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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The concept of collaborative leadership has emerged as 

potentially a new method of operating within Australia’s national 

security community. With the publication of the 2008 Review of 

Homeland and Border Security (also known as the ‘Smith 

Review’) and the subsequent Prime Minister’s National Security 

Statement, the need for greater collaboration within a 

significantly expanded national security community has become 

apparent. As a consequence, collaborative leadership is now 

regarded as an ‘idea in good currency’ within Australia’s 

national security community. 

 

However, the meaning of collaborative leadership has yet to be 

clearly defined. Similarly, the ideal method for incorporating 

collaborative leadership into professional education has also yet 

to be agreed. These two gaps in the understanding of 

collaborative leadership have provided the impetus for this 

research paper. 

 

This paper provides a working definition of collaborative 

leadership — largely for educative purposes since its various 

applications across working disciplines make coining a precise 

definition of the concept for universal application largely 

impractical. Nonetheless, interviews with over thirty senior 

national security professionals in Australia indicate that there is 



a reasonably good shared understanding of what constitutes 

collaborative leadership in the national security setting. 

 

Most interviewees also agreed that collaborative leadership is 

increasingly important as the nature of new security threats 

become more complex and thus require multi-agency 

cooperation to address them. As a result, there are more actors 

involved in national security policy today. There was also broad 

recognition among those interviewed that cooperation is not a 

passive action and that effective cooperation requires effort and 

leadership. 

 

Interviewees also agreed that, while collaborative leadership 

attitudes and skills were usually acquired ‘on the job’, its 

principles could be taught and reinforced through case studies, 

experiential learning and tabletop exercises. A key element of 

collaborative leadership was trust. Interviewees regarded this 

as best developed through familiarity and shared experience 

among officials involved in national security. However they also 

generally considered that professional education providers in 

this field could fulfill a very important role by providing formal 

instruction on the nature of collaborative leadership, conducting 

practical activities that demonstrated the benefits of 

collaborative leadership, and by providing a forum for the 

establishment of a national security peer group.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The release of the first National Security Statement by 

then Prime Minister Kevin Rudd in December 2008 

described how the Australian government views national 

security. This statement effectively broadened the 

definition of what constituted challenges to Australia’s 

national security interests to include transnational crime, 

border security, cyber security and emerging threats such 

as climate change and energy security. It also recognized 

that Australia’s national security assets included those in 

the emergency management areas of the states and 

territories.  This extended agenda formalised what had 

been occurring in practice over the previous decade or so 

as more departments and agencies gradually became 

involved in safeguarding Australia’s national security.     

 

This first National Security Statement also announced the 

government’s intention to implement several initiatives 

from the Smith Review of Homeland and Border Security. 

In particular, the Smith Review recommended that a 

National Security Adviser be appointed within the 

Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet to ‘  provide 

a new level of leadership, direction and coordination to 

our national security agencies’ rather than creating a 

separate Department of Homeland Security. In effect, the 

government chose to enhance the national security 

community’s ability to deal with complex security 



challenges through cultural change, rather than a 

wholesale structural re-organisation. 

 

While previously those responsible for national security 

had been largely confined to the Prime Minister’s, 

Foreign Affairs, Defence and Attorney-General’s 

portfolios (all of which include key intelligence agencies), 

today people from many more departments, levels of 

government and the business and community sectors 

play vital roles in this policy area. The increase in the 

number of active participants in national security has 

resulted in groups that have not normally dealt with one 

another coming together as partners (to a greater or 

lesser degree) in dealing with issues now broadly 

regarded as relevant to national security. This has 

introduced a new requirement for a more diverse group 

of actors to work together to achieve relevant policy 

outcomes, in a manner and on a scale previously not 

required in Australia. 

 

However, the informal decision-making processes that 

have often characterised methods of operation in the 

hitherto tight security community have proven more 

difficult to apply consistently and effectively within this 

much broader grouping. Centralised or hierarchical 

management systems were no longer appropriate given 

the Constitutional division of responsibilities, the structure 

of ministries and the seniority of the departmental heads 



— all of whom were senior to the National Security 

Adviser. The presence of state government agencies 

more used to service delivery, alongside Commonwealth 

departments which were largely policy developers, was a 

further complicating factor.   

 

This revised national security architecture requires a 

different managerial style to the more hierarchical and 

closed style of previous decades.   Some have referred 

to the system that has developed somewhat informally as 

‘collaborative leadership’.  However the precise 

characteristics of collaborative leadership, whether it is 

learned or innate behaviour, and the degree to which it is 

completely understood within the community, are issues 

that have not been examined. Given the dearth of 

literature on the subject of leadership as it applies in a 

broad national security context, it is worth studying 

collaborative leadership more closely to establish the 

best means to educate the next generation of national 

security leaders.   

 

As part of this effort to understand collaborative 

leadership, a research project was generated by the four 

main government-sponsored national security education 

institutions in Australia. Led by the National Security 

College, the project team included the Australian Institute 

of Police Management, the Australian Defence College 

and the Australian Emergency Management Institute. 



The teaming approach was used to ensure that the 

interview subjects chosen and the applicability of the 

research findings would benefit the broadest range of 

people in the national security community. 

 

The aim of this research project was threefold: 

 

a. to establish the degree to which the concept of 

collaborative leadership has a shared 

understanding within the national security 

community, 

b. to identify how the community currently fosters 

collaborative leadership, and 

c. to identify effective ways  to educate national 

security practitioners in the principles and 

practices of collaborative leadership.   

 

The project’s research methodology is outlined in Annex 

A to this report. It is important to note that, while the 

national security community includes elements of the 

public and private sectors, this project focused only on 

government actors. Information gained from this project 

is intended to inform leadership education programs 

within these government-sponsored and similar 

educational institutions so that collaborative leadership is 

better understood in the context of the national security 

community. 

 



SECTION ONE: TOWARDS A SHARED 
UNDERSTANDING OF COLLABORATIVE 

LEADERSHIP 
 
The concept of collaborative leadership is relatively new 

to the public sector, having emerged in response to both 

the improved interconnectedness between departments 

and the increasing complexity of issues addressed by 

governments today.1 While a difficult concept to define 

absolutely, particularly when the public sector is involved, 

it is necessary to develop a working definition of 

collaborative leadership before the level of shared 

understanding among national security professionals can 

be analysed. Thus, having first explored how the concept 

has emerged from management studies, this section 

proposes a working definition of collaborative leadership 

before examining the level of shared understanding of 

this concept among a range of senior national security 

professionals. 

 
The Emergence of Collaborative Leadership 

 

The concept of collaborative leadership has emerged in 

Australia over the last decade largely through analysis of 

the private sector by management academics. Such 

1  J. Wanna, ‘Collaborative Government: Meanings, Dimensions, 
Drivers and Outcomes’ in J. O’Flynn & J. Wanna (eds.), 
Collaborative Governance: a New Era of Public Policy in Australia 
?, ANU E-Press, Canberra, 2008, p. 8. 



research has found this concept to be very different to 

hierarchical management models and concluded that it 

provides a superior way to focus efforts, develop 

synergies and, consequently, maximise profits. In the 

United States (US), writers such as Jeffrey Pressman 

and Aaron Wildavsky have been writing on this issue in 

public policy terms from the early 1970s.2 But it was in 

the private sector that the concept found its largest 

academic following. 

 

Joint ventures and acquisitions and mergers have all 

involved some degree of collaborative leadership in 

which the desired outcome — profitability — is readily 

measured. But by focusing on the simple measure of 

profitability in the private sector it is easy to assume that 

all parties readily agree to the undertaking while ignoring 

the level of leadership necessary to achieve the outcome. 

Indeed, the merger of Comcast Corporation and AT&T 

Broadband in the US provides a good example of the 

challenges for the corporate sector, in particular the 

‘difficulties companies face in integrating senior-

management teams with different management styles 

and companies with different cultures.’ 3  Similar 

2  J.L. Pressman & A. Wildavsky, Implementation, University of 
California Press, Berkeley, 1973. 

3  L.J. Bourgeois, N. Goodman & J.O. Wynne Jr, ‘Comcast 
Corporation’s Merger with AT&T Broadband’, Darden Business 
School, University of Virginia, 2004. See 
https://store.darden.virginia.edu/business-case-study/comcast-
corporations-merger-with-att-broadband-382 accessed 12 March 
2011.    



challenges arose in the automotive industry when the 

French car manufacturer Renault and Japan’s Nissan 

Corporation (in which Renault has a controlling interest) 

were forced to jointly develop vehicle platforms during the 

Asian financial crisis. 4  With the need to maintain a 

competitive advantage over its rivals, the Renault-Nissan 

collaboration has been replicated elsewhere in the car 

industry and has come to be known as ‘platform sharing’.  

 

One of the difficulties with the concept of collaborative 

leadership is that it has never been particularly well 

defined. This reflects in part the imperfect fit of a private 

sector management philosophy into the public sector, as 

well as the lack of serious academic attention paid to the 

concept outside the United States. In some ways, this is 

a relatively straightforward concept that is often more 

complicated in its definition than in its practice. An 

example definition highlighting this problem comes from 

an Australian work on the topic: ‘Collaboration ... is a 

complex phenomenon. Different aspects of collaborative 

relations can be evident or come into play in various 

examples of real collaboration. Different parties could 

also perceive the collaborative process with diametrically 

opposed views.’ 5  The absence of a reference to 

leadership in this discussion may also reveal the authors’ 

4  B. Segrestin, ‘Partnering to explore: The Renault–Nissan Alliance 
as a forerunner of new cooperative patterns’, Research Policy, 
vol. 34, Issue 5, June 2005, pp. 657–72. 



view that collaboration as an institutional force, rather 

than one created by individuals within organisations.6 

 

For all its definitional vagueness, however, the move 

from hierarchical to more collaborative public sector 

activity has been striking. Indeed, some management 

academics in the United States have argued that ‘... the 

most important change in administrative functioning over 

this past century has been increasing interdependence 

among public organizations, which has changed the jobs 

of public administrators, who must now build critical 

linkages with other agencies.’7  Wanna and Flynn also 

argue the case for collaboration as a new methodology in 

the public sector, seeking to determine whether it 

represents a ‘new era of public policy in Australia’.8 While 

there are, by necessity, differences between the 

American and Australian public sectors, the move 

towards greater collaboration and the need for people 

equipped to drive that collaboration is common to both 

systems.   

 

Part of the reason for the move towards greater 

acceptance of collaborative leadership within the public 

sector may well be a function of the information age. The 

increased ability to access knowledge more rapidly than 

6  Ibid., pp. 5–8. 
7  D.F. Kettl, ‘Governing at the Millenium’, in James L. Perry (ed.) 

Handbook of Public Administration (2nd edn.), 1996, Jossey-
Bass, USA, p. 10. 

8  Wanna and Flynn, Collaborative Governance, p. 7. 



ever before has made it far easier to keep a broader 

range of people better informed on a particular issue. As 

Maguire notes:  

 

Just as the hierarchical organization 

emerged during the agricultural age and 

bureaucracy was the dominant form of 

organization during the industrial age, the 

nascent information age has given rise to 

permeable structures in which people 

can link across organizational functions 

and boundaries. 9 

 
But the process of keeping people well informed is not 

sufficient in itself to promote collaborative behaviour. It 

still requires mechanisms for its achievement, including 

systems that foster this approach and people with the 

individual characteristics necessary to adopt a 

collaborative approach to public policy development. In 

the United States, the Project on National Security 

Reform has been doing work on developing an integrated 

national security system, a small part of which seeks to 

identify collaboration best practices among federal  

 

9   M. McGuire, ‘Collaborative Public Management: Assessing What   
    We Know and How We Know It’, Public Administration Review,   
    December 2006, p. 34. 



agencies. 10  An understanding of the operating 

environment and the requisite personal characteristics 

should form the core of any education program dealing 

with the issue of collaborative leadership.  We return to 

this matter in Section 2. 

 

Collaborative Leadership Definitions  
 

If the concept of collaboration in a public policy context is 

difficult to define, trying to develop a precise definition for 

collaborative leadership is equally problematic and open 

to challenge. Three working definitions from academia, a 

professional guidance document and the report of a 

public sector collaborative project report provide a 

starting point: 

 

  leadership in collaborative networks is 

about focusing on the processes of building a 

new whole rather than primarily focusing on 

more efficient ways to deliver services.11 

 

10   Project on National Security Reform, The Power Of People: 
     Building An Integrated National Security Professional System For 
     The 21st Century, November 2010, pp 43-45. See   
     http://www.pnsr.org/data/images/psnr_the_power_of_people 
     _report.pdf accessed 6 October 2011. 
11  M.P. Mandell & R. Keast, ‘A New Look at Leadership in 

Collaborative Networks: Process Catalysts’ in Raffel, Leisink & 
Middlebrooks (eds.), Public Sector Leadership – International 
Challenges and Perspectives, Edward Elgar, UK, 2009, p. 166. 



Promotes and generates cooperation among 

one’s peers in leadership to achieve a 

collective outcome; fosters the development of 

a common vision and fully participates in 

creating a unified leadership team that gets 

results.12 

 

A collaborative leader is one who engages 

others by working together, convening 

appropriate stakeholders, and facilitating and 

sustaining their interactions.13 

 

While helpful individually, none of these examples 

provides a useful working definition of collaborative 

leadership for the purposes of this study because they 

tend to focus on collaboration rather than leadership; and 

because none captures the ‘give and take’ necessary for 

collaboration in a policy setting. They also downplay the 

independence of the organisations taking part in the 

process, and the way the members of each organisation 

view themselves and their role relative to one another. 

These elements are fundamental in the public policy 

sphere because the challenge for collaborative leaders 

revolves around achieving genuine collaboration between 

12  Syracuse University Human Resource Competency Library, 
available at:
http://humanresources.syr.edu/staff/nbu_staff/comp_library.html#c
ollab_lead, accessed 21 July 2011. 

13  Collaborative Leadership State and Local Reactor Panel, May 1 
2002, Seattle, USA, www.turningpointprogram.org accessed 28 
June 2011. 



departments which have separate ministers and 

secretaries – each with their own views, priorities and 

policy agendas. Still, these definitions do serve to identify 

some general environmental characteristics, particularly 

the need to work together across organisational 

boundaries to achieve a common outcome. 

 

Any analysis of collaborative leadership must recognise 

that the concept of leadership in this environment applies 

to many organisational levels. Leadership is not simply 

about senior officials achieving policy outcomes. It is also 

about more junior government officials adopting a 

collaborative approach themselves and within their work 

areas so that all levels are encouraged to achieve whole-

of-government outcomes. As well as initiating structural 

or procedural changes that would facilitate collaboration, 

this form of leadership requires a willingness to 

understand the motives of others and to accommodate 

their views and imperatives in pursuit of an optimal 

outcome. Adjustment of this kind requires just as much 

leadership as is displayed at the point of decision, if not 

more. In these cases, collaboration may require junior 

leaders to encourage debate within their own 

organisations and, sometimes, to ‘prepare the ground’ for 

a policy position that may not meet all of the 

department’s desires but is likely to result in a good 

public policy outcome.   

 



Defining the National Security Community  
 

The national security community today encompasses a 

range of government and non-government actors, 

including business, the community sector and academia. 

Until recently, the government sector was dominant but 

even this grouping was populated by a relatively small 

number of departments and agencies that were focused 

on traditional security concerns such as external defence, 

internal security and diplomacy. The relatively closed 

nature of the former community, and the need for 

change, are well illustrated in the Australian Intelligence 

Community (AIC). Until the end of the Cold War, 

intelligence agencies tended to be focused on state-

based military threats. Such work lent itself to a degree of 

separation and this separation was maintained for very 

good reasons: first, because the roles of intelligence-

gathering organisations were traditionally separate under 

law but still complementary; and, second, because 

analytical agencies or branches tended to embrace their 

own independence. Such independence was considered 

important because agencies analysed different subject 

areas, were involved in different parts of the intelligence 

process, wrote for different constituencies, or saw value 

in avoiding the potential for ‘groupthink’.  

 

Today’s security environment, however, is different to 

that of even a decade ago. Factors such as the blurring 



of domestic and internal sources of threat, an increased 

use of criminal methods by those who might use violence 

against the nation, and the increased priority given to 

countering non-state actors make the traditional AIC 

formulation less than optimal, albeit still necessary.14 

 

As a consequence of these historical, environmental and 

organisational factors, notions of leadership within the 

community have not traditionally valued collaboration. To 

return to the AIC example, analytical agencies may have 

consulted, but their independence meant they could 

arrive at different conclusions. And since the nature of 

analytical independence does not readily lend itself to 

compromise, some of the senior leaders interviewed for 

this project considered that members of the AIC did not 

think consciously about the concept of collaborative 

leadership prior to, or even following, the expansion of 

the national security community.   

 

Amongst the senior interviewees, no-one had studied 

collaborative leadership formally in a management sense 

and, while some were aware of the term in a general 

sense, none said they had analysed the concept in any 

depth. In a very few cases, some did not think it was 

worth analysing collaborative leadership in a conceptual 

14  David Omand examines the same points through a different lens, 
focusing on securing society from major disruptive events, 
anticipatory action, and national resilience (Securing the State, 
Hurst & Company, London, 2010, pp. 9–13).   



sense at all. A further few regarded collaborative 

leadership as simply a standard, commonsense way of 

operating that had somehow been imbued with greater 

academic importance than it deserved. For example:  

 

I’m not sure anybody knows what it means. 

Look, collaborative leadership is just 

leadership. Leadership is about setting 

direction and gaining support. Collaborative 

leadership is really just the same except that it 

is about gaining broader support   perhaps 

working across more broad boundaries than 

you do within your own agency. 

 

In general, those interviewed sought to genuinely define 

what the concept meant and what aspects were worth 

teaching in educational settings. Views of the type 

expressed above were in the minority. And while no 

definition of the concept can ever be universal, it is worth 

arriving at a working definition as a start point for further 

discussion.   

 

However, if a working definition is to be developed, it is 

equally important to also provide some context to the 

term. Many of the interviewees were keen to provide 

some further definitional guidance about the term while 

others were equally keen to point out what collaborative 

leadership did not entail. To arrive at a better 



understanding of collaborative leadership, it is helpful to 

list some of these considerations and qualifiers. For 

many of those interviewed, there was a view that:  

 

a. Leadership is both vertical as well as horizontal. 

In some cases, a collaborative leader will be 

required to argue the case within his or her own 

department or agency as to why it may be best 

to take a lesser role (and funding) in relation to a 

particular issue because that approach will 

produce the best policy outcome. 

b. Collaborative leadership involves a willingness 

to be prepared to expose vulnerabilities for the 

greater good by ceding a position or accepting 

risk. 

 

c. Collaboration does not occur naturally and 

needs to be driven, but in such a way that 

participants are willing to work together towards 

the common aim, rather than being forced to do 

so unwillingly. 

 

Interviewees were also keen to provide their views of 

what collaborative leadership did not involve. These 

views could be summarised as follows: 

 

a. Collaborative leadership does not imply that 

everybody necessarily agrees on an issue — 



differences of opinion are a natural feature of inter-

agency policy development and need to be 

managed in order to arrive at an agreed outcome. 

Indeed, in many ways, collaborative leadership is 

the antithesis of groupthink.   

 

b. Collaborative leadership is not about abrogating 

one’s own responsibilities. All people representing 

their agencies take responsibility for the policy 

outcome that results. In simple terms, even though 

departmental or agency considerations are 

enunciated and advocated, there must be general 

support for the policy that results. 

 

c. Collaborative leadership is not directed at simply 

resolving a ‘turf battle’. The concept of resolving 

‘turf battles’ is redolent of small policy 

disagreements requiring simple mediation or 

higher level direction and does not necessarily 

involve the need to practise collaborative 

leadership. The types of issues dealt with by the 

national security community are increasingly 

complex and hence require much greater focus to 

achieve workable policy responses. 

 

A working definition of collaborative leadership, distilled 

from the interviews conducted and the workshop 

undertaken by the project researchers is articulated as:         



 
Collaborative leadership is the ability to subordinate, 
and persuade others to subordinate, individual 
departmental considerations to achieve a commonly 
understood  policy outcome. 
 

The emphasis in this working definition is on the active 

nature of collaborative leadership. It incorporates the 

strongly held opinion of a number of interviewees who 

emphasised that collaboration does not occur naturally 

and must be driven to some extent. The degree to which 

it will need to be driven will be determined by a range of 

factors, including but not limited to the urgency and 

complexity of the issue, differing opinions regarding the 

appropriate lead agency to address a problem, and the 

different domestic considerations that need to be taken 

into account. Regardless of the issue, the need for 

different departments and agencies to be involved in 

policy development implies a commensurate need for 

individuals able to drive the process to achieve an 

optimal outcome.  

 

The definition above is intended to highlight the fact that 

this form of leadership requires individuals who are able 

to persuade others, and open to be persuaded to adopt a 

position that has broader support in terms of an effective 

whole-of-government outcome than their own. There is a 

general acceptance within the national security 



community that collaborative leadership, originally a 

feature of private sector management methodologies, 

has a place in the public sector. As the following sections 

will illustrate, the future efficacy of the concept will rely on 

both the ability to exercise it within the community, and 

the way people are educated in its principles.   



SECTION TWO:  EXERCISING COLLABORATIVE 
LEADERSHIP IN THE NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMUNITY 
 
This section examines how the working definition of 

collaborative leadership applies to a very particular 

subset of the Australian government — the national 

security community.  It describes some of the challenges 

facing the community and three enablers of collaborative 

leadership, before returning to examine how these 

influence an individual’s ability to exercise collaborative 

leadership — both positively and negatively. 

Understanding these challenges and the enablers of 

collaborative leadership is an essential starting point for 

developing effective education programs. 

 

Challenges for the National Security Community 
 

Unlike the private sector or even other areas of 

government, the characteristics of the national security 

community present some unique challenges to the way in 

which collaborative leadership is exercised. Some of the 

most important challenges include:  

 

a. managing the recent expansion of agencies 

comprising the community and countering 

perceptions that there is a ‘core’ and 

‘periphery’ in the national security community; 



b. finding new and creative ways to deal with the 

‘wicked’ problems that emerge in the new 

security environment, including dealing with 

new, more virulent forms of threat that may 

arise when existing challenges combine (like 

terrorism and cyber security, or  natural 

disasters and social cohesion); 

 

c. reconciling differing risk calculations (including 

organisational and reputational) and achieving 

the desired clarity of outcomes in policy terms;  

 

d. accounting for the different sizes and 

capabilities of organisations, including the 

breadth of non-security related tasks that some 

departments manage in addition to their 

national security community responsibilities; 

and  

 

e. resolving the tension between the principles of 

‘need to know’ that have traditionally 

characterised national security and the ‘duty to 

share’ that is an imperative created by the 

nature of contemporary security challenges. 

Allied to this are practical matters such as 

security clearances covering individuals and 

documents that may limit the ability of all 

members of the national security community to 



collaborate effectively through differences in 

the ability to access the same information.    

 

These challenges effectively shape the environment in 

which collaborative leadership can be exercised within 

the national security community, although they do not 

define the extent to which it can be exercised. This 

largely relies on three key enablers: the trust and 

relationships developed between individuals; the 

existence of a collaborative culture within and among 

organisations; and systemic enablers for collaboration. 

None of these enablers will emerge spontaneously. All 

require action by the community’s members to embrace 

collaboration and then exercise it, whether consciously or 

otherwise. It is important to examine these aspects of 

trust, culture and system in order to highlight the ways in 

which the Australian national security community is well 

positioned to adopt, or is in fact adopting, collaborative 

leadership. 

 

Trust and Relationships 
 

An essential element of the collaborative leadership 

environment is the establishment of trust. Without trust, 

the willingness of individuals to compromise over an 

issue to achieve an optimum policy outcome is doubtful. 

A common rejoinder from many of the interviewees was 

that collaborative leadership occurs most easily when 



people know one another professionally before the need 

to collaborate arises. This familiarity with other actors in 

the national security community allows a degree of trust 

to be developed which, in turn, gives people the 

confidence to accept others’ arguments regarding 

particular issues:  

 

We all know each other well; we have been 

through a lot together. Many of the key players 

in senior positions have occupied one role or 

another over the last decade since September 

11 and therefore we have shared experiences 

and shared understanding so that is strong for 

collaborative leadership. 

 

For many of the Canberra-based members from 

traditional areas of the national security community, this 

degree of professional rapport is readily achieved. 

Throughout their careers, many have served together in 

the same departments or as members of the same 

committees and established close relationships as a 

consequence of years, if not decades of professional 

familiarity. 15  One exception to this was the Australian 

Defence Force (ADF) whose members only spent 

extended periods of time in Canberra during their later 

career. That is not to say that the establishment of trust 

15  See D. Connery, Crisis Policymaking: Australia and the East 
Timor Crisis of 1999, ANU E-press, Canberra, 2010, pp. 105–11. 



with ADF members was more difficult than with others, 

only that the opportunity to develop personal and 

professional relationships was limited due to very 

different career paths. 

 

Unsurprisingly this degree of familiarity (and hence trust) 

was not automatically shared by people who had more 

recently come to work in national security policy. Those 

from Commonwealth departments which were not 

traditionally considered members of the security 

community, or those in state bodies which had never 

considered themselves part of the national security 

community, held perspectives on inclusiveness that 

differed from those with a longer involvement in national 

security. Some concerns raised by interviewees from 

state bodies included the lack of understanding by 

federal agencies of the impact of national security 

decision-making at the state level, due largely to the fact 

that the experience of most senior officials in Canberra 

was limited to the federal system. With the broadening of 

the community, it was inevitable that state government 

organisations (which are largely service deliverers) and 

Commonwealth departments (which are largely policy 

developers) would come to view issues from different 

perspectives at different times:     

 

 

 



  there are still groups and organisations and 

sometimes agencies that are on the edges 

and feel that they should be more included. In 

terms of collaborative leadership, I think that is 

one of the issues that needs to be given some 

further thought, about how do you improve the 

relationships between the various groups. 

 

Within state government agencies the same principles 

that support collaborative leadership apply, and 

relationships of trust and confidence feature strongly in 

the same way as at a Commonwealth level:  

 

At a state level, there is no issue with 

collaborative leadership   Agency heads 

know each other and know each other’s 

responsibilities. We talk and share 

responsibilities.  

 

Experiences of collaborative leadership between state 

and territory members of the national security community 

and their federal counterparts tended to vary depending 

on the subject area. For example, state police forces 

have effective collaborative work practices with their 

federal colleagues on counter-terrorism issues because 

the delineation of responsibilities is clear and well-

practised given the greater commonality of language and 



because shared experience and effective personal 

relations have been established over time:   

 

... the national Counter-Terrorism Committee 

  It’s obviously not the whole of the national 

security community but the benefit of those 

meetings ... is that you have people from all 

different agencies and jurisdictions meeting 

together ... people know who they are dealing 

with and that creates a degree of trust. 

 
Collaborative Culture 
 

Culture extends beyond engendering trust among 

individuals or larger groups. In this context, culture 

explains the assumptions on which distinct groups 

operate, what they regard as their common purpose, and 

what shapes the language they use professionally. This 

applies equally to the security sector as to any other 

public policy sector, and needs to be recognised when 

dealing across departments or agencies in pursuit of 

common goals. 

  

The way in which particular agencies and departments 

address issues is reflective of their own organisational 

culture. In the national security environment, these 

organisations need to address a range of policy issues 

that carry with them a degree of risk — including physical 



risk in the case of activities like offshore deployments. 

The way in which the various departments and agencies 

militate against these risks differs between departments. 

This may reflect the different levels of experience of 

departments and agencies in dealing with the risks 

inherent in the issues confronting the national security 

community. It may also reflect the risk calculations of 

ministers and their departmental or agency heads:   

 

I think the practicalities are that there are 

different risk appetites, always. Some 

culturally – in some departments they’re 

culturally more conservative, have less 

experience than others, in terms of day-to-day 

risk assessment, risk management, 

operational activity than others. 

 

Individual characteristics are also a key element in 

developing a collaborative culture. The personal 

attributes of collaborative leaders are quite different to 

those of hierarchical leaders. Both hierarchical and 

collaborative leaders are decision-makers, but it is their 

method of arriving at decisions that distinguishes them. 

The more closed and vertically organised nature of the 

public sector in the past has tended to favour a more 

hierarchical leadership approach.  

 



However the security environment has changed markedly 

and hierarchical decision-making approaches are no 

longer as appropriate as in the past. The ability to 

understand the nature of issues and the considerations 

that other departments and agencies take into account in 

addressing an issue is now crucial. Some interviewees 

referred to the ability to understand others’ views as 

one’s emotional quotient (EQ). They also observed that, 

if collaborative leadership was to be a key feature of 

successful national security community executives, then 

the personal characteristics relevant to it should be 

identified and, if necessary, inculcated in individuals who 

were likely to progress to the most senior positions:  

 

... in terms of competencies IQ is no longer 

enough. In the old style Public Service it 

probably was the case that IQ was the thing 

that got you to the top ... they were pretty good 

networkers, but EQ [emotional quotient] wasn’t 

such a strong requirement. Now a lot of the 

senior mandarins had it, but it wasn’t 

inculcated... 

 

If the national security community is to adopt 

collaborative leadership as a desirable model for future 

leaders within work cultures conducive to this, the 

attributes necessary to exercise such leadership should 



be identified in prospective leaders and positively 

encouraged through career development.16   

 

EQ has to be given equal billing with IQ ... And 

that goes right down to staff development ... 

and part of the performance regime. It’s not 

just what you achieve but how you achieved it.  

 

There are natural difficulties in the practicalities of this 

approach, as it relies on a degree of commonality in 

appointment processes and comparable performance 

measures across the national security community. 

Nevertheless there are indications that this approach to 

identifying collaborative leadership qualities as appraisal 

criteria in performance management is gaining currency. 

Interviewees noted that the ADF is considering the ability 

to engage with other government departments as a 

performance appraisal criterion for its senior officers.  

 

The establishment of a collaborative culture within the 

national security community is essential to its long-term 

ability to effectively address the Government’s national 

16  The literature on organisational innovation highlights the 
importance of creating career paths for those involved in any 
innovation; the same factor should be true for promoting those 
who display the personal attributes required to advance cultural 
change. See Stephen Peter Rosen, Winning the Next war: 
Innovation and the Modern Military, Cornell University Press, 
1994, Chapter 3; Williamson Murray & Allan R. Millett, Military 
Innovation and the Interwar period, Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, 1996, Chapters 9 and 10. 



security objectives. Overseas experience has shown how 

costly not explicitly valuing the ability to work 

collaboratively within and outside one’s own organisation 

can be:  

 

Other entrenched ways of organizational 

functioning and counterproductive incentives 

within the CIA, such as not being rewarded, or 

even evaluated, for working across agency 

lines, and instead being rewarded for how 

many items you had published in the 

President’s daily brief, has fueled the lack of 

collaborative leadership within the CIA.17 

 

... these failures [lack of information sharing 

and the failure to pool analysis] point to an 

overarching issue of poor management and 

leadership within the US national security 

sector in dealing with transnational issues 

such as counterterrorism.18 

 

These two examples amply demonstrate the importance 

of having the incentive system right. If collaboration is to 

be encouraged, leaders need to ensure that rewards 

within organisations, and for that matter among 

17  A. Zegart, Spying Blind – the CIA, the FBI and the Origins of 9/11, 
Princeton University Press, Princeton, 2007, p. 77. 

18  National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United 
States, 9/11 Commission Report, 2004,http://www.9-
11commission.gov/report/911Report.pdf. 



organisations, reinforce collaboration and recognise 

those skills and attitudes as desirable.  

 
Collaborative Systems 
 

Collaborative leadership works best if there are systems 

in place that allow its ready exercise. Committee 

structures comprise one element of the system that 

enables collaboration and provides opportunities for 

individuals to display collaborative leadership. Higher 

level groupings such as the National Security Committee 

of Cabinet focus on decision-making and only the most 

serious or fundamental disagreements tend to be 

presented there. Lower level committees are different. 

These tend to be the places where officials bring new 

ideas and options for discussion — perhaps for their first 

‘airing’ — or to reconcile or resolve different views before 

they are progressed to more senior meetings. It is in 

these fora that the need for collaborative leadership is 

probably the greatest. However, some interviewees also 

expressed the view that the enlarged security committee 

had resulted in some of the lower level committees or 

other groups becoming less agile than previously, and 

hence less able to arrive collaboratively at agreed 

positions as the number of participants grew:  

 

 

 



The fora have now become too large, scripted 

and the architecture too unwieldy to make 

collaborative leadership easy to achieve. For 

example the small and agile Strategic Policy 

Coordination Group had now become an inter-

departmental committee chaired by the 

National Security Adviser. 

 

Of all the committees, meetings and fora that allow the 

exercise of collaborative leadership, one mentioned by 

interviewees as being especially effective was the long-

standing Heads of Intelligence Agency Meeting (HIAM). 

HIAM brings together the heads of the key intelligence 

agencies, the Deputy Secretary of Defence for 

Intelligence and Security, the Deputy Secretary in DFAT 

responsible for intelligence liaison and security and, on 

occasion, the AFP Commissioner. No minutes are 

recorded at HIAM gatherings and frank and robust 

discussion on policy positions is encouraged. The 2004 

Flood Report into Australia’s intelligence agencies 

agreed with the practitioners’ assessment of HIAM, 

describing it as ‘a unifying and useful forum, not only for 

facilitating communications, but also as a mechanism for 

resolving intra-community difficulties and furthering 

cooperation.’ 19  From a collaborative leadership 

19  P. Flood, Report of the Inquiry into Australia’s Intelligence 
Agencies, Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, Canberra, 
July 2004, p. 74. 



perspective, this is a highly useful structural advantage 

— but only for those who are members.        

 

The recent expansion of the national security community 

has brought with it the need to modify the structural 

model that had traditionally defined national security 

policy procedures. A very significant element of this 

evolution was the appointment of a National Security 

Adviser in 2008. In many ways this position is the 

personification of a collaborative leadership model, 

particularly given the disparity between formal and 

informal authority vested in it. The National Security 

Adviser is responsible for providing direction to the 

community; yet this position lacks any statutory authority 

and is less senior than many of those with whom the 

incumbent necessarily deals. As a consequence, the 

National Security Adviser’s authority derives from a 

combination of personal qualities and the fact of the 

Adviser’s personal appointment by the Prime Minister. 

This lack of seniority but proximity to the Prime Minister 

endows the incumbent with a high degree of informal 

authority without statutory powers and, as more than one 

interviewee said, requires the NSA to demonstrate 

collaborative leadership on a daily basis. Without a 

collaborative approach, the possibility for inter-

departmental friction to derail security policy development 

would be considerable. 

 



There has also been a move towards institutionalising 

collaboration through new inter-agency bodies within the 

national security community. The Australian Customs 

and Border Protection Service (formerly Border 

Protection Command and the Joint Offshore Protection 

Command) was an early example of restructuring for 

improved collaboration, bringing together the Australian 

Customs Service and elements of the ADF. Over the past 

decade, the Australian government has established a 

range of security-related information fusion centres, such 

as the National Threat Assessment Centre and the 

Counter-Terrorism Control Centre, to more effectively 

address the coordination of the various agencies involved 

in countering the terrorist threat.  Leaders within these 

multi-agency environments exercise a high degree of 

control over staff from a number of different agencies 

which assists in achieving collaboration. They also have 

to address multiple operating cultures within the one 

organisation to achieve a coherent output. Meeting these 

challenges lies at the heart of effective collaborative 

leadership. 

 

Contemporary security issues demand a collaborative, 

focused inter-agency approach. At the same time, the 

increasing complexity of these issues means that there is 

a tendency to direct responses to them from the centre.  

Counter-terrorism, cyber security and (potentially) food 

and energy security, are all complex issues that require 



the attention of broad cross-sections of the national 

security community and beyond. The challenge from a 

collaborative leadership perspective is to coordinate 

responses centrally without discouraging initiative and 

diluting the subject matter expertise resident within the 

line departments.   

 

External influences on collaborative leadership  
 

Collaborative leadership in the national security 

community is enhanced when policy goals are clear and 

consistent. A number of interviewees explained that 

increased clarity of purpose concerning the objectives of 

policy led to an increased ability to persuade different 

agencies to work towards an agreed implementation:   

 

All too often in Canberra of course it’s not 

possible to get that degree of clarity. And 

when you don’t have that degree of clarity you 

end up getting into consultations and dialogue 

that can just go on forever   the number one 

challenge is getting the strategic direction, 

turning that into tasks endorsed by the 

government. 

 

But it is not only ministerial direction that assists in 

establishing good collaboration; it is also a willingness to 



champion a policy idea around the cabinet table or the 

National Security Committee to ensure its success:       

 

At the end of the day most things, to get 

anywhere, actually need a ministerial 

champion at the cabinet table ... I’ve seen over 

the last couple of years many things where 

good collaborative efforts on the parts of 

bureaucrats end up not bearing fruit because 

they end up being thrown into a Cabinet room 

that has no ministerial champion. 

 

Financial arrangements can impinge directly on the 

quality of collaborative leadership. Mostly, these 

arrangements are considered to be competitive and, at 

worst, ‘zero-sum’.20  However, one recent innovation in 

Australia could go some way towards encouraging 

collaboration. The Coordinated National Security Budget 

(CNSB), first introduced in 2010, represented the 

Australia government’s intention to align annual resource 

allocations to a risk-based approach for setting national 

security priorities.21 Over time, the CNSB is expected to 

help Government direct funds where they are most 

20  J. Dolan, ‘The Budget-Minimizing Bureaucrat? Empirical Evidence 
from the Senior Executive Service’, Public Administration Review, 
62, 2002, pp. 42–50. 

21  This process also aims to help the Government to align national 
security spending with other priorities, such as its overall fiscal 
strategy. The CNSB does not include Defence, which accounts 
for about 80% of the total national security expenditure. 



needed and to build a ‘common lexicon’ around threats, 

vulnerabilities and opportunities.  

 

This budgeting measure could also be used to encourage 

and reward collaborative behaviour. By tying financial 

allocations to priorities, and not organisations, the 

government will likely encourage departments and 

agencies to focus on directing their efforts towards 

specific shared outcomes.  This, in turn, provides those 

same groups greater incentive to collaborate in order to 

secure funding for high-priority needs. However, some 

interviewees expressed concern at the impact of the 

CNSB on the national security community, noting in 

particular the exclusion of Defence from the process as 

well as the utility of trying to allocate resources to such a 

disparate community:   

 

  even though Defence is not included in it, 

the national security committee can cross-

level the funds as they see fit. It (the CNSB) 

really is a control measure. 

 
Future Challenges to Exercising Collaborative 
Leadership 
 

The immediate future will provide significant challenges 

for the exercise of collaborative leadership within the 

national security community, especially as the community 



itself evolves in its structure and policy focus, and as 

forces such as information technology and labour mobility 

exert influence on the community.   

  

Interviewees held differing views on the future evolution 

of the national security community. There was a feeling 

amongst some interviewees that there may be a 

rationalisation in the composition of the national security 

community because it had become too unwieldy, 

although this was a minority view. The majority felt that 

the broader community would continue and would 

operate together more effectively the longer it was in 

existence.  

 

Interviewees also focused on the impact of information 

technology on the community and its implications for 

collaborative leadership. Some expressed the belief that 

more secure connectivity between community members 

would provide a stronger sense of inclusiveness, clarify 

lines of communication and thus positively influence the 

exercise of collaborative leadership.      

 

On the other hand, advances in communication 

technologies may well increase the demands on the 

national security community thus actively complicating 

collaborative leadership. With the expansion in the 

definition of what constitutes national security allied with 

improved communications, the willingness and ability of 



parliamentarians to seek information and policy guidance 

on security issues is likely to increase. So too will be the 

ability of ministers to request and analyse that 

information: 

 

There is an inexorable trend in government 

towards increasing control and coordination ... 

the Prime Minister has a staff of 53 or so while 

ministers have 15 or more – this allows them 

to venture into other areas as they see fit. 

 

Similarly, public expectations of the government 

response to security issues will rise given the pervasive 

access to near real-time information through social 

media. As a consequence the national security 

community should expect to face an increased level of 

demand for information in the future, and a shorter 

amount of time to provide it. 

A more mobile public sector labour market is likely to be 

another potential future challenge to the national security 

community’s ability to act collaboratively. The informal 

networks that have been referred to previously developed 

as a consequence of the senior members of the national 

security community emerging from the same department 

or having worked together in the same departments for 

decades. Increasingly, the trend is for public servants to 

move between departments more easily and more 

frequently:   



I think that the predominant experience that 

most people have at senior levels still seems 

to be one of being in the one agency or maybe 

two at most for a 30 or 40 year period   I’ve 

noticed younger people tend to move around 

more   And that presents a bit of a systemic 

challenge. 

 

The effect of this greater mobility is yet to be felt and its 

consequences remain uncertain. On the one hand, the 

depth of personal relations that exist between senior 

public servants has allowed a great deal of trust to 

develop between these individuals. This, in turn, has 

meant that collaboration has developed naturally over 

time. It is likely that future generations of national security 

community members will have a vastly different profile. 

Individual relationships may not be as long-standing as 

they are today, but that will not necessarily hinder the 

exercise of collaborative leadership. A broader 

experience base may ultimately benefit the wider national 

security community as senior decision-makers become 

less beholden to their ‘home’ department, where they 

may have worked for the bulk of their public service 

careers, and more attuned to the strengths, weaknesses 

and positions of a variety of departments.  

 

Regardless of how long-standing the personal 

relationships of future national security community 



members, the nature of Canberra as a Commonwealth 

Government hub lends itself to establishing professional 

relationships within large sections of the national security 

community more easily than in most other capital cities:        

 

The efficiencies of Canberra are one of the 

great things about this place. We can get 

together. Key people can get together within 

15 minutes just like that and if you want to you 

can do it.  And if you’ve got a really 

controversial issue coming up   if you’re not 

working the system informally then you’re not 

a very good public servant. I mean you don’t 

have the skills necessary to be a collaborative 

leader. 

     

The challenges that cultural, systemic and external 

factors pose for the exercise of collaborative leadership 

are significant. And while it is not possible to overcome 

all these factors, understanding them and the way in 

which they impact on the different parts of the national 

security community can be equally useful to practitioners 

of collaborative leadership. This understanding is best 

engendered through educating those same practitioners, 

a fact acknowledged by many interviewees and explored 

in the next section. 



SECTION THREE: PROMOTING COLLABORATIVE 
LEADERSHIP THROUGH EDUCATION 

 

There is no tradition of centralised leadership education 

for the national security community as a whole. Various 

elements such as the ADF and police forces have 

conducted their own staff courses, while the Attorney-

General’s Department, through the Australian Emergency 

Management Institute, provides leadership and command 

training geared towards emergency services personnel. 

The Australian Public Service Commission also offers 

leadership training, although this is designed for the 

public service as a whole rather than the national security 

community in particular.  

 

The Australian government recognises the value of 

promoting collaborative leadership in the national security 

community. Indeed, then-Prime Minister Rudd 

emphasised the imperative to create a cohesive culture 

and build partnerships in his 2008 National Security 

Statement and reinforced the importance of collaboration 

in his speech at the opening of the National Security 

College in April 2008.22     

 

22  Prime Minister Kevin Rudd, speech at the opening of the National 
Security College, Canberra, 24 April 2010, available at: 
http://pandora.nla.gov.au/pan/79983/20100624-
1429/www.pm.gov.au/node/6703.htm, accessed 19 August 2011. 



Yet there remains a legitimate question over whether 

collaborative leaders are born or made. The vast majority 

of interviewees considered collaborative leadership in the 

same way as general leadership characteristics — 

largely a combination of innate and acquired 

characteristics. Some people are naturally predisposed to 

the exercise of collaborative leadership and there are 

also some elements that can be developed through 

education. These include understanding the nature of risk 

within the public sector, the importance of communication 

and establishing networks and trust with individuals 

within those networks, and a comprehensive 

understanding of the national security priorities and the 

ways in which each department and agency work 

towards these. A beneficial byproduct of the conduct of 

centralised professional courses is the creation of a body 

of alumni who will assist in establishing a professional 

network at various levels of the national security 

community. 

 

The perennial question regarding learned or innate 

leadership abilities has been a key issue for those 

teaching subjects such as leadership. Even major US 

management institutes have struggled at times with 

devising curricula to teach collaborative leadership. This 

reflects in part a disagreement between practitioners. 

Some argue that ‘  understanding what it takes to 

exercise successful collaborative leadership across 



sector boundaries ... is only achievable through 

experiential learning.’ 23  Others believe that there are 

elements that can be taught. Syracuse University’s 

Maxwell Graduate School of Public Affairs, for example, 

has established a Collaborative Governance Initiative 

that reflects the recognition amongst public policy 

educators that it is possible to teach collaborative 

leadership.24  

 

Just as important to the fostering of collaborative 

leadership education is the ability to encourage the 

networks established on these courses to flourish.  

 

  feedback that I have had is that 

Commonwealth public servants appreciate 

understanding (how to) interface with 

communities and (what) service delivery 

means.  

 

The broader the definition of what constitutes the national 

security community, the more important it is for members 

to establish trust with one another. Courses provide an 

excellent opportunity to establish common ground with 

other national security community members, but this 

23  C.S. Horne & T.V. Paris, ‘Preparing MPA Students to succeed in 
Government-Nonprofit Collaboration: Lessons from the Field’, 
Journal of Public Affairs Education, vol. 16, no. 1, 2009, p. 27. 

24  R. O’Leary, C. Gerard & L. Blomgren Bingham, ‘Introduction to 
the Symposium on Collaborative Public Management’, Public 
Administration Review, December 2006, p. 8. 



initial interaction ideally needs to be developed so trust 

can be established. This concept applies equally, if not 

more strongly, to those non-federal members whose 

physical dislocation from Canberra makes it more difficult 

to establish broader links with those with whom they do 

not interact as part of their normal duties.   

 

Educational Considerations 
 
Interviewees were heavily in favour of teaching 

collaborative leadership as a series of principles 

combined with extensive case studies to provide practical 

(and contemporary) examples of issues in which 

collaborative leadership, or the absence of it, advanced 

or constrained efficient policy response and 

implementation. Interviewees also favoured experiential 

learning as a tool for promoting collaboration. 

 

Elements to be Taught 

 

In a more practical sense, interviewees noted the 

following principles, skills and attributes of collaborative 

leaders that could be included in collaborative leadership 

education: 

 

a. a broad understanding of the national 

security community and the policy priorities 

and structures of other agencies within it, in 



order to determine what compromises can 

be made and/or can be legitimately asked 

of others; 

 

b. the importance of networking and personal 

relationship-building to the concept of 

collaborative leadership; 

 

c. the need to understand and appreciate the 

impact of federal policy decisions on state 

service provision agencies; and 

 

d. presentational, ethical persuasion and 

negotiating skills. 

 

Interviewees thought this information could be delivered 

in a variety of ways, although most thought that adult 

education principles – using experiential learning and 

cases explained by senior practioners should be applied.  

 

Case Studies and Experiential Learning 

 

A critical element of educating practitioners in 

collaborative leadership is access to key decision-makers 

within the national security community. Clearly this is a 

function of the availability of presenters as well as their 

relevance to the level of the course. Most interviewees 

considered that the ability of presenters to discuss 



practical examples in which collaborative leadership had 

been lacking and had led to sub-optimal outcomes, as 

well as examples in which this type of leadership had 

been utilised effectively would be vital to participants’ 

understanding of the subject:   

 

... the other aspect that should be covered is 

learning from other people’s experience 

through case studies and that sort of thing.  

What worked well and what didn’t. 

 

This type of educational interaction with collaborative 

leaders is a vital aspect of gaining a sense of how the 

elements of collaborative leadership have been applied 

effectively or otherwise in a range of real life issues. This 

is particularly the case in an area that is relatively new to 

most students. It is also important to include presenters 

from state and territory governments, business and the 

community sector in programs conducted by Canberra-

based institutions, as this will help foster the ideal of 

being part of a broad national security community. 

 

While there is no substitute for learning through on-the-

job experience, the addition of practical desk-top 

exercises in a classroom environment further broadens 

students’ understanding of the national security 

community. This, in turn, assists in developing 

collaborative leaders by encouraging collaboration in 



order to develop policy outcomes utilising the national 

security community as a whole rather than just their 

particular department or agency:    

 

  the key to success in this area is drills and 

exercises. Not big events ... but discussion 

exercises ... the more we talk about issues, in 

particular how we’re going to resolve issues, 

the more we’ll see that theme (collaborative 

leadership) emerge. The little exercises and 

drills that we might do might just simply 

reinforce it. Role clarity. Who brings what to 

the table? What do we do when this happens? 

 

In this regard, the use of policy exercises that have 

genuine outcomes, and so require genuine commitment 

to achieve results, were considered by interviewees as 

beneficial for collaborative leadership education. In these 

settings, especially where group findings are presented 

to an outside audience, participants should have an 

excellent opportunity to uncover what their co-

collaborators contribute to national security, and to pool 

their collective experience and knowledge to produce an 

optimal, whole-of-government solution to a challenging 

task.   

 

This type of policy exercise results in the use of 

participants and their skills in a more realistic way than 



role-playing activities which require ‘actors’ to adopt 

specified positions in a hypothetical situation and then 

resolve manufactured differences. While policy exercises 

can be used in crisis-style situations, the nature of 

educational courses means that deliberate planning 

activities directed towards contemporary policy 

challenges are better suited to demonstrating the value of 

collaboration. 

 

Career Timing 

  
With both the expanded national security community and 

collaborative leadership relatively new concepts, it is 

important to place collaborative leadership education at 

the right point in an individual’s career path. In some 

instances, the timing of formal collaborative leadership 

training is dictated by career timing. This is certainly the 

case with the ADF and their Staff and Defence Colleges, 

and also applies to a degree with the Australian Institute 

of Police Management (AIPM). For other bodies such as 

the National Security College and the Australian 

Emergency Management Institute that educate a broader 

range of the national security community, collaborative 

leadership education is not bound by career milestones. 

The National Security College, for example, conducts 

courses for national security community members from  

APS Level 5 through to the Senior Executive Service and 



no course is considered mandatory preparation for 

advancement.   

 

Some interviewees considered that, in order to establish 

collaborative leadership as the core driver towards 

achieving results in the national security community, this 

approach was best inculcated in staff at the more junior 

levels. This would allow time to expose people to the 

principles of collaborative leadership in an educational 

setting, to establish networks to assist them in exercising 

it, and to have sufficient on-the-job experience to 

combine the theory with the practice:  

 

How are we going to populate that 

[collaborative leadership] amongst the leaders 

of the future? Well frankly the best way to do it 

is to get to the middle and junior ranking 

leaders now, and not just expect it of them 

when they become First Assistant Secretary, 

Deputy Secretaries when we’re assessing 

them for agency head positions.    

   

There is rarely a perfect time in any career in which to 

educate people in issues such as collaborative 

leadership. The capacity to do so in the past in a targeted 

manner within the national security community was 

limited. Now, however, each of the different departments 

and agencies within the national security community has 



access to institutions that teach collaborative leadership. 

As a consequence, more people at junior and middle 

levels of management are educated in collaborative 

leadership with the potential to lead to a better networked 

and more collaborative community. 

 

  



CONCLUSION 
 

This research project sought to answer three questions. 

The first concerned the degree to which collaborative 

leadership has a shared understanding within the 

national security community; the second explored how 

the community fosters collaborative leadership; and the 

third focused on how to educate national security 

practitioners in the principles and practices of 

collaborative leadership. The concept of collaborative 

leadership is not purely a result of the emergence of the 

broadened Australian national security community. The 

concept has had currency in private enterprise for 

decades, and has recently been adapted to the public 

sector. Its adoption by the national security community 

created particular challenges; however it is important for 

the community to be aware of its advantages, to be 

educated in its principles and to be encouraged to 

exercise collaborative leadership.   

 

Based on the responses given in interviews conducted 

for this project, it appears that there is broad agreement 

within the national security community on the utility of 

collaborative leadership as a concept, even if its 

definition remains somewhat vague. Indeed, elements of 

the national security community have been exercising a 

version of collaborative leadership for some time. But the 

broadening of the community — at a Commonwealth, 



state, territory and non-government level — has brought 

with it both structural and cultural challenges to the 

employment of collaborative leadership.  

 

At the heart of collaborative leadership lies the issue of 

trust.  Broadening the community has brought together a 

range of people, some of whom have never worked 

together before, and who consequently have yet to 

establish a level of personal and institutional trust that 

allows true collaborative leadership to develop. 

Understanding the cultures of the departments and 

agencies that make up the community, establishing 

networks of practitioners within the community, and 

fostering individuals who display the necessary personal 

qualities of collaborative leaders are all ways in which 

elements of the community have sought, or will seek to 

foster the development of collaborative leadership.     

 

It is also clear that the role played by national security 

education institutions will be pivotal in nurturing the 

concept of collaborative leadership. These institutions 

can help the senior community leadership to inculcate the 

principles of collaborative leadership through education. 

At the same time, the broad student base of these 

institutions can help to establish, develop and maintain 

community alumni networks that can be developed 

throughout an individual’s career. The increasingly 

complex nature of the security issues that the national 



security community will face in the future will require the 

exercise of collaborative leadership in order to formulate 

an effective response. Based on the evidence of this 

research, there is a genuine recognition within the 

community that this is the case and a genuine 

commitment to developing the skills necessary to act 

collaboratively.   

 

   



Annex A 
 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
A baseline theoretical knowledge for the project was 

conducted by Eliane Coates (University of Sydney). This 

was based on a detailed literature review into the current 

state of academic understanding of collaborative 

leadership (this review is available on the National 

Security College website at 

 http://nsc.anu.edu.au/research.php). Ethics clearance for 

this study was gained through the Australian National 

University’s Ethics Committee. A series of interviews with 

the heads/deputy heads and senior managers within the 

national security community was then conducted by the 

National Security College, Australian Institute of Police 

Management, Australian Emergency Management 

Institute and the Australian Defence College. Alan 

Thomas, a former ambassador to China and the 

European Union, was employed by the National Security 

College as a consultant for the project, both to advise on 

the best approach for the interview component and to 

review drafts of the paper.   

 

Representatives from both state and federal agencies 

were interviewed for this project to ensure the inclusion of 

as broad a cross-section of security sector actors as 

possible, and so that any differences between the views 



from the Commonwealth and the states could be 

highlighted and their impact on the ability to practise 

collaborative leadership assessed. While no participant is 

quoted directly in this report, a list of their names is 

attached at Annex B to provide readers some idea of the 

seniority and diversity of some of the participants. 

 

A project team workshop to discuss the results of the 

interviews and to guide the writing and structure of the 

report was conducted on 5 July at the National Security 

College, Australian National University. 

  

The report was peer-reviewed by a group of National 

Security College alumni on 26 September 2011. The 

project team is grateful to this group for their insights and 

comments. 



Annex B
 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS 
 

RADM Tim Barrett, Commander Border Protection 

Command 

Jeremy Bruer, First Assistant Secretary Fiji and Papua 

New Guinea, DFAT 

AVM Geoff Brown, Deputy Chief of Air Force 

Mark Buffone, Emergency Services Commissioner, 

Victoria 

Leanne Close, National Manager Human Resources, 

Australian Federal Police  

Rob Delaney, Attorney-General’s Department 

Mark Duckworth, Executive Director Citizenship and 

Resilience, Department of Premier and Cabinet, Victorian 

Government 

Kim Duggan, First Assistant Secretary, National Security 

Capability Division, Attorney-General’s Department 

Gary Fleming, First Assistant Secretary Border Security, 

Refugee and International Policy, Department of 

Immigration and Citizenship 

Warwick Finn, Attorney-General’s Department 

RADM James Goldrick, Commandant Australian Defence 

College 

Alan Gyngell, Director-General, ONA 

Nick Kaldas, Deputy Commissioner, NSW Police  

Craig Lapsley, Fire Services Commissioner, Victoria 



John Lawler, CEO Australian Crime Commission 

LTGEN Peter Leahy (ret), Director National Security 

Institute, University of Canberra 

Duncan Lewis, National Security Adviser 

Andrew Metcalfe, Secretary Department of Immigration 

and Citizenship 

Jim McGowan, Director-General, Department of 

Community Safety, Queensland Government 

Michael Pezzullo, Chief Operating Officer, Customs 

Paul Retter, Department of Infrastructure and Transport 

Dennis Richardson, Secretary DFAT 

Keith Simpson, ACT government 

Ian Stewart, Deputy Commissioner, Queensland Police 

MAJGEN Paul Symon, Deputy Chief of Army 

Phil Thurbon,   Department of Immigration and 

Citizenship 

Scott Tilyard, Deputy Commissioner, Tasmanian Police 

Robert Tranter, First Assistant Secretary Human 

Resources Branch, AusAID 

Les Tree, Chief of Staff, NSW Minister for Police 

Terry Venchiarutti, Australian Federal Police 

Nick Warner, Director-General ASIS  

Roger Wilkins, Secretary Attorney-General’s Department 
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