and outplay the IC‟s efforts to stop them.  Thus, it is 

imperative for the IC to take the initiative in identifying national security threats that remain elusive.  The 

analysis of the al-Mihdhar and al-Hamzi case study reveals several opportunities for the IC to take the 
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initiative in identifying a threat.  Taking the initiative could have resulted in better identification of those 

at the Kuala Lumpur meeting, reaching out to other intelligence organizations to obtain further 

information, more in-depth research and analysis, as well as clarifying organizational policies and laws. 

 While there are several integrative barriers, such as culture and technology, IC employees haven‟t 

been motivated to take the initiative.  Unfortunately, the Abdulmutallab incident points to where the IC 

could have taken further steps to identify Abdulmutallab.  The argument that intelligence cannot integrate, 

analyze, and identify every single threat has merit.  However, the IC could have taken several steps to 

ensure that all of the IC agencies provided their information regarding Abdulmutallab.  The IC also failed 

to take the initiative in ensuring that even lower level security threats were completely analyzed. 

Lacking Effective Technological Tools 

 As noted, the IC‟s technology impediments are well-documented in academia and the 

government.  In fact, the lack of effective technological tools to communicate cross-organizationally was 

a purposeful IC action.  The IC was built on intelligence agencies utilizing their own policies, personnel, 

and budget to ensure that they could produce the best intelligence product for their intelligence mission.  

Due to the secretive nature of intelligence, and the targeting of a large nation like the Soviet Union, the IC 

needed to ensure intelligence was shared with only those who have a need to know.  Therefore, 

technology was purposefully built to ensure that intelligence remained separate in individual IC agencies. 

 The lack of effective technological tools was clearly evident in the events leading up to 9/11.  

While the issue has been documented extensively, and there have been improvements in ensuring that IC 

personnel have access to information, technology is still a problem.  IC analysts must search through 

several databases within each organization to locate information.  IC analysts must also learn each 

database to ensure that all the available information is obtained.  With seventeen unique organizations, 

and even more databases within each organization, the IC lacks effective technological tools to improve 

collaboration and information sharing. 

Organizational Stovepipes 

 The IC‟s cultural and institutional barriers were originally implemented to ensure intelligence 

work was done internally and without compromise.  In order to combat new asymmetric security threats, 

the IC needs to overcome these barriers by working effectively as a collaborative.  The DNI alludes to the 

significance of this problem by stating: 

The first and most significant impediment to implementation [of Vision 2015] is internal 

and cultural; we are challenging an operating model of this Vision that worked, and 

proponents of that model will resist change on the basis that it is unnecessary, risky, or 

faddish.
152
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In 2001, each agency‟s culture, especially the CIA‟s, resulted in holding onto information instead of 

seeking to share it.  Culture also contributed to IC failure, more specifically the FBI, by inadequately 

adapting to the terrorist threat.  While the DNI broke some of the culture barrier in recent years, the DNI 

recognizes culture still hampers cross-collaborative IC efforts.  Furthermore, the Abdulmutallab case 

study points to the difficulty of fusing together military, law enforcement, homeland security, and 

intelligence cultures. 

 IC organizations operate within their traditional, specialized mission areas by engaging in highly 

rational decision-making to resolve their problems.  This barrier can be traced to the hierarchical, 

bureaucratic structure of each intelligence organization.  Institutional barriers also create friction between 

IC members, which the DNI acknowledges: 

Stovepiped back-office functions that make even simple personnel or operational 

activities difficult will complicate nearly every aspect of this [Vision 2015] 

transformation.
153

 
 

In fact, the IC is very strong in its allegiance to hierarchy.  However, “accountability to management and 

the chain of command tends to ensure compliance rather than commitment and goal focus.”
154

  The IC, as 

a traditional government bureaucracy, fails to resolve turf issues on its own accord. 

 

EFFECTIVE USE OF INTEGRATIVE LEADERSHIP 
 

 Unquestionably, the IC failed to properly explore the circumstances surrounding al-Mihdhar and 

al-Hamzi‟s meeting in Kuala Lumpur, and further failed to use all the tools and information available to 

locate them.  The Abdulmutallab case study shows that the IC still does not accomplish the IRTPA‟s 

intentions or purpose.  Thus, achieving an integrative IC will require breaking down several barriers and 

filling a void that currently exists.  A comparison of the breakdown in intelligence prior to 9/11 and the 

Christmas Day attack identifies key areas where the IC continues to fall short in achieving true 

collaboration.  Similarily, MetroGIS faced the same type of obstacles to collaboration with many 

businesses, governments, and non-profit organizations.  Despite facing many of the same barriers as the 

IC, MetroGIS successfully overcame them to share geospatial information throughout the Twin Cities 

region.  The following case study analyzes how MetroGIS uses integrative leadership to become a 

successful cross-boundary collaboration. 

 

MetroGIS Case Study 
 

Case Overview 
 

 In 1967, the Metropolitan Council (MC) was created to be the planning and coordinating agency 

for the regional Minneapolis-Saint Paul area of Minnesota.  The MC‟s creation was intended “to address 
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issues that could not be adequately addressed with existing governmental arrangements.”
155

  According to 

its website, the MC works with local communities to provide critical services such as operating the 

region‟s largest bus system, collecting and treating wastewater, planning for future growth, and providing 

affordable housing opportunities.
156

  Currently, the MC serves Minneapolis, Saint Paul, Bloomington and 

183 other communities spread across 2,975 square miles with a population of 2.85 million.  The MC has a 

staff of 3,700 and an annual operating budget of approximately $700 million.  A majority of the MC‟s 

employees operate the region‟s transit and regional wastewater treatment systems. 

 In 1995, MC employees suggested the idea of establishing regional geographic information 

systems (GIS) to serve the Twin Cities area.  GIS are computerized models containing digitized, 

manipuable, and geospatially referenced data that can be visualized on maps.  This suggestion grew out of 

frustration with local government leaders and planners who argued that the MC was producing faulty 

population, employment, and land use data.
157

  While the MC had been successful in other areas… 

…by the 1990s regional officials and planners were still struggling to have timely, 

accurate, reliable, and comparable geospatial information about local conditions so that 

they could: understand the contours of transportation, housing, open space, and water 

treatment challenges; generate solutions that were more finely tuned to local and regional 

realities; and build the coalitions needed for necessary policy changes and resource 

allocation choices.
158

 
 

 Thus, the MC sought to create a GIS for the region that could help share information between 

several governments, businesses, and nonprofit organizations.  The head of the MC‟s GIS Unit, Rick 

Gelbman, convinced Richard Johnson, the MC‟s deputy regional administrator, to hire an employee with 

the purpose of fostering a regional GIS system.  Randall Johnson, a planner in suburban Shoreview, 

expressed his frustration with future Twin Cities development that was based on inaccurate local data.  

Subsequently, the MC hired Randall Johnson and he explored the incentives needed to obtain buy-in from 

seven regional counties.  Specifically, the MC needed to have ongoing access to county-produced parcel 

data and gain each county‟s approval to participate in the development of standardized parcel data.
159

 

 The MC‟s GIS unit and Randall Johnson recognized the need for using GIS technology 

collectively, especially given the emergence of problems that cross borders. 

Government and non-government interests alike have invested heavily in the collection of 

geographic data.  In many cases, geographic data and information created by one organization is 

useful to others; however, using it to its full potential requires a commitment to working together.  

GIS technology is a naturally integrative tool designed to accomplish sharing of geospatial 

resources; however, it is a standards-driven tool.  If there is a will to work together on collecting 

and managing geographic data, it is possible to collectively build a common base of geographic 

data, or framework data, that can be used by many organizations for many applications.  Linking 
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together data collected by several interests, but relating to the same location, requires an 

organizational commitment to work together and adhere to commonly acknowledged 

standards.
160

 
 

This concept eventually developed more broadly by including all local and other governmental units that 

serve the Twin Cities area.  In August 1995, represenatives from twenty-nine multi-participant GIS efforts 

throughout the U.S. and Canada were contacted to gain insight into such an effort.  However, it was 

quickly determined that none of the programs involved more than two counties in integrating all local, 

metropolitan, state, and federal government interests into a single GIS.
161

  In 1995, Randall Johnson 

hosted a series of discussions, including two major forums of 75-plus stakeholders, to explore the 

feasibility of a regional GIS.  These forums led to a consensus among stakeholders that there should be a 

regional GIS and that the MC should lead it.  However… 

…tension continued to exist between the MC and local governments on other issues, 

which is partly a consequence of the way regional and local governments are organized 

constitutionally and legislatively in Minnesota.
162

 
 

 In November 1995, the MC requested assistance from the Humphrey School of Public Affairs at 

the University of Minnesota to engage in strategic planning efforts.  In December 1995, a strategy 

mapping session involved a pre-selected group of twenty-two government, non-profit, and business 

represenatives.  The group assembled over 250 action items that were critical in ensuring the successful 

implementation of a regional GIS.
 163

  This session resulted in capturing important ideas that led to a 

possible mission, goals, and strategic issues that four advisory teams attempted to address. 

 In February 1996, the MC unanimously adopted the role of creating MetroGIS along the lines that 

were envisioned at the strategy mapping session. 

The Metropolitan Council has accepted a leadership role to create a metro-wide GIS; an 

entity through which widespread sharing and exchange of GIS data sets and technology 

can become a reality among public agencies and private-sector organizations within the 

seven-county metropolitan area.
164

 
 

The MC specifically defined its leadership role by including a number of activities, including financing, 

coordinating the strategic planning process, and maintaining regional data sets.  The MC also defined its 

role as financing and supporting communication with stakeholders in order to further the collaborative. 

 In April 1996, a formal mission statement and goals, along with a set of core services and 

functions, were created and agreed upon by key stakeholders.  Five strategic projects, called Strategic 

Initiatives, were outlined as well.  These projects included: 

 Obtaining formal endorsement from key stakeholder organizations of MetroGIS 

principles and expectations 
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 Executing and administering data sharing agreements with key partners 

 Identifying and addressing common priority information needs among stakeholders 

 Implementing an Internet-based data search and retrieval tool, now known as MetroGIS 

DataFinder 

 Identifying a sustainable long-term financing and organizational structure 
 

 Bryson, Crosby, and Bryson note that developing and sustaining MetroGIS was a result of using 

guiding principles, including being inclusive, participatory, and democratic.
165

  MetroGIS leaders agreed 

on these principles and routinely referred to them while the organization grew.  For instance, Randall 

Johnson kept strategy maps that outlined these principles on his office wall and referred to them 

frequently throughout MetroGIS‟ development.
166

  The following are the principles MetroGIS most 

frequently refers to: 

 Pursue collaborative, efficient solutions of greatest importance to the region when choosing 

among options 

 Ensure that actively involved policy makers set policy direction 

 Pursue comprehensive and sustainable solutions that coordinate and leverage resources 

 Leverage the Internet and related technology capabilities 

 Value knowledge sharing as highly as data sharing 
 

The five Strategic Initiatives and Randall Johnson‟s efforts to build intra-county user groups involved the 

engagement of key stakeholders to develop solutions to common information needs.  MetroGIS also 

utilized a survey of more than 150 stakeholders to determine the type of data needed to better perform 

their jobs.  Efforts to develop a web-based data search and retrieval tool, DataFinder, were also 

successful. 

 In April 2000, MetroGIS approved and adopted its first comprehensive business plan.  The plan 

included MetroGIS‟ organization under a Policy Board, including two advisory teams (Special Purpose 

Workgroups and Technical Advisory Team) and a Coordination Committee.  While the Policy Board 

establishes overall policies to guide the development of the regional approach to GIS services, the 

Coordinating Committee oversees the design, implementation, and operation of each advisory team.  

Figure 4 represents the adoption of MetroGIS‟ organizational structure. 
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Figure 4.  MetroGIS Structure, April 2006.
167

 

 
 

 On June 14, 2000, MetroGIS obtained the MC‟s statement of intent to continue its support of 

coordination efforts through 2003.  As a result, MetroGIS began shifting its focus to a long-term, mature 

operational phase for the collaborative effort.  Beginning in July 2001, MetroGIS focused on 

implementing and expanding the strategies outlined in the 1995 strategy map.  These strategies identified 

additional needs for which MetroGIS might provide solutions, fostered associations with other Minnesota 

communities, and developed the next strategic plan.
168

  In addition to several initiatives, a performance 

measurement program was instituted to ensure MetroGIS was accomplishing its goals and meeting 

stakeholders‟ needs.
169

  The peformance plan also took into consideration measures and outcomes needed 

to make certain that MetroGIS was fulfilling its objectives. 

 In 2005, MetroGIS went through an extensive audit by the MC to determine if the collaborative 

effort was worth the cost.  As Crosby and Bryson note: 

The organization has survived serious challenges over the course of its history, including 

particularly the concerted effort noted above by some within the MC to eliminate it.  

They argued that the GIS service should be provided by the business sector, or not at all.  

Additional controversies have not yet been settled.  Some MetroGIS founders have 

moved on; others may soon, so the issue of leadership transitions is ongoing.
170

 
 

The audit examined the positive and negative attributes of maintaining MetroGIS, withdrawing MC 

funding, as well as cost sharing and fee structures.  The audit found that MetroGIS produced benefits far 

in excess of its costs, which led to the MC endorsing MetroGIS‟ continuing collaborative efforts. 
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 In 2006, MetroGIS won national and international recognition for its collaborative 

accomplishments in the GIS field.  One of these awards was received by the Urban and Regional 

Information Systems Association, which recognized MetroGIS with the Exemplary Systems in 

Government Award for Enterpise Systems.  The organization noted: 

MetroGIS has brought many units of regional and local governments together in order to 

create a comprehensive geodata system and a collaborative environment for its members 

to communicate and benefit from one another.  These efforts, and the wealth of datasets 

and ease of access from a web-based interface, make the system an exemplary one that 

others can learn from and replicate.
171

 
 

 In February 2007, another strategy mapping exercise was conducted with approximately forty key 

stakeholders.  The Strategic Directions Workshop resulted in further policy direction to guide MetroGIS‟ 

efforts over the next three to five years.  The group collectively concluded that MetroGIS was serving a 

valuable public purpose and that collaborative solutions should be sustained.
172

  The participants also 

agreed on a mission statement that reflects the growth in technical capabilities and the maturity of the 

community to understand the benefits of collaboration.  MetroGIS‟ new mission statement is… 

…to expand stakeholders‟ capacity to address shared geographic information technology 

needs and maximize investments in existing resources through widespread collaboration 

of organizations that service the Twin Cities metropolitan area.
173

 
 

Crosby and Bryson point out that this mission represents a significant change from the originial mission 

of creating a mechanism for GIS information sharing.  The new mission highlights the purpose of 

expanding stakeholders‟ capacities to address their needs through interactions with the collaborative.
174

 

 In October 2007, MetroGIS adopted the 2008-2011 comprehensive Business Plan to guide policy 

direction based upon shared ideals such as desired outcomes, guiding principles, and high-level strategies.  

MetroGIS leaders agreed that they must address three areas to stay relevant to stakeholders‟ needs:
175

 

 Expand solutions to shared geographic information needs beyond data-centric solutions to include 

application and, if necessary, related infrastructure 

 When appropriate and on a project-by-project basis, seek ways to improve interoperability of 

geospatial resources with the jurisdictions that adjoin the Twin Cities metropolitan area 

 Seek opportunities to partner with more non-government interests to collaboratively address 

information needs they share with government interests 
 

MetroGIS focuses on building datasets and making information more easily accessible; however, the 

organization‟s focus shifted towards expanding its stakeholders‟ capacity so that they can leverage the 

benefits of GIS technology.  MetroGIS also recognized creating a voluntarily, collaborative environment 

requires acting on the following shared principles:
176
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 Stakeholder Focused:  All relevant and affected interests participate in the visioning process, 

including those who have not yet recognized a compelling need to be involved 

 Collaborative and Educational:  The visioning process is conducted in an atmosphere that allows 

for creative interaction among the various stakeholders 

 Compelling Public Purpose:  Desired programs and strategies are intuitively aligned with a 

compelling public purpose 

 Consensus Based:  Decisions that are critical to long-term success and sustainability are made by 

consensus 

 Multiple Leadership:  Policy makers and managers from multiple key stakeholder organizations 

actively participate in consensus-building processes and advocate for outcomes once adopted 
 

Figure 5 presents the contribution and benefits stakeholders achieve in their relationship with MetroGIS. 

Figure 5: MetroGIS Stakeholder Contribution/Benefit Flowchart.
177

 

 

 MetroGIS is now a voluntary collaborative that focuses on GIS coordination among stakeholders, 

oversees solutions to shared information needs, and supports Internet-based mechanisms for discovery.  

MetroGIS achieves great success in providing an inclusive, trusted forum to collaboratively share 

geospatial data and GIS technology among several hundred stakeholders.  Sam Bacharach, Executive 

Director for Outreach and Community Adoption at the Open Geospatial Consortium, succinctly stated 

this sentiment in July 2004: 

MetroGIS has already resolved many of the problems that most communities are yet to 

realize even need to be addressed.  These include questions such as „What data do we 

share?  How do we include partners who do not have the assets to fully participate?  How 

do we convince anyone to participate?‟  These issues may sound trivial, but the reality is 

that the people-based, management issues are now more difficult to handle than the 

purely technical issues of data-sharing.  MetroGIS has done a remarkable job.
178
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 In August 2010, MetroGIS submitted a proposal for a Next-Generation Shared Needs Assessment 

for the MetroGIS community.  MetroGIS reached out to consultants to address the problems related to the 

sharing of geospatial information and improving its organizational structure to fulfill a collaborative 

vision.  More specifically, MetroGIS leaders endorsed the proposed assessment because they believe:
179

 

 A number of shared information needs have arisen since the previous MetroGIS information 

needs assessment was conducted that should be formally recognized as priorities for collaborative 

solutions 

 Significant potential exists for additional cost reduction and efficiency improvements if non-

government interests that serve the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area were to engage as 

active participants in existing and yet-to-be implemented regional solutions to shared geospatial 

needs 
 

In October 2010, MetroGIS retained Applied Geographics as the lead support to conduct the assessment 

with a completion date of April 2011. 

 

Case Analysis 
 

 MetroGIS is a prime example of a cross-collaborative organization that effectively transcends 

barriers that lead to collaborative difficulties.  MetroGIS succeeded in creating and maintaining a forum 

for 300 organizations to share geospatial information throughout the Minneapolis-St. Paul region.  

Specifically, MetroGIS overcame barriers to collaboration that were also identified in the IC: great 

responsibility and little authority; failure to change; not taking the initiative; lacking effective 

technological tools; and organizational stovepipes. 

Great Responsibility and Little Authority 

 MetroGIS effectively battled the barrier of having great responsibility over the collaborative 

effort of a regional GIS; however, they had no legislative authority to force governments, businesses, and 

non-profit organizations to become part of the solution.  Thus, MetroGIS found itself attempting to 

combine over 300 organizations across the Twin Cities metropolitan area.  While the MC has 

responsibility for regional functions such as planning, transportation, and sewer service, it has relatively 

little power to force organizations to join MetroGIS.  Thus, MetroGIS could not develop into a 

collaborative organization by forcing stakeholders to join.  Instead, MetroGIS had to rely on organizations 

voluntarily committing to the collaboration‟s membership. 

 In essence, MetroGIS‟ survival depended on voluntary cooperation as it did not have political or 

legislative authority to force collaboration.  While the fragmentation of local governments constrained 

efforts to build a regional GIS, the MC successfully used integrative leadership elements to ensure 

MetroGIS‟ success.  MetroGIS, to this day, attributes its success through the openness of an organization 

that takes input from all of its stakeholders.  Even with several hundred stakeholders, all that have varying 
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interests in geospatial information, MetroGIS effectively brings diverse organizations together for a 

common purpose of improving GIS information sharing. 

Failure to Change 

 As the internet came to the forefront of digital information in the 1990s, a select few within the 

MC and other local governments observed the possibility of utilizing this technology to bring together 

several stakeholders.  While Rick Gelbman and Richard Johnson were influential in the development of 

MetroGIS, Randall Johnson was critical in ensuring that the MC and local governments would not rely on 

inaccurate data for decades to come.  As a critical integrative leader, Randall Johnson not only spoke out 

about inaccuracies in geospatial information, he also helped stakeholders develop solutions to correct 

those problems.  As a result, Randall Johnson ensured that local governments had a voice in developing 

an organization to tackle new problems. 

 While they faced challenges, Randall Johnson and Rick Gelbman were successful in creating 

formal and informal forums to conduct further research into establishing MetroGIS.  Instead of taking 

total control and forcing policy on stakeholders, Randall Johnson and Rick Gelbman looked towards a 

voluntary collaboration to create a successful regional GIS.  Without the foresight, planning, and steps 

taken to form MetroGIS as a voluntary collaborative, the MC and local governments would have been on 

their own in sharing geospatial information. 

Not Taking the Initiative 

 In the same way, Rick Gelbman and Randall Johnson took the initiative by not only focusing on 

information sharing problems and inaccuracies of geospatial information, they also led the effort of 

creating a realistic vision for a new collaborative.  These integrative leaders understood that new 

technology could be embraced to solve public problems that span many borders.  Rick Gelbman was 

instrumental in convincing Richard Johnson, the MC‟s deputy regional administrator, that the MC should 

consider fostering a regional GIS.  In short, Rick Gelbman‟s initiative led the way to MetroGIS‟ creation. 

 Not only did these leaders take the initiative in researching, planning, and continuing MetroGIS‟ 

development, they also asked other organizations to take the initiative.  MetroGIS leaders understood that 

its success depends on voluntary participation from organizations across the region.  Without several 

hundred organizations voluntarily collaborating, MetroGIS would not exist.  Thus, MetroGIS leaders 

utilized integrative leadership to understand the organizations‟ motives to voluntarily join.  These leaders 

took the initiative in ensuring that MetroGIS was successful in voluntarily creating and sharing 

information through an intermediary. 

Lacking Effective Technological Tools 

 Prior to MetroGIS, there was no medium to ensure that geospatial information could be shared 

electronically, especially over the internet.  While MetroGIS lacked effective technological tools at the 
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start, the organization successfully created DataFinder as a tool to ensure collaboration.  DataFinder 

became operational in 1998 and was designed to facilitate data sharing by providing stakeholders the 

ability to retrieve vital geospatial information.  Instead of only focusing on the technical ability for 

organizations to obtain this information, MetroGIS focused on the incentives needed to attract 

stakeholders‟ buy-in.  MetroGIS leaders recognized that DataFinder was essential and likely the most 

vital element to the organization‟s success.  Therefore, MetroGIS leaders devoted significant resources to 

build and ensure access to the database. 

 MetroGIS continued to evolve with the rapidly changing technological demands to ensure that 

geospatial information was shared voluntarily.  A Regional Parcel Data Pilot Project confirmed the need 

for an Internet-based data distribution mechanism in July 2001.  In October 2001, MetroGIS hired a 

consultant team to deliver an operational application based upon beta testing, online surveys, and user 

comments.  After Datafinder Café became operational, a workgroup was established in August 2002 to 

investigate how metropolitan area counties could collaboratively improve distribution of parcel data to 

non-government interests.  In early 2005, it was again apparent that DataFinder Café was aging and 

needed an update to continue the collaborative effort.  A workshop in January 2008 set the framework for 

implementing sustainable solutions through shared application needs to a variety of organizations.  

MetroGIS is an organization that has not only embraced geospatial information sharing, but has continued 

to evolve with the new trends of technology in order to stay relevant to stakeholders‟ needs. 

Organizational Stovepipes 

 Unquestionably, MetroGIS faces the most difficult challenge of collaborating with 300 

organizations to share geospatial information voluntarily.  While even one organization has complicated 

cultures, policies, and procedures, attempting to combine these attributes with hundreds of other 

organizations is an overwhelmingly difficult task.  Even more, MetroGIS needs to transcend many 

professional boundaries.  In other words, collaborative success depends on non-profit organizations 

working with businesses, and local governments working with non-profit organizations.  MetroGIS 

leaders, as part of a government-sponsored network, understand that they must work closely with 

businesses and non-profit organizations to ensure ongoing success. 

 MetroGIS successfully brought together these organizations for the common purpose of solving a 

public problem that crosses organizational, jurisdictional, and political boundaries.  With no legal 

standing to own data or finance projects, MetroGIS relies on these organizations to develop and maintain 

all data, develop and support data-distribution tools, and finance its staff and project needs.
180

  MetroGIS 

leaders realize that a voluntary collaborative requires an unconventional organization; an organization 

structured with a priority on building and maintaining trust with its stakeholders. 
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IMPLEMENTING INTEGRATIVE LEADERSHIP IN THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY 
 

Intelligence Community and MetroGIS Similarities 
 

 The above case studies of al-Hamzi/al-Mihdhar, Abdulmutallab, and MetroGIS offer insight into 

collaborative barriers that the IC and MetroGIS face.  In fact, the IC and MetroGIS are similar in many 

ways, which points to the IC‟s ability to embrace integrative leadership in the same way that MetroGIS 

did.  The following recognizes MetroGIS and the IC‟s similarities and establishes the foundation for the 

IC using MetroGIS‟ best practices of integrative leadership to become a successful collaborative.  

Main Mission 

 The IC and MetroGIS case studies reveal significant similarity and some differences between 

these unique organizations.  The most significant similarity stems from their overall mission of breaking 

down barriers to improve the sharing of information.  The DNI recognizes that responding to 

asymmetrical threats such as terrorism requires the ability to share information seamlessly and without 

conflict between several organizations.  Unlike past IC efforts, the IC needs to integrate all national 

security elements across federal, state, and local governments to locate disparate pieces of information.  

Often times the collection of these small pieces of information in multiple places leads to the 

identification of an underlying security threat.  In the same way, MetroGIS participants recognize the 

need to share geospatial information with hundreds of organizations across the Twin Cities region.  

MetroGIS leaders understand that solving regional problems requires having access to accurate and 

compatible information that is often located in disparate sources.  Therefore, MetroGIS and the IC are 

strikingly similar given their missions of obtaining and sharing information between several 

organizations. 

Limited Authority 

 Along the same lines, MetroGIS and IC leaders understand that improving information sharing 

among several organizations requires a unique type of organization.  MetroGIS leaders recognize that the 

level of success in sharing geospatial information depends on the willingness for organizations to join the 

effort.  More specifically, MetroGIS does not have the authority or power to force hundreds of 

organizations to share information voluntarily and help offset associated costs.  Therefore, MetroGIS 

relies on obtaining voluntary buy-in from organizations who willingly contribute to sharing geospatial 

information.  Similarly, the IC‟s official leader, the DNI, has limited power and authority to force IC 

organizations to share information voluntarily.  The DNI has limited budget and personnel control over 

the IC and very limited authority over military intelligence organizations.  Thus, the DNI must rely on 

members of the IC to voluntarily collaborate with each other.  Although the DNI attempts to provide 

direction and motivation for IC organizations to collaborate, the DNI does not have the power to force 

these organizations to collaborate. 
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Technological Difficulties 

 In achieving a mission of improving information sharing for the common good, MetroGIS and 

the IC experience similar struggles with the need to overcome technological barriers.  Each IC 

organization has computer databases and other technological tools that store disparate pieces of 

information.  If an intelligence agency needs access to information in another agency, it does not have the 

ability to send emails or access the information technologically.  Therefore, IC organizations must request 

permission to receive this information either in paper format or through other means.  While the NCTC, 

with the DNI‟s leadership, attempts to overcome these technological difficulties, members of the IC are 

unable to speak with each other technologically.  In the same way, MetroGIS consists of hundreds of 

organizations that have their own computer systems and databases.  MetroGIS relies on establishing its 

own computer database so that stakeholders can submit and obtain geospatial information.  Thus, 

MetroGIS is similar to the IC in that it cannot access information with its stakeholders through 

technological means due to incompatible computer systems. 

Independent Bodies and Multiple Stakeholders 

 Similarly, the IC and MetroGIS must work with independent bodies and multiple stakeholders 

that have differing wants, needs, and agendas.  MetroGIS, for example, must work with the independent 

governing bodies of the counties that make up the Twin Cities region.  MetroGIS must obtain their 

support and buy-in to allow the standardization of geospatial information as well as the willingness to 

share this information with the rest of the region.  In the same way, the DNI must deal with several 

oversight bodies, including the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence and the House Permanent Select 

Committee on Intelligence.  Additionally, the DNI must also work with the Office of Inspector General 

for each of the intelligence agencies.  In the new age of terrorism, there are many more stakeholders for 

the IC to consider when sharing intelligence as well.  For example, over 18,000 state and local authorities 

rely on intelligence from the IC in keeping local jurisdictions safe.  

 

Intelligence Community and MetroGIS Differences 
 

 While there are many similarities between the IC and MetroGIS, there are also notable 

differences between the two organizations.  These differences do not diminish the value of comparing the 

IC and MetroGIS; however, they do account for the uniqueness of both organizations.  Recognizing these 

differences provides further understanding of the collaborative barriers that the DNI faces in changing the 

IC into an integrative collaboration. 

Organizational Structure 

 A significant difference between the IC and MetroGIS is their organizational structures.  More 

specifically, MetroGIS was recently created to address geospatial information problems in the Twin Cities 

region.  This provided MetroGIS with an advantage of structuring itself with a focus of creating and 
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maintaining a voluntary collaborative.  Thus, MetroGIS did not have its own traditions, culture, policies, 

and norms to alter in creating a new collaborative.  As an organization created in 1947, the IC does not 

have the same leeway to create an organization that best supports a voluntary collaborative.  The IC needs 

to work with established legislation, bureaucracies, and oversight that have largely cemented the 

organization into its current structure.  The DNI does not have the same opportunities as MetroGIS 

leaders to create a new organizational structure to support a collaborative effort. 

Regional versus World Jurisdiction 

 Another significant difference between MetroGIS and the IC is the jurisdictions that each 

encompasses.  MetroGIS is a regional entity that covers seven Twin Cities' counties.  While this should 

not diminish the difficulty of establishing a regional collaborative, MetroGIS‟ only concern involves 

sharing geospatial information within a small area compared to the IC.  The IC, however, must establish a 

collaborative that encompasses IC organizations that work around the globe.  While many IC 

headquarters are based in Washington, D.C., each organization has several offices across the U.S., and 

even across the globe.  For example, the FBI alone has 56 field offices and 400 plus smaller offices across 

the U.S., as well as 60 international offices.
181

  With IC organizations such as the CIA and military 

intelligence organizations stationed primarily around the world, the IC has a larger jurisdiction in regards 

to obtaining and sharing information. 

Type of Information 

 In addition, MetroGIS does not need to concern itself with the different types of information that 

the IC does.  Intelligence work utilizes all types of information, from unclassified information that can be 

found on the Internet, to secret information obtained from foreign countries.  This information must be 

categorized and classified at different levels to ensure America‟s national security interests are safe.  In 

addition to being classified at different levels, intelligence is also compartmentalized so that it is not 

mistakenly distributed to individuals without security clearances.  In contrast, MetroGIS works with 

geospatial information that does not involve security clearances, classifications, and compartments.  

Therefore, MetroGIS and its stakeholders have less restrictions and more freedom to share geospatial 

information than the IC does in sharing information. 

 Notably, there is a balance between sharing intelligence seamlessly within the IC and the 

necessity of protecting intelligence so that it is not revealed unnecessarily to the public or foreign 

governments.  Unquestionably, the recent WikiLeaks release of thousands of U.S. Department of State 

diplomatic cables is an egregious national security compromise.  Classified intelligence regarding 

America‟s relations with a variety of countries, allies and enemies, have become public knowledge and 

are now found easily on any newspaper website.  While the long-term consequences are unknown, the 

                                            
181 Federal Bureau of Investigation 2011. 



 46 

short-term consequences have resulted in the public questioning whether the sharing of intelligence 

within the IC puts the United States at greater risk.  

 While not diminishing the damage done by the WikiLeaks disclosure of classified intelligence, 

this incident should not imply the need to increase the compartmentalization of intelligence or further 

resist information sharing.  For the most part, the IC has done a tremendous job of keeping intelligence 

classified and preventing its disclosure to the public.  Most recently, for instance, the IC kept intelligence 

regarding Osama bin Laden‟s possible location classified from the public and even foreign governments, 

such as Pakistan.  Thus, the IC has the ability to keep intelligence classified and safe from leaks to the 

public and media.  More importantly, however, is the need to ensure that another major terrorist attack, 

such as 9/11 does not occur again.  The benefit of ensuring intelligence is shared seamlessly within the IC 

to identify and disrupt potential national security threats outweighs the potential of the intelligence being 

leaked.  Thus, the WikiLeaks incident should not result in more stringent information sharing standards.  

Instead, the focus should be upon ensuring proper accountability systems are in place to prevent future 

disclosures, such as more frequent background investigations of employees with security clearances and 

more stringent technological controls to prevent intelligence being placed on removable media. 

 

Common Barriers and MetroGIS Solutions 
 

 Both organizations are keenly aware that in order to effectively develop, maintain, and share 

information that affects several stakeholders, leadership is critical.  The following analysis highlights the 

IC and MetroGIS‟ barriers to collaboration, and MetroGIS‟ use of integrative leadership to overcome 

them. 

Great Responsibility and Little Authority 

 Prior to the IRTPA, the DCI had primary responsibility for integrating and ensuring that cross-

collaboration occurred throughout the IC.  The IC‟s failure to share information regarding al-Hamzi and 

al-Mihdhar revealed its lack of collaboration.  While the DCI had great responsibility for ensuring 

collaboration, the DCI had very limited authority to force integration.  Therefore, the DCI had to rely 

heavily on the willingness of intelligence agencies to collaborate with each other.  While the IRTPA 

created the DNI to address the IC‟s failure to integrate, the legislation still did not provide the authority 

needed to ensure integration.  The legislation gave the DNI the responsibility of ensuring integration, but 

it did not provide the tools or authority needed to be successful.  The analysis of the Abdulmutallab case 

study offers insight into the struggles the DNI still faces in attempting to gain recognition as the IC‟s 

leader and the conduit to sharing information.  While the IC has a new leader to ensure successful 

information sharing, the DNI does not have the power, authority, or control that he needs.  Thus, the DNI 

must rely on the IC to collaborate and cooperate voluntarily. 
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 In the same way, MetroGIS began with a tremendous responsibility of gaining the voluntary 

cooperation of nearly 300 organizations to produce, maintain, and share geospatial information.  Similar 

to the IC‟s current situation, MetroGIS did not have the legislative authority or power to force these 

organizations to submit to its cause.  Thus, MetroGIS relied on obtaining buy-in from organizations using 

integrative leadership.  Integrative leadership ultimately ensured that MetroGIS could lead several 

hundred diverse organizations in seamlessly sharing information and working together as a collaborative. 

Failure to Change 

 After the Soviet Union‟s collapse, the IC failed in its attempt to evolve and change along with 

new national security threats facing the U.S.  The IC‟s structure did not change, nor did the IC become 

more fluid in its response to faster and more diverse threats.  The IC‟s culture led to the failure of 

organizations working together, as well as the information sharing problems between domestic and 

foreign intelligence.  The IC continued to work against non-state security threats as though they were the 

same as the Soviet Union‟s threat.  Not even the DNI‟s creation resulted in the IC changing to meet these 

new threats.  While the IC has made significant changes since 9/11, the Abdulmutallab case study points 

to the IC‟s failure of changing in response to new security threats.  Even with the NCTC, designed to 

ensure information sharing, the IC still resists change.  Merely keeping up or responding reactively to 

these new security threats will result in further intelligence failures.  Therefore, the IC must stay ahead of 

these threats by being able to quickly change its thinking, policies, and culture. 

 As leaders with an integrative vision, Randall Johnson and Rick Gelbman understood the need for 

MetroGIS to address the concerns of local planners throughout the region.  Simply creating MetroGIS as 

an organization with a vision to achieve collaboration did not lead to its continuing success.  MetroGIS‟ 

founders used integrative practices and developed integrative structures to respond to stakeholders‟ needs.  

They and their collaborators have helped MetroGIS continually adapt so that it stays relevant. 

Not Taking the Initiative 

 The IC also fails to take the initiative to share information and ensure that a collaborative culture 

exists.  Prior to 9/11, IC employees failed to take additional steps to perform further research and share 

information regarding al-Hamzi and al-Mihdhar.  IC personnel also failed to take the initiative in 

understanding the policies and procedures regarding their ability to share critical information.  The 

analysis of the al-Hamzi/al-Mihdhar case study reveals the IC‟s culture of not taking the initiative, 

especially in regards to performing further research and analysis of critical intelligence. 

 Unfortunately, 9/11 and subsequent organizational changes did not result in the IC taking the 

initiative in sharing critical intelligence.  In the Abdulmutallab case study, IC analysts failed to take the 

initiative to fully identify Abdulmutallab and revoke his U.S. visa.  These steps could have ensured that 

Abdulmutallab was identified and added to the watchlists so that he never boarded a plane.  The IC still 
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needs to overcome organizational and cultural barriers to ensure that every IC employee takes the 

initiative. 

 As key integrative leaders, Rick Gelbman and Randall Johnson took a significant step and a key 

initiative in focusing on information sharing problems and inaccuracies of geospatial information 

throughout the region.  Not only did taking this initiative result in MetroGIS‟ creation, these leaders also 

demonstrate taking the initiative by ensuring organizations continue to collaborate voluntarily.  MetroGIS 

leaders also demonstrate the ability to take the initiative by continually brainstorming, identifying, and 

solving problems to information sharing and collaboration.  They have organized various planning 

sessions and establishd a Technical Advisory Team that allows numerous participants to contribute ideas 

and assume responsibilities for action.  Integrative leadership is critical in motivating MetroGIS‟ 

employees and its stakeholders to take the initiative. 

Lacking Effective Technological Tools 

 Perhaps one of the greatest challenges to information sharing prior to 9/11 was not organizational 

culture, but the inability for IC organizations to technologically speak with each other.  The al-Hamzi/al-

Mihdhar case study identifies several instances where IC members could not share information with each 

other due to fragmented technology.  Although it is unrealistic to expect that every database could be 

accessed by every organization, there was no avenue for the IC to integrate information.  While the IC 

notes the need for advances in technology, especially the integration of organizations‟ databases, the IC 

still lacks effective technological tools.  Critical intelligence needs to be accessable to the entire IC, 

especially in an era where national security threats are fast-paced.  The “need to share” requires the IC to 

create and maintain technological tools that agencies can access.  The Abdulmutallab case study identifies 

the need for organizations, specifically the DNI and NCTC, to access information instantaneously from 

other IC organizations.  The IC still requires effective technological tools to ensure collaboration and 

integration address future national security threats. 

 On the other hand, MetroGIS leaders understand the need for effective technological tools to 

ensure the organization‟s success.  MetroGIS created technological tools, such as DataFinder, to allow 

stakeholders to easily access information required to advance their own goals, interests, and agendas.  

However, MetroGIS also recognized the need to continually update these technological tools through 

various efforts, such as the hiring of consultants and brainstorming sessions with stakeholders. 

Organizational Stovepipes 

 Organizational stovepipes contribute to the IC‟s cultural and institutional barriers that are 

tremendously hard to break through.  Prior to 9/11, the DCI was unable to traverse the stovepipes which 

were specifically and deliberately instituted during the IC‟s creation in 1947.  While the DCI recognizes 

the need to break these organizational stovepipes so that information is shared efficiently, the DNI has not 
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implemented measures to break though these barriers.  The Abdulmutallab case is just one example of the 

IC‟s difficulties in breaking down these barriers.  The DNI notes this critical failure by identifying the 

challenges of integrating diverse cultures to producing and sharing intelligence.  Although the DNI made 

progress in ensuring that intelligence agencies provide information to collaborative centers such as the 

NCTC, the IC needs further improvement in overcoming cultural and institutional barriers to 

collaboration. 

 While the DNI stuggles to break down organizational stovepipes across seventeen intelligence 

organizations, MetroGIS leads the way in breaking these barriers across hundreds of organizations.  

Unlike the IC, these organizations consist of businesses, non-profit organizations, and educational 

institutions.  By harnessing elements of integrative leadership, MetroGIS gains voluntary cooperation of 

hundreds of organizations to work collaboratively together in the common purpose of sharing geospatial 

information. 
 

Best Practices and Recommendations 
 

 Since its beginning, MetroGIS has positively impacted the Twin Cities region by reducing 

duplication of effort and accessing data that was not previously available.
182

  MetroGIS is a highly 

successful collaborative organization that effectively overcame several barriers to ensure stakeholders 

voluntarily contribute their time, money, and effort.  This success is attributed to integrative leadership 

with a focus on cross-boundary collaborations.  Crosby and Bryson offer a theoretical framework for 

understanding integrative leadership and the creation and maintenance of collaborative organizations.
183

  

The framework consists of five main elements: initial conditions; processes and practices; structure and 

governance; contingencies and constraints; and outcomes and accountabilities.
184

  This framework leads 

to an understanding of how MetroGIS breaks downs barriers to collaboration and how the IC can harness 

integrative leadership to become an integrative intelligence enterprise.
185

  Crosby and Bryson‟s 

framework is presented in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6: Framework for Integrative Leadership and Collaboratives.
186

 

 
 

Initial Conditions 

 Integrative leaders need to understand the dynamics surrounding the creation and maintenance of 

a cross-boundary collaborative, including the need to involve individuals in the change effort.  As part of 

this effort, integrative leaders must obtain the support and help of sponsors and champions.  Most 

importantly, integrative leaders must engage in a kind of “systems thinking” to understand the driving and 
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constraining forces of maintaining a collaborative effort.
187

  In the MetroGIS example, this type of 

thinking led the founders to underake extensive stakeholder meetings to obtain voluntary buy-in. 

 In the same respect, IC leaders must embrace “systems thinking” so that they understand the 

driving and constraining forces in the IC.  Integrative leaders need to understand the forces constraining 

intelligence organizations, such as the FBI and the CIA, from collaborating with each other.  The DNI 

should create a task force that uses a stakeholder analysis to determine the exact points of tension within 

the IC.  This analysis should identify the stakeholders within the IC, as well as understand the 

stakeholders who have intelligence needs outside the IC.  For instance, non-profit organizations, local 

governments, and even local businesses now have a need for certain types of intelligence.  A strategic and 

robust stakeholder analysis, made up of a task force representative of every IC organization, can provide 

greater understanding of the barriers to collaboration and provide possible solutions. 

 As an integrative leader, Randall Johnson understood the value that academic stakeholders could 

bring to a collaborative initiative.  The IC, like MetroGIS, should take into consideration the value that 

academia and educational organizations have in implementing integrative leadership.  While there is 

always a concern of security clearances, the benefits of providing clearances to academic experts who can 

assist in building and maintaining collaboratives greatly outweigh the costs of a national security disaster.  

Thus, the DNI should consult with experts in academia that have integrative leadership knowledge, 

experience, and tools in creating successful cross-boundary collaboratives. 

 Integrative leaders‟ use of a thorough stakeholder analysis will provide further knowledge 

regarding the collaborative barriers to an integrative IC.  Crosby and Bryson note: 

Together champions and sponsors had considerable, though incomplete, knowledge about 

the problems that concerned them as well as a belief of their own knowledge.  They had 

the wisdom to recognize the limitations of their own knowledge.
188

 
 

Integrative leaders require personal relationships with key stakeholders to create and maintain a change 

effort.  Integrative leaders also understand that stakeholders have different views of who leaders are and 

how leadership should be practiced.  For instance, some stakeholders may only view leaders based upon 

their job title, while others may view leaders who use their informal authority.  The DNI, as well as IC 

leaders, need to understand the direct and indirect stakeholders that are the barriers to IC collaboration.  

This process would allow the DNI to identify supporters and opponents of integration and develop an 

alliance of supporters. 

 Not only do integrative leaders need to engage in systems thinking and acknowledge critical 

stakeholders, they need to shape and take advantage of windows of opportunities.
189

  For instance, 

MetroGIS leaders recognized that the questionable accuracy of data and technology developments opened 
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a window of opportunity for creating a cross-sector collaborative.  In the same way, the DNI can use the 

current national security climate as a window of opportunity to address IC reform.  Since the 

Abdulmutallab case is still fresh, and more terrorist plots are being uncovered each day, the DNI can use 

the problem‟s urgency to gain political and public support of further changes.   

The DNI can use this window of opportunity by deploying his personal and organizational assets 

to ensure policy change.  In other words, the DNI‟s position as principal intelligence adviser to the U.S. 

President allows him excellent access to push for further integrative IC reforms.  The DNI should use his 

formal and informal authority to create further cross-sector collaborations within the IC.  In the MetroGIS 

case, Richard Johnson used his authority as the deputy administrator to persuade the Metropolitan 

Council to authorize the hiring of staff to explore a regional GIS.
190

  The DNI should also leverage his 

authority to persuade the President and the congressional oversight committees to provide resources, 

commitment, and vocal support for an integrative IC. 

 Unquestionably, the current cross-boundary organization in the IC is the NCTC.  The NCTC is an 

interagency entity designed for “joint operational planning and joint intelligence” regarding 

counterterrorism activities.
191

  However, a recent report indicates that the NCTC has many systemic 

impediments, ranging from issues of authority and resources to human capital constraints.
192

  The report 

also cites processes, products, and personnel systems as additional challenges.  In order to foster cross-

boundary collaborations, the IC must build on this existing cross-boundary group.  While the NCTC 

consists of many organizations and currently organizes by mission, the collaboration is severely 

underfunded and understaffed.
193

  In addition, intelligence agencies send their least productive employees 

to the NCTC instead of their best due to a culture of agency autonomy.
194

  Empowering cross-sector 

collaborations that engage in cross-cutting analysis among multiple agencies is an excellent idea; 

however, a major change effort needs to ensure its success. 

Processes and Practices 

 MetroGIS‟ success results from using key elements of integrative leadership, including the 

engagement of key stakeholders in the design and use of forums to advance the creation of a collaborative 

organization.  These forums lead to various organizations and stakeholders coming together in an effort to 

establish a shared level of meaning.  This is critical in ensuring agreement on past and current barriers to 

collaboration as well as an agreement of a shared vision.  A critical process during these forums was the 

completion of shared strategy maps with guidance from an academic partner who is a stakeholder analysis 

expert.  Crosby and Bryson assert: 
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The wise design and use of forums is at the core of visionary leadership, which we view 

as a shared process of meaning making.  Visionary leaders design forums to engage 

stakeholders in framing and reframing complex public problems, deciding what to do 

about them, and developing a shared vision for moving toward a desired future.
195

 
 

 Crosby and Bryson further explain that these forums must link to arenas and courts so that 

executives, legislators, and administrators can adopt proposed policy changes.
196

  Thus, the DNI should 

reach out to an independent sponsor, outside the IC, to create and establish forums consisting of key 

stakeholders.  These stakeholders must have the ability to advance the collaborative effort in a neutral 

location in order to prevent any one organization from dominating.  Integrative leaders must also express 

the forums‟ purpose as beginning a consensus-based, decision-making process.  The DNI should 

recognize that IC collaboration requires voluntary contributions, such as those made in MetroGIS.  These 

forums should involve taking small steps that help participants come to a consensus on the IC‟s future 

goals.  All the forum members must understand, especially the forum leaders, that voluntary buy-in is an 

absolute necessity for any type of collaborative success to occur in the IC.  These forums must maintain a 

sense of legitimacy to ensure that integrative leaders in their home organizations will attend future IC 

forums.  For instance, a clear and concise agenda should be set for each forum to address the most critical 

IC collaboration topics.  Forum leaders should also provide an avenue to obtain feedback after each forum 

session, such as a survey or comment card. 

 The prospects of having substantial impact on the future of an integrative enterprise may lead to 

IC leaders agreeing that critical work is unfinished.  A compelling vision of a future IC that operates 

seamlessly across borders can inspire IC leaders.  This will ideally lead to discussions, debates, and 

compromise within formal and informal forums.  Unlike prior intelligence reform debates, these forums 

should also be open to academia and government leaders throughout the world.  In fact, political and 

intelligence leaders from foreign nations, such as Israel and the United Kingdom, could promote the 

discussion of new ideas for intelligence reform.  These countries are experiencing the same type of threats 

to their national security, and have responded in ways that the IC could mirror.  In addition, stakeholders 

within the business and local law enforcement sector would also bring a more collaborative process to the 

forums. 

 Inevitably, however, conflict will emerge in attempting to bring together a wide-array of diverse 

stakeholders, groups, and organizations.  Conflict in collaboration usually is a result of differing aims and 

expectations that individuals bring.  This conflict can emerge from differing views of mission, strategy, 

tactics, and even control of power.  MetroGIS forums were essential in providing opportunities for 

differing views of information sharing problems and solutions.  Compromise is also a key factor in 
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ensuring that conflicts do not result in the destruction of existing cross-boundary groups.  Perhaps the best 

tactic to help manage conflict between various intelligence agencies will be through the establishment of 

trusting relationships.  According to Crosby and Bryson, trusting relationships are essential to facilitating 

work and holding the collaboration together.
197

  In fact, MetroGIS is effective because of the high level of 

trust in the organization, its leadership, and its decision-making.  When conflict arises within 

collaborations, integrative leaders should emphasize the success of achieving “small wins” as a way of 

building trust. 

 As with MetroGIS, IC forums should embrace the use of strategy mapping to brainstorm and 

categorize important ideas.  MetroGIS utilized strategy mapping based on three simple questions, which 

the IC can alter to: 

 What does an integrative IC look like? 

 How might an integrative IC take shape? 

 What would result, or what would the consequences be, if those things were done? 
 

A strategy map, taken from the answers of these questions, is the basis for an integrative IC vision, how 

this new IC will take shape, and the driving and constraining forces behind an integrative IC.  Notably, 

this is the opposite idea of the DNI forcing its vision, policy, and change on individual IC organizations.  

The DNI must understand the elements of integrative leadership and the necessity of ensuring voluntary 

buy-in.  Through the use of these forums, integrative leaders in the IC can build leadership, trust, and 

legitimacy.  Building trust, particularly, will be essential to continuing the voluntary effort of maintaining 

an integrative IC. 

Structure and Governance 

 MetroGIS leaders understand that a voluntary, cross-boundary collaboration requires a non-

traditional structure to govern nearly 300 unique organizations.  For instance: 

MetroGIS leaders worked to integrate new and existing organizational structures into a 

network that encouraged and facilitated data-sharing across participating organizations.198 
 

For example, the Coordinating Committee, the Policy Board, and the Technical Advisory Team helped 

secure stakeholder buy-in and govern the network while working with existing structures like the county 

boards and the MC.  While MetroGIS has a tremendous advantage in creating and maintaining a structure 

that meets the needs of a voluntary collaborative in comparison to the IC, these organizational structures 

were effective in embracing a collaborative environment.  Although the IC is a massive and robust 

government organization burdened with policies, laws, and culture, they cannot be excuses for the DNI to 

not explore the feasibility of altering the governing structure. 
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 Cross-sector collaborations succeed in part due to integrative leaders‟ ability to put together, 

maintain, and revise structures conducive to such a collaborative.  Integrative leaders need to create 

governance structures, such as policy boards and leadership groups, that include key stakeholders and 

carry out the collaborative mission.  In fact, integrative leaders often use other types of committees and 

working groups to keep people and organizations involved in the collaborative movement who do not 

directly participate.
199

 

 Examining the ODNI‟s structure reveals a major inconsistency between the DNI‟s vision and the 

implementation of practices that will successfully meet the 2015 vision.  The ODNI‟s structure is laid out 

hierarchically with four major elements reporting to the DNI: acquisition and technology; analysis; 

collection; and policy, plans, and requirements.  In fact, out of all the programs and sub-programs listed, 

integration is only noted in relation to technology and strategic partnerships.  The DNI must recognize the 

need and importance of creating a department that directly reports on IC integration.  The lack of such a 

department, program, or sub-program is a glaring omission and alludes to the level of importance that 

integration has in the IC. 

 The DNI should engage in robust research regarding the feasbility of creating a new sub-

department or sub-program with the sole focus of creating cross-boundary IC collaboration.  Integrative 

leaders will staff the department and they will be educated on integrative leadership specifics.  These 

integrative leaders will be responsible for reporting back to their own organizations in using integrative 

leadership to create voluntary collaborations.  This department‟s emphasis must be on networking, and 

thus, the structure must support networking.  Therefore, the DNI should give proper resources, personnel, 

and authority to ensure that the department has a network structure staffed by integrative leaders, and 

representative of the IC‟s stakeholders. 

 In terms of governance, this department should focus only on IC integration through the structure 

of a network organization.  While it will be much more difficult to change the ODNI‟s structure, this new 

department can oversee network affairs by having the flexibility to change its structure in comparison to 

stakeholders‟ needs.  As this new department takes hold and becomes successful, it will allow the 

transition of other departments and perhaps even the entire ODNI into a more network-centric 

organization.  Forcing the entire ODNI to change its structure and governance overnight is extremely 

problematic and would most likely fail immediately.  However, incremental change, especially successful 

change in a department based upon network integration, may lead to re-consideration by individuals, 

departments, and even organizations that traditionally resist change. 
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Contingency and Constraints 

 Integrative leaders must contend with four particularly influential contingencies: top-down versus 

bottom-up collaboration; type or level of collaboration; power imbalances; and competing institutional 

logics.
200

  Any type of re-organization or establishment of a new working group should focus on 

MetroGIS‟ structure type.  As a bottom-up collaboration, MetroGIS grew from a grassroots approach in 

gaining support and buy-in from line-level stakeholders.  The MC did not use its authority to mandate 

MetroGIS‟ will upon these stakeholders.  Instead, MetroGIS grew from a street-level collaborative of 

many organizations coming together to solve a shared public problem.  In the same way, the DNI needs to 

initiate cross-boundary collaboratives through a ground-up effort.  In other words, the DNI must ensure 

that IC organizations determine the most suitable make-up of structures, policies, and practices.  If the 

DNI attempts to force its limited authority on the IC, the organizations will most likely resist. 

 Crosby and Bryson found that integrative leaders keep costs manageable when investing in a 

major collaborative effort in order to deal with institutional logics focusing on the bottom line.  

Integrative leaders are keenly aware of power imbalances present in a collaborative and they increase 

stakeholders‟ power who are disadvantaged by the existing policy system.
201

  For instance, the 

appointment of county commissioners to the Policy Board was critical to ensuring MetroGIS had 

influential supporters with access to the most powerful stakeholders.  MetroGIS leaders also effectively 

dealt with the MC and county boards by adopting a set of guiding principles.  These principles eventually 

led to powerful players coming to the conclusion that they would have to go it alone if they did not join.  

In addition, integrative leaders prepare for changes in the external environment and expect shifts in 

leadership or political economic conditions.
202

  For instance, MetroGIS leaders engaged in strategic 

planning to prepare the organization for leaders retiring or moving onto other opportunities. 

 In the same way, the IC needs integrative leaders that can keep costs manageable while fostering 

the collaborative effort.  While costs are concerning, the DNI can use significant funding it received to 

foster integrative efforts throughout the IC.  The DNI can also increase stakeholders‟ power by providing 

resources and incentives to those who are disadvantaged by the current system, such as the Department of 

State‟s Bureau of Intelligence and Research, a relatively unknown IC organization.  In addition, the DNI 

must prepare for contingencies when integrative leaders decide to move onto other endeavors or retire 

from the workforce. 

 The DNI must prepare for significant resistance of any drastic attempt to alter the IC‟s status quo.  

The initial collaboration at the informal and formal forums must be completely transparent so that 

participating members feel that there are no hidden agendas.  As open and trustworthy as these forums 
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may be, there will be significant power struggles by members representing their own organizations.  As 

noted, these members must conclude that the benefits of participating in such a collaborative greatly 

outweighs the costs.  Therefore, the DNI, forum moderators, and leaders of any collaborative sub-

department or program must understand the power imbalances that will come to the forefront of such 

collaboration. 

In addition, over time a collaboration is likely to experience shocks that affect relations 

among partners, resources, and even the purpose of the collaboration.  Tactics like 

strategic planning, scenario development, and conflict management training can help 

collaborations anticipate and shape future developments and manage shifts in power 

more effectively.
203

 
 

 In order to effectively address these collaborative issues, especially in light of the strong conflicts 

that will emerge within the IC, the DNI must implement integrative leadership training for any member 

that will have significant involvement in the collaborative process.  In fact, the DNI should consider 

implementing policy that any promotion to upper level management will require extensive integrative 

leadership training.  While promotions are traditionally based upon work quality, future promotions 

should consider the employee‟s history of practicing integrative leadership in his or her home 

organization.  By rewarding IC employees who are currently embracing integrative leadership, along with 

advanced integrative leadership training, the DNI will have a greater likelihood of overcoming the IC‟s 

barriers to collaboration.  The DNI must appeal to the IC‟s needs by deploying resources and tactics for 

dealing with power imbalances and shocks that threaten to disrupt the collaborative process.  The 

potential for a successful collaboration will greatly increase if the DNI can overcome these issues. 

Outcomes and Accountabilities 

 The stakeholders supporting MetroGIS have a common goal of obtaining both tangible and 

intangible outcomes.  The purpose of the creation and maintenance of MetroGIS as a cross-boundary 

collaborative was to share accurate geospatial information.  However, MetroGIS needed to overcome its 

fragmented authority by gaining voluntary buy-in and input from stakeholders.  More specifically, 

MetroGIS was created, built, and maintained upon the organizations‟ self interests and strengths, while 

minimizing their weaknesses and conflict.
204

 

 Several MetroGIS evaluation studies led to an understanding to the collaborative‟s value and 

benefits.  In same way, the DNI should ensure that cross-boundary collaborative efforts routinely engage 

in studies to evaluate the collaborative‟s progress.  Small victories, such as the creation of social, 

intellectual, or political capital should be seen as significant steps towards a more integrative IC.  The 

collaborative process should focus initially on innovative strategies that are collectively agreed upon by 

member organizations. 
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 The DNI should ensure that the evaluation process starts early in the IC collaborative process.  

The evaluation studies should include the guidance, advice, and counsel of academic experts on 

collaborative initiatives and the integrative leadership process.  While long-term goals are critical, such as 

coordination and joint action, the initial focus must be on transcending boundaries through mutual 

agreement and trust.  These evaluation studies can identify barriers to collaboration as well as areas where 

more personnel, money, or political authority is needed. 

 In creating and maintaing a cross-collaboration, integrative leaders build accountability systems 

to ensure that there are methods and levels of collaborative assessments.  Crosby and Bryson note: 

Peer pressure among partners helps maintain responsibility for contributing to outcomes, 

but since each partner is often accountable to the partner‟s own organizations or 

constituencies, policy entrepreneurs have an incentive to collect and organize evidence in 

ways that appeal to diverse constituencies.
205

 
 

The DNI should create a performance accountability system with a primary goal of ensuring that 

standards are adhered to throughout the collaborative process.  For instance, MetroGIS uses an 

accountability system to track the results of user demand as well as any system improvements.  This 

accountability system creates a sense of peer pressure among the collaborating partners to ensure that 

MetroGIS is successful and effective.  The DNI must be clear that an accountability system will be 

transparent so that all member organizations understand the results.  In addition, the DNI should allow its 

OIG to routinely audit the collaborative process and provide reports to IC administrators, which can help 

maintain trust and accountability.  Integrative leaders within this collaborative process must understand 

the need to regularly assess processes and outcomes.  If there are more failures than positive results, 

integrative leaders must be able to pause, assess, identify, and provide solutions to ensure the 

collaborative process does not stop. 

 Lastly, integrative leaders, especially in the IC, need to demonstrate resilience even in the face of 

adversity and failure.  Crosby and Bryson note: 

In part because of their complexity, efforts to build sustainable collaborations across 

sectoral, cultural, and geographic divides are likely to produce undesired outcomes, 

otherwise known as setback and failures.  Ultimately successful collaborations often take 

a long time and when their history is written, it is replete with difficulties and defeats.
206

 
 

The DNI and IC‟s integrative leaders need to demonstrate the ability to learn from failure, view 

efforts in the long-term, and bounce back from defeat.  The change process from the current IC to 

an integrative, collaborative IC will be full of defeats and failures.  However, integrative leaders 

need to demonstrate personal and visionary leadership by using all the available tools, resources, 

and stakeholders to overcome such challenges. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

 Unquestionably, implementing integrative leadership in the IC to create, foster, and maintain 

cross-boundary collaborations will be extremely difficult.  This needs to be emphasized for an IC that 

consists of seventeen unique intelligence organizations.  Crosby and Bryson allude to this difficulty by 

concluding that… 

…creating and maintaining cross-sector collaborations presents a major integrative 

leadership challenge – because so much has to be in place or work well for them to 

succeed.
207

 
 

Success will largely depend on all types of leadership, from all types of agency members; from the DNI 

to line-level personnel.  While the challenge is immense, these recommendations of integrative leadership 

offer a start for the DNI and the IC to begin the collaborative process.   

 This paper concludes that the DNI and the IC must use integrative leadership to attain the 2015 

vision of a collaborative, integrative, and cohesive community that can address current and future national 

security threats.  While intelligence is critical to America‟s national security, yesterday‟s IC is not 

sufficient for today‟s national security threats.  Today‟s IC must identify these threats even as they 

become more diverse and dynamic.  The intelligence needed to combat these threats cannot rely on only 

one or two intelligence organizations.  In order to combat these threats, the IC must use all the 

intelligence available at the federal, state, and local levels. 

 The two IC case studies identify barriers to collaboration that occurred prior to and after 9/11.  

Unfortunately, these barriers to collaboration continue to exist even after robust IC reform and the 

creation of an entirely new leadership bureaucracy, the ODNI.  The MetroGIS case study identifies how a 

voluntary, cross-boundary collaborative of nearly 300 organizations is successful in sharing geospatial 

information.  A cross-case analysis also identifies similarities and differences in the challenges the IC 

currently faces, and the challenges that MetroGIS addressed. 

 Most importantly, integrative leadership led to the creation and maintenance of MetroGIS as a 

successful cross-boundary collaborative.  While this success did not occur overnight and challenges 

remain, integrative leadership and its stakeholder commitment led to embracing new ideas and 

relationships that benefit the common good.  The integrative leadership process provides an 

understanding that the collective action of many for the purpose of the common good outweighs the 

internal and external struggles, weaknesses, and costs. 

 The IC can learn from the integrative leadership process that MetroGIS utilizes to create and 

maintain a voluntary collaborative.  This research paper identifies key instances where integrative 

leadership elements led to its continuing success.  Thus, the above recommendations to the DNI are a 
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starting place for further discussion, research, and analysis.  These recommendations also provide the 

DNI with specific actions on how to start breaking down barriers to a more cohesive, integrative IC.  

Unquestionably, America‟s safety and survival depends on it. 
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ACRONYMS 
 

AQAP   Al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula  

CIA   Central Intelligence Agency 

CT   Counterterrorism 

CTC   Counterterrorism Center (CIA) 

COMINT  Communications Intelligence 

DCI   Director of Central Intelligence 

DHS   Department of Homeland Security 

DOD   Department of Defense 

DOS   Department of State 

DNI   Director of National Intelligence 

FBI   Federal Bureau of Investigation 

FISA   Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act 

GIS   Geospatial Information Systems 

HQ   Headquarters 

HUMINT  Human Intelligence 

IC   Intelligence Community 

IED   Improvised Explosive Device 

IMINT   Imagery Intelligence 

INS   Immigration and Naturalization Services 

IRTPA   Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act 

MC   Metropolitan Council 

NCTC   National Counterterrorism Center 

NGA   National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency 

NIMA   National Imagery and Mapping Agency 

NSA   National Security Agency 

ODNI   Office of the Director of National Intelligence 

OIG   Office of Inspector General 

PETN   Pentaerythritol Tenranirate 

SSCI   Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 

TIDE   Terrorist Identities Datamart Environment 

U.S.   United States 

USG   United States Government 

WMD   Weapons of Mass Destruction 

9/11   September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks 

9/11 Commission National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States 
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