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Editorial

Intelligence Studies: 
An Ironic Tale of Politicization, 
Failure of Imagination, Lack of 
Collaboration and Exclusion 

Daniela Baches,  -Torresi, Efren Torres-Baches, ii

Understanding international relations and keeping up with world politics are the 
bread and butter for serious students/scholars or practitioners of intelligence. 
Yet, despite this clear observation, International Relations (IR) and Intelligence 
Studies (IS) have failed to cross paths and have been unsuccessful in engaging 
in a joint dialogue on their mutual influence,1 methods and purpose;2 due to these 
inefficiencies, IR and IS have also failed to explore the prospects for building 
(common) theoretical grounds3 for a better understanding of security and foreign 
policy mechanics. The connection between these two fields is a terrain very little 
mapped by scholars on each side, representing a gap in the research agenda, and 
a missing talking point between the Intelligence Community (IC) and the Policy 
Makers. Why is this important? Because the IC operates in the sphere of actions 
set by policy makers, while said policy makers need the guidance provided by 
the IC to make informed decisions that would help them craft foreign policy, 
which in turn, shapes international relations. Aware of this gap, we decided to 
dedicate the first issue of the Journal of European and American Intelligence 
Studies (JEAIS) to the much-needed dialogue between IR and Intelligence, 
aiming at gathering both applied and theoretical issues. 
However, as we launched the Call for Papers and began receiving submissions, 
we realized that the topic we had proposed was only one of the manifestations 
of a broader gap in the study of intelligence, a gap of intellectual inclusion. This 
existent gap represents the confinement of the intelligence scholarship in the 
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conventional approach of a mainstream research tradition. This is not something 
foreign to intelligence scholars, who often have tried to take a step back and 
voice their critiques of IS, sometimes only proposing changes, other times trying 
to address them and providing new perspectives. Most of the critiques of IS4 
fall under the broader lack of content diversity due to the dominant literature 
produced inside the Anglosphere, mainly by male scholars, which is built upon 
similar ideas and approaches that fail to extend beyond traditional paradigms. 
Thus, the research agenda remains dominated by the practice of intelligence 
as shaped by the Government and Western methods. At the same time, the 
intelligence scholarship continues to be relatively small. Unfortunately, the 
intelligence literature represents an exclusive club of authors who have complied 
with the “publish or perish” phrase, managing to adhere to the accepted and 
enforced research agenda established by the IS “giants”. Nevertheless, the 
emergence of intelligence outside the well-guarded walls of the IC, as well as 
the establishment of a dialogue between the intelligence world and society for a 
better understanding of each other’s needs in the last decade, is paving way for a 
new generation of scholars, new research topics and fresher approaches. 
Thus, this volume of the JEAIS includes various articles from authors that 
decided to address issues from new and surprising perspectives. While the topics 
are not foreign to the existing intelligence literature, most of the approaches 
are unconventional and invite the reader to think beyond the long-established 
mainstream frames of reference, standpoints and interpretations. In addition to 
the Journal’s attempt to extend the research agenda and enrich the knowledge 
through the exposure to new research and perspectives, we also try to encourage 
a dialogue between theoretical approaches and more applied papers that would 
reduce the “theory-praxis and academic-practice divide” that Charles Chao 
Rong Phua forewarns us of in his Closing Article. As he well notices, there is an 
“institutional ego from both academics and practitioners. Both sides think they 
know everything and that the ‘other’ is useless. Such ego is useful for identity-
building and institutional pride, but it is not useful for problem-solving (…)”5. 
This gap between scholars and practitioners is built on a fallacy, a discursive 
construct based on the mistaken belief that the two worlds speak different 
languages, which many times isolates the one from the other to the detriment of 
both communities in the long run. 
On the one hand, research informs and influences practice; on the other hand, 
practitioners’ work serves as the object of inquiry and the food for thought for 
researchers. Yet, using theory to improve practice is not always an easy thing 
to achieve; many times, intelligence practitioners accuse the community of 
scholars of being excessively theoretical, and therefore irrelevant. Scholars long 
for more access and openness from the IC, which would lead to a more consistent 
dialogue, and hence more informed and applied research. Davide Barbieri and 
Giorgia Bigarelli’s elegant article on the new EU General Data Protection 
Regulation “addressed to both public bodies and private businesses processing 
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personal data”6 is a clear example where academics act as outstanding partners 
for the world of practitioners, by helping them navigate their own world of 
technicalities. Similarly, Ben Gans, in his article on peacekeeping intelligence 
in support of UN peacekeeping operations, provides an amazing example on 
how theory and practice can blend to create new knowledge7. But this interaction 
continues to be a bargain, and if we look at the history of the interaction between 
academia and the IC, we observe a rather paradoxical evolution. 
The formal engagement of academics with the IC goes back to the beginning of the 
20th century when the intelligence decision-makers agreed that, in the context of the 
new kind of warfare, the “knowledge of the others” (aka the academic community 
previously considered as outsiders) was essential8. The role of the academic and 
scientific community evolved throughout the first four decades, moving from a 
position of collaborators and innovation partners to that of employees, subjected 
to bureaucratization and militarization - a top-down approach meant to broaden 
the technological expertise of the British and American IC. In the context of 
WWII and the Cold War, the IC turned towards academia; we experienced 
this in the UK during WWII at Bletchley Park, and towards the end of WWII 
and at the beginning of the Cold War in the United States when the Office of 
War Information (OWI) and the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) Research & 
Development Branch hired the best and the brightest scholars from many different 
disciplines to support military operations in the field9.
From the 1950s onward, the IC and academia diverged into two different paths 
again, one animated by pure science, and the other one by a rather conceptual 
research. Secrecy and mistrust separated these two communities for the next 
decades; the concerns of the two worlds manifested little complementarity 
as mentioned by Treverton and Agrell: “some of the problems in intelligence 
have little or no relevance from an academic perspective. And correspondingly, 
many research problems lack an intelligence dimension or significance.”10 In 
a 1986 article published by the New York Times, Harvard Professor Herbert 
C. Kelman warned about the ethical dangers of collaborations between the IC 
and the academic community as a result of the “Central Intelligence Agency 
funding various academic projects.”11 In fact, the Agency was contracting 
work by academics  and scholars for studies (“nearly all scientific, engineering, 
technical or economic in nature”12) and evaluations. More than 50 years later, 
controversies about the lack of transparency of the IC’s practices keep being 
a matter of core interest to society. Back in the 1980s, debates were focusing 
on how transparent the collaboration between academia and the IC should be, 
nowadays, the IC is making a public call on engaging the academic community 
to “explaining and demystifying the intelligence profession.”13

Within the last decade, academia has gained a better understanding of the 
world of practitioners; this tends to give the IC a safe way to talk to the people 
about their work, even though many times this conversation has occurred after 
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the disclosed events. This connection was possible through the employment 
of former intelligence practitioners in academia. On the one hand, these new 
academic practitioners help academia have a more applied look at the practice 
of intelligence. On the other hand, they also tend to become facilitators in the 
dialogue between the current IC and academia by guaranteeing a more pragmatic 
research input. But is this new transition from the IC, Government or the military 
sector to academia likely to build the premises for more collaboration between 
the scholars and practitioners? It is still difficult to know for sure at this moment, 
as it requires the consideration of many other variables; however, in the last 
years we have witnessed the increasing participation of (former) practitioners 
in conferences, debate forums, workshops, lectures, as well as the enrichment 
of intelligence literature with memoirs and reflections from those who worked 
inside the IC. This is a major advantage that has allowed a better understanding 
of intelligence and helped the expansion of the research agenda.  
Notwithstanding, the inclusion of former IC members to academia has not 
helped much in addressing another issue in IS: the question of identity of who 
the intelligence scholar is or should be has not been addressed yet. The general 
representation of the scholar involves two characteristics: a profound knowledge 
in a particular subject (on which they conduct research), and a prestigious 
academic affiliation for terminal degree holders. However, this mainstream 
definition has been challenged within the last decade by an increasing number 
of contributors from different backgrounds that have different approaches, 
known as independent scholars. An independent scholar is anyone who 
conducts scholarly research without having a university or other kind of 
academic affiliation. Their increasing number and their valued contribution to 
the scientific research and literature led to the creation in the United States of 
The National Coalition of Independent Scholars. Among these non-affiliated 
voices, are also intelligence scholars who try to make themselves be heard and 
aim at providing an important contribution to their areas of interest. Many of 
these “independent scholars” are graduates from different higher-education 
institutions who opted not to go for a terminal degree such as a Ph.D. There are 
also independent scholars that have earned doctoral degrees but are choosing 
to become practitioners instead of academics – yet they contribute to the IS 
literature without an academic affiliation. Is the identity of the intelligence 
scholar given by academic degrees and/or institutional affiliations? or is the 
identity of the intelligence scholar shaped by their research, original contribution 
and presented value? The intelligence academic establishment has fallen behind 
in acknowledging and providing more opportunities for individuals that, while 
they may not hold a terminal degree, have shown the ability to provide fresher 
ideas and thoughts with more insight and value than those who are established 
professors of intelligence. The lack of opportunities for independent scholars 
can be observed in large academic conferences. For example, during the annual 
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International Studies Association (ISA) conference, mainstream research 
panels are scheduled within the first few days (the most important) while the 
less interesting topics are pushed to small and distant conference rooms in the 
late afternoon on the very last day of the conference when all academics are 
already departing.iii Let’s reflect on this: if we attend an ISA conference we are 
likely to see the big names during the most popular time slots, but new scholars 
(independent and junior academics) are rarely seen unless they are affiliated 
with a very well-known institution. How is new research supposed to make an 
impact and expand knowledge if it is not exposed to the wider audience? With 
this in mind, it is important to ask ourselves if the old academic establishment 
needs a reform or if it needs to re-invent itself and evolve? What is clear is 
that IS needs to urgently realize that it is missing important research by not 
including independent scholars and other international voices.
There is a new generation of intelligence scholars, and the JEAIS aims at allowing 
their voices to be heard; to do this, the Journal encourages the publication of 
original research results and interpretations as well as of contributions that 
challenge the consecrated scholarship. To be clear, we also find it important and 
necessary to invite senior voices of intelligence academia and the IC to share 
their expertise, their new research and their thoughts. Their input is not just 
an important pillar for the development of Intelligence as a discipline and the 
consolidation of knowledge, but their experience is also a source of inspiration 
and support for the younger generation of scholars – with academic affiliations 
or independent. Moreover, We strongly believe that  those scholars who had the 
privilege to stand on the shoulders of IS “giants” have now a moral duty to help 
those that are following their footsteps to also see further in the horizon. 
Furthermore, another aspect that this Journal tries to address is the little 
representation of intelligence research beyond the Anglosphere. While this 
may seem to be in contradiction with the name of the Journal, it is not. It is a 
fact that intelligence scholarship is dominated by scholars and literature from 
and about the “Five Eyes” countries (United Kingdom, United States, Canada, 
Australia, New Zeeland), mainly the UK and the US. There is a reason for this, 
which cannot be disregarded: modern intelligence and its study, as well as the 
study of related study fields such as IR, War Studies, Security Studies were born 
in these two countries. As Dheeraj P.C. observes in his article, War Studies, 
“as an academic discipline, took roots in the UK during the 1960s. Since then, 
iii   This can be corroborated by examining the ISA programs from 2014-2018 where panels that fell 
outside mainstream research interests were pushed towards the end of the conference. This was perhaps 
dictated by how popular these panels would be, which in turns makes us question how is this decided? Is 
this decided based on supply and demand, or on the profile of academics (and their affiliations) that are 
proposing the panels? – e.g. is the most published academic likely to get a panel accepted rather than an 
independent scholar with new (and obscure) research?

While this is a critique of ISA, it is also fair to acknowledge that the number of independent scholars and 
early career scholars is increasing, largely due to the outreach by the Intelligence Section Chair. Never-
theless, the exposure of their research to most of ISA participants is still lacking.
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interest in the field have grown manifold, making the UK an apt observation 
point to deduce the nature of the relationship between WS and IR.”14 Moreover, 
Dheeraj emphasizes that “the availability of academic and practitioner literature 
on American wars and intelligence during the Cold War period overwhelms 
that of any other nation’s military and intelligence capabilities in the world”, 
which proves the consistent concern of scholars with the history and practice of 
intelligence in the US. It must be noted that over many years, this proliferation of 
intelligence programs and literature within the Anglosphere world established 
an extremely valuable body of knowledge that served the research and practice 
of intelligence from outside the Five Eyes’ Community. Especially after 2001, 
the American and British ICs became models for the reform of intelligence in 
other countries, and the research published by scholars from these countries 
have guided many intelligence analysts and managers around the world. 
But while there are principles and methods that many countries share across 
the world, especially within the European and North-Atlantic Community, each 
national IC, as well as intelligence organization, has its own modus operandi. 
Either inside and outside of the Anglosphere, the intelligence practice does 
not exist outside the walls of institutions, which are shaped by policy-makers’ 
guidance;15 at the same time, the organization and practice of intelligence is 
strongly influenced by the country’s cultural patterns and history. In their article, 
Eduardo Estevez and Paula di Domenico ask whether “Latin American countries 
have achieved an autonomous development of their strategic intelligence, or if 
the region remains subject to the global guidelines of Western powers”16; this 
question is something that also should be asked to many other countries around 
the world. As they state, in order “to understand the development of intelligence 
in the wider context of international relations in Latin America, [as in other 
regions]17, it is not enough to rely on the mainstream theoretical framework of 
the field; it is useful to consider Latin America’s particular theoretical constructs 
(…)”18. This idea is true for all regions outside the Anglosphere.
Similarly, practitioners and scholars from these under-represented countries 
have as much to share and contribute to the literature as their British, American 
and Canadian colleagues. The Journal aims at publishing contributions from 
the Americas and the entire European continent, while also encouraging the 
submission of papers from other parts of the world in order to challenge what 
we would grosso modo call the Western School of Intelligence. The special 
section on Perspectives from Critical Terrorism Studies (CTS) includes research 
of scholars from Taiwan and Thailand that challenge the Western view on 
terrorism. Moreover, Peter de Werd’s article is representative of this endeavor 
and many other authors should follow his example of looking for and advancing 
a “fundamentally different view of intelligence than the way intelligence is 
traditionally perceived in the Western world”19. By proposing that intelligence 
should strive to consider “the most relevant truths” to serve power rather than 
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“telling truth to power,” de Werd contributes to the emerging critical theoretical 
debate in IS by advocating the value of a new methodology for analyzing 
complex intelligence problems; this “is not only valuable for the academic study 
of intelligence, but also relevant for the study for intelligence”20.
Another critique that we need to mention is that the intelligence literature is 
strongly dominated by English-language publications. Most of the books and 
articles are published in the Anglosphere, so this should not come as a surprise. 
Yet, if we take a step back and look at the intelligence academic environment, 
we see that English imposed itself as the universal language of IS. Conferences 
and workshops, even those organized by national intelligence organizations 
or associations, websites, lectures, have English as the working language. If 
we look at the target audiences of these events and the speakers, we easily 
understand the reason behind this choice: an international reachiv. Unlike other 
fields like the IR or Diplomacy, which have their own well-established bodies of 
literature in languages like French, Spanish or German, and in which scholars 
have their works translated into English rather than having them written directly 
in English, Intelligence research conducted in other languages is for the most 
part ignored, underestimated and destined to perish. While it is important for 
scholars in all disciplines to promote their research in a language of international 
circulation, their work should not be considered less relevant for not being 
primarily disseminated in English; maybe us, the scholars who live, work and 
write within the Anglosphere should also make the effort of exiting our comfort 
zone and liaise with our counterparts outside of the English-speaking world. At 
the same time, it is also the responsibility of academics outside the Anglosphere 
to reach out to us. Both sides are encouraged to compromise and find a middle 
ground for communication and collaboration. However, at this time, this 
interaction is challenging given the monopoly of knowledge by the mainstream 
academia, which has been dictating what is and what is not relevant, important 
and interesting research for the IS scholarship.
Finally, we also believe that the role of research is not only to inform and educate 
a specific audience of expert readers, but also a public as broad as possible. For 
many people, research is synonymous to an activity accessible only to a privileged, 
highly-educated public, or to an exclusive group of professionals. For a general 
audience to have access to (scientific) research, there is a process “vulgarization” 
or, in other words, using the language of ordinary people to present scientific or 
research developments. While the principles and standards of professional and 
academic writing, critical thinking and structured argumentation is not something 
that can be negotiated, we do encourage contributors to use their creativity and 
originality to deliver their research, experience and ideas, as the reader will 

iv   For the 2018 Convention, the Intelligence Studies Association (ISA) launched a call for proposals for 
roundtables conducted in Spanish, French, Portuguese, Arabic or Mandarin. The “In Other Words” Round-
tables are meant to enable collaborative approaches to global problems to be achieved without sacrificing 
linguistic diversity, by communicating and sharing knowledge across regional and linguistic divides.
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see in the special section dedicated to Women Scholars and Practitioners in 
Intelligence, Security and International Relations. Articles should be written in 
a language that is concrete and specific, not vague and abstract; concise, not 
verbose; familiar, not obscure; precise and clear, not inaccurate or ambiguous; 
constructive, not destructive; and appropriately formal. Lastly, our articles aim 
to deliver original ideas and points of views never consider before, instead of 
echoing old research; after all, haven’t we had enough of reading about the WMD 
debacle and intelligence failure in Iraq?
The philosophy of the Journal of European and American Intelligence Studies 
is based on a vision of inclusiveness beyond mainstream approaches. We truly 
believe that there is a lot of potential and knowledge out there that is yet to 
be discovered and given a voice to. We also believe that being creative and 
original is not a deviation from academic standards and requirements; on 
the contrary, it is something inherent to the essence of research – curiosity. 
Nevertheless, we do anticipate that some of the contributions published in this 
Journal will be regarded as “queer”, a term described by Mary Manjikian in 
her article on “queerness of intelligence”21, for stepping outside the normative 
and established parameters of what is regarded as expected. Yes, this Journal 
aims at being a “queer publication”, but this is of utmost necessity in order to 
advance knowledge and research instead of running in circles as academia has 
been doing due to a clear fear of branching into new research grounds. While we 
praise the contribution of the prevailing scholarship as the building block of IS, 
we consider that intelligence research needs to look beyond traditional patterns, 
and include a new kind of intelligence scholar, analyst and customer. 
The issues addressed in this volume of the JEAIS are, of course, far from exhaustive. 
Much more is waiting to be explored so that the full potential of intelligence 
research and the practice of intelligence is achieved. This is just a stepping stone. 
We hope this special issue is the beginning of a broader exploration into what we 
would like to call the renaissance of intelligence academia in which new voices 
can provide new lessons that we have so far ignored. We live in a Multiplex World 
which requires, as Adam Svensen advises, a multiplexic thinking. Because of this 
multiplexity, we need to expand scholarship instead of setting boundaries to it – 
if we restrain research and dictate what are the acceptable research parameters, 
academia is destined to suffer from a deeper knowledge crisis than it is already. 
According to Svendsen, in intelligence, multiplexic thinking provides “a very rich 
and fertile area of exploration that boasts much utility with regard to examining 
many different types of approaches, entities and phenomena, such as concerning 
relations - particularly those that are couched in terms of networks, both social 
and professional.”22 It is our responsibility as academics to step out of our comfort 
zone and get back on track in order to develop new and groundbreaking academic 
research in intelligence by challenging biased research agendas. However, we can 
only do this by giving new unheard voices a chance.
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