counterintelligence (CI) coordination, information-sharing, and basic
institutional competence. The FBI was unaware of what information it
possessed relevant to internal terrorist threats, unwilling to devote serious
time, attention, or resources to basic intelligence analytical work, and too
organizationally fragmented and technologically impoverished to fix these
shortfalls even had it understood them and really wished to do so. These
problems persisted, moreover, through a major FBI reorganization
ostensibly designed to address these problems, which had been well

known for years.

The FBI’s problems in these respects suggests that the Bureau’s
organizational and institutional culture is terribly flawed, and indeed that
the Bureau — as a law enforcement organization — is fundamentally
incapable, in its present form, of providing Americans with the security
they require against foreign terrorist and intelligence threats. Modern
intelligence work increasingly focuses upon shadowy transnational
targets, such as international terrorist organizations, that lack easily-
identifiable geographic loci, organizational structures, behavioral patterns,
or other information “signatures.” Against such targets, intelligence
collection and analysis requires an approach to acquiring, managing, and
understanding information quite different from that which prevails in the
law enforcement community. The United States already has a domestic
intelligence agency in the form of the FBI, but this agency is presently
unequal to the challenge, and provides neither first-rate CT and CI

competence nor the degree of civil liberty protections that would obtain
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