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ABSTRACT

For the past 40 years, the United States has implemented what is tantamount to
a de facto domestic intelligence enterprise, which is comprised of a constellation
of several state, local, and federal partners. It could be reasonably stated that
these partners came into being for a few different reasons, (1) to demonstrate
action following seminal event or crisis, (2) to address an unmet or previously
unanticipated need, or (3) to comply with a policy or legal initiative. Since the
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, several national strategies and
information-sharing initiatives have been implemented that compel these entities

to engage in more robust collaborative activities.

This thesis summarizes three selected elements of the domestic
intelligence enterprise, which are missioned to provide a variety of services to
state and local homeland security stakeholders, and introduces the concept of
collective impact as a possible framework for enhanced collaboration.
Additionally, it examines how each element, within its internal network, may
already be practicing the core concepts of collective impact and offers
recommendations for how cross-network implementation of collective impact may
benefit each element and produce efficiencies within the domestic intelligence

enterprise.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over the past 40 years, the United States has implemented a de facto domestic
intelligence enterprise that is comprised of a constellation of over 268 local, state,
and federal partners.l It could be argued that most of the elements of the
enterprise came into existence by one of three means: in response to a crisis, to
fulfill an unmet need, or to satisfy the requirements of legislative action. For the
purpose of this thesis, the elements of the domestic intelligence enterprise
examined are state and local fusion centers, high intensity drug trafficking area
(HIDTA) investigative support centers (ISCs), and regional information sharing
system (RISS) centers. These elements were chosen because they are
comprised of networks, which are “closest to the ground.” In other words, they
are specifically missioned to support state and local law enforcement, and

ostensibly, those closest to the greatest volume of raw information.

Whether the problem set is narcotics, terrorism, or organized crime, it
could be said that each of the elements has been engaged in a pattern of
Isolated Impact, which assumes the following. Funds are allocated to individual
organizations that offer the most promising solutions, those organizations work
separately and compete to produce the greatest independent impact, evaluation
of efforts is isolated to that organization, and larger-scale progress against the
problem is dependent upon scaling a single organization.2 This begs the
guestion, and provides the underlying inquiry of this thesis. Do independent,
isolated efforts only represent a surrogate for real impact against the issue, or
might a better framework exist for cross-element collaboration? Therefore, the
primary question this thesis intends to ask is if a common framework for

collaboration should be adopted between these elements in an effort to better

1 Brian A. Jackson, ed. Considering the Creation of a Domestic Intelligence Agency in the
United States: Lessons learned from the Experiences of Australia, Canada, France, Germany,
and the United Kingdom (Santa Monica, CA: The Rand Corporation, 2009).

2 John Kania and Mark Kramer, “Collective Impact,” Stanford Social Innovation Review 1, no.
9 (2011): 36-41.
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coordinate activities and evaluate the impact of their operation. This thesis
introduces the collaborative framework of collective impact (Cl) as it has been
applied in the realm of non-profit organizations and investigates how it may apply
to selected elements of the domestic intelligence enterprise. Whereas CI is
defined as “the commitment of a group of actors from different sectors to a
common agenda for solving a complex social problem,” it assumes that the
following five conditions exist within any problem space with which the three

elements wish to collaborate.

. Common Agenda

. Shared Measurement

J Mutually Reinforcing Activities
. Continuous Communication

. Backbone Support4

One of the key findings discovered through the research process was that
the three elements examined might already be leveraging key concepts
associated with Cl within their networks. However, opportunities exist for these
elements to enhance the ClI model of collaboration between the networks.
Finally, strong evidence is available in the form of some new and existing
regional and cross-element projects that demonstrate the desire to enhance
collaboration in innovative ways. These advances, however, could be bolstered
by additional work and inquiry in the following areas.

. Consideration of policy changes with respect to funding that allow
for longer-term planning with respect to strategic goals

o Mutually shared collection and reporting priorities across the
enterprise
. Continued federation of technology platforms

3 Kania and Kramer, “Collective Impact,” 36—41.
4 Ibid.
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. Development of common metrics and measures that empirically
illustrate the relationship between information sharing and impact
on a problem set

. Recognition of the value of competitive analysis by including all
elements of the enterprise in exercises and “red team” operations

No doubt exists that the domestic intelligence enterprise in the United
States serves a very impactful purpose and the capabilities built have enhanced
and encouraged collaboration on levels never before imagined. Whether
established by legal mandate, in response to a crisis, or a natural need to
cooperate, deliberate and planned collaboration has replaced most of the
“random acts of partnership™ from the past. However, giving credit to the
successes to date, any enterprise, which is so complex and has such a far-
reaching mission, can benefit from the innovation and fresh inquiry collective

impact offers.

5 “The ‘How To’ Guide,’ Collaboration for Impact,” accessed July 15, 2014, http://www.
collaborationforimpact.com/the-how-to-guide/.
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INTRODUCTION

In tackling information issues, America needs unity of effort.
—The 9/11 Commission Report

Soon after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, policy makers in
the United States (U.S.) began to debate and examine ways to improve how the
country does the business of intelligence, information sharing, and domestic
security. One of the most profound actions the U.S. government took following
the terrorist attacks resulted in the largest reorganization of government in the
republic’s history. The newly-created U.S. Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) combined, amalgamated, and merged all or part of 22 different
departments into a single cabinet-level organization in an effort to form a single,
unified homeland security structure tasked to “improve protection against today’s
threats and be flexible enough to help meet the unknown threats of the future.l In
addition, in a further effort to remedy the well-documented intelligence and
information-sharing failures leading up to September 11, 2001, President George
W. Bush proposed that:

[T]he new Department would contain a unit whose sole mission is

to assemble, fuse, and analyze relevant intelligence data from

government sources, including CIA, NSA, FBI, INS, DEA, DOE,

Customs, and DOT, and data gleaned from other organizations and

public sources. With this big-picture view, the Department would be

more likely to spot trends and would be able to direct resources at a
moment’s notice to help thwart a terrorist attack.2

1 George W. Bush, The Department of Homeland Security (Washington, DC: Department of
Homeland Security, June 2002).

2 |bid.



Additionally, claiming, “the Federal Bureau of Investigation had failed to
merge properly and perform effectively its dual missions of law enforcement and
the collection, analysis, and dissemination of foreign intelligence inside the
United States,”® Senator Edwards introduced a bill in 2003 titled the Foreign
Intelligence Collection Improvement Act of 2003. The bill advocated for the
establishment of a new member of the United States Intelligence Community
called the Homeland Intelligence Agency.4 Although unsuccessful, Edwards’ bill
recognized the importance of the state and local role in the larger intelligence

community.

While each of the efforts mentioned above shows the importance of, and
strategic intent to identify, formalize, and in some cases, create new relationships
between existing intelligence practitioners, the United States chose not to pursue
the creation of a single domestic intelligence agency. Rather, it chose the path of
reform through creating an environment of greater collaboration and engagement
with state and local entities, and with existing organizations, which were already

engaged in the collection and analysis of criminal intelligence.

The goal of this thesis is to introduce a new framework of collaboration for
similar elements of the domestic intelligence enterprise, and make
recommendations, which may increase the effectiveness and impact of those
entities. The next section of this chapter provides an overview of the domestic
intelligence enterprise at large, and the following section describes the

importance of collaboration and introduces the concept of collective impact (CI).

3 Foreign Intelligence Collection Improvement Act of 2003.

4 Todd Masse, Domestic Intelligence in the United Kingdom: Applicability of the MI-5 Model
to the United States (CRS Report No. RL31920) (Washington, DC: Congressional Research
Service, 2003).
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A. OVERVIEW OF THE AMERICAN DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE
ENTERPRISE

Over the past 40 years, the United States has implemented several
elements of what could be construed to be a domestic intelligence enterprise
(enterprise), with the most recent addition being the national network of fusion
centers. It could be accurately stated that each of the elements of the enterprise
came into being as a response to three different, albeit abstractly related
reasons: (1) to demonstrate action following a seminal event or crisis, (2) to
address an unmet or previously unanticipated need, or (3) to comply with a policy
or legal initiative. In its current state, the enterprise in the United States is
comprised of a constellation of state, local, and federal partners, and while no
consensus definition of domestic intelligence has been established in law or
public policy,> the Rand Corporation defines it as:

Efforts by government organizations to gather, assess and act on

information about individuals or organizations in the United States

or U.S. persons elsewhere that is not necessarily related to the

investigation of a known past criminal act or specific planned

criminal activity.®

In President George W. Bush’'s 2002 National Homeland Security
Strategy, the DHS, the Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) and Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI) were identified as the primary responsible parties for

information and analysis relating to homeland security (as indicated in Figure 1).

S Todd Masse, Siobhan O’Neil, and John Rollins, Fusion Centers: Issues and Options for
Congress (CRS Report No. RL34070) (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, 2007).

6 Gregory F. Treverton, “Reorganizing U.S. Domestic Intelligence, Assessing the Options,”
RAND Corporation, accessed November 16, 2013, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/
monographs/2008/RAND_MG767.pdf.
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Figure 1. Roles and Responsibilities of Homeland Security Intelligence
and Information Analysis’

In addition to the groups in Figure 1, other principal entities currently

comprising the enterprise are the following.

o FBI Field Intelligence Groups (FIG)—Part of the FBI, this group
supports FBI investigations through the collection and analysis of
intelligence, and creates a variety of analytical products to inform
the FBI's law enforcement and intelligence partners.

. Regional Information Sharing System (RISS) Centers—Funded
by the Department of Justice (DOJ), this component supports
regional law enforcement, public safety, and homeland security
efforts to combat major crime and terrorist activity.

7 George W. Bush, The Department of Homeland Security (Washington, DC: Department of
Homeland Security, June 2002).

4



State and Major Urban Area Fusion Centers—Funded through a
variety of federal and state resources, and in part through DHS and
DOJ grants, fusion centers are state and locally owned, and
operate as intermediaries for sharing terrorism and other threat-
related information between the federal government and state,
local, tribal, territorial, and private-sector homeland security
partners.

High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) Investigative
Support Centers (ISC)—Funded through grants administered by
the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), HIDTA ISCs
aim to support the disruption and dismantlement of drug-trafficking
and money-laundering organizations through the prevention and
mitigation of associated activity.8

Further, as of January 2013, 268 units of five major types of field-based

entities (FBI joint terrorism task force, FBI field intelligence Group, regional

information sharing centers, state and local fusion centers, and high intensity

drug trafficking area investigative support centers), many co-located with one

another, were situated throughout the United States (as illustrated in Figure 2).9

8 Government Accountability Office, Information Sharing. Agencies Could Better Coordinate
to Reduce Overlap in Field-Based Activities (GAO-13-471) (Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Accountability Office, 2013), 1-2.

9 |bid.



(@) FBiJoint Teroriam Task Force (TTF)

Q) FEiFel nsligence Goup FIG)

O Regional Infarmatian Shanng Systams {RISS) canber

@ Fuson center

@ High insensity Drug Traficking frea (HIDTA) Investigative Suppart Certer (1SC)

Figure 2. Geographic Location of Selected Elements of the Domestic
Intelligence Enterprisel0

Figure 3 more visually represents the network structure of the enterprise
and illustrates: (1) how loosely, if at all, each of the elements is connected, (2)
how each is organized around a specific mission set, and (3) how these partners
could become isolated from one another and the larger network without strong

collaborative ties.

10 Government Accountability Office, Information Sharing. Agencies Could Better Coordinate
to Reduce Overlap in Field-Based Activities, 1-2.
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Figure 3. Network Structure of the Enterprisel

1 Treverton, “Reorganizing U.S. Domestic Intelligence, Assessing the Options,” 112. The image can also be found at
http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2008/
RAND_MG767.figureB1.pdf.



B. WHY COLLABORATION IS IMPORTANT IN THE PRACTICE OF
HOMELAND SECURITY

One of the underlying and perhaps most critical missions of the DHS is
improving the effectiveness of collaboration and information sharing among all
levels of government within the United States. This nation’s weakness in these
areas was exploited by al-Qaeda in the lead up to the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001. In addition, considering the findings of the 9/11
Commission Report, collaboration, or joint action, stands to benefit all involved in
the homeland security practice by engaging in joint planning, ensuring a unified
effort by identifying definitive leadership, and mitigating the gaps created by
critical shortages of experts.l While it will never be possible to know if these
activities would have prevented the attacks, it stands to reason that a culture of
“need to share” rather than “need to know"2 prior to September 11, 2001 could
have increased the odds of seizing on any one of the 10 operational

opportunities to disrupt the attacks identified by the 9/11 Commission.3

While not related to terrorism, but nonetheless important, the response to
Hurricane Katrina again exposed U.S. vulnerabilities within and across
organizational and jurisdictional boundaries. Throughout the event, a number of
breakdowns in collaboration were evident: a lack of information sharing among
agencies, confused inter-organizational relationships, competing roles and

responsibilities, and shortcomings in leadership.4

The response to man-made and natural disasters have many things in
common, the most impactful of which may be that they are both complex

1 Thomas H. Kean and Lee Hamilton, National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the
United States, The 9/11 Commission report: Final Report of the National Commission on Terrorist
Attacks upon the United States (Washington, DC: National Commission on Terrorist Attacks
Upon the United States, 2004), 401.

2 |bid., 24.
3 |bid., 8-9.

4 susan Page Hocevar, Gail Fann Thomas, and Erik Jansen, “Inter-Organizational
Collaboration: Addressing the Challenge,” Homeland Security Affairs 7, The 9/11 Essays
(September 2011): 4.
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problems that require capabilities of many disciplines that have both aligned and
competing interests, and usually function without an over-arching command
authority.®> With the recent designation of the intelligence/investigations function
as a section level stakeholder in the National Incident Management System,® and
with a substantial number of state and local fusion centers co-located with either
state or local emergency operations centers,” and supporting all-hazards
missions, the collection, analysis, and dissemination of threat information by
fusion centers can inform both preplanning response activities, as well as
operational response and coordination efforts during and after an incident or

event.8

C. RESEARCH QUESTION

Within key elements of the domestic intelligence enterprise—state and
local fusion centers, RISS, and ISC—a shared mission exists, and in some
cases, the entities are co-located. Considering these similarities, should the state
and local fusion centers, RISS Centers and HIDTA ISCs adopt a common
framework for collaboration and evaluation to coordinate activities and evaluate
the impact of their operations better? Since the elements of the enterprise
selected for this thesis are very similar, this thesis argues that the concept of CI

offers such a common framework.

D. LITERATURE REVIEW

As the concept of Cl is a newer approach to collaboration, limited

scholarly research is available for study. However, several case studies and

5 |bid.

6 Department of Homeland Security, NIMS Intelligence/Investigations Function Field
Operations Guide (Washington, DC: Department of Homeland Security, 2013).

7 Seventy-one percent of state and local fusion centers have an all-hazards mission; 46% are
co-located with a state or local emergency operations center; and 58% assign personnel to
emergency management and/or emergency operations centers during events or incidents.

8 Department of Homeland Security, Fusion Center and Emergency Management
Collaboration Meeting After-Action Report (Washington, DC: Department of Homeland Security,
2014).

9



historical examples of what can be categorized as CI before the idea was labeled
as such do exist. In general, Cl is a new way of framing collaborative efforts
around a common goal. The area in which Cl may differ from other collaborative
frameworks is the stipulation that each group wishing to participate in the
collaborative effort must relinquish, to some degree, its individual agenda in the
pursuit of the overall objective. This literature review defines and describes the
domestic intelligence enterprise in the United States, and also summarizes other

writing on collaboration.

1. The Domestic Intelligence Enterprise, in General

Homeland security is a uniquely American concept. It is a product
of American geographic isolation and the strong tendency
throughout American history to believe that there was a clear divide
between events, issues and problems outside the U.S. borders and
those inside the U.S. Borders.®

However, many countries around the world have been engaged in
practices similar to the American concept for many years whose efforts may be
instructive, albeit without the considerable constraints and protections of the U.S.
Constitution.10 Along with the idea of a government enterprise focused on
domestic security (the DHS), it could reasonably be assumed that an
accompanying intelligence capability is critical to its success. Rather than
establishing a monolithic national domestic intelligence structure, policy makers
recognized the importance of local law enforcement as a critical component of
this nation’s security capability, as both “first preventers” and “first responders.”11
As a viable alternative to a national intelligence agency, experts have said that
this approach is effective in that the public generally trusts local law enforcement,
and it is easier to calibrate and focus. However, oversight becomes more

9 Nadav Morag, “Does Homeland Security Exist Outside the United States?” Homeland
Security Affairs, 7, The 9/11 Essays (September 2011): 1.

10 |pid.

11 The White House, National Strategy for Information Sharing, Success and Challenges in
Improving Terrorism-Related Information Sharing (Washington, DC: The White House, 2007), 10.
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complicated with more local parties involved.12 This shift in national security
responsibility has been quietly unfolding since the attacks on September 11,
2001, as evidenced by the introduction of state and locally owned fusion centers.
Despite its decentralized structure, the structure currently in place in the United
States is more coordinated and also more effective than most Americans realize,

and constitutes a de facto—but little understood—domestic intelligence system.13

2. Collaboration Matters

Collaboration and information sharing are often at the center of the
intelligence debate. However, one view is consistent; intelligence and
information-sharing failures, such as those that preceded the attacks of
September 11, 2001, often stimulate debate to remedy what are real or
perceived functional, procedural, regulatory, systemic, and/or structural
problems.14 Following the mandates of Executive Order 13356 and Section 1016
of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (IRTPA), an
information sharing environment (ISE) was established for counterterrorism,
weapons of mass destruction, and homeland security information.1> The IRTPA
also established an information-sharing council whose duties, among others, was
to ensure coordination among federal partners and make recommendations as to
how the ISE could be extended to incorporate appropriate state and local
authorities.16 Also, rather than mandating a centralized terrorism information
database, the IRTPA required that the ISE connect existing systems, be
decentralized, and allow operations among and between all levels of government

as appropriate, which spurred an unprecedented level of collaboration between a

12 “Intelligence Reform: Challenging the Conventional Wisdom Part 2,” Mike German and
Erik Dahl, July 15, 2014, NPS Video.

13 Erik J. Dahl, “Domestic Intelligence Today More Security but Less Liberty?” Homeland
Security Affairs, 7, The 9/11 Essays (September 2011): 3.

14 Masse, Domestic Intelligence in the United Kingdom: Applicability of the MI-5 Model to the
United States.

15 6 USC 485 Section 1016 IRTPA 1016 (b) (1) (A).
16 bid., (g) (1).
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vast array of stakeholders in the newly formed practice of homeland security.
While not applied specifically to domestic intelligence, or the partners, which are
the focus of this thesis, the General Accountability Office (GAO) conducted a
study, which could be instructive to the cross-agency initiatives of the enterprise.
Its 2005 study, titled Results-Oriented Government, Practices That Can Help
Enhance and Sustain Collaboration among Federal Agencies, identifies several
characteristics—including leadership, trust, and organizational culture—that are

necessary for a collaborative working relationship.17

One collaborative framework, the inter-organizational collaborative
capacity (ICC) model, is defined as “the capability of organizations (or a set of
organizations) to enter into, develop, and sustain inter-organizational systems in
pursuit of collective outcomes.”® What is assumed is that each of the
organizations will embrace five key factors to build collaborative capacity: (1)
purpose and strategy, (2) lateral processes, (3) incentives and rewards, (4)
structure, and (5) people. Of particular application to the enterprise, the ICC
model places several organizations in a problem space and assumes deliberate
leadership and alignment of organizational design elements toward

collaboration.19

Differing from the ICC, CI is a newer model for collaboration that is being
leveraged by groups of government, nonprofit organizations, and community
stakeholders. Recognizing that some tasks are larger and more complex than
any one organization can effectively manage, the collective resources and talents
of interested parties are pooled and focused toward a shared vision for change.
Dispensing with the inefficiencies of isolated impact, in which numerous

17 Government Accountability Office, Report to the Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight of
Government Management, the Federal Workforce, and the District of Columbia, Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate. Results-Oriented Government
Practices That Can Help Enhance and Sustain Collaboration among Federal Agencies (GAO-06-
15) (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Accountability Office, October 2005).

18 As quoted in Hocevar, Fann Thomas, and Jansen, “Inter-Organizational Collaboration:
Addressing the Challenge.”

19 |pid.
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organizations separately compete for resources,20 participants in a Cl initiative

agree to work cooperatively under the following five key conditions.

o Common agenda

. Shared measurement

. Mutually reinforcing activities
. Continuous communication

. Backbone support21

Cl also assumes that the goal is long-term in nature, requires supporting
infrastructure to build processes, and requires funders to shift their perspective to
support a new approach.22 While the intentions, goals and/or outputs may be
similar between the two models, CI is distinctly different in that it involves a
centralized infrastructure, dedicated staff, and a structured process that leads to
a common agenda, shared measurement, continuous communication, and

mutually reinforcing activities.23

In applying these theories of collaboration, CI more closely resembles a
federation of organizations. In other words, the constituent elements of a
federation, by definition, relinquish some degree of authority to a more central
body. Moreover, the ICC more closely resembles a community, wherein it is
implied that a group of persons or entities merely have common interests, but are
not necessarily bound together by any formal power sharing arrangements or

20 Fay Hanleybrown, John Kania, and Mark Kramer, “Channeling Change: Making Collective
Impact Work,” Stanford Social Innovation Review, January 26, 2012, http://www.ssireview.
org/blog/entry/channeling_change_making_collective_impact_work.

21 John Kania and Mark Kramer, “Collective Impact,” Stanford Social Innovation Review 1,
no. 9 (2011): 36-41.

22 Chris Thompson, “Rereading Collective Impact: Three Lessons,” Stanford Social
Innovation Review, February 3, 2014.

23 Kania and Kramer, “Collective Impact,” 36—41.
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agreements.24 Considering the relatively early establishment of the RISS centers
and the later addition of the HIDTA ISCs, it could be argued that state and local
intelligence capabilities have been the silent backbone of larger domestic
intelligence efforts for at least the past 40 years, even if only recently, they have

been included in national-level strategies.

In subsequent chapters, this thesis evaluates the advantages and
disadvantages of fusion centers, RISS centers and HIDTA ISCs adopting a new
framework of collaboration based on CI. Chapter Il introduces and further defines
the concept of CIl. Chapters Ill, 1V, and V provide a brief history of each of the
elements, and how they may already be using the framework. Chapter VI
describes what steps could be taken to bolster the collaborative bonds of these
three very similar, yet uniquely missioned organizations utilizing the CI
framework, and also identifies areas of further study as they relate to the
application of CI to the domestic intelligence enterprise.

24 Mark A. Randol, The Department of Homeland Security Intelligence Enterprise:
Operational Overview and Oversight Challenges for Congress (CRS Report No. R40602)
(Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, 2010), 16-17.
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.  ON COLLABORATION

‘Tis profitable for us both, that | should labour with you today,

and that you should aid me tomorrow.
—David Hume

Although it may seem obvious that organizations accomplish more when

they work together, no commonly accepted definition of collaboration exists. For

the purposes of this thesis, collaboration is defined as “any joint activity by two or

more organizations that is intended to produce more public value than could be

produced when the organizations act alone.”2> While this definition seems simple

enough, organizations can benefit from deploying a collaborative framework that

more specifically defines goals, roles, responsibilities, and expected outcomes. In

its 2005 study titled, Practices That Can Help Enhance and Sustain Collaboration

among Federal Agencies, the GAO identified eight practices that can enhance

and sustain collaborative efforts between organizations.

Define and articulate a common outcome

Establish mutually reinforcing or joint strategies
Identify and address needs by leveraging resources
Agree on roles and responsibilities

Establish compatible policies, procedures, and other means to
operate across agency boundaries

Develop mechanisms to monitor, evaluate, and report on results

Reinforce agency accountability for collaborative efforts through
agency plans and reports

25 Eugene Bardach, Getting Agencies to Work Together: The Practice and Theory of
Managerial Craftsmanship (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1998).
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. Reinforce individual accountability for collaborative efforts through
performance management systems26

While the GAO’s criteria are useful, it could be constructive for public
managers first to consider a few more broad topics related to their prospective
participation in a collaborative effort. The “strategic triangle” depicted in Figure 4
asks government managers to focus on the larger, albeit no less complex, issues
that they should consider before committing themselves and their organizations

to a particular course of action.

. What is the important public value the organization seeks to
produce?
. What sources of legitimacy and support would be relied upon to

authorize the organization to take action and provide the resources
necessary to sustain the effort to create that value?

. What operational capabilities (including new investments and
innovations) would the organization rely on (or have to develop) to
deliver the desired results?27

26 U.S. Government Accounting Office, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can
Help Enhance and Sustain Collaboration Amount Federal Agencies (GAO-06-15) (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2005), http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d0615.pdf.

27 Mark Moore and Sanjeev Khagra, On Creating Public Value: What Business Might Learn
from Government about Strategic Management, Corporate Social Responsibility Initiative
Working Paper No. 3 (Cambridge, MA: John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard
University, 2004).

16



Legitimacy |
& Support

Public
Value

Operational 4.
Capabilities

Figure 4. The Strategic Triangle28

Considering the above defined, and larger ideas relating to collaboration,
the remainder of this chapter provides more detail with respect to two models
currently being leveraged in the government and in philanthropic/non-

government organization domains, ICC and CI.

A. THE ICC MODEL

While many models exist that describe collaboration, perhaps the most
applicable to the domestic intelligence enterprise is the ICC model, which is

illustrated in Figure 5.

28 Moore and Khagra, On Creating Public Value.
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Figure 5. Organizations in a Common Problem Space2®

The ICC model provides a mechanism to assess different factors that
contribute to an organization’s capacity to collaborate with other organizations. It
can serve as a framework to diagnose current collaborative capabilities and

provide data to guide organizational changes to improve those capabilities. The

29 Moore and Khagra, On Creating Public Value.
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model is comprised of five organizational domains each with their individual

factors.

Purpose and Strategy: It could be reasonably stated that purpose
and strategy underlie any effort in which organizations desire to
collaborate, and is comprised of three basic elements: (1) the need
to collaborate, or felt need, (2) strategic action for collaboration, and
(3) resource investments. Felt need, which is usually the catalyst
for any collaborative effort, is the organization’s recognition of
interdependence with others and the acknowledged need to
collaborate to accomplish its mission and goals effectively. This
need can either arise from a perceived threat or problem, or may
simply be motivated by the desire for pro-action or prevention.
Strategic action considers the larger goals for the interaction and
resource investments simply identify the human and monetary
resources necessary to support the effort.

Structure: Building on purpose and strategy; structure is necessary
to define roles and responsibilities and considers flexibility when
needed. Within the structure between organizations also exists
opportunities for individual collaborative efforts by “boundary
spanners;” it follows that the stronger the ties between these
individuals, the more productive the effort. Finally, metrics identify
established criteria and performance standards by which the
success of the effort is evaluated.

Rewards and Incentives: Impacting more the individual than the
organization, rewards and incentives can include promotions and
special recognition; however, individuals may also gain a sense of
reward from enhanced relationships and greater job satisfaction.

People: Each individual's collaborative capacity. In other words,
their attitudes, skills, and knowledge have the propensity to affect
the collaborative effort between organizations. In addition, an
individual's conflict management skills, willingness to share
decision-making responsibilities, and familiarity of how the other
organizations function can impact the overall effort.

Lateral Mechanisms: This domain includes the “hard” and “soft”
aspects of lateral coordination. Whereas social capital and trust
represent the soft aspects, collaborative tools and technology
comprise the hard aspects. The two, however, are interdependent
and can have a profound impact on the success, or failure of a
collaborative effort.30

30 Hocevar, Fann Thomas, and Jansen, “Inter-Organizational Collaboration: Addressing the

Challenge.”
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The ICC represents more of a description of the “how” of collaboration.31 It
builds on and further develops the broad ideas of the 2005 GAO study titled
Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help Enhance and Sustain
Collaboration among Federal Agencies, and begins to define how organizations
inhabit a problem space separately, reasons why they (should) interact, and how
they can build capacity together without any amalgamation.

1. Examples of Inter-Organizational Collaborative Capacity

It can reasonably argued that most state, local, and federal law
enforcement task forces emulate the factors, which comprise the ICC. One
example, which is especially germane to this thesis, is the FBI's Joint Terrorism
Task Forces (JTTF). However, before the first JTTF was established, and
ostensibly became the model for several similar such task forces; the New York
City Police Department in 1979 combined federal and local law enforcement
capabilities to investigate an overwhelming number of bank robberies.32 Growing
from the original successful collaboration relating to bank robberies, the first
JTTF was established in New York City in 1980. Since then, the number of
individuals assigned to JTTFs has grown to over 4,200 members from over 600
state and local agencies and 50 federal agencies. JTTFs have been formed in
103 cities across the United States, with a total of 71 established since the

terrorist attacks of September 11.33

When considering the elements of ICC, it is apparent that the JTTF

template, whether intentional or not, bears close resemblance as follows.

. A felt need supplements the capabilities of the FBI with the unique
investigative abilities of state and local law enforcement

31 U.S. Government Accounting Office, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can
Help Enhance and Sustain Collaboration Amount Federal Agencies.

32 “History of the JTTF,” Anti-Defamation League, The Joint Terrorism Task Force, 2005,
http://archive.adl.org/learn/jttf/history_jttf.html.

33 “Protecting America from Terrorist Attack, Our Joint Terrorism Task Forces,” Federal
Bureau of Investigation, accessed July 2, 2014, http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/investigate/terrorism/
terrorism_jttfs.
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. A structure is in place by way of memoranda of understanding and
internal task force chain of command

o Being chosen to participate as a task force officer is often
considered prestigious not only for the individual, but shows that
the officers’ home agency has cultivated considerable investigative
talent within its ranks

. Task force officers are largely chosen because they possess a skill
set desired by the FBI, chiefly among them, the ability to work
effectively with a team

. Both organizations benefit from the lateral processes of one
another, which presumably results in a greater impact on the issue

This model is duplicated throughout the federal government with many
similar such task forces, for example: the U.S. Marshal Service’s fugitive task
forces, the DOJ’s Organized crime drug enforcement task forces, the Internal
Revenue Service’s financial crimes task forces, and the U.S. Secret Service’'s

electronic crimes task forces, and so on.

B. COLLECTIVE IMPACT

As defined in the Stanford Social Innovation Review, CI is *“the
commitment of a group of actors from different sectors to a common agenda for
solving a complex social problem.”34 ClI can be further described as an emerging
strategy to raise awareness and advocate for social change to build consensus
and momentum among diverse groups behind a common cause. Non-
government organizations, non-profit organizations, and other special interest
groups, sometimes in partnership with the government, are currently leveraging
this strategy. While more commonly applied as an approach to secure funding, a
core assumption of the CI strategy assumes that the chosen problem or issue is
too large and complex for any singular group to solve, and only through coalitions

of diverse cross-sector partners can an impact be made.

34 Kania and Kramer, “Collective Impact,” 36—41.
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The concept and strategy of Cl assumes that the five conditions in Table 1
exist and are agreed upon by each of the parties wishing to participate in the

identified initiative or goal.

Table 1. Conditions of Collective Impact3>

The Five Conditions of Collective Impact

All participants have a shared vision for change including a common
Common Agenda understanding of the problem and a joint approach to solving it through
agreed upon actions

Collecting data and measuring results consistently across all
Shared Measurement participants ensures efforts remain aligned and participants hold each
other accountable.

Mutually Reinforcing @ Participant activities must be differentiated while still being coordinated
Activities through a mutually reinforcing plan of action.

Consistent and open communic