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Abstract

If anything came out of September 11, it was the revelation that our ability to collect and process intelligence has become the foundation of national security. The internal war between the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) has existed for decades, and has severely hampered our nation’s ability to provide for defense. The reasons behind this war involve aspects of each organization’s chartered responsibilities, the culture within each organization, and the channels of communication that have seemed to restrict rather than nurture effective sharing of information. In this study, these aspects will be explored in a historical context, through the breakdown of significant communication failures that led to disasters as a result of a weakened national security. Through analyzing the reasons behind our selected interagency failures, we were able to expose not only the primary areas where the structural integrity of communication channels failed, but we were also able to suggest solutions to support the current channels. In addition, and more importantly, the study enabled the constructing of necessary infrastructure to facilitate improved interagency communication, emphasizing technological solutions. Intelligence, our national intelligence community, and our national security are all vital concepts in a new age of warfare. This study, along with those to come, will hopefully enable the eventual progression toward a more effective defense.

Spooks and Suits: FBI/CIA Interagency Communication Failures, 

Effects on U.S. National Security, 

And Analysis of Communicative Solutions


The new world order has presented itself as society enters the beginning of what will surely be a crucial time in human civilization. The growing pains of a people coping with technological revolution has constructed a chaotic international environment. The traditional view of war has become a thing of the past, giving way to a landscape dominated by rogue states, nuclear proliferation, and terrorist cells. A new type of battle requires an innovative and advanced arsenal. This arsenal consists of what has become the most powerful and effective weapon known to mankind. Ammunition that is not measured by megatons, lives taken, or devastation created; but rather it is measured by disasters averted, lives saved, and freedom preserved. This armament is intelligence, and intelligence has become the key to solving the evolving enigma that is international relations. Intelligence is the equalizer of all equalizers. 

Background and Definition

With a new war comes a new army. The soldiers of this battalion, however, do not fall under the branches of the military. They are the spooks and the suits of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), respectively. They are the seekers and protectors of intelligence and yet never in their long and arduous existence have their effectiveness and subsequent viability been in question to such a degree. The FBI and CIA in post-9/11 America are organizations in disarray and constant restructuring. That infamous September morning not only completely exposed the vulnerability of Camelot, 9/11 unmasked the increasing inadequacy of our National Intelligence Community. The second the dust settled and the rebuilding began, blame was handed out like candy and the FBI and CIA received the majority of the cavities. Only these cavities were not able to be filled for they revealed fractures in our nation’s defense that were deeper than anyone could have fathomed. Although it took an unimaginable tragedy for the truth to finally rear its ugly head, the latter half of the twentieth century provided evidence enough. When the dots were finally connected, the government realized that the signs were glaringly prophetic and that they predicated the very possibility of what was believed to be impossible.

Statement of Problem

Over the past few decades, the literature and research addressing the war within the national intelligence community has been vast and in many cases very effective in detailing the existence of the problem. However, they seemed to fail in what would presumably constitute their primary directive and that was to make the problem unbearable. That is, the majority of literature was unable to arouse the necessary conditions for change within the FBI and CIA. Well, that directive has now been met as a result of two collapsed buildings and a weary nation. Therefore, the new strategy must be to illustrate the consequences of the failures in our national intelligence community in a historical context and in doing so, pinpoint the location of the detrimental shortcomings. 

All of this must be perceived as a means to a vital end. An end that will ideally provide the beginnings to a revamped intelligence community, that provides the necessary defense in shaky times, and includes an official cease-fire between the CIA and the FBI. Such a solution has many faces, including restructuring, centralization, and even an establishment of new agencies. However, these solutions are long-term and do not guarantee any significant degree of success. Success in the short-run can be achieved by analyzing the interorganizational communication between the FBI and CIA. 

Research Methods

The following discussion will explore the rocky relationship between the CIA and the FBI in the context of historical failures in communication. In each example, from mole hunts to the World Trade Center bombings to 9/11, the consequences to America’s national security are examined. In addition, communicative analysis will unveil fundamental breakdowns of the interorganizational communication that contributed to, and in many cases allowed, these tragic events to occur. Finally, as previously mentioned, the various elements of past failures should provide ample information to construct communicative solutions.

Organizational Background

Federal Bureau of Investigation


The Federal Bureau of Investigation was founded in 1908 when a Special Forces group for the United States government were appointed to be the investigative arm of the Department of Justice (DOJ). This small group eventually evolved in today’s FBI and remains the principal investigative branch of the DOJ. The FBI is charged with investigating specific crimes assigned to it and assisting other law enforcement agencies, such as local and state police, with their investigative responsibilities. The mission of the FBI is outlined on their website: 

The Mission of the FBI is to uphold the law through the investigation of violations of federal      criminal law; to protect the United States from foreign intelligence and terrorist activities; to provide leadership and law enforcement assistance to federal, state, local, and international agencies; and to perform these responsibilities in a manner that is responsive to the needs of the public and is faithful to the Constitution of the United States.

The FBI’s responsibility to protect the United States from foreign intelligence and terrorist activities is central to the FBI’s current position with the National Intelligence Community
, and is also vital in analyzing the relationship between the FBI and CIA. This relationship will be examined in the succeeding section. While the FBI is not considered, at least by the U.S. government, to be the national police force, because it is one of over 30 federal agencies with law enforcement powers, the FBI surely constitutes the primary investigative arm for the federal government. 

Central Intelligence Agency

The Central Intelligence Agency was established in 1947 with the creation of the National Security Act. According to the CIA website
, the CIA is charged with “Providing accurate, evidence-based, comprehensive, and timely foreign intelligence related to national security; and conducting counterintelligence activities, special activities, and other functions related to foreign intelligence and national security as directed by the President.” Unlike the FBI, which is an arm of the DOJ, the CIA is an independent agency that is accountable only to the President and subsequently the American people. The vision of the CIA, interestingly enough, is to be the keystone of U.S. Intelligence Community that leads the world. 

While it may be difficult to distinguish between the CIA and FBI, the most intrinsic distinctions can be found in their primary responsibility and their jurisdiction. The FBI website actually explains the differences between the two organizations, from the perspective of the FBI:

The CIA has no law enforcement function. Rather, it collects and analyzes information which is vital to the formation of U.S. policy, particularly in areas that impact the security of the Nation. The CIA collects information only regarding foreign countries and their citizens. It is prohibited from collecting information regarding "U.S. Persons," a term which includes U.S. citizens, resident aliens, legal immigrants, and U.S. corporations, regardless of where they are located.

In reading the description of the CIA’s function, the inherent differences become apparent. The CIA is primarily a foreign agency and is not considered a law enforcement branch, while the FBI works primarily in a domestic capacity and is fundamentally a law enforcement arm of the Department of Justice. These basic, yet dichotomous, differences are the very foundation of what has developed into a secret war within our Intelligence Community and continues to threaten our national security.

Foundations for Failure


As the preeminent leaders of the United States’ Intelligence Community, the FBI and CIA would be expected to vie for position, at least in terms of their importance and influence. And it could only be considered natural for two organizations considered to be in competition, to hold some dislike for one another. In fact, this competition would most likely be considered healthy and vital to the quality of each organization’s output. However, when healthy competition becomes heated rivalry and dislike becomes disdain, it appears evident that a major problem exists. Over the past several decades, the wedge between the FBI and CIA has widened dramatically and their inability to find common ground and work in cooperation with one another has had detrimental effects. 


The website of the United States Intelligence Community defines the existence of the Intelligence Community as those departments and agencies cooperating to fulfill the goals of Executive Order 12333. Even the executive order indicates the importance of the cooperation between the distinct organizations: 

The United States intelligence effort shall provide the President and the National Security Council with the necessary information on which to base decisions concerning the conduct and development of foreign, defense and economic policy, and the protection of United States national interests from foreign security threats. All departments and agencies shall cooperate fully to fulfill this goal [emphasis added]. (Executive Order 12333)

Although the FBI and CIA are intended to compliment one another in creating a strong national defense, there are many institutional and cultural walls that restrict this cooperation. 

Cultural Constraints


The very fact that “one measures its accomplishment by successful convictions, the other by successful predictions,” creates tension between the FBI and CIA (Franklin, 2000, p.1). The cultures within each organization breed the rivalry between the two organizations. Just as certain cultures of the world learn to hate one another as the hatred is passed down through generations, the cultures in the FBI and CIA work in the same manner. Stories are passed down, stories that are mostly pure exaggeration, and eventually the hate envelops the new groups of spooks and suits. This process is repeated and creates an atmosphere that favors sabotage rather than cooperation. While certain channels of communications may be present, these are often decapitated as a result of the internal hatred for one another. In addition, the majority of the tension lies at the top of each organization. The hierarchical nature facilitates the anti-cooperative nature.

Institutional Constraints


Cultural restraints aren’t the only problematic aspect influencing the interorganizational communication between the FBI and CIA. Ironically, even though cooperation is supposedly a chartered responsibility of each agency, there exist several institutional constraints that affect the ability of the organizations to communicate with one another, in terms of sharing intelligence with the goal of creating information useful of national security. While there are unwritten rules against sharing with one another, there are also bylaws within each organization that severely hamper the potential success of intelligence sharing between the FBI and CIA. The FBI’s website actually outlines the process by which the FBI shares information with other investigative services:

Through what is known as the National Name Check Program, limited information from the FBI's central records system is disseminated in response to requests by other entities lawfully authorized to receive it. These entities include other federal agencies in the Executive Branch, congressional committees, the federal judiciary, some foreign police and intelligence agencies, and state and local agencies within the criminal justice system. The FBI's central records system contains information regarding applicant, personnel, administrative actions, and criminal and security/intelligence matters. Dissemination of FBI information is made strictly in accordance with provisions of the Privacy Act; Title 5, United States Code, Section 552a; FBI policy and procedures regarding discretionary release of information in accordance with the Privacy Act; and other applicable federal orders and directives.

This illustrates the only a small fragment of the overall wedge that is driven between the FBI and CIA. It would seem rather difficult to share intelligence when there are rules that restrict such sharing. Not only do the organizations have bylaws which restrict such sharing, but the environment that surrounds the Intelligence Community seems to discourage cooperation, including federal laws such as the Privacy Act. 

Federal Favoritism

Finally, in the recent decade the war between the CIA and FBI has erupted into an even greater problem as a result of decisions made in during the Clinton administration. As previously discussed, the FBI falls under the Department of Justice, but the CIA only answers to the President and the National Security Council. Therefore, throughout the years in different presidential administrations, the CIA’s importance has fluctuated as a result of each president’s feeling towards the usefulness of the agency. As a result, the FBI either loses favor with each administration or gains favor. Usually, the fluctuation is minimal and only causes slight added tension between the two organizations. However, in 1994 the Clinton administration altered tradition. Not only did the CIA lose favor but “the nation was left vulnerable because the FBI won [emphasis added] the FBI-CIA war”, Mark Riebling wrote (2002). He added:

After CIA officer Aldrich Ames was arrested in 1994 as a Russian spy, President Clinton effectively turned spy-catching and counterterrorism over to the FBI -- ruining the precarious national security balance which had held since World War Two, and initiating a chain of interlinked failures which led, like a string of exploding firecrackers, to 9/11.
  

The result of the decision by the Clinton administration to turn the lead on counterterrorism over to the FBI created a situation where the shaky relationship that already existed between the CIA and FBI deteriorated to the point where the relationship was practically severed. The FBI did not want to analyze intelligence and their subsequent counterterrorism work was decidedly inadequate. The CIA had their domestic lifeblood snatched away and their ability to protect America from terrorism was all but gone. With the FBI failing to collect and analyze their own intelligence and the CIA failing to share what information they had, another disaster was just waiting in the shadows. The aftermath has revealed that even though many Americans, including government officials, believed that what happened on 9/11 seemed impossible, the degree to which the Intelligence Community had broken down proved the inevitability of 9/11.       

History of Failures (Collected Data)

The following case studies show that a pattern of internal and external communication failures between the CIA and FBI has existed for a number of years.  The following three examples are a prelude to more in-depth study of three additional cases that emphasize this point. While every case addresses specific incidents of problems between the two organizations, a comprehensive look reveals a complete failure to communicate that is enigmatic at best.

World Trade Center Bombing

On February 26th, 1993 an explosive devise was planted and detonated on the second level of the World Trade Center parking garage.  The intent of this action was to “topple the city’s tallest tower onto its twin, amid a cloud of cyanide gas” (Mylorie, 1995).  As a result, six people were killed in the blast, a thousand were injured, and fifty thousand people had to be evacuated.  Speculation regarding why this action was taken ranges from Islamic Fundamentalism to an Iraqi Intelligence operation as “revenge for the Gulf War” (Mylroie, 1995).  After an investigation by the FBI, “Six …conspirators were convicted of the crime in 1997 and 1998 and given prison sentences of 240 years each” (Wikipedia, n.d.).


After the investigation and resulting successful prosecution, both the CIA and FBI were criticized for how they had communicated information received about the attack prior to occurrence.  It was noted that the CIA had received information regarding an existing plot in early 1993 to target American interests from Egyptian Intelligence.  “Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak…say(s) that vital information was ‘exchanged with American Intelligence’ and that the attack ‘could have been prevented if you listened to our advise” (Riebling, 2002, p. 436).  It was assumed by Egyptian Intelligence that the CIA would pass this information along to its domestic counterpart, the FBI.  But due to past differences the chain for sharing this information was not in place.  US lawmakers criticized the lack of a system for sharing information between the two agencies as well. “Senator Orrin Hatch said angrily, ‘I want coordinated law enforcement and interdiction efforts… that make sense…and right now, they’re not’” (Riebling, 2002, p. 438).

U.S. African Embassies


 A second instance of communication issues occurred in two separate bombings of United States embassies in Africa.  On August 7, 1998 the embassies at Dar es Salaam, Tanzania and Nairobi, Kenya were bombed resulting in the deaths of two hundred twenty seven people and over five thousand injured.  The blame for this attack was placed on Al-Qaeda.  “As early as 1994, United States intelligence officials were receiving worrisome reports about Osama bin Laden… and concrete warnings about an embassy attack during 1997” (Frontline, 2001).  A letter concerning the plan was seized from a suspect in Nairobi in a joint Kenyan and FBI operation prior to the attack that “outlines the presence of a clandestine ‘cell’ in Nairobi, operating under the instructions of … Osama bin Laden” (Frontline, 2001).  Information in the letter was not verified in a timely manner by the FBI because “they receive so many threats that it is difficult to predict which are true - although they do follow up on all of them” (Frontline, 2001).  In addition, statements made to intelligence officers by one of the original conspirators concerning plans to blow up the embassy seem to have been largely ignored by the CIA.


The embassy bombings highlight the fact that the FBI had no way to prioritize the threats and communicate the valid ones effectively. The subjective nature of intelligence gathered by the CIA also lends issue to prioritization. As a result, the information was never utilized in an effort prevent the attacks although sufficient time was in place to do so.  

Attack on U.S.S. Cole


A third historical occurrence involved the attack on the U.S.S. Cole on October 12, 2000, in the Yemen port of Aden.  Two individuals guided a small boat loaded with explosives alongside the U.S.S. Cole and detonated the cargo.   The explosion resulted in seventeen deaths and thirty-nine injuries to sailors on board the U.S.S. Cole.  Specific information regarding terrorist threats to US forces abroad had not been communicated by any US intelligence agencies to forces in the area.  The conclusions of the Department of Defense inquiry into the U.S.S. Cole bombing recommended that,  “In-transit units require intelligence support tailored to the terrorist threat in their immediate area of operations. This support must be dedicated from a higher echelon (tailored production and analysis)” (DOD, 2001). 

Related to the U.S.S. Cole bombing, the Department of Defense determined that there was no information from either agency to share, resulting in participant’s request for enhanced resources to generate this information in the future and prevent such attacks.

Aldrich Ames Espionage Case


Aldrich Hazen Ames “would later jokingly claim that spying was in his blood” (Early, n.d.) as his father had been an intelligence officer with the CIA for a number of years.   During high school in the late 1950’s, Ames began his association with the Central Intelligence Agency as a summer intern in a program offered to the families of CIA Officers.  After college, he would be trained to “become a case officer in the Directorate of Operations, the CIA’s covert branch” (Early, n.d.) to recruit spies from foreign governments.  Drawing on an outside interest in the theater, Ames was able to utilize his acting skills for disguise in operating abroad.  A prophetic statement he made upon his entry into the CIA was remembered by an acquaintance of the time “Never tell anyone you true feelings.  Let them believe an illusion” (Early, n.d.).  


At the time of his arrest in 1994, Ames was a thirty-one year veteran of the CIA.   He had, for the previous nine years, sold secret information to the KGB and “single handily shut down the CIA’s eyes and ears in the Soviet Union by telling the Russians… the names of twenty-five sources… derailed vital CIA covert operations and put dozens of CIA officers at risk” (Early, n.d.).


Due to the number of assets and missions compromised at the time it was clear to the CIA that; indeed a mole was operating within the ranks.  Later, Congress criticized the CIA after Ames’ arrest for “badly bungling the Ames investigation” (Early, n.d.).  For nine years obvious clues began to emerge with Ames’ lifestyle including  “driving a new jaguar to work “(Early, n.d.), fraternization and later marriage to a human intelligence asset, investment in a beach side condo in Columbia, and the purchase of a $500,000.00 home (Thelwell, n.d.).  


Many of the individuals who knew and worked with Ames expressed great surprise at his perceived lack of loyalty to friends and coworkers by his actions.  “How can you ever justify betraying the people closest to you?”(Early, n.d.).  With this thought in mind, the beginning if a pattern of communication failure within the CIA regarding this comes to light.  Although operating in an environment of distrust and deception, it seems that an expectation of loyalty comes from the side trying to unleash those very traits on others.  Communication of this expectation was evident from the beginning of training in the CIA,  “At the farm, there was a great emphasis on camaraderie, you were told that you were now part of an elite service… paramount to the survival of the United States” (Frontline, 2001).  This perception seems to have clouded the investigative areas that should have seen immediately the characteristics of a traitor.  The CIA “spent years chasing dead-end leads and focusing on obscure suspects” (Early, n.d.).


Other failures in communication between the FBI and CIA present themselves as well. Due to interagency rivalry regarding the existence of a mole, the CIA “did not inform the FBI, whose responsibility it was to investigate such suspicions… choosing to make its own secret investigation” (Raman, 2002).  As a result, due to cross agency rivalry the CIA “did not tap FBI counterespionage expertise” (Woodward, 2002) in looking for the mole they were sure existed.  Additionally, “The FBI had in its records a report from one of its officers that Ames had been secretly visiting the Soviet Embassy in Washington, DC, but did not alert the CIA” (Raman, 2002).   Clearly, had established communication procedures been followed from the beginning the failures of the two agencies regarding Ames could have been avoided at the most and lessened in the least.  


All of these examples point to a pattern of miscommunication between the FBI and CIA due to mistrust.  This pattern then resulted in the failure of both organizations to perform their required functions or even communicate on the most basic levels.  This seemingly juvenile behavior has continued for over fifty years as a result of differing agency functions and results.  “CIA successes tend to be measured in foiled plots that no one knows about; the FBI’s, in bad guys behind bars” (Woodward, 2002).

Robert Hanssen Espionage Case


Robert Hanssen was born in Chicago, IL on April 14, 1944 to a middle class family with a law enforcement history.  After college and graduate school he joined the FBI in 1977.  He was assigned to the FBI New York Field Office in the Counter Intelligence Division in 1978.  The duties of this department included monitoring the efforts of the Soviet Intelligence community in the United States.  This assignment came about mainly because of his life-long fascination with counter-intelligence, his undergraduate studies in Russian, and the cerebral work involved in this division’s function.  He “spent much of his twenty-five year career with the FBI in counterintelligence, giving him access to highly sensitive cases and documents” (Clark, n.d.).


Hanssen began selling classified information to the Soviet Union in 1981 and continued to do so until finally being discovered in 2000. During this period, analysts believe that “he compromised every important human and electronic penetration of Russia for the past 15 years” (McGeary, 2001).  Among other things, the information included nearly six thousand pages of classified documents, twenty-six diskettes of secrets, and the names of 50 agents operating for the US in Russia (Vise, 2002, pp. 241-247).  


Due to an internal perception of itself as an incorruptible organization, and a desire to keep internal problems out of the public eye, the FBI neglected several indicators that could have led to Hanssen’s discovery as a mole.  In 1990, Hanssen’s brother in law-an FBI agent himself at time contacted his FBI superiors stating that “a full blown espionage investigation” (Vise, 2002, p. 96) should be conducted on Hanssen on the basis that thousands of dollars in cash had been discovered at the Hanssen home.  Also, in 1994 Hanssen was reprimanded for tampering with a superior’s computer.   Hanssen had used his computer to hack into the supervisor’s to demonstrate “that the counterintelligence division’s systems were vulnerable” (Vise, 2002, p.97).  He clearly demonstrated at this point his ability to gain sensitive material, even above his security clearance.  With this perception in place, the agency was unable to communicate any of these instances internally for FBI investigation and certainly not to the CIA.  

The FBI has the responsibility of policing the CIA concerning investigations of suspected double agents.  Since Aldrich Ames had been a CIA agent, the political climate and perception of the country demanded that this task be assigned to the FBI.  Both agencies were aware of possible double agents, but the FBI chose to concentrate on the CIA as the source of leaks, ignoring the possibility that they could be coming from their ranks.   An internal investigation conducted by FBI agent Tom Kimmell in the late 1990’s concluded that a mole did exist in the ranks of the FBI, but his investigation was hindered by FBI counterintelligence division refusal to provide documents (Vise, 2002, p. 97).


The final discovery of Hanssen’s espionage led to an intelligence communication breakdown between the CIA and FBI.  The resulting lack of communication has been referred to the “Hanssen Effect” (Loeb, 2002).  Prior to Hanssen’s arrest, he was able to access secret information on FBI and CIA investigations and clandestine activities on a joint database (McGreary, 2001).   He then, in turn sold this information to the Soviet Union/Russians.  He was even able to enter his name numerous times on this database to determine if he, himself had fallen under investigation. Until it was resolved that there was not another FBI mole operating with access to this information, the CIA simply did not add important information to the database which may have lead to increased scrutiny of terrorist suspects involved in the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks.   


The two communication failures discussed related to Hanssen illustrate a disturbing scenario.  Obviously with the FBI perception of being incorruptible, any information to the contrary would be either scoffed at or written off as coincidence.  Thereby removing any urgency for action and causing the investigators to be considered troublemakers if they pursued valid leads.  Secondly, the Hanssen Effect essentially wrecked the US intelligence community’s method of operations.  The CIA could not share information collected because of the leaks and the FBI could not act because of lack of information.

9/11 Attacks on America


The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 indicated that the United States was not invulnerable to devastating attacks on it’s own soil by foreign elements.  These attacks destroyed or damaged two icons of American power; shattered the view that the United States was safe from such attacks, and resulted in the deaths of over three thousand innocent people.  The resulting “war on terror” negatively affected the US economy, sent coalition armed forces to Afghanistan, and brought the US to the brink of war with Iraq.  It can be understood that this historical progression is a direct result of the events of September 11, 2001.  Further, it can be postulated that with an analysis of events leading to the attacks effective internal and external communication within the CIA and FBI could have prevented not only the attacks but also the current state of the US economy and the current military situations around the globe.


Research of communication between the FBI and CIA in the months leading up to the attack reveals several instances of inter agency and internal communication failures that contributed to handicapping the efforts to prevent such attacks.  It has been theorized that if the two agencies had been effectively sharing internal and external intelligence on a consistent basis the attacks may have been prevented.  Even President George W. Bush acknowledged that the two agencies made mistakes due to lack of communication.  "In terms of whether or not the FBI and the CIA were communicating properly, I think it is clear that they weren't," (Harnden, 2002).

“Who knew what when? And why was nothing done about it”? (Donovan, n.d.).  These questions regarding the September 11th terrorist attacks in New York and Washington emphasize disturbing occurrences of inter agency communication failures between the CIA and FBI. Several key events can be summarized relating to prior knowledge of a terrorist attack that shed light on the lack of communication between the two agencies and show that at the least, effects of the attacks could have been lessened with more effective communication. 

As early as January 2000, CIA agents were tracking two individuals in Malaysia as they attended an al-Qaeda conference and then returned to a flight school in the United States.  Surveillance photos of Khalid Almihdhar and Nawaf Alhazmi were made at the Malaysian conference in the company of Attash Khallad, prior to return to US and uncovered post 9/11.  Khallad is widely considered by intelligence sources to be the mastermind of the attack on the U.S.S. Cole in 1998.  An unnamed CIA officer was quoted as saying “No one picked up on that.” (Riebling, 2002, p. 467) nor was information shared with FBI prior to 9/11. As it turns out, the CIA did not notify any government agencies when Almihdhar and Alhazmi returned to the United States after the al-Qaeda conference.  The CIA determined initially that there was not sufficient evidence to place either of the two on FBI, State Department or INS watch lists, which would have allowed screening of their visas upon re-entry to the United States.   

For reasons as of yet undetermined, Almihdhar and Alhazmi were finally placed on the State Department watch list through CIA communication on August 23, 2001.   “A CIA cable transmitted Aug. 27 over a classified government computer network warned that two ‘Bin Laden related individuals’ had entered the United States and that two other suspected terrorists should be barred from entering.”(Drogan, Krikorian, & Lichtblau, 2001).  Unfortunately they had already obtained new visas by then and had disappeared in the US. Almihdhar and Alhazmi were part of the group that flew a passenger airliner into the Pentagon.  Not only does this instance show a number of external communication problems, but numerous internal CIA miscommunications that contributed to their failure to protect the United States from this terrorist organization.


It seems that similar inherent issues within the FBI contributed to the 9/11 event. The problems were made clear in a post-9/11 letter written by FBI Field Agent Colleen Riley to Director Robert Mueller. Riley indicated that she felt that her immediate FBI supervisors discouraged the efforts of her Minnesota Field Office to search the computer hard drive and belongings of Zacarius Moussaoui (considered to be the 20th terrorist in the hijackings).  The inaction was due to FBI legal interpretation of the FISA (Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act) where probable cause had not been established.  In fact resistance of FBI superiors was so strong that “details an evasive pattern so pronounced that agents in the Minnesota office joked that the obstruction in Washington must have come from spies or moles, like Robert Hanssen [sic], who were actually working for Osama bin Laden...."(Powers, 2002).   Also, FBI agents had requested files on Moussaoui from the CIA, and were reprimanded by FBI superiors for cooperation “with the CIA in ways headquarters might not be able to control.” (Riebling, 2002, p. 471).  Moussaoui came to FBI attention after acting suspiciously at a Minnesota flight school, but was arrested in August 2001 on an immigration violation. 

 In a separate occurrence, Special Agent Kenneth Williamson had sent a memo to FBI superiors in the summer of 2001 regarding his concern that suspected al-Qaeda members were enrolled in flight schools in Arizona.  Williamson’s superiors largely ignored the memo, and failed to pass information on through intelligence channels.  Not only did these concerns fall upon deaf ears, neither office (Minneapolis or Phoenix) was aware of the other’s related concerns due to an outdated, ineffective information distribution system at the FBI.  “The FBI has no way to place leads, tips and other potentially useful information in an electronic repository that agents can search” (Harris, 2002).  In effect, not only was the information not passed through the chain at the FBI, it definitely did not make it to the CIA. 


Traditional analysis of CIA and FBI communications related to 9/11 shows that there was a great deal of observable communication both externally and internally.  Failures in this approach can be seen under the traditional theory’s necessity for communication effectiveness.  The processes of message sending were neither reliable nor accurate and the receivers of messages did not understand nor did they respond to the messages in the way the senders intended (Daniels, Papa, & Spiker, p.9). Under the interpretive model for communication study there were also failures in their communication effectiveness due to pre-existing cultures of the FBI and CIA.  This culture of distrust and rivalry contributed to inaction on prevention of attacks, rather than accomplishment of their mission to protect America.

Conclusion


Following the events at Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, American felt its first taste of vulnerability. For the first time, America had been attacked on their own soil. The day that would live in infamy, while now overshadowed by the events of September 11, 2001, remain an important event in American history. Pearl Harbor planted the seeds for what would eventually become the Intelligence Community. Under the perception that American military and the FBI had dropped the ball and allowed Pearl Harbor to happen, William Donovan, on executive order, formed a group of special agents, dipping into the talent pool of the FBI. With this action, the hatred between Donovan and Hoover (head of the FBI) began. Subsequently, the first sparks were ignited that would eventually roar into a civil between the CIA and FBI: 

Donovan’s unit [was] both the most celebrated and romanticized outfit in the war
, from the public point of view, and one of the most overrated and incompetent, to Hoover and the FBI. In the months after Pearl Harbor, these personnel differences were admixed with questions of turf. The resulting patterns of conflict would run deeper, and last longer, than any personal hostility between Hoover and Donovan, and would be carried over, with the foreign-domestic dichotomy, at the official creation of [the] CIA. (Riebling, 2002, p. 31)

As this quote indicates, the foundations for the war between the CIA and FBI were laid at the very beginning as a result of the capacities of each organization. The turf war continues today, but there is a great deal more that wedges the FBI and CIA apart. 


As illustrated in several examples throughout, simple communication between the CIA and FBI could have prevented, or at the very least, aided in the prevention of many tragic events. While is difficult, due to the secrecy of each organization, to explore the specific location of communication breakdowns between the each agency, it is possible to examine the bigger picture. In doing so, it is rather apparent that the real problem does not lie in specific communication channels but in the overall relationship and communication between the CIA and FBI. There are deep cultural establishments that severely restrict any possibility of creating a cooperative environment. In addition, there are various institutional constraints, such as organizational bylaws and even federal laws that restrict certain aspects of the sharing of intelligence between the two agencies. 

Finally, as mentioned throughout, the decision in 1994 to turn all counterintelligence and counterespionage activities over to the FBI from the CIA effectively won the war for the FBI. This violated the very shaky balance that existed and from ’94 on, the relationship deteriorated to the extent that every effort was made to prove the other’s incompetence rather than to assist with protecting our nation. Subsequently, whatever sharing had existed was for all practical purposes ceased. Claiming that they are a law enforcement agency first and foremost, the FBI refused to analyze intelligence, and the CIA resented the actions taken by the Clinton administration in 1994 effectively cut all ties with the FBI. The sum of all the events discussed equaled 9/11. 

Communicative Solutions (Recommendations)


As previously mentioned, it is difficult analyze specific breakdowns in communication and it is therefore difficult to prescribe specific solutions. However, when examining the history of communication failures, in becomes apparent that while there are specific incidents to address, the real issue is the overall relationship between the FBI and the CIA founded on cultural conflict and the institutionalized constraints that together prohibit effective cooperation between agencies in the United States Intelligence Community as a whole, particularly the FBI and CIA.

Long-term Solutions


As discussed in the opening, there are many important options that would possibly have a positive effect of the hostile relationship between the FBI and the CIA. These include restructuring, reorganization, and establishment of a central agency to coordinate intelligence efforts. However, these would generally be effective only in the long run. While eventual change is greatly desired, these changes would most likely take years, if not decades to implement. In the uncertain environment which we now live, we cannot afford to ignore the problem any longer; 9/11 made certain of that. A remedy must be sought now rather than later. 

Short-term Solutions


While the permanency of short-term solutions may be in doubt, they are still able to provide the stability and efficacy while more plausible solutions are designed and implemented in the long run. There are many possibilities for immediate remedies. In order to formulate such remedies, the problem must be taken into account. The primary restraints that exist are cultural and institutional. These constitute very difficult hurdles to overcome for they represent the very foundations of organizations. However, this is not to say that the current situation is hopeless. There surely exists an answer and the following will suggest a few such answers.


When addressing institutionalized constraints, the solutions may be obvious but the means to the end are not so simple to construct. In this case, there are bylaws within each organization that prohibit the sharing of intelligence in terms of certain types of information and in terms of certain situations. These bylaws cannot be rendered void in their entirety for this would simply prove impractical. However, they can be revised and it can at least be made known to all the members of each organization that the bylaws are in place to enhance security and autonomy of the individual organizations rather than restrict cooperation between them.


While the institutional constraints are a much easier fix, the cultural constraints provide a much more difficult problem. The uncooperative environment is not only felt in the organization as a whole but also individually. As agents become members of the organizations and began to identify with the people and traditions of the respective organization, they take on the uncooperative nature and the dislike for the other organization. This is something that requires a dedicated effort by those in charge to ensure that a cooperative environment is eventually bred. The key word is eventually because this would tend to be a very long process to breed out such hatred. In the meantime, there are several things that could be done. 

First, all new members could be forced to train with the FBI and CIA to gain an appreciation of each organization. Another possibility is to take it a step further and require that new agents work for each organization for a specific time period prior to permanent employment. Second, the agencies could create full-time positions for employees that will work in both agencies at the same time. This would facilitate greater cooperation. It would be the responsibility of the individuals in these new positions to ensure that the necessary intelligence is being shared between the CIA and FBI. Finally, since we now live in a technological age, a technological solution would seem applicable. 

Technological Solutions
While there are short-term and long-term solutions, a technological solution could possible be implemented in the immediate to remedy the problem permanently. In this case, an Information System (IS) in some form could be developed to facilitate the sharing of information. If the IS was advanced enough, it would enable the organizations to record their own intelligence and that same intelligence would instantly be available to other investigative agencies without any extra steps that could result in apathy and inefficacy. As with any IS, security is a major priority and concern. This is especially the case when the information in jeopardy involves national security. 

“Interorganizational information systems are systems shared by two or more organizations to transfer data electronically” (Oz, 2002, p.432). While interorganizational ISs are usually owned by one of the organizations involved, the ideal construction for the FBI and CIA would a system where all fourteen members of the United States Intelligence Community would be able to access the system but none of the accessing organizations would exercise direct control over the system. The system could be run either the Department of Defense (since the majority of the IC members are under the DOD) or the Department for Homeland Security (assuming the DHS remains viable). If the DHS assumes permanent responsibility of homeland security, it would probably be the best organization to control the IS because they would be able to design and maintain the system in the manner that accomplished their goals. 

As previously mentioned, an IS implemented with the US Intelligence Community, while promising, also introduces many new problems with security and privacy. From the privacy front, current laws prohibit some sharing of information concerning U.S. citizens. This is because some organizations, the FBI, investigate in a domestic capacity and others, the CIA, investigate in a foreign capacity. An IS would create problems in terms of what information should be accessible by which organization. This there is the greater issue of security. It is one thing if a hacker breaks into a business where only money is at stake, but if the IS of the Intelligence Community was to be corrupted, America’s national security and subsequent lives would be at stake. The compromising of such a vital IS would be detrimental. One would assume that with the government’s resources, they would be able to create an unbreakable firewall, however, the probability that the world’s best hackers would be so attracted to the IS, it would be under constant attack. One thing is evident, an IS should never be implemented until the government is almost one hundred percent sure that it was incorruptible.   

Even though there are many problems with the instituting of an IS for the Intelligence Community, the benefits the IS could provide far outweigh the costs. The system would create channels of communication that would not be dependent on the organizations. In other words, there would be no direct communicating through the IS, the IS would work like a database for important intelligence to be stored and accessed. The most important function of the system would be its presumed ability to cross-reference intelligence. This would enable the organizations to compare intelligence and assess possible threats. This would have been invaluable in the bombings of the U.S. embassies in Africa. The FBI would have been able to reference the CIA’s letter warning of the attacks and the CIA would have been able to reference the FBI’s interview of the future culprit. An IS seems to be a very important piece of solving, at least in terms of allowing for cooperation, the enigmatic relationship between the FBI and CIA. “Many organizations now acknowledge that they are just links in a series of activities performed by a chain of players, as in a relay race. They interchange information to facilitate their interactions. The future of many organizations depends on their ability to adopt an IS perspective that considers the organizations with which they interact” (Oz, 2002, p.432). 

While the preceding is only a sample of all possible solutions, they seem to represent the great possibilities that exist for eventual cooperation between the CIA and FBI. Our immediate solution would be to implement a IS that would aid in the sharing of intelligence, institute a new program that forced new recruits to train with both agencies, amend the bylaws of each organization and federal laws to better facilitate cooperation, and turn over counterintelligence and counterespionage activities back to the CIA. The last solution was not discussed, however   the problem was previously outlined and reversing the earlier actions would reestablish the national security equilibrium between the CIA and FBI.

These solutions do not constitute the magic bullet. What they do represent is the beginning of creating a cooperative relationship between the FBI and the CIA. A relationship that must be nurtured if our nation is to move forward in these unsure times. There is an old saying in the Intelligence Community: The FBI and CIA have finally decided to cooperate, they just haven’t told each other yet. Well, it is about time that our nation told both of them that infighting will no longer be tolerated and that our nation demands national security. 
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� The FBI’s website can be located at � HYPERLINK "http://www.fbi.gov" ��http://www.fbi.gov� 


� The National Intelligence Community consists of a group of fourteen federal agencies that are charged with fulfilling Executive Order 12333. This order and the Intelligence Community website can be accessed via � HYPERLINK "http://www.intelligence.gov" ��http://www.intelligence.gov� 


� The CIA’s website can be accessed via � HYPERLINK "http://www.CIA.gov" ��http://www.CIA.gov� 


� Retrieved from � HYPERLINK "http://www.fbi.gov" ��http://www.fbi.gov� 


� Executive orders are obtainable via the United States Library of Congress. This specific executive order, EO 12333, can be viewed via the U.S. Intelligence Community website accessed through � HYPERLINK "http://www.intelligence.gov" ��http://www.intelligence.gov� 


� Retrieved from � HYPERLINK "http://www.fbi.gov" ��http://www.fbi.gov� 


� This quote was obtained through � HYPERLINK "http://www.markriebling.com" ��http://www.markriebling.com� . This website is authored by the Mark Riebling, who wrote the definitive book on the war between the CIA and FBI, the “Wedge”.


� This refers to World War II. Donovan’s unit was established for intelligence efforts during the war and later evolved into the CIA at the time of the National Security Act of 1947.





