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Introduction

This paper is an effort to document the governance
issues anchoring security debates and planning that
occurred following the September terrorist attacks.
Knowledgeable people with expertise in risk as-
sessment and terrorism prevention, specialists in
disaster recovery, and policy analysts in similar do-
mains have contributed to an emerging dialogue
about homeland security. A survey of six months
of commentary, reports, and academic articles on
security issues shows that there is considerable di-
vergence with respect to the class and scale of risks
under discussion. However, these pieces also re-
veal a consistent concern regarding the role of in-
tergovernmental coordination in any adopted strat-
egy. Among these authors, there is a consensus
that intergovernmental coordination problems are a
quiet menace to homeland protection efforts.
Though intergovernmental interaction has little pa-
nache in discussions about extreme peril, the prob-
lems (and accompanying risk exposure) linked to
inadequate coordination are widespread, costly, and
complex. It is clear that intergovernmental man-
agement has taken on new meaning and heightened
significance since the events of September.

sense that intergovernmental work functions
through networks and what that might mean to pol-
icy makers. In the final section, we share observa-
tions that may be useful in framing the intergovern-
mental dialogue with respect to homeland security.
These observations are drawn from an intergovern-
mental initiative case study program at the Univer-
sity at Albany’s Rockefeller College of Public Af-
fairs and Policy.

Homeland Protection is
Distinctly Intergovernmental

“Homeland security isn’t simply a federal job, it’s
everyone’s job. It depends on bringing all levels of
government together with this country’s strong
business and civic sectors to forge and pursue
shared strategies.”"

Why is protecting the homeland so distinctly inter-
governmental? It is due both to the nature of the
American federal system and the “scale, uncer-
tainty, dynamism, and infrequency of” homeland
attacks that “constitute the preconditions for inter-
governmental intervention.” Attackers could
strike anywhere — Oklahoma, New York City,

quiet menace to homeland protection efforts.

I Intergovernmental coordination problems are a I

We pose this question — can federal, state, and local
government effectively integrate their particular
competencies to avoid potential attacks and coordi-
nate their responses to actual ones? Homeland se-
curity and protection is too large a job for any one
governmental jurisdiction, whether that jurisdiction
is federal, state, or local. It is apparent that effec-
tiveness in emergency management policy subsys-
tems requires an integrated strategy, and structures
that support intergovernmental collaboration.

This paper looks at the recurring aspects of the dia-
logue surrounding intergovernmental cooperation
and homeland security. It examines an emerging

Washington D.C., small towns, metropolitan areas.
No governmental jurisdiction alone has the re-
sources, expertise, or infrastructure required for a
coordinated response. Because terrorist strikes
against the homeland occur irregularly but with tre-
mendous force, individual governmental jurisdic-
tions are ill positioned to develop a comprehensive
response-capacity.’ If the United States is to be
successful in its homeland protection efforts, fed-
eral, state, and municipal government agencies
must work together to enhance existing operational
response-capacity. Improved intergovernmental
and interagency coordination could be achieved
through better functioning of those terrorism pre-
vention techniques already in operation.*
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What is holding officials back? Some experts be-
lieve the main limiting factor is satisfactory leader-
ship.” According to Arnold Howitt, director of the
Executive Session on Domestic Preparedness at
Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Govern-
ment, terrorism poses “a difficult leadership chal-
lenge because preparedness requires coordinating
across a large number of agencies and introducing

cle, “America the Unready,” underscores this per-
spective: “The biggest gaps in America’s defences
lie in neither the federal nor local fortifications, but
in the areas where different levels of government
fuse together.” Overcoming these gaps involves
addressing matters of money, coordination, and
collaboration."'

unfunded mandate headaches for municipal governments?

I Will homeland protection regulations become additional I

new operation responsibilities.”® In order to be ef-
fective, existing networks need to be strengthened
and new networks need to be developed. However,
this objective requires stewardship. Leaders can
steer the networks of which they are part through
contributions made by their own organizations.’
There are also leadership issues in Congress where
more than 25 oversight committees (including 11 in
the Senate and 14 in the House) must coordinate to
produce a coherent interagency/intergovernmental
vision for emergency-response operations oversight
and statutory law.*

Large-scale emergency-management operations
within one governmental jurisdiction often exhaust
resources and capacities “because of the extraordi-
nary demands these events impose on the[ir] deci-
sion-making and service-delivery systems.” Gov-
ernmental authorities from other jurisdictions are
then called in to provide support for, or supplant,
existing efforts. When they arrive, who determines
the required division of labor? Who is best posi-
tioned to develop a shared vision for the objectives
that must be accomplished? Are there existing in-
tergovernmental networks and communities of
shared practice that can inform the situation? An-
swering these questions is the first of many chal-
lenges faced by those who will implement intergov-
ernmental emergency-management policy. "

In the days since September, the problems have
gotten easier to recognize. A recent Economist arti-

Homeland Security
And Intergovernmental
Fiscal Coordination

“Most cities simply don’t have enough money to do
the job right. "

One essential aspect of intergovernmental emer-
gency-management is fiscal.”” Introduced in the U.
S. House of Representatives after September 11",
the Bioterrorism Protection Act of 2001 pledged
$600 million toward enhanced community planning
and intergovernmental coordination because of an
explicit recognition that state and local govern-
ments alone do not have the resources to ade-
quately respond to emergency situations. Addition-
ally, the Act pledged $270 million toward im-
proved organization and coordination of the intelli-
gence community “to remove barriers to efficient
information sharing between intelligence collection
and information use by law enforcement and first
responders.”"*

In late October, a group of more than 75 mayors
convened to discuss the financial implications of
the attacks, claiming that additional security re-
quirements alone would cost their governments
$1.5 billion “at a time when municipal budgets are
strained by plummeting revenues, sharp drops in
tourism and more than 500,000 layoffs nation-
wide.” Baltimore, Maryland, expects its additional

Homeland Security:
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security costs from September 11™ till the end of
2001 to run approximately $14 million."”> Of the
President’s proposed $10 billion budget to fight ter-
rorism, only $500 million of it has been allocated to
local governments, with states receiving the bulk of
the money.'® California alone expects its security
budget, for both state and local governments, to be
approximately $500 million."” Skyrocketing secu-
rity costs are generating concern from municipal
umbrella organizations, like the National League of
Cities, that some communities will be compelled to
trade off between higher security and surveillance
costs and existing social service programs.'®

Much of what has been written about the fiscal is-
sues of homeland security and intergovernmental
coordination was voiced by mayors and governors.
What about small communities? What kind of
homeland security regulations will emerge from
federal and state government? Will homeland
protection regulations become additional unfunded
mandate headaches for municipal governments?

challenge even in a period of fiscal plenty.”’ By it-
self money can buy new equipment and hire addi-
tional staff, but not create cooperation and coordi-
nation. “Domestic preparedness relies on cross-
jurisdictional and cross-professional cooperation
and coordination between agencies, non-
governmental private and not-for-profit organiza-
tions, and levels of government that are not accus-
tomed to working together.”*' It is precisely this
coordination and collaboration between govern-
ments and their partners that permit each unit to
perform those emergency-response roles it is best
suited for, and which together ensure the United
States’ readiness to confront the range of threats to
which it is exposed.”” Take the example of re-
sponding to potential anthrax outbreaks: State
health department officials do not have any juris-
diction over any federal facilities,” which can be
numerous in urban areas, although it is their citi-
zens who are at risk and their systems that are com-
promised.

Coordination and collaboration
between governments and their partners
permit each unit to perform
those emergency-response roles it is best suited for.

To what extent does our previous experience with
intergovernmental fiscal coordination provide us
with instruction on how to proceed?

Homeland Protection and
Cross-Jurisdictional Coordination

“Domestic  preparedness relies on cross-
Jurisdictional and cross-professional cooperation
and coordination between agencies, non-
governmental private and not-for-profit organiza-
tions, and levels of government that are not accus-
tomed to working together.”"’

Financial constraints are not the only or primary
concern. Coordination would remain a tremendous

Deciding which level of government should per-
form which functions is vital to developing deter-
rence plans and responding to emergencies.”* In-
deed, this task is identified by a USA Today news
analysis as the first order of business.”> The au-
thors of a recent Public Administration Review arti-
cle argued that the federal government’s role in
emergency management, for example, should be
restricted to fiscal coordination, “research and for-
mulation of professional expertise,” and “the devel-
opment and dissemination of a broadly-accepted
approach to disaster management to facilitate inter-
agency and cross-jurisdictional collaboration and
coordination.”*® Expertise needs to be developed
by the federal government, argued the authors, be-
cause “emergency-management is a specialized

Homeland Security: An Intergovernmental Challenge 3



Intergovernmental Solutions Program

field that relies on knowledge that is expensive to
acquire”; localities do not have the incentive to
commit scarce resources to develop this costly ex-
pertise when it’s unlikely they’ll ever have to use
it.”” States could best respond to attacks by repair-
ing statewide infrastructure and coordinating re-
sources among state agencies and between state
agencies and local governments; coordination is es-
sential lest confusion between local governments
develop as surrounding municipalities try to assist
their exhausted neighbor. Local governments are

greater flexibility, rapid decision-making capacity,
fewer formal structures, more information sharing,
and a greater reliance on mutual accountability and
trust.”

In an effort to meet these coordination challenges at
the federal level, the White House formed the Of-
fice of Homeland Security under the direction of
former Pennsylvania Gov. Thomas Ridge to coordi-
nate the federal government’s emergency-
management efforts.”* His newly formed office

The protection effort...calls for greater flexibility,
rapid decision-making capacity, fewer formal structures,
more information sharing, and a greater reliance on
mutual accountability and trust.

well positioned to carry out cleanup efforts, like de-
bris removal, and restore local infrastructure and
normal functioning of public services.”*’

Homeland Protection and
Inter-Agency Coordination

“Our past work combating terrorism has shown
that the multitude of federal programs requires fo-
cus and attention to minimize redundancy of effort
and eliminate confusion within the federal govern-
ment and at the state and local level. "

Homeland protection and emergency-response co-
ordination require that intergovernmental net-
works’! and communities of shared practices form
an information, communication, and resource shar-
ing system. This is true for federal administrative
units as well as their state and local counterparts.
“Homeland security confronts an organizational
field of terrorist organizations of considerable
variation and complexity.”* Traditional hierarchi-
cal models do not inform the United States home-
land protection effort. The protection effort is char-
acterized by an unstable and complex environment
where the resources, authority and expertise are de-
centralized. This type of environment calls for

“must bring together various aspects of domestic
security that are scattered among 40 federal bureaus
and offices in 20 government agencies that report
to two dozen congressional committees.”™” Several
states, for their part, are forming their own home-
land security offices®® to coordinate efforts among
state agencies, local governments, and federal agen-
cies. Coordination agents at each level of govern-
ment must now emphasize the intergovernmental
component of coordination.

Just after the terrorist attacks, the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, in a prepared statement
submitted to the Senate Committee on Governmen-
tal Affairs, appealed for improved intergovernmen-
tal coordination. Experience teaches, he explained,
the importance of developing a shared vision that
provides focus and clarity, and keeps superfluity to
a minimum, for federal, state, and local govern-
ment.”’ Similarly, in an open memorandum to state
and local government officials, the Executive Ses-
sion on Domestic Preparedness at Harvard Univer-
sity’s Kennedy School of Government, cited turf
battles between agencies and officials at all levels
of government as a problem to be overcome
through the active promotion of interagency coordi-
nation.”® While there has been a move to increase

Homeland Security:
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inter-agency cooperation, the January 2001 issue of
Governing magazine commented on what it views
as “the hallmark of the intergovernmental response
to the terrorist attacks so far: a lot more window
dressing, photo ops and soothing rhetoric rather
than genuine substance.””’

Whether federal and state security offices can con-
struct and implement a systemic vision of intergov-
ernmental cooperation is an open question. The de-

gree to which participants at all levels of govern-
ment can move beyond their individual priorities
and expertise may well depend on their willingness
to substitute centralized organizational structures
and means of communication for networks of
shared expertise and communication. In doing so,
it is likely they will confront much resistance from
stakeholder organizations, whose traditional cul-
tures have emphasized internal command and con-
trol, and tight operational security.

Non-State Violence: Privateers to Terrorists

Lessons from the Past
What does the past teach us
about eradicating threats of ter-
rorism? Following the lead of
King Solomon, public policy
scholar John Kingdon wrote
there is nothing new under the
sun in the policy realm.” Could
it be that today’s homeland se-
curity challenges parallel prob-
lems from the past? Homeland
protection involves controlling
forms of non-state violence, a
major issue faced by world lead-
ers until it was brought under
control during the 19™ century.

Privateering Emerges
Oddly enough, it was at the
hand of European monarchs try-
ing desperately to build their
emerging nations that non-state
violence by privateers was
borne in the modern world sys-
tem. Privateering was a form of
non-state violence whereby a
private ship owner might under-
take an expedition against the
ships or territory of another na-
tion with the permission of the
home monarch. It was state au-
thorized, but nonetheless non-
state, violence. If the expedi-
tion’s outcome were favorable,

the home monarch would share
in the spoils. If the expedition
caused diplomatic problems,
however, the home monarch
could deny involvement and re-
sponsibility.

Suspicions about the complicity
of the home monarch confused
the task of determining whether
an attack should be classified as
a crime perpetrated by individu-
als or as an act of war carried
out by a state. The confusion
prevented any systematic effort
to rid nations of the scourge of
privateering.

Removing the Threat

As the European powers con-
solidated their power and devel-
oped strong naval forces, their
reliance on privateering dwin-
dled; it even came to be seen as
a nuisance. Great Britain’s na-
val supremacy across the globe
was only limited by the presence
of privateers on the seas. Rec-
ognizing that non-state violence
in the form of privateering had
grown out of hand and threat-
ened the harmony of the emerg-
ing world order, the great Euro-
pean powers cooperated to dele-

gitimize and set in motion its
destruction.” In the parlance of
the policy literature, acts of non-
state violence that were previ-
ously tolerated came to be de-
fined as a problem® by consen-
sus of the world’s major powers.
4 With the problem defined, and
a cooperative agreement in
place, nations could turn to
crafting the strategies, laws, and
punishments necessary to dis-
mantle privateering.

New Non-State Violence
Today the specter of non-state
violence haunts us once more.
Recent attacks on major Ameri-
can economic and military insti-
tutions appear to be crimes on
the surface, yet there is evidence
of state involvement and en-
couragement. U.S. leaders have
firmly asserted that states sup-
porting non-state terrorist activi-
ties will be labeled terrorists and
they continue to seek world
agreement about defining and
dealing with terrorism. Like
European rulers in the 19" cen-
tury, America and its allies have
begun to rally in earnest against
those forms of non-state vio-

lence threatening the current
world order.

Homeland Security: An Intergovernmental Challenge
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Homeland Protection
and Inter-Agency
Information Sharing Challenges

“Only the federal investigators are seeing the
whole puzzle as it comes together.”*

Efforts to improve federal-state-local coordination
cannot be taken lightly. On September 16, 2001,
Central Intelligence Agency Director George J.
Tenet “directed that employees eliminate turf wars
and cut out ‘bureaucratic impediments to success...
[for] all the rules have changed.” There ‘must be
absolute and full sharing of ideas and capabilities,’

tions is the one-way upward flow of intelligence
information — federal officials are willing to take it
but rarely want to send any in the other direction.
“Local officials,” for their part, “can’t make much
sense of the fragmentary information they’re feed-
ing upward, since only the federal investigators are
seeing the whole puzzle as it comes together.”*®

Inadequate communication between intelligence,
prevention, and response organizations at all levels
of government can be improved by building suc-
cessful intergovernmental networks and communi-
ties of shared practice. In organizing them, how-
ever, agencies engaged in homeland security will
be faced with a critical paradox that must be man-
aged if they are to achieve success. They must find

Inadequate communication between
intelligence, prevention, and response organizations
at all levels of government can be improved by
building successful intergovernmental networks and
communities of shared practice.

not only inside the agency but in its dealings with
‘law enforcement, military and other civilian agen-
cies and other intelligence community col-
leagues.””" Similarly, after a congressional Sub-
committee on Government Efficiency, Financial
Management, and Intergovernmental Relations
hearing, FBI Director Robert S. Mueller agreed to
practice more open information sharing with state
and local governments and encourage more in-
volvement with intelligence community knowledge
networks.** Congress for its part introduced legis-
lation, the Federal-Local Information Sharing Part-
nership Act (S. 1615),* that “would allow the fed-
eral government to increase intelligence sharing
with local and state governments.”**

Even with these efforts, however, the mayors of
Baltimore, Maryland, Gary, Indiana, and Reno, Ne-
vada reported that efforts to “improve ties between
the FBI and local police” caused them to “retreat
out of frustration.”” Among their major frustra-

ways to create a network of agencies with shared
vision, purpose, and mission, while ensuring the
protection of sensitive information and operational
safety.

Homeland Protection
and Building Intergovernmental
Management Capacity

“Managing across governments and across or-
ganizations within the complex and continuously
changing processes of federalism...has become the
very h%m‘ of public administration and manage-
ment.”

The challenges and frustrations illustrated in this
essay highlight the need to create new, and enhance
existing, intergovernmental management capacity.
A recent article in Public Administration Review
reinforced this need, explaining that intergovern-

Homeland Security:
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mental program management is central to the field
of public administration.* Now that public manag-
ers must rely on the cultivation of intergovernmen-
tal networks and communities of shared practice,
there is recognition of the growing interdependency
between organizations.” In the intergovernmental
policy world, “no one is in charge” and policymak-
ers and implementers at all levels must involve
themselves in “collective strategy building and pro-
gramming” if they are to succeed. Such an ap-
proach illustrates “an emerging type of work that is
substantially different from the core approaches
[presented] in standard public administration
texts.”™"

The message to be gleaned is that a fresh approach
to public management is necessary, one that recog-
nizes and incorporates the emergent nature of fed-
eralism and intergovernmental policy planning and
implementation. The events of September 11"
have provided an opportunity for learning about the
critical need for improved intergovernmental col-
laboration and coordination. As John Wiltse, direc-

challenge of implementing homeland security ini-
tiatives in complex, unstable interorganizational en-
vironments.

% Intergovernmental networks should not be
viewed in a top-down manner, but as peer-
driven networks where each node provides a
perspective and unique expertise. These net-
works require a level of trust that includes shar-
ing of information and expertise. This is a par-
ticular challenge for the law enforcement and
defense communities, which have operated in
the past on a “need to know” basis.

% The development of knowledge networks in-
volves a degree of risk, because development
expands the circle of trusted individuals beyond
traditional professional boundaries. Therefore,
stakeholders must articulate their concerns and
priorities in order to develop a system of
“shared meaning” and confidence in one an-
other’s motives and expertise.

A fresh approach to public management is necessary,

I one that recognizes and incorporates the emergent nature of I
I federalism and intergovernmental policy planning and implementation. I

tor of the Connecticut State Office of Emergency-
management (OEMA) states, there are some “side
benefits: unprecedented cooperation, a renewed fo-
cus, a breaking down of barriers. If we can capital-
ize on that, we’ll be a stronger state and stronger
nation. If we can’t, then shame on us.”"

Thoughts Toward the Future

At the University at Albany, researchers at the In-
tergovernmental Solutions Program conducted in-
depth case studies of successful intergovernmental
initiatives to determine the critical success factors
in these interventions. The following observations,
drawn from our research, are presented as areas for
consideration by policy makers confronted with the

Homeland Security: An Intergovernmental Challenge

¢ It is necessary to outline a shared vision of what
objectives are to be accomplished. This vision
must be shared across organizational bounda-
ries, even without a present crisis, to ensure or-
ganizations do not “bureaucratize” their rela-
tions with each other, and add friction to the
network.

% Stakeholder analysis and the way in which it is
used, is critical for success. The civil liberties
controversy, as it relates to homeland security,
provides a useful example. The more certain
key stakeholders (here, people with civil liber-
ties interests) are excluded from the homeland
security process, the more likely the effort will
eventually be undermined. The danger here is
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that those inside the process will begin to feel
threatened by those standing outside, leading
them to discount legitimate concerns regarding
the proper balance between security and funda-
mental liberties. Important questions must be
addressed about what is to be protected and
what is to be relinquished in the rush to feel
safe. This is a paradox (freedom/security) that
must be acknowledged and managed.

¢ Activities need to be focused on specific, time
limited, and clearly articulated projects and ac-
tivities, rather than on broader and more nebu-
lous goals that cannot be measured and accu-
rately managed. While vision is required to in-
sure a coherent direction, specificity is needed
to focus resource allocation and day-to-day ac-
tivities.

If assumptions about intergovernmental networks prove true,

knowing how networks develop and prosper serves our interests in
| creating workable homeland security strategies. I

End Note

% The management capacity of different levels of
government is variable, but by focusing on as-
sets and expertise we make use of existing re-
sources and generate a different perspective
among the players—positive, leading to in-
creased sense of joint responsibility, and com-
mitment.

¢+ Organizations with more expertise, resources,
and capacity need to be willing to share with
organizations that have less capacity. This gen-
erates equity and improves the level of exper-
tise among all players.

¢+ An organization is needed to play a broker and
coordinator role across organizations. This or-
ganization must have the capacity to coordinate
and move resources where needed, but must be
viewed as an honest broker, rather than a self-
interested organization with it’s own agenda of
cooption and control.

% Collaboration prospers in a flexible environ-
ment where ideas and strategies can be re-
aligned based on new needs and abilities. First
steps can be planned with the knowledge that
events will modify those plans as you move for-
ward. Planning in an intergovernmental envi-
ronment is emergent.

Adapting to the new homeland security environ-
ment poses a multi-tiered organizational challenge,
the elements of which have been outlined in this
paper. If assumptions about the importance of in-
tergovernmental networks prove true, knowing how
networks develop and prosper serves our interests
in creating workable homeland security strategies.
It is our hope that the lessons and observations pro-
vided by Intergovernmental Solutions Program case
study research will enrich further discourse.

Homeland Security:
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