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Abstract: This forum compares and contrasts national experiences in the
development of intelligence studies from the perspective of seven coun-
tries: France, Japan, Israel, Romania, Spain, the United Kingdom, and the
United States. The discussion is structured around a comparative frame-
work that emphasizes five core dimensions that, we posit, are essential
to the emergence of this subfield: access to relevant government infor-
mation, institutionalization of research on intelligence and security in a
higher education setting, periodic scientific meetings and networks, teach-
ing and learning opportunities, and engagement between researchers and
practitioners. The forum demonstrates how researchers working in differ-
ent contexts and disciplines have overcome similar challenges to broaden
our understanding of secret government practices.

Resumen: Este foro compara y contrasta las experiencias nacionales en el
desarrollo de estudios de inteligencia desde la perspectiva de siete paises:
Francia, Japén, Israel, Rumania, Espaia, el Reino Unido y los Estados
Unidos. El debate se estructura en torno a un marco comparativo que hace
hincapié en cinco dimensiones centrales que planteamos como esenciales
para el surgimiento de este subcampo: acceso a informacion gubernamen-
tal pertinente, institucionalizacién de la investigacién sobre inteligencia y
seguridad en un entorno de educacion superior, redes y reuniones cientifi-
cas periddicas, oportunidades de ensenanza y aprendizaje, y compromiso
entre investigadores y profesionales. El foro demuestra cémo los investi-
gadores que trabajan en diferentes contextos y disciplinas han superado
desafios similares para mejorar nuestra comprension de las practicas sec-
retas del gobierno.
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2 Comparing National Approaches to the Study of Intelligence

Résumé : Ce forum compare et oppose les expériences nationales dans
le développement des études sur les services de renseignement du
point de vue de sept pays : la France, le Japon, Israél, la Roumanie,
I’Espagne, le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis. Le débat est articulé au-
tour d’'un cadre comparatif qui met I’accent sur cinq dimensions clés
qui, d’apres notre postulat, sont essentielles pour faire émerger ce sous-
domaine : l'accés a des informations gouvernementales pertinentes,
Iinstitutionnalisation des recherches sur les services de renseignement
et la sécurité dans un contexte d’études universitaires, les réunions
et réseaux scientifiques réguliers, les opportunités d’enseignement et
d’apprentissage et I’engagement entre les chercheurs et les profession-
nels de terrain. Le forum démontre comment les chercheurs travaillant
dans différents contextes et disciplines, ont surmonté des obstacles simi-
laires pour élargir notre compréhension des pratiques gouvernementales
secretes.

Keywords: intelligence studies, higher education, government
transparency, interdisciplinary, comparative politics
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1, .. .
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4 Comparing National Approaches to the Study of Intelligence

Introduction
DAMIEN VAN PUYVELDE
University of Glasgow
AND
James J. Wirtz
Naval Postgraduate School

The origins of the academic study of intelligence are often traced back to post WW
IT America, to a time when the nuclear revolution fostered the development of the
broader field of strategic studies (Betts 1997, 9-17; Buzan and Hansen 2009, 66—
100). In the United States, Sherman Kent, a Yale University history professor who
served with the Office of Strategic Services and helped establish intelligence anal-
ysis as a profession at the nascent Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), is often con-
sidered to be the founding father of intelligence analysis and intelligence studies.
Kent’s (1949) Strategic Intelligence for American World Policy is often considered as “the
first serious academic study” of intelligence (Scott and Jackson 2004, 140). Kent’s
academic background and his experience as a practitioner have ensured the contin-
uing relevance of his arguments in some of the core academic debates defining the
field today, not the least about the relationship between intelligence and policy. In
an article published a few years later in the first edition of Studies in Intelligence—the
CIA’s in-house academic journal—Kent (1955) famously emphasized “the need for
an intelligence literature.” In this essay, the then-director of training at the agency
stated that a professional literature on intelligence methods and practices would
help identify key concepts and best practices to develop an institutional memory.
The first analysts at the CIA thus hoped that benefits might flow from a collabora-
tive relationship between the intelligence and academic communities.

Scholars—particularly historians—did not wait for the Second World War and
the subsequent establishment of the CIA to write about intelligence. In his histori-
ography of American intelligence, Ferris (1995, 87) points out that the diplomatic
historian B. H. Summer integrated intelligence and diplomacy in his study of Rus-
sia and the Balkans published in 1937. The public debate about intelligence in
postwar America, however, greatly facilitated the discussion of intelligence practices
in public outlets (Valero 1993). In the 1950s, a handful of intelligence practition-
ers (Hilsman 1956; Ransom, 1958) and journalists (Stewart 1953) produced the
first book-length studies dedicated to American intelligence (Aldrich 2013). An-
glophone historians and political scientists followed their lead, publishing seminal
academic journal articles and books on intelligence in the following decades (see
for example Wohlstetter 1962; Foot 1966; Andrew 1977a, 1977b; Betts 1978; Ransom
1980).

Three key developments helped structure research on intelligence as an aca-
demic field of inquiry in the 1980s. First, higher education institutions in the United
States, and then in the United Kingdom, started offering courses on intelligence
and integrated intelligence in security and international affairs curricula (Johnson
2014, 4; Phythian 2018b, 943-44). Second, scholars started to organize themselves
and meet on a regular basis. Scholar Roy Godson launched an Intelligence Con-
sortium and ran a series of training programs for scholars interested in intelligence
studies (Johnson 2014, 5). In 1985, scholars Richard Shultz and Stafford Thomas
helped establish an “intelligence studies section” within the International Studies
Association (ISA 2019a, 2019b). The section has, since then, organized an annual
series of panels and roundtables, providing a common venue for scholars and
practitioners of intelligence to present their research and discuss key concepts
and cases in intelligence. Third, intelligence researchers launched two scholarly
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DamieN VAN PUYVELDE ET AL. 5

journals in 1986: Intelligence and National Security and the International Journal of
Intelligence and CounterIntelligence. These journals would provide a platform for
university researchers and (often former) intelligence professionals to disseminate
their research on intelligence across the academic and intelligence communities.

The field gained increasing appeal throughout the 1990s and started attracting
interest from scholars beyond the Anglosphere who helped diversify the pool of
cases available for study and comparison, broadening our understanding of intelli-
gence practices (Hastedt 1991; Van Puyvelde and Curtis 2016). Today, intelligence
is studied and taught in dozens of universities across the world (Johnson 2017). This
diversification raises interesting questions about national approaches to intelligence
studies or modification of common intelligence practices to meet local conditions
(see Samu 2017; Wirtz 2018). In an increasingly global field, we can no longer as-
sume that there is only one way to think about, study, and teach intelligence as a set
of activities and practices that seek to understand and shape international relations
and security.

Although it is possible to offer assessments of the nature and scope of intelligence
studies in a national context, these assessments inevitably involve comparisons with
the situation in other national settings. Intelligence organizations exist to create
and protect secrets; outsiders never really gain access to “everything.” Thus, if one
offers the observation that scholars have “good” access to materials or to intelligence
professionals, it can only mean that they have more access to their national intelli-
gence agencies than those working in other countries. Different strategic cultures,
historical experiences, and forms of government, however, do create contrasting mi-
lieus (Zaman 2009), including when it comes to interaction between scholars and
intelligence professionals.

This forum explores intelligence studies in seven countries to assess the extent
to which different models of intelligence studies have emerged in the last decades.
We decided to focus on France, Israel, Japan, Romania, Spain, the United Kingdom,
and the United States because these countries have well-established intelligence ser-
vices and academics interested in the study of intelligence. Examining the state of
intelligence studies in France, Israel, Japan, Romania, and Spain allows us to go
beyond preexisting comparisons of US and UK approaches and the Anglophone
experience (Moran and Murphy 2013). This comparison also allows us to assess
if intelligence studies is expanding to include new empirical and theoretical stud-
ies beyond Anglocentric cases and concerns (Andrew 1977a, 1977b; Herman 1996;
Aldrich 2001; Goodman 2007). To facilitate comparison, we have drawn from our
experiences as intelligence scholars as well as research on the history of political
science and security studies in the Anglosphere (Addock, Bevir, and Stimson 2009,
1-17; Buzan and Hansen 2009) to identify five dimensions of intelligence studies
(see Table 1). We posit that these dimensions represent the important factors that
shape the development of intelligence as a field of academic enquiry at the national
level. Each contributor to this forum uses this framework to assess the state of intel-
ligence studies in their home countries, utilizing published materials, government
documents, and personal experience.

The contributions to this forum will be of interest to scholars and practitioners
who are keen to develop a more global understanding of intelligence and national
security research. At the moment, there is a developing effort within the field of
intelligence studies to expand its reach beyond the Anglosphere, and this forum
seeks to inform this project. Elements of this discussion will also be relevant to
colleagues in the broader discipline of international relations, whose professional
careers, ability to conduct research, teach, and bridge the academic-policy divide
is likely to be shaped by a similar set of factors. In turn, the global character of
the contributions to this forum (seven countries across three continents) and the
discussion challenges us to think beyond our own national experiences to develop
a more comprehensive understanding of the field.
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6 Comparing National Approaches to the Study of Intelligence

Table 1. Intelligence studies dimensions

Dimension

Questions

Access to information
on intelligence

Institutionalization of
intelligence studies

Scientific debate

Teaching and learning
opportunities

Relationship between
researchers and
practitioners

To what extent do outside researchers have access to
information on government intelligence structures, processes,
and practices? What methods do researchers tend to use to
access this information (archives, interviews, etc.)?

How common is it to find intelligence researchers in
universities and other institutions (research centers,
professional military education, etc.) of higher education?
Have intelligence researchers established a national
association, periodic conferences, or meetings? Do dedicated
publication outlets (academic or professional journals, book
series, etc.) exist? Have some themes and case studies
dominated the scientific discussions on intelligence practices?
Do higher education institutions offer courses, diplomas, or
degrees on intelligence? Are these courses focused more on
intelligence education (the role of intelligence in history,
policy-making, etc.) or on intelligence training (analytic
tradecraft, etc.)?

What role do serving and former officers play in the four
criteria presented above? How close is the relationship
between practitioners and outside researchers?

France

JEAN-VINCENT HOLEINDRE
Université Paris-II Panthéon-Assas
AND
BeNjaMIN OUDET
Unaversité de Poitiers

In France, the field of intelligence studies is gaining momentum as a growing num-
ber of government and scholarly organizations host scholars and practitioners to
discuss developments in the field. Access to information on government intelli-
gence practices remains limited, but this has not prevented a growing number of
journals to publish articles on intelligence topics. For the field to move forward,
however, additional efforts have to be made to provide scholars with the opportuni-
ties needed to facilitate their scholarly research.

Access to Information on Intelligence

Access to the archives of core French intelligence agencies such as the foreign and
domestic intelligence services (direction gérnérale de la sécurité extérieure or DGSE, and
direction générale de la sécurité intérieure or DGSI) is regulated by the code du Patri-
moine. DGSE archives are available on request from the Historical Defense Service
created in 2005 and at the National Archives Reception Center for the DGSI. Declas-
sification varies between 25 years (for unclassified documents), 50 years (for defense
and national security records), and 100 years (for documents containing names of
identifiable intelligence officers). Archives dealing with specifically sensitive issues
such as counter proliferation may remain classified indefinitely. The DGSE archives
currently available concern the Bureau Central de Renseignements d’Action (the
French intelligence services during the Second World War), the French contribu-
tion to the decryption of Enigma, and the activities of the ancestor of the DGSE,
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DaMIEN VAN PUYVELDE ET AL. 7

the service de documentation extérieure et de contre-espionnage, in Indochina in the early
1950s. The establishment of an Intelligence History Committee within the French
government’s Intelligence Academy in 2019 will allow further debate on access to
the archives of services such as Direction du Renseignement Military (DRM) and
the Direction nationale du renseignement et des enquétes douanieres that have
attracted less attention from academics.

All French services have their own website that presents their key activities and
related missions. The Parliamentary Intelligence Delegation publishes an annual
report and the hearings of heads of services since 2008. The National Commission
for the Control of Intelligence Techniques has also produced an annual public re-
port since 2015. Moreover, since 2006, the documents of the Ministry of Finance
and Budget have provided numerous budget and human resources data that were
previously inaccessible.

In the last decade, some intelligence services have gradually opened to outsiders,
making it possible for the latter to get in touch with community members. For ex-
ample, the DGSE, the DRM, and the financial intelligence unit Tracfin have a set
up email addresses so that researchers can contact them and request interviews.
This trend toward greater transparency has been supported by a growing body of
intelligence legislation, including the passage of a law that has formally established
intelligence as a public policy (Assemblée Nationale 2015).

Institutionalization of Intelligence Studies

French intelligence studies are currently experiencing a second “spring,” after
their emergence in the late 1990s and early 2000s that was led by historians
(see Jackson 2006). The important place given to intelligence in the French strate-
gic doctrines released in 2008, 2017, and 2018 has favored its emergence as a field
of study. Nevertheless, in France, no university research center is dedicated to the
study of intelligence and therefore the field remains weakly institutionalized. Re-
searchers are scattered across different disciplines: history, law, political science,
linguistic studies, and communication sciences. Twenty-five research centers and
universities have contributed to the production of studies on intelligence in France
(Holeindre and Oudet 2018). Nevertheless, a number of research groups and net-
works have sought to bring together these researchers. They include a project on
the use of technologies related to the interception of communications (usage des
technologies lices a Uinterception des communications, 2015-2019) and the French Asso-
ciation of Law of Security and Defense created in 2013. In 2019, the Institute for
Strategic Research of the Ministry of Armed Forces (IRSEM) has established a re-
search program on “analysis and anticipation,” which is a landmark in the institu-
tionalization of intelligence research in France.

Scientific Debate

Scientific discussions about intelligence practices take place in a limited number of
seminars, most of which take place in Paris. The METIS seminar series, hosted by
the History Center at Sciences Po Paris, has held meetings since 2008 and gathered
practitioners, former practitioners, academics, and young scholars. The Association
pour les Etudes sur la Guerre et la Stratégie, established in 2017, has a working
group on intelligence, which organizes half a dozen events a year. These two initia-
tives, among others, have provided a platform for researchers and practitioners to
debate intelligence organizations and practices.

French intelligence studies projects have found a home in a growing number
of journals including Apres-Demain, Criminologie, Culture et Conflits, Défense et Sécurité
Internationale, Hermes, Les Cahiers de la Sécurité et de la Justice, Les Champs de Mars,
Politique Internationale, Questions Internationales, Revue Internationale et Stratégique, and
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8 Comparing National Approaches to the Study of Intelligence

Stratégique. Although the number of publications is growing, they remain as frag-
mented as the field of study. And academic research on intelligence has not yet
been published in the most influential political science and public administra-
tion journals such as the Revue Frangaise de Science Politique and the Revue Frangaise
d’Administration Publique.

Public institutions’ support for intelligence studies is a strong vector of institu-
tionalization, which can help the academic debate to flourish. The government’s
Intelligence Academy sponsored conferences in 2016 (history) and 2018 (law) that
favored the development of publications (Forcade and Vaisse 2019). In 2019, the
Intelligence Academy began awarding scientific prizes for a doctoral dissertation
as well as a work of fiction (book, documentary, movie). Similarly, the French
Parliament organizes meetings between academics and practitioners. The latest
meeting, in 2019, focused on the role of intelligence in countering terrorism
financing. The intelligence community also has sought to raise awareness about
intelligence structures and practices in the state itself, particularly among future
leaders enrolled in courses at the FEcole Nationale d’Administration and the Ecole
Nationale de la Magistrature.

Teaching and Learning Opportunities

Undergraduate and graduate students are increasingly interested in intelligence is-
sues and keen to take specialized courses offered in political science, international
relations, public affairs, and strategic studies curricula. This trend is illustrated by
the diversity of courses offered at the master’s level at Sciences Po Paris School of
International Affairs, the Universities of Bordeaux Montesquieu, Lille II, Lyon III,
and Sciences Po Lyon. The multiplication of courses has favored the publication
of textbooks such as l’Atlas du Renseignement (Laurent 2014), Lecons sur le Renseigne-
ment (Cousseran and Hayez 2017), and Renseignement et Sécurité (Chopin and Oudet
2016). Former senior intelligence and security officials Poirot and Moutouh (2018)
have recently edited a dictionary on intelligence. The latest collective work, which
brings together academics and practitioners, is paving the way for further coopera-
tion between the two communities.

Traditionally, the services have taken charge of training their personnel, and uni-
versities were not considered as a place for initial or pretraining. Nevertheless, this
situation is changing and the Intelligence Academy has recently established (May
2019) a new diploma on “intelligence and global threats” together with Sciences Po
Saint-Germain-en-Laye. This diploma will bring together cohorts of students and
practitioners.

Relationship between Researchers and Practitioners

The development of intelligence as a strategic function of the French state has re-
sulted in the constitution of a network of academics who meet periodically in semi-
nars. In June 2018, and for the first time in an academic context, METIS organized
a meeting with the six heads of the French intelligence services and the national co-
ordinator for intelligence and the fight against terrorism. These officials used this
opportunity to present their views on the creation, renewal, and strengthening of
the links between the services and the academy. Similarly, the seminar of the intel-
ligence working group within the Association for the Study of War and Strategy has
organized a dozen meetings since 2016 with former practitioners and academics
who discuss their experience and present their research.

Relationships between researchers and practitioners can form at the service’s re-
quest when an academic is working on an issue of direct interest to intelligence
activities. The DGSE has established an internal think tank named Interaxions,
which organizes periodic meetings and has published the results of events on Daesh,
African Islam, and the Western Balkans, for example (Ministere des Armees 2019).
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DamieN VAN PUYVELDE ET AL. 9

The DRM has established a partnership with the Centre National de la Recherche Scien-
lifique.

The Intelligence Academy also promotes meetings by integrating researchers into
the training cycles of practitioners. It also organizes more informal meetings called
the “Academy’s breakfast,” during which researchers can present and discuss their
work with practitioners. Exchanges also take place within hybrid research structures
such as IRSEM. This was the case in December 2018 with the organization of a joint
conference between IRSEM and DGSE'’s Interaxions on the development of intelli-
gence studies. The National Institute of Higher Studies on Security and Justice or-
ganizes similar events related to domestic security issues. While these conferences
do not focus specifically on intelligence matters, they act as a platform for intelli-
gence practitioners and scholars to meet and exchange knowledge on topics such as
counterterrorism and cybersecurity, which are directly relevant to the intelligence
services.

Relations between researchers and practitioners are on a positive trajectory in
France. They are likely to strengthen thanks to the creation of exchanges hubs
sponsored by the government, at the Intelligence Academy, and beyond, and the
diversification of bilateral links between each service and higher education institu-
tions.

Over the last ten years, French intelligence studies have benefited from a fa-
vorable political and intellectual environment. Nevertheless, six potential develop-
ments would strengthen intelligence studies in France. First, intelligence should
be considered as a “normal” research subject in the social sciences. If intelligence
is a specific activity, it is now regarded as “public policy” in France since the 2015
law. As such, it can be studied thanks to standard research methodologies. Second,
these studies must be part of the academic disciplines recognized by the national
university council to strengthen their legitimacy. These include political science,
law, sociology, and history, but also crosscutting research areas such as war studies
and strategic studies. These studies must respect the same scientific requirements
as other established fields of study so as not to appear as a mouthpiece for the
intelligence services. Maintaining this distinction is essential to demonstrate that
researchers in intelligence studies are not spies. Third, the field needs a special-
ized French language journal that follows the best standards of academic publica-
tions such as the double-blind peer review process. Fourth, the intelligence services
should promote the recruitment of PhDs, which is already the case at the DGSE and
the DRM. Some intelligence agencies are currently discussing the issue of funding
postgraduate students and the integration of PhDs into career paths for intelligence
officers. Fifth, academic researchers should be granted security clearances and per-
mitted to serve on an ad hoc basis within the intelligence services. The presence
of researchers in the services can be justified by their academic background and
expertise on specific topics. Ideally, researchers wishing to undertake doctoral or
postdoctoral research on issues that are relevant to the services should be eligible
for temporary accreditation or authorization to access archives. Sixth, intelligence
studies in France cannot develop independently from international research pro-
grams. French researchers must participate more in international conferences such
as the annual convention of the International Studies Association so that French
studies do not flourish in an insular way.

Israel

URrt BAr-JosePH
University of Haifa
Intelligence studies in Israel do not reflect the central role of intelligence in the

state’s national security doctrine. A strong intelligence community capable of pro-
viding a high-quality warning against an all-out Arab conventional surprise attack
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10 Comparing National Approaches to the Study of Intelligence

has been one of the main pillars of Israel’s security doctrine since the state was
born. Accordingly, over the years Israel has built a robust intelligence community
at the center of which are three organs: Military Intelligence (Aman), foreign in-
telligence (the Mossad), and the General Security Service (Shabak). The fact that
Israel has repeatedly been engaged in conflict over its history (Maoz 2006) gave the
country’s intelligence community a special status and role, unlike other Western
democracies. Consequently, the Israelis consider the intelligence community as the
nation’s first line of defense. Service in the community is regarded as an important
and a patriotic mission.

The stunning military victory in the June 1967 War when the Israel Defense Force
(IDF) defeated the armies of Egypt, Syria, and Jordan and occupied the Sinai, the
Golan Heights, and the West Bank in six days, rested on excellent intelligence in-
formation that facilitated the destruction of Arab airpower in the war’s first hours.
Six years later, a major intelligence warning failure led the IDF to its gravest defeats
in the Sinai and the Golan fronts during the first days of the Yom Kippur War of
October 1973, creating a major threat to the state’s security. Today that failure is
still considered the most traumatic event in Israeli history. Since the decline in the
magnitude of the Arab conventional threat in the 1980s, the intelligence commu-
nity has played a prime role in meeting other challenges, be it Iraqi, Iranian, and
Syrian attempts to build nuclear arms, Palestinian and Islamic terrorism, or Hezbol-
lah’s accumulation of a huge ballistic arsenal—currently the main threats to Israel’s
security.

Nevertheless and despite the fast development of intelligence as a subject of aca-
demic studies in other countries, especially in the United States and the United
Kingdom, intelligence studies did not flourish in Israeli academia, and in most of
Israel’s leading universities, intelligence studies has remained a relatively marginal
subject.

Access to Information on Intelligence

Given its important role in Israeli daily life and history, the state’s intelligence com-
munity has been the subject of many studies by Israeli and foreign researchers
(Black and Morris 1991; Katz 1992; Gilboa and Lapid 2012; Ravivand Melman 2014;
Thomas 2015; Bergmam 2018). Most of these studies, however, do not rely on orig-
inal documents due to national security concerns. According to Israel’s Archives
Law of 1955, the documents of the General Security Service, the Mossad, the Israel
Atomic Energy Commission, the Israel Institute of Biological Research, and various
units of the Ministry of Defense and Israel Defense Force (IDF), including Military
Intelligence, remain closed for fifty years (Knesset, 1955). In 2010, Prime Minister
Benyamin Netanyahu extended this period to 70 years, and shortly before Israel’s
seventieth anniversary he extended it to 90 years (Ravid 2010; Israel Defense 2019).

Scarce archival material concerning Military Intelligence, mainly in the form of
intelligence summaries, has been released over the years by the IDF and the Ministry
of Defense Archive. The protocols of the IDF general headquarters weekly meet-
ings until the end of the 1960s have been released as well. Most of them include a
weekly intelligence summary that was presented by the director of military intelli-
gence at the beginning of each meeting. Until 1974 Military Intelligence was Israel’s
sole national intelligence estimator. Consequently, the summaries in the general
headquarters meetings provide an opportunity to follow intelligence estimates not
only in military issues, but in all aspects relevant to Israel’s national security (Israeli
Ministry of Defense 2019).

The main exception to the archival void in intelligence documentation is the
1973 Yom Kippur War. The IDF’s surprise at the beginning of that war can be
linked to a warning fiasco. Therefore, the performance of the community, espe-
cially Military Intelligence, was the focus of the war’s official investigation, known as
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the Agranat Commission. The Commission produced three reports: a short heavily
sanitized one that contained its main conclusions was released in 1974, and two ad-
ditional and detailed reports were released thirty years later (State of Israel 1974,
1975). In addition, the testimonies of the 58 witnesses that appeared before the
commission during its secret hearings, including several high-ranking officers in
Military Intelligence and the Mossad, were released as well, and additional docu-
ments about the war continue to become public (Israel Ministry of Defense Archives
2019). Nevertheless, political pressures put limits to the process. In 2013, the Israel
State Archive prepared an important selection of documents for release, which con-
tained, among other things, the agendas of Prime Minister Golda Meir’s cabinet, the
government meetings, and the prime minister’s meetings throughout the war. For
reasons that remain classified, Prime Minister Benyamin Netanyahu vetoed their
release.

The gap created by the lack of archival sources and the need to document Is-
rael’s stormy intelligence history has been bridged mostly by interviews with retired
or active service intelligence officers and through the use of the memoirs of vet-
eran intelligence officers. These sources are rather problematic. The reliability of
interviews, either because they were conducted by nonexperts or due to the moti-
vated and unmotivated biases of the interviewees—or both—can be highly doubtful.
Memoirs by Israeli veteran intelligence officers are, in many cases, highly biased and
are often used to settle accounts with rivals rather than being undertaken with an
eye toward doing justice to history. In the 1980s, for example, the Mossad chief,
Isser Harel (1980), published several books aimed at demonstrating that, in a series
of controversies between the Mossad and Military Intelligence during his tenure
(1951-1963), Military Intelligence was wrong. Similarly, the director of military in-
telligence in the Yom Kippur War, Maj. Gen. (ret.) Eli Zeira (1993), published his
version of the events that led to the warning failure, blaming the Mossad for the
fiasco. As we know today, the memoirs of both Harel and Zeira were highly biased
and quite misleading, although they both included significant and reliable nuggets
of information about the performances of Military Intelligence and the Mossad in
the early 1960s and prior to the 1973 war.

As a result of the limits on the use of archival material, documented histories of
Israel’s intelligence community hardly exist. The main exceptions are two in-house
histories—one of the prestate services and the other about the establishment of
the community during the War of Independence—and a study of the history of the
first decade of Military Intelligence (Gelber, 1992, 2000; Siman Tov and Hershkovitz
2013).

Institutionalization of Intelligence Studies

The contradiction between the rich history of Israel’s intelligence agencies and the
poor state of its documented history also is evident in the gap between the signif-
icant role of academia in the buildup of the community and the poor role that
intelligence studies play in current academic curricula when compared to other
countries such as the United States and the United Kingdom.

Historically, strong ties between academia and the intelligence services originate
to the prestate Jewish Yishuv, where students of the department of Islamic and Mid-
dle Eastern studies in the Hebrew University, which was established in the 1920s,
constituted the nucleus of professional intelligence research on the neighboring
Arab states. One of the students was Yehoshafat Harkabi, who in 1955 became the
director of Military Intelligence and is considered to be the intellectual father of this
organization. During the late 1950s and early 1960s, Harkabi gave an annual series
of lectures in the course for senior intelligence officers about national intelligence.
The lectures, which followed the route paved by Kent’s (1949) Strategic Intelligence
for American Foreign Policy, were recently published as a book (Harkabi 2015).
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Since its establishment, Military Intelligence has maintained a high level of coop-
eration with the Middle East experts of the Hebrew University. Its first course for
senior intelligence officers was conducted in coordination with the university; some
ofits courses were taught by its professors in military settings while others were given
at the campus. In the mid-1960s, the center of intelligence-academic cooperation
moved to the newly established Shiloah Institute (today the Moshe Dayan Center)
at Tel Aviv University. As part of this cooperation, professors of the Institute made
their reserve military service in the Military Intelligence Research Department and
regularly took part in its professional discussions. Military Intelligence also shared
its collection from open sources with the Shiloah Institute.?

In 2004, Military Intelligence initiated an academic program aimed at training
high school graduates to become intelligence officers in various positions. Known
as “Havatzalot” (sand lilies), it has become Military Intelligence’s most prestigious
program. It consists of 25-40 distinguished students who are selected annually and
study in a specially constructed first-degree program. Until 2018, they studied at
Haifa University and since then at the Hebrew University. Their curriculum is made
of core courses in Arabic, Middle Eastern studies, and political science, as well as
electives in sociology, psychology, philosophy, and mathematics. During their aca-
demic studies, the students also take military courses, including officer training, and
practice in intelligence work.

Scientific Debate

The contribution of Israeli academicians to the development of the field of in-
telligence studies, especially during the 1980s, was noticeable. In 1986, Michael
Handel, who taught at the Hebrew University until the mid-1980s, established with
Christopher Andrew of Cambridge University the first academic journal in the field,
Intelligence and National Security. In addition to original and important contributions
to the creation of intelligence theory, Handel also conducted a series of profes-
sional conferences at the US Army War College in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, which
yielded excellent edited volumes on topics such as leaders and intelligence and
intelligence and deception (Handel 1987, 1988). Two other Israeli scholars made
important contributions to the study of surprise attack: Kam (1988), who focused
on the causes for the victim’s failure to obtain a high-quality warning prior to the at-
tack, and Levite (1987), whose PhD dissertation yielded original theoretical conclu-
sions from comparing the American warning failure in Pearl Harbor to the success
in the battle of Midway. Unfortunately, they left no sequel to these works in Israeli
academia. Handel stayed in the United States and Kam and Levite embarked on a
governmental rather than an academic career.

Teaching and Learning Opportunities

Despite its centrality to the state’s national security, there are no intelligence studies
centers in Israeli universities. There is no intelligence studies section in the Israeli
Association for International Studies. Nevertheless, courses on intelligence have
been taught since the early 1990s in several academic institutions. The courses
offered include: Intelligence and National Security, and Surprise Attack: Bar-
barossa, Pearl Harbor, and Yom Kippur (Uri Bar-Joseph, Haifa University, and Tel
Aviv University); Intelligence, War, and International Relations: The 20" Century
Experience, and The Surprise of Yom Kippur (Yigal Sheffi, Tel Aviv University, and
Tel Hai College); Intelligence Research, and Covert Operations (Ephraim Kahana
and Western Galilee College); and Intelligence Services in the World (Shlomo
Shapira and Bar-Ilan University). Notably, unlike first-degree students in most

2Lapid, Ephraim. 2017. ‘Academization of Intelligence Studies in Israel.” Unpublished paper.
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other countries, many Israeli students start their academic studies after a three-year
regular military service, sometimes in the intelligence corps. Consequently, they
are more familiar with the practical aspects of intelligence work than most of their
counterparts in Western democracies.

Relationship between Researchers and Practitioners

The role of retired intelligence officers in academic institutions is rather limited,
although they are more active in nonacademic research centers. The Institute of
National Security Studies (INSS 2019), which started as an academic institute at Tel
Aviv University in 1983 but later became independent, counts intelligence as one
of its specializations. It also produces the e-journal Cyber, Intelligence, and Security.
Notably, of the six persons who headed the institute since its establishment, one
was a retired diplomat, two were academicians, and three were retired IDF officers.
Before retirement the three served either as directors of military intelligence or in
a senior intelligence position.

Israel Intelligence Heritage and Commemoration Center (IICC 2019) is a state
institute dedicated to the memory of the casualties of Military Intelligence, the
Mossad, the General Security Service, and Nativ (a once-clandestine organization
that aided in the rescue of Jewish communities in peril). The center also conducts
various activities aimed at commemorating the contribution of the intelligence com-
munity to Israel’s security. It also publishes a biannual periodical containing articles
on various aspects of the history of the intelligence community.

In addition, the IICC has two semi-academic centers. The Meir Amit Intelli-
gence and Terrorism Information Center (ITIC) conducts research and analysis
on Middle Eastern affairs in general and terrorism-sponsoring countries, Iran and
Syria in particular. It also specializes in current Palestinian affairs. It publishes two
periodicals: News on Terrorism and the Arab-Israeli Conflict and Spotlight on Iran,
which are issued in eight languages, including Farsi and Arabic (Meir Amit Intel-
ligence and Terrorism Information Center 2019a, 2019b). The ITIC library, which
is opened to the public, houses about 17,000 books as well as many other items on
intelligence, terrorism, and Middle Eastern affairs. It is the best library of its kind in
Israel.

In 2016 the IICC launched a new endeavor, the Project for the Study of Intelli-
gence Methodology. It is staffed by retired and active duty intelligence officers and
is headed by Brig. Gen. (ret.) Yossi Kuperwasser, a former head of the research de-
partment of Military Intelligence. The project is built on the assumption that intelli-
gence practitioners are the best at developing relevant knowhow and methodology
for the community’s organizations. The project issues a biannual periodical entitled
Intelligence Theory and Practice (Meir Amit Intelligence and Terrorism Information
Center 2019¢).

Japan
KEN KOTANI
Nihion University

The study of intelligence has traditionally been approached as a part of the diplo-
matic and military history of Japan. Japanese historians have paid specific atten-
tion to the role played by signals intelligence (SIGINT) during the Washington
naval conference of 1922, the Pearl Harbor attack (1941), and the battle of Mid-
way (1942). The case of Pearl Harbor has attracted the most attention, possibly
because of broader debates in the field and the availability of some American and
British SIGINT records on the topic. Some of the American revisionist literature
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on the Pearl Harbor attack also was translated into Japanese (see Toland 1982;
Morgenstern 1999; Stinett 2001; Beard 2011).

The role played by historians in the establishment of intelligence studies in Japan
can be linked to the influence of British scholars, who played an important role in
training Japanese historians. Terumasa Nakanishi, a professor at Kyoto University,
studied intelligence at Cambridge University where he pursued research under Sir
F. Harry Hinsley, the official British historian of the Second World War. Inspired by
this approach, Nakanishi and Kotani (2007, 11) writes that the “study of intelligence
history should be based on many official intelligence documents that secure the
quality of the study.” Nakanishi has influenced younger generations of researchers
and the Japanese approach to intelligence studies, which largely focuses on histori-
ography and is shaped by the availability of archival records.

Japanese scholars recently started to consider intelligence studies as a part of
international relations and national security studies. For the longest time, students
who were interested in intelligence and international relations had no choice but
to read a translation of Kent’s (1949) seminal monograph Strategic Intelligence for
American World Policy. Then, in 2003, Kitaoka (2003), a former senior intelligence
official, authored the first intelligence textbook in Japanese.

Access to Information on Intelligence

Japanese historians have struggled to access information on the conduct of gov-
ernment intelligence activities. In the case of the Second World War, the Japanese
Army and Navy systematically destroyed most of their intelligence records at the
end of the conflict. As a result, there is a misperception that the Army and Navy
intelligence sections did nothing during WWIIL. Nevertheless, fragmentary sources
and documents that survived in the Diplomatic Archives of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (MOFA) and the Military Archives of the National Institute for Defense Stud-
ies (NIDS) suggest otherwise. Military historian Ariga (1994), a former colonel in
the Japanese Air Self-Defense Force, exploited intelligence documents from NIDS
to write a book entitled The Intelligence Organizations and Operations of the Japanese
Army and Navy. His monograph was the first academic book focusing on Japanese
intelligence history. The MOFA and NIDS archives also hold fragmentary SIGINT
records of the Second World War, which are available on the website of the Japan
Center for Asian Historical Records (National Archives of Japan 2019; Kotani 2011).
This website, which holds the MOFA and NIDS records, and the National Archives
of Japan, is now accessible in Japanese, English, Chinese, and Korean languages.
Researching post-WWII Japanese intelligence history remains extremely com-
plex, not least due to the secrecy of intelligence activities. Because of a lack of offi-
cial documents, no historian has ever written a comprehensive history of Japanese
intelligence. The Cabinet Intelligence Research Office (CIRO), Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Ministry of Defense (MoD), National Police Agency (NPA), and Public Se-
curity Intelligence Agency (PSIA) have not opened their post- WWII records. They
are not legally obliged to pass their documents to the National Archives of Japan,
and this situation has prevented researchers from writing about Japan’s post-WWII
intelligence history. This situation has pushed Japanese intelligence researchers
to rely on oral history to collect information from serving or retired intelligence
officers. Newspaper articles from the Sankei Shimbun and the proceedings of the
Kokkai Gijiroku (2019), Japan’s legislature that record a large number of debates
and speeches by politicians and government bureaucrats, can help fill in some of

the blanks.

Institutionalization of Intelligence Studies and Scientific Debate

There are very few intelligence scholars at universities and research institutions in
Japan. The Japan Science and Technology Agency (2019) runs a website that maps
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researchers by topic. Nine individuals are currently registered as “intelligence re-
searcher” on this website. In 2002, Professor Nakanishi established the Association
of Intelligence History Studies (2019) and started to publish an annual periodical:
the Review of Intelligence History. The association has held intelligence studies semi-
nars five to six times a year since 2002. Most of the participants in this seminar se-
ries are Japanese intelligence historians, and in the past retired senior officials from
CIRO and MOFA have joined the seminar. Several Western intelligence researchers,
such as Michael Herman, Antony Best, Douglas Ford, and Nicholas Eftimiades have
also been invited to the seminar as guest speakers. Since 2003, the Institute of 20
Century Media (2019) at Waseda University also publishes an annual periodical en-
titled Intelligence and holds an annual convention. One of the conveners of this in-
stitute, Professor Taketoshi Yamamoto (1998, 2013, 2017), has written wrote several
books on Japanese Army’s intelligence operations during WWIIL.

Journalism is one of the main pillars of Japan’s intelligence studies and several
well-known Japanese journalists have published books on intelligence. One pio-
neer, Mikio Haruna, a former news deputy editor at the Kyodo News Service, wrote
a book entitled Secret Files: CIA’s Clandestine Operations in Japan (2000), which ex-
plores the CIA’s anticommunist operations in Japan during the Cold War. Haruna
is also an active participant to the seminar series organized by the Institute of 20
Century Media. He gives lectures on intelligence at the graduate school of Waseda
University. In 2006, Ryuichi Teshima, ex-Washington Bureau Chief for NHK news,
and Masaru Sato, an former senior analyst at MOFA’s International Intelligence Bu-
reau, coauthored a book, Intelligence: War without Weapons, that became a best-seller
in Japan (Teshima and Sato 2006). Two hundred and thirty thousand copies of the
book were sold in two months, and, as a result, the English word “intelligence” used
in the book’s title became widely used in Japan. The book had a significant impact
on Japanese people and popularized the study of intelligence.

Teaching and Learning Opportunities

A number of intelligence studies textbooks are now available in Japanese, helping
to make the subject accessible to Japanese students. The first of these textbooks,
Intelligence Creation, was published by Hajime Kitaoka (2003), a serving MOFA diplo-
mat with a background in intelligence. Kitaoka’s book explores the practice of
intelligence analysis in a way that is comparable to the efforts of some American
authors (see, for example, Clark 2012). In 2011, NPA officer Yoshiki Kobayashi pub-
lished a textbook on the Fundamentals of Intelligence, which provides an introduction
to the intelligence cycle, the Japanese intelligence community, the practices of intel-
ligence collection, analysis, counterintelligence, and oversight. The following year
saw the publication of another textbook entitled Intelligence: How States Manage In-
telligence (Kotani 2012). In addition, seminal American texts such as Kent’s (1949)
Strategic Intelligence and Lowenthal’s (2009) Intelligence: From Secret to Policy have been
translated into Japanese. The Japanese translation of Lowenthal’s textbook, first
published in 2011, was undertaken by former director of MOFA’s International In-
telligence Bureau and former ambassador to Israel Lowenthal (2011), together with
a team of nine active diplomats. The book is widely read by Japanese intelligence
officers and university students interested in national security.

Only a handful of universities offer intelligence studies courses in Japan. Nihon
University (a private university) offers an intelligence course to undergraduate
students at its College of Risk Management. Three other institutions, the National
Defense Academy, Aoyama Gakuin University (private), and Waseda University
(private) offer intelligence studies classes as a part of international relations and se-
curity studies in their graduate schools. Japanese universities are strongly attached
to pacifist ideals and have been reluctant to offer courses and programs on mili-
tary, security, and intelligence affairs (Nihon Gakujyutsu Kaigi 2017). The limited
development of intelligence studies in university curricula prevents postgraduate
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students from undertaking research on intelligence issues. Given this lack of oppor-
tunity, a number of emerging scholars have decided to pursue intelligence studies
abroad.

As far as job opportunities are concerned, CIRO recruits three to seven, and PSIA
recruits 50 to 80 new intelligence officers annually (Japanese Cabinet Office 2019a,
2019b). The MoD, MOFA, and NPA do not directly recruit intelligence officers, but
hire new graduates and then assign some of the most talented ones to intelligence
positions. Most of these recruits do not have experience studying intelligence, and
they usually take the joint intelligence training course managed by CIRO (Japanese
Cabinet Intelligence Research Office 2009). The PISA, MoD, MOFA, and NPA also
have their own introductory training course on intelligence.

Relationship between Researchers and Practitioners

During the Cold War, the academic study of intelligence was limited to a small cir-
cle of historians. In this context, former practitioners and journalists provided the
most significant contribution to the development of intelligence studies, most of-
ten through the publication of memoirs. Others became interested in the study
of intelligence when taking courses abroad—mostly in the United States and the
United Kingdom—and published works on intelligence while they were still serving
in government positions.

Several retired Japanese army and navy officers wrote their memoirs after WWII.
For example, retired Colonel Ichiji Sugita (1987), the US section chief of the in-
telligence bureau of the Army General Staff, published War Leadership without In-
telligence, and retired Captain Yuzuru Sanematsu (1980), the US section chief of
intelligence bureau of the Navy General Staff, authored The US-Japanese Intelligence
War Diary. The Nakano School Alumni Society (Nakano Koyuukai 1978) published
a semi-official history entitled The Nakano School, which examined the eponymous
Japanese Army’s spy school. This book provides a detailed account of covert opera-
tions undertaken by the Japanese Army during the Second World War.

Most of the Japanese intelligence officers who served during the Cold War be-
lieve that their mission requires them to keep silent about their activities even after
their retirement. As a result, former intelligence officers usually refuse to interact
with outsiders, preferring to carry their secrets to the grave. One notable exception
is the memoir of Hisahiko Okazaki (1980), a former director of the international
intelligence bureau of the MOFA. This reluctance to share information has gradu-
ally changed since the beginning of the twenty-first century when government offi-
cials started to realize the importance of keeping historical records. Former CIRO
director Yoshio Omori (2005) and Vice-Admiral Fumio Ota (2005), the former di-
rector of the Defense headquarters, have both published their memoirs. Although
ex-intelligence officers of the National Police Agency tend to keep silent, a number
of former police officers have written books on intelligence operations, including
Atsuyuki Sassa (2016) and Jun Yoshino (2016).

Ex-military intelligence officers tend to be more open about their experiences
and have written more extensively about intelligence. In 2010, retired Major Gen-
eral Hiromichi Hirajo (2011), the former section chief of the Second Bureau of
the Ground Staff Office, for example, revealed the existence of a secret covert op-
erations section of the Japan Ground Self Defense Force (Musashi Kikan). Retired
Lieutenant Morio Sato (2012), a Russian language specialist of the Second Bureau,
wrote a book entitled Lessons of Intelligence War. Sato had first-hand experience eaves-
dropping on Soviet air force communications during the Korean Airlines flight 007
incident that occurred in September 1983. Sato’s book revealed Japan’s SIGINT
operations against the Soviet Union during the Cold War. Sato has also agreed to
share his experience with a number of historians. Former military officers also have
contributed to the more applied literature on intelligence. For example, Atsumori
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Ueda (2016), a former lieutenant colonel and analyst at Defense HQ, published a
textbook on intelligence analysis.

In the twenty-first century, intelligence professionals became interested in teach-
ing intelligence and publishing on the topic. Hajime Kitaoka (2003, 2006, 2009)
of MOFA published several textbooks on intelligence. He also participates in aca-
demic seminars at universities in Japan. Yoshiki Kobayashi 2015a, 2015b) has pre-
sented papers at academic conferences and shares information with academic re-
searchers despite the fact that he is an active senior intelligence analyst for CIRO.
He also has lectured on intelligence at Keio University and at the National Defense
Academy of Japan. Although serving practitioners such as Kobayashi are not allowed
to share secret information with outsiders, their views on intelligence help academic
researchers to understand current intelligence practices.

Much like in Western countries, historians, bureaucrats, and journalists have
played a central role in the development of intelligence studies in Japan. Never-
theless, the development of intelligence studies has been slower and more limited
in Japan than in the United Kingdom and the United States. Japanese academia
remains influenced by liberalism, and scholars have paid little attention to intel-
ligence organizations and practices. In Japan, many historians continue to regard
intelligence studies as an obscure field defined by conspiracy theories. Despite this
prevailing attitude among scholars, bureaucrats and journalists have helped fill in
gaps in our knowledge about intelligence in Japan. Their efforts, and the efforts
of a handful of historians, have gradually helped intelligence studies become more
recognized in Japanese academic circles over the last 10 years.

Romania

FLORINA CRISTIANA MATEI
Naval Postgraduate School

Since its transition to democracy in December 1989, Romania has worked to trans-
form its intelligence education through the adoption of new education-related
laws, policies, programs, and institutions, as part of a more comprehensive ef-
fort to remove the stigma of the former communist intelligence apparatus and
professionalize its new intelligence community (Filip and Stefureac 2011; Maior
2012; Dumitru 2014; Matei 2014a). There are six intelligence agencies operating in
Romania: the Romanian Intelligence Service (SRI), the Foreign Intelligence Ser-
vice, the Guard and Protection Service, the Special Telecommunication Service,
the Directorate for Intelligence and Internal Protection, and the Directorate for
General Information of the Armed Forces (DGIA). In addition, there is a National
Intelligence Community and a Center for Situations in the prime minister’s chan-
cellery. The National Intelligence Academy of the Romanian Intelligence Service
educates and trains active duty and reserve SRI officers as well as intelligence
personnel from other Romanian national security organizations.® Likewise, SRI
Gradistea and Bran Training Centers provide specific intelligence training for those
intelligence community personnel hired from among graduates of civilian univer-
sities (Timofte 2003, 63—-69). The Ministry of Interior Police Academy provides
undergraduate, graduate, and postgraduate education for police personnel and
other national security system personnel (including intelligence professionals).*

®ANI curricula comprise the following: education in general intelligence (strategic intelligence, counterintelli-
gence, and analysis), education in intelligence culture (specific intelligence and counterintelligence terminology, his-
tory of domestic and foreign intelligence services, roles and missions, ethics, and democratic control), juridical edu-
cation (teaching Romania’s constitution and legislation pertaining to national security), and foreign languages. See
Romanian Intelligence Service (2019).

* Curricula include graduate and postgraduate education in law, public order, engineering, and humanities. See
Academia de Politie (2019).

020z |udy gZ uo Jasn |ooyds ayenpelbisod |eAeN Aq 09/12/2G/1£0239/dsSI/S601 0L /10p/Aoelisqe-ajoie-aoueApe/dsl/woo dno-ojwapeoe//:sdiy wouy papeojumoq



18 Comparing National Approaches to the Study of Intelligence

The various academies and centers of education and training of the Roma-
nian armed forces—including the Military Academy and the Technical Military
Academy—also provide education to military intelligence officers, as well as other
intelligence personnel. Within this context, Romania has made progress in over-
hauling the study of intelligence, primarily due to the intelligence agencies’ efforts
to foster an intelligence culture, coupled with an emergent—albeit modest—public
interest in learning about security, intelligence, and defense matters (Filip and
Stefureac 2011; Maior 2012; Dumitru 2014; Matei 2014b). Notwithstanding this
remarkable progress in the “democratization” of intelligence education—and
with it increasing the intelligence community’s transparency and openness to the
public—the study of intelligence outside the Romanian intelligence community
remains a work in progress. This is partly because of minimal interest on the part
of academia in intelligence studies and partly due to a rather tense relationship
between the intelligence agencies and civil society (in particular scholars).

Teaching and Learning Opportunities

No Romanian university offers degrees in intelligence studies. There are several
reasons why intelligence is not yet an established academic discipline in Romanian
universities. First is the lingering stigma associated with Ceausescu’s notorious Secu-
ritate. Second is minimal interest in a field that lacks the quantitative and qualitative
information required for scientific research. Third is distrust in the practical value
of any purely theoretical research, or, conversely, and fourth, aversion to participate
in a research endeavor involving the government. This latter couples with a min-
imal understanding among outsiders of the relevance of intelligence in strategic
decision-making. Fifth, there exists limited academic expertise in intelligence, and,
sixth, there is a lack of incentives to invest limited resources in intelligence research
(Filip and Stefureac 2011). Nevertheless, several master and doctoral programs at
various civilian universities offer intelligence courses as part of international history,
political science, international relations, or security curricula. Besides teaching in-
telligence theory and intelligence history, some programs teach basic tradecraft, in
particular analytic skills. Examples include the National School of Political and Ad-
ministrative Studies, the Babes Bolyai University, the Romanian-American Univer-
sity, and the University of Bucharest (in particular the Faculty of Sociology master’s
course for Information Analysis (Matei 2014b; Matei and Nitu 2012).

Institutionalization of Intelligence Studies

The presence of scholars engaged in intelligence research in Romanian universi-
ties is a rather rare phenomenon. Several researchers—mostly from the National
Institute for the Investigation of Communist Crimes, National Institute for the
Investigation of Totalitarianism—have investigated the organization and activity
of Romanian intelligence agencies during the pre-WWII time period and the
history of communism. Research on intelligence during the Securitate-era tends
to rely heavily on the archives housed in the National Council for the Studying of
the Archives of the Securitate (CNSAS).> CNSAS itself also has published many
intelligence dossiers from the Securitate-era that exposed collaboration between
the Department for State Security (Securitate) and various politicians, academics,
intellectuals, athletes, clergy members, and journalists (Matei 2007a, 2007b). By
contrast, research conducted by scholars in Romanian universities on Romania’s
postcommunist intelligence agencies has been rather scarce. Since 2016, some

“The SRI handed over most of its pre-WWII archives to the National Archives. The agency also transferred most
of its communist regime archives to the National Council for the Studying of the Archives of the Securitate (CNSAS),
established in the late 1990s. Exceptions have been made, however, on grounds of national security.
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research institutions have sought “to advance intelligence as an object of study
that can be approached interdisciplinarily at the postgraduate (doctoral) level” to
include such

topics as governance of intelligence agencies, forensics in intelli-
gence collection and analysis, social and legal challenges associated
to law enforcement and intelligence activities, citizens’ perceptions
on intelligence and security, reconciling open-source collection with
fundamental rights of citizens, and rethinking national legislative
frameworks for intelligence agencies have started to be investigated
by an international team of young researchers in the ESSENTIAL®
project (Chiru 2019).

Access to Information on Intelligence

Outside researchers have relatively limited access to information about government
intelligence structures, processes, and practices, despite legislation similar to the
US Freedom of Information Act and other transparency and access laws and reg-
ulations. This is because of bureaucratic obstacles and unprofessional behavior on
the part of government personnel. For example, even though the legal framework
allows scholars—upon obtaining prior approval by the SRI director—to access
nonclassified information housed in the SRI archives, occasionally SRI person-
nel invoke “national security” reasons for refusing access to intelligence (Matei
2007a). Likewise, the reluctance of archive employees to hand over documents
has hindered scholars’ access to information about intelligence activities (Matei
2007a). Researchers requesting declassification of documents contained in the
SRI archives—which can only happen with the approval of a special committee—
often face unnecessary challenges, mostly posed by a committee heavy with
SRI personnel. Under these circumstances, Romanian intelligence researchers
frequently rely on the SRI’s official statements, news briefings, and interviews,
media coverage of particular events, as well as CNSAS archives, to conduct their
research. A few researchers—mostly from abroad (including the author of this
section of the forum)—have been provided access to intelligence agencies’ venues
and successfully conducted interviews with Romanian intelligence officials. Other
Romanian and foreign scholars also have contributed chapters to several volumes
on intelligence edited or coedited by intelligence professionals.

Scientific Debate

There is no professional association of intelligence researchers in Romania. Never-
theless, intelligence researchers routinely collaborate with intelligence agencies, in
particular the SRI, to educate academia, members of the government, nongovern-
mental organizations, and media, as well as Romania’s population on intelligence,
by organizing seminars, conferences, and summer schools. Since 2003, for example,
the SRI Center for Information on Security Culture has established “partnerships
with universities, NGOs, and think tanks, functioning as an interactive platform and
a source of specialized information in the form of studies, researches, and reports
drafted by national and international organizations necessary for development of
a security culture” (Filip and Stefureac 2011, 715). This partnership between prac-
titioners and researchers resulted in debates and discussions of relevant security
topics, such as combatting terrorism, arms proliferation, critical infrastructure pro-
tection, and border security. These discussion also helped build linkages between
intelligence agencies and civil society (Filip and Stefureac 2011). The European

6ESSENT[AL (Evolving Security Science through Networked Technologies, Information Policy, And Law).
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Institute for Risk, Security, and Communication Management, Casa NATO, and the
Regional Center for Higher Studies on Bioterrorism Prevention—three Romanian
research think tanks—have been constant collaborators with the SRI. Under SRI
leadership, these think tanks conducted several antiterrorism education campaigns
titled “Terrorism . . . Near Us,” which informed the population on possible ef-
fects of terrorism while highlighting the counterterrorism capabilities of the SRI
Anti-Terror Brigade (Matei 2007b). Of relevance is the leadership of former SRI
Director George Cristian Maior, who invested considerable time and resources in
strengthening the SRI partnership with academia and civil society. Under Maior’s
directorship, the SRI established formal collaboration with several research and
academic institutions including the National Institute for Research in Economics
of the Romanian Academy (which granted the SRI access to Romania’s greatest
collections of books, research documents, engravings, and maps), the Romanian
Academy’s Political Science and International Relations Institute (which enabled
the SRI to conduct joint research with the Academy), and the Faculties of Sociology
from the University of Bucharest and the Babes-Bolyai University of Cluj-Napoca
(which allowed the SRI and these institutions to develop a joint assessment system
of social networks). In Maior’s view, these types of endeavors enabled the SRI “to
work and interact with academi[a] . . . to offer decision-makers the intelligence
needed to take the most accurate and timely decisions in the national security
field” (as quoted in Filip and Stefureac 2011, 718).

Nevertheless, the main event that has regularly brought together intelligence re-
searchers and practitioners in Romania is the annual international conference enti-
tled “Intelligence in the Knowledge Society” hosted by the National Intelligence
Academy. The conference’s more than twenty iterations, according to Dumitru
(2014, 583), “have provided opportunities to exchange ideas among practitioners,
professors, and researchers having an interest in the field of security and intelli-
gence, thereby contributing to the understanding and deepening of intelligence
concepts and theories.”

The ANI’s National Research Institute conducts research for the SRI and other
security institutions, while reaching out to a national and international audience.
It also publishes a biyearly intelligence and international relations journal enti-
tled Romanian Journal of Intelligence Studies (Matei 2014b). The journal aims, in
Dumitru’s (2014, 583) view, “to facilitate a common understanding of the intelli-
gence field at the national level . . . [T]he journal is a consistent mix of theoret-
ical and empirical studies on intelligence, both descriptive and prescriptive.” The
military intelligence agency also publishes a specialized intelligence journal called
Infosfera, which is available on the website of the Ministry of Defense. Although
its target audience is military intelligence professionals, it also helps to inform a
wider public who is interested in learning about intelligence, security, and defense
(Matei 2014b).

Relationship between Researchers and Practitioners

Since 1989, Romania’s practitioners have slowly developed a connection with out-
side intelligence researchers. For example, the Gradistea and Bran training cen-
ters collaborate with education and training institutions outside of the intelligence
community. ANI sometimes selects and enrolls recruits from civilian universities in
its postgraduate programs (Timofte 2003). In addition, ANI sometimes provides
tuition-based undergraduate and graduate education to personnel outside intelli-
gence or national security institutions, such as public authorities and institutions,
nongovernmental organizations, and Romanian citizens permanently residing in
Romania. ANI also trains foreign students who receive scholarships from the Roma-
nian government (Cristescu 2002, 140-142). In addition, retired intelligence offi-
cers either work in the private sector or help set up nongovernmental organizations
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and think tanks—such as the New Strategy Center—that support the Romanian in-
telligence agencies with specific estimates and analyses. Active duty intelligence of-
ficers also teach and collaborate with faculty and students at various civilian univer-
sities, including the Law, Political Science, and Sociology Faculties of the University
of Bucharest and the Economic Studies Academy in Bucharest. These intelligence
professionals also participate in international conferences organized by civilian uni-
versities, including the National School for Political and Administrative Studies and
the Institute for Political Studies and Military History of the Romanian Ministry of
Defense (Filip and Stefureac 2011). Additionally, guest faculty from civilian univer-
sities and from Western countries teach on topics such as journalism, communica-
tions, and letters in ANI (Timofte 2003).

Despite Romania’s significant progress since the 1989 democratic transition in
developing a new intelligence education system for its intelligence community, the
study of intelligence outside Romanian intelligence agencies themselves has re-
mained sporadic and undeveloped, due to limited academic interest in intelligence
studies and often strained relationships between intelligence professionals and aca-
demics. In other words, Romania’s universities have yet to recognize and intelli-
gence as a true academic discipline and hence focus on producing subject matter
experts that are utilized by intelligence agencies. Indeed, as Filip and Stefureac
(2011, 726) observe, “Romanian universities . . . remain a pool of potential recruits
and providers of expertise, but only on specific topics related to world politics, eco-
nomics, political science, and a multitude of other disciplines—except intelligence
itself.”

Spain
ANTONIO Diaz M. FERNANDEZ

Universidad de Cadiz

The emergence of intelligence studies in Spain followed the democratization of its
intelligence services in the post-Francoist era. At the dawn of the twenty-first cen-
tury, the Spanish government established the National Intelligence Centre (Centro
Natcional de Inteligencia or CNI), merging both foreign and domestic intelligence
capabilities in a single organization. The first civilian chief of Spanish intelligence,
ambassador Jorge Dezcallar de Mazarredo, played an important role in promoting
greater collaboration between the services, academics, and universities to further
public knowledge about the role of intelligence in Spain. This effort has become
particularly visible through the introduction and multiplication of intelligence stud-
ies programs at Spanish universities. This development has fostered intelligence re-
search and teaching opportunities but also raises questions about the quality and
legitimacy some of these programs.

Access to Information on Intelligence

Spanish researchers have limited access to information on government intelligence
practices, which in turn inhibits the development of intelligence studies in Spain.
Access is regulated by a preconstitutional norm: a law on Official Secrets, which was
passed in 1968 and amended in 1978. As a result, it is difficult to gain access to gov-
ernment intelligence archives and, in many cases, it is simply impossible to retrieve
materials at all (Malalana-Urena and Moreno-Pérez 2017). Occasionally, researchers
have even obtained Spanish documents from foreign archives while simultaneously
being denied access to those same documents in Spain.

In 2013, a group of 300 historians complained to the government and various
parliamentary political groups about the prohibition on access to the archives of
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the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which was put into place by an agreement of the
Council of Ministers in October 2010. This agreement extended the classification
of all documents related to 17 policy areas, including access to information on all
Spanish diplomatic relations. In 2011, the minister of defense, Carme Chacén, or-
dered the analysis and cataloguing of all archives covering the period between 1936
and 1968 with an eye toward declassification. A change in government, however,
halted the process. In September 2018, the government announced that scholars
would be granted access to the documentation held at the Military Archive of Avila.
This was a step forward, albeit a limited one, since the grant of access did not ex-
tend to the 18 other archives maintained by the Ministry of Defense. There also is
no routine release of administrative information about Spain’s intelligence agen-
cies. Unlike other government departments, neither the parliamentary supervisory
committee nor the intelligence service itself publishes an annual report.

The main method to access information about Spain’s intelligence services has
been to rely on oral sources. Former intelligence officers and politicians have been
increasingly willing to share insights, which has helped to make the recent history of
the intelligence services a bit more transparent and comprehensible. In addition,
more than a few former officials have made documents available to researchers
(Diaz-Ferndndez 2005). Relying on former intelligence officials as a source of in-
formation, however, has obvious limits, not the least of which is the fact that their
experiences and their memories go back no further than the decade of the 1960s.
The generation of intelligence professionals who can provide first-hand accounts of
earlier times has largely passed from the scene, creating an information vacuum for
researchers interested in the first decades of the Cold War.

In 2002, an intelligence culture unit, the Centro Nacional de Inteligencia (CNI), was
setup in the intelligence service. Its objective is to facilitate communication with the
public and to foster awareness of intelligence matters within society including the
research community (Galvache Valero 2005). Inaugurated under the auspices of the
first civilian director of the CNI, Ambassador Jorge Dezcallar, this unit has played
an important role in fostering interest in intelligence affairs among academics and
other social, political, and economic actors in the country. The intelligence culture
unit has encouraged the formation of an academic community of intelligence schol-
ars in which its proposals and initiatives have wielded influence. Nevertheless, the
services have not achieved the degree of openness necessary to respond to demands
for information from researchers due, in part, to internal resistance from those in-
side intelligence agencies who would prefer to keep the scholarly community at
bay.

Institutionalization of Intelligence Studies

The community of Spanish intelligence scholars is small. Around 20 social scientists
have an interest in intelligence studies, and no more than 12 of them have made
it their main research interest. In addition, a growing community of scholars has
undertaken intelligence-related research in a tangential manner. Moyano, Gaete,
and Rivas (2014) find that these scholars form disconnected groups rather than a
fluid community.

A handful of universities have signed collaboration agreements with the intelli-
gence service. These agreements are a good indicator of where intelligence studies
researchers work. Following the pioneering initiatives of the University Rey Juan
Carlos (Madrid), which established the chair in Intelligence Services and Demo-
cratic Systems, and the University Carlos III (Madrid), which established the Juan
Velazquez de Velasco Institute, the Universities of Barcelona, Valencia, Malaga,
Granada, Cadiz, and the Barcelona Institute of International Studies (IBEI) have
also signed agreements with the CNIL. These agreements identify the activities that
the partners will perform during the year, such as seminars, publications, and
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conferences, as well as their respective contribution to these activities. Beside these
agreements, researchers working at centers linked to the Ministry of Defense, such
as the Centro Superior de Estudios de la Defensa and the Instituto Espanol de Estudios Es-
tratégicos, have also developed intelligence studies projects. Nevertheless, important
think tanks, such as the Real Instituto Elcano and the Fundacion Alternativas devote
few resources to the study of intelligence affairs.

Scientific Debate

In Spain, initial interest in the study of intelligence emerged from journalists, not
historians (Blanco Navarro and Diaz Matey 2015, 11). Today, the most consistent
scientific forum to debate intelligence affairs is the Asociacion Espaiiola de Ciencia
Politica (AECPA), in which a standing group on Intelligence and Strategic Analysis
was launched in 2017. The objectives of this standing group are: (1) to promote
research on intelligence and strategic analysis; (2) to establish academic and re-
search networks among intelligence professionals and political scientists; and (3)
to consolidate and codify the academic study of intelligence in Spain. This group,
which meets on a biannual basis at the AECPA conference, partially took over the
leadership of the four international conferences on intelligence that were held in
Madrid (2008 and 2010), Barcelona (2012), and Cadiz (2014) and supported by the
network of universities involved in the intelligence culture project inaugurated by
the CNI. The conferences organized by the Grupo de Estudios sobre Seguridad Interna-
cional of the University of Granada provides another meeting place for intelligence
researchers. In addition to these formalized meetings, intelligence scholars’ contri-
butions to graduate courses, edited volumes, and seminars help to sustain useful
exchanges among groups of researchers.

While these fora bring together social scientists and international relations schol-
ars, they have not included historians and engineers. Experts working on cyberse-
curity and intelligence and economic and competitive intelligence have their own
networks, such as the Spanish chapter of Strategic and Competitive Intelligence
Professionals. An analysis of doctoral theses on intelligence in Spain reveals the
existence of two large clusters of unconnected groups of intelligence researchers
(Moyano, Gaete, and Rivas 2014, 224-225).

The diffuse character of intelligence studies in Spain is one of the main concerns
that drove the establishment of an intelligence studies journal in 2006, Inteligencia
y Seguridad: Revista de Andlisis y Prospectiva. Although the journal was sponsored by
the CNI, it enjoyed scientific independence. This academic journal has had an im-
portant role in bringing together the nascent Spanish and Latin American research
communities. Edited by the chair of Intelligence Services and Democratic Systems
of the University Rey Juan Carlos and published by Plaza y Valdés between 2006 and
2015, this journal fostered scholarly interest on intelligence matters. After 17 issues,
the editors reached an agreement with the Taylor and Francis publishing house
in 2015 to continue as an English language journal, with abstracts continuing to
appear in Spanish. Following this change, the journal was renamed as the Inlerna-
tional Journal of Intelligence, Security, and Public Affairs.

The evolution of Inteligencia y Seguridad into an English-language publication
reflects the limited growth of intelligence studies in Spain and in the Spanish-
speaking world. The Spanish version of the journal struggled to make an impact
on the broader field of intelligence studies, overrelied on the same authors
researching similar topics, and reflected a general lack of resources needed
to inform and contribute to broader intellectual debates in the international
community of intelligence researchers. No longer publishing fully in Spanish
reduced the impact of Spanish and Latin American researchers and cases fielded
in the Spanish-speaking world, but this change helped broaden the journal
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reach to a wider academic audience in the Anglosphere. In 2018, the journal
was incorporated into SCOPUS, further increasing its impact and broadening its
reach.

A book series entitled Inteligencia y Seguridad was launched by the publisher Tirant
Lo Blanch, one of most distinguished publishers in Spain, with the objective of dis-
seminating research on intelligence matters. First published in 2012, the series is
edited by Professor Gonzalez Cussac and counts 15 monographs to date. The fact
that this prestigious publisher launched this series on intelligence suggests that in-
telligence studies research is now on the rise. In addition to this series, two edited
volumes on intelligence have brought together more than eighty experts from var-
ious disciplines including criminology, political science, journalism, history, and
computing, and ex-members of the intelligence services (Diaz-Fernandez 2013,
2016). These two volumes have helped establish a theoretical corpus and common
vocabulary on intelligence for Spain and Latin America, while offering a recent
research on intelligence organizations and practices.

These initiatives and publications highlight the broad research trends in intelli-
gence studies in Spain. Today, research largely focuses on (1) economic and com-
petitive intelligence, (2) the legal dimensions of intelligence, (3) history, archiv-
ing, and information security, and (4) intelligence and terrorism (radicalization,
international cooperation, and case studies). Despite a number of positive devel-
opments, however, the ability of Spanish researchers to generate a scientific debate
that contributes to broader international currents in intelligence research remains
limited.

Teaching and Learning Opportunities

The first university course on intelligence was delivered at the General Gutiérrez
Mellado University Institute in Madrid in 2003. Since then, courses of varying qual-
ity have proliferated. Sometimes, a lack of available materials meant that many
courses were translations of Anglophone courses and textbooks. An expansive, al-
beit not a completely misleading definition of “intelligence” was used to attract stu-
dents to short courses of questionable scientific quality, while courses that were not
focused on intelligence were marketed as intelligence courses to increase their ap-
peal to potential students.

A study by Diaz Matey and Barco (2015) compiled a list of 12 master’s programs
and 55 courses on intelligence that are offered by universities or other institutions
in Spain. Some of these teaching opportunities are provided at little-known educa-
tional centers with no academic track record, which poses questions about quality
and legitimacy. Diaz Matey and Barco’s (2015) study points out issues with the qual-
ity of a number of courses offered at these institutions, including the lack of engage-
ment with theoretical content. They also found that sometimes these courses lacked
conceptual rigor and simply presented basic concepts such as the intelligence cycle
without approaching them critically. Recent data I gathered in April 2019 shows
that only nine MA programs now exist, a reduction that probably reflects high fees,
a shortage of teaching staff, and limited opportunities for graduates to gain employ-
ment.

To overcome difficulties in gaining employment upon graduation, the Masters
in Intelligence Analysis offered at the Universidad Rey Juan Carlos since 2009 has
established a number of partnerships to provide internship opportunities for its
students. This program focuses on teaching students how to conduct analysis and is
probably the best program for students seeking a career in intelligence. By contrast,
other intelligence studies programs in Spain find it difficult to place their students
inside intelligence agencies. This issue is growing in importance at a time when
alumni associations are beginning to recognize the role of economic and business
intelligence.
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Relationship between Researchers and Practitioners

Former members of the Spanish intelligence services have demonstrated a willing-
ness to come forward and publicly explain the work of the intelligence services.
Although as individuals they have long shown a willingness to discuss intelligence
matters with researchers, their collaboration became more visible since 2012. This
shift in relations between intelligence practitioners and researchers was prompted
by the CNI’s new policy of openness, which was most visible in the establishment
of an Asociacion de Ex-Miembros del Servicio de Inteligencia Esparniol (ASEMI, Association
of Ex-Members of the Spanish Intelligence Service). This official association now
counts 110 members and replaces an earlier group that brought together about 65
members. This association has no structural or functional relation to the CNI. Its
objective is to make the intelligence culture known, without engaging in partisan
debates, to better inform society about the need for and roles played by the intelli-
gence services.

ASEMTI’s participation in conferences, summer courses, and television programs
has been notable. Key figures in ASEMI have held high-level positions in the intelli-
gence community, and some of them also hold a doctoral degree, which can explain
their ability and willingness to engage the academic community. This group of re-
tired professionals increasingly finds themselves employed as instructors in master’s
courses and other courses and seminars. They are a growing presence in educa-
tional programs as speakers, tutors, and evaluators of essays and doctoral theses.
Some of them have made important contributions to the public and academic de-
bates on intelligence in Spain. Nevertheless, the participation of intelligence profes-
sionals in scholarly research and debate about intelligence remains limited. Former
military intelligence professionals in particular, and to a lesser extent former mem-
bers of law enforcement agencies such as the National Police and Civil Guard, have
tended to shy away from involvement in academia.

The Centro de Desarrollo Tecnoldgico e Industrial (Center for Technological and
Industrial Development) of the Ministry of Economy has provided another plat-
form for academics, the business world, and law enforcement agencies to meet
and exchange ideas. Unlike 20 years ago, when there was no door to knock upon
and no telephone number to call, all the security forces and the Ministry of the
Interior have established contact points—principally to support participation in
projects sponsored by European funding bodies. Nevertheless, these points of con-
tact can provide a way to reach out to other professionals with expertise on a
diverse set of issues. The divide between practitioners and academics, however,
can sometimes complicate close collaboration. For instance, the topics that are
of greatest interest to these agencies, mostly law enforcement and cyber security,
do not always align particularly well with the more theoretical interests of many
academics.

In summary, Spanish intelligence studies has grown since 2002, the point when
scholars and practitioners worked together to establish the core elements necessary
to form a scientific community: publications, periodic fora, teaching, and training
opportunities. Nevertheless, the field went through a crisis spurred by its growth
after 2012. The quantity of courses taught was not supported by production of suffi-
cient and relevant scientific material. The lack of original research based on primary
sources and the inability to access key documentation and data limited the scholarly
community’s theoretical contributions to broader academic debates. Yet, research
on Spain’s distinct experience in intelligence—a country that was not directly in-
volved in the Cold War and continues to recover from its Francoist past—has much
to offer to broader debates in the fields of intelligence studies and international
relations.
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United Kingdom

DamIEN VAN PUYVELDE
University of Glasgow

The United Kingdom has a well-established intelligence culture supported by a rel-
atively dense network of intelligence scholars based at a dozen higher-education
institutions. The “British school” of intelligence studies has traditionally been associ-
ated with the historical method, following the work of former practitioners-turned-
official-historians such as Harry Hinsley and M.R.D. Foot. The government has fos-
tered the emergence of scholarship on intelligence by opening some of its archives
and commissioning official and authorized histories of the intelligence services. In
the last decade, a number of scholars have developed a more applied and profes-
sionalizing approach to the study and teaching of intelligence and national security.
This can be related to broader trends in British higher education, emphasizing the
need to develop professionalizing master’s programs and generate research impact
(Moran and Browning 2018).

Access to Information on Intelligence

Historical and archival research has dominated the British approach to intelligence
studies. In an era marked by the opacity imposed by the Official Secrets Act, sub-
sequent British governments have decided to endorse and commission official his-
tories of its secret institutions. The first such history was M.R.D. Foot’s (1966) SOE
in France, which describes the exploits of the special operations executive during
the Second World War. Her Majesty’s government later provided access to its in-
telligence archives to a team of researchers led by Bletchley park cryptanalyst and
historian Harry Hinsley. Hinsley and his colleagues (Hinsley et al. 1979, 1981, 1984,
1988, 1990) would use this access to research the Official History of British Intelligence
in the Second World War from 1971 onward. The first volume was published in 1979,
and four additional volumes followed in the next decade. In the 1970s, former
practitioners divulged two of the most sensitive secrets of the Second World War:
British SIGINT capabilities and deception efforts (Masterman 1972; Winterbotham
1974). These revelations, and those of investigative journalists such as Chapman
Pincher, triggered the interest of outside researchers at a time when the govern-
ment remained very secretive about its intelligence services (Moran 2012, 95-135).
Andrew (1985) published a seminal history of the British Secret Services using par-
allel research—going through the records of multiple government departments—
to find files that had been left by the security reviewers. The Cambridge historian
would later coauthor a series of key books on the history of Soviet intelligence with
defectors Vasili Mitrokhin and Oleg Gordievsky and on the relationship between
US presidents and their intelligence community (Andrew and Gordievsky 1990;
Andrew 1995; Andrew and Mitrokhin 1999).

At the end of the Cold War, Parliament officially recognized the existence of the
Security Services or MI5, the Secret Intelligence Service (SIS or MI6), and the Gov-
ernment Communications Headquarters (GCHQ). The Secret Intelligence Services
Act further established a parliamentary intelligence oversight committee, which
has published an annual report since 1995 (Parliament of the United Kingdom
1989, 1994). Government releases, specifically in the records of the Cabinet Office,
the Security Service, and the Foreign Office, have allowed outside researchers to
continue investigating the history of British intelligence. Nevertheless, many files,
specifically those of SIS, remain inaccessible to outside researchers who are forced
to use parallel research, visit foreign archives, and consult private papers to unearth
evidence about British intelligence practices. The British Cabinet Office organizes
periodic consultations with intelligence researchers to discuss declassification
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issues, which help to maintain a dialogue between government and the research
community.

The study of intelligence in the United Kingdom continues to be defined by the
production of official and authorized histories, with volumes on the MI5, MI6, and
the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) released in the last decade (Andrew 2009;
Jefferey 2010; Goodman 2014). Military historian John Ferris is currently working
on an official history of GCHQ. Beside archives and government records, journal-
ists writing about intelligence and researchers have relied on interviews with serv-
ing and former officers to write about secret intelligence (see Urban 1996; Aldrich
2011; Corera 2012). A handful of former senior intelligence practitioners, such as
former GCHQ officer and Secretary of the Joint Intelligence Committee Michael
Herman (1996) and former Director of GCHQ David Omand (2010), have written
influential monographs at the crossroads between intelligence theory and practice.
Additionally, former MI5 Director Stella Rimington (2002) published her memaoir,
and Eliza Manningham-Buller (2012) wrote a short and informative essay on secu-
rity and counterterrorism based on a series of public lectures. In sum, intelligence
researchers have benefited from limited government transparency.

Institutionalization of Intelligence Studies

The study of intelligence is longstanding in the British academic landscape. The
relative flexibility of UK higher education and its openness to interdisciplinary ap-
proaches have provided a fertile ground for intelligence studies to flourish at the
crossroads between humanities and the social sciences. Intelligence researchers can
be found in politics, international relations, criminology, and history departments
in well over a dozen universities. Few of these researchers have a background in
intelligence.

A handful of universities have established centers to structure their research
efforts. Brunel University created the Brunel Centre for Intelligence and Secu-
rity Studies in November 2003 to promote and develop social science and policy-
oriented approaches to intelligence. Aberystwyth University established a Centre
for Intelligence and International Security Studies in 2004. The University of Buck-
ingham established its own Centre for Security and Intelligence Studies a few years
later. Over a dozen universities offer intelligence-related courses, many of which are
based on the latest research in the field.

British researchers have played an essential role in the structuring of intelligence
studies as an academic field of inquiry. In 1986, Christopher Andrew helped estab-
lish the first academic journal on intelligence, Intelligence and National Security, with
Michael Handel at the US Army War College (Phythian 2018a, 402). British pub-
lisher Frank Cass, later acquired by Routledge, provided an early platform to pub-
lish monographs and edited volumes on intelligence. Two major book series, Studies
in Intelligence (Routledge) and Intelligence, Surveillance, and Secret Warfare (Edinburgh
University), have now published dozens of research monographs on intelligence af-
fairs.

Intelligence scholars based in Britain form a closely knit community supported
by periodic meetings organized by various institutions such as the Cambridge In-
telligence Seminars, the Oxford Intelligence Group, the Study Group on Intelli-
gence, and the biennial Gregynog Conference organized by the Centre for Intel-
ligence and International Security at Aberystwyth University. The Universities of
Aberystwyth, Brunel, Cambridge, King’s College London, Oxford, and Warwick, to
name a few, have produced a steady flow of PhD candidates working on intelligence
affairs in the last two decades. Early career researchers tend to organize ad hoc
workshops and events that add to the more periodic and well-established events. In
addition, King’s College London has set up an intelligence and security email di-
gest that acts as a central channel of communication on intelligence studies events
in the UK and beyond.
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Scientific Debate

Intelligence researchers in the United Kingdom have been influenced by the im-
portance of the historical method in the development of the field and tend to look
at the past to identify cases, trends, and broader developments in the practice of
intelligence. Common research themes have been shaped by the availability of gov-
ernment records and include the role of intelligence in war, intelligence and the
British Empire, and intelligence and decolonization, to name a few (see Cormac
2013). A handful of social scientists have written about the British intelligence bu-
reaucracy and the evolution of its oversight mechanisms (see Davies 2005; Gill and
Phythian 2006).

More applied research on intelligence sources and methods remains relatively
limited in the United Kingdom. Even publications on intelligence analysis tend to
be more academic than applied in their nature (see Richards 2010). Nevertheless,
the establishment of a Centre for Research and Evidence on Security threats at
Lancaster University, thanks to a grant from the British government, suggests that
new and more applied approaches to intelligence and security are becoming more
important in a higher education context due in part to growing expectations re-
garding the “impact” generated by academic research. The Lancaster center has
provided support to social and behavioral scientists working on topics of interest to
intelligence and security agencies including the elicitation of information, protec-
tive security and risk assessment, and radicalization processes. While the researcher
leading these projects might not define themselves primarily as “intelligence schol-
ars,” their findings are likely to affect the ways in which intelligence is studies in the
United Kingdom.

Teaching and Learning Opportunities

UK universities have a relatively long tradition of offering academically oriented
courses on intelligence. In the late 1980s, the University of Edinburgh offered a
Masters in History of American Security and Intelligence. Historians at the Univer-
sity of Salford followed suit and developed of a master’s program on intelligence
(Phythian 2018b, 943). The Department of International Politics at Aberystwyth
University started offering an undergraduate course on Intelligence and National
Security in 1991 and a master’s course in 1993,and appointed a tenure-track lecturer
in intelligence studies in 1996 before offering a Bachelor of Science in International
Politics and Intelligence Studies, and from 2003 onward, an MA in Intelligence.
Intelligence studies emerged as a branch of the history of international relations
and the study of international politics. Unsurprisingly, the UK tradition of intelli-
gence teaching focuses on intelligence education. Intelligence is taught in the con-
text of its ability to inform and impact international history and international rela-
tions. Courses on intelligence analysis tradecraft have emerged in the last decade
at the master’s level and have become increasingly successful. Table 2 provides a
snapshot of intelligence courses and programs offered at UK universities in 2019.
The sample focuses on courses in the humanities and social sciences and excludes
other disciplines such as business, information studies, and computer science.

Relationship between Researchers and Practitioners

The relationship between intelligence researchers and practitioners is cordial and
informal, for the most part. A small number of former practitioners attend some of
the periodic academic meetings organized. A handful of practitioners such as David
Omand have been hired as professors and teach more regularly to university stu-
dents. The intelligence services occasionally invite select scholars to deliver lectures
to present their latest research. Former directors and service historians occasionally
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Table 2. Intelligence studies degrees and courses at UK universities, 2019

Institution Degree course
Aberystwyth BA in Strategy, Intelligence, and Security
University * War, Strategy, and Intelligence

Bishop Grosseteste
University

Brunel University

Buckingham
University

Coventry University

University of Derby

University of
Glasgow

King’s College
London

« Strategy, Intelligence, and Security in International Politics

* Spies at War

MA in Intelligence and International Security/International Relations, etc.
* Intelligence, Security, and International Relations in the 20th Century
BA in History

* The Secret State: A History of Espionage

* The Secret War: Intelligence during the Second World War

BSc in International Politics/Politics/Politics and History

* National Security Intelligence

MA in Intelligence and Security Studies (on campus and distance learning)
« Intelligence Concepts, Issues, and Institutions

* Intelligence and Security Studies Dissertation

* Intelligence History: Failure and Success

» Contemporary Threats and Analytical Methodology
 Counterintelligence and Security

« Intelligence Analysis Foundations, Methods, and Applications

BA in Security, Intelligence, and Cyber

» Foundations of Global Security and Intelligence

* Key Developments in Security and Intelligence History

« Political Psychology and Intelligence Analysis

* Security, Intelligence, and Policy-Making

MA in Security and Intelligence Studies or in Security, Intelligence, and
Diplomacy

« Intelligence History, Tradecraft, and Machinery

* Case Studies in Intelligence Success and Failure

* Analytical Simulation Exercise

Postgraduate Certificate or Diploma in Law Enforcement, Security, and
Intelligence (on campus and distance learning)

* Law Enforcement Intelligence Practice and Policy

* Intelligence and International Security since 1939

BA in History

* British Intelligence History from 1789 to 1989

MSc/Postgraduate Certificate or Diploma in Intelligence, Security, and
Disaster Management

» Contemporary Issues in Intelligence and Security

MA in History

* Covert Action: The Secret Pursuit of Foreign Policy from the Second
World War to Today

* Evolution of the US Intelligence Community

International Master in Intelligence, Strategy, and Security Studies

* Intelligence Analysis and Policy-Making

MA in Global Security

* Intelligence in an Age of Terror

BA in International Relations/War Studies/History and International
Relations/etc.

* Intelligence and War

MA in Intelligence and International Security/International
Relations/National Security Studies/etc.

* Intelligence in Peace and War

* Diplomacy, Intelligence, and Armaments Competition

« Intelligence Studies (cabinet office only)

* Armchair Intelligence: Open Sources and Online Investigations

* Past and Present of British Intelligence
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Table 2. Continued

Institution Degree course

Leicester University MA in Intelligence and Security (distance learning)
* Intelligence: Key Concepts and Debates
* Intelligence Techniques and Tradecraft
* Intelligence Failure
* Intelligence Ethics

Liverpool John MSc Intelligence and Security Studies (distance learning)
Moores University * Intelligence Analysis

* History of Intelligence: Successes and Failures
University of MA in International Security and Terrorism
Nottingham * Secret Intelligence and International Security
Salford University BSc in Politics

* Intelligence, Security, and Politics in Britain, 1909-1994
MA/PgDip in Intelligence and Security Studies (face to face, distance
learning closed to practitioners)
» Contemporary Security, Intelligence, and Terrorism Studies
* Intelligence and Conflict
* Issues in Intelligence
* The Secret State
Warwick University BA in Politics and International Studies/etc.
* Vigilant State: The Politics of Intelligence
MA in International Relations/Security
* The CIA and Covert Action
* Secrecy and Spies: British Intelligence in the Modern World

deliver lectures on university campuses. Nevertheless, there are no government-
run programs like the US Intelligence Community Center for Academic Excel-
lence, officers-in-residence, or scholars-in-residence. Thus far, the British govern-
ment seems to have favored a relatively informal and unstructured approach in its
relationship to the community of intelligence researchers based in the United King-
dom. This relationship is much more formalized when well-established researchers
are granted privileged access to write authorized or official histories. Overall, in-
telligence researchers—including the authors or authorized and official histories—
have focused their efforts on the academic study of intelligence.

United States

JaMES J. WirTZ
Naval Postgraduate School

Historical legacies and the politics of the day inevitably shape the study of intelli-
gence. In the United States, collaboration between intelligence and academe was
high during World War II, the early Cold War, and during the so-called global
war on terrorism. By contrast, as US involvement in the Vietnam War increased,
critical intelligence studies became a cottage industry (Marchetti and Marks 1974;
Diamond 1992). The presence of CIA recruiters on college campuses became a
lightning rod for all types of protest; scholars engaged in intelligence contract stud-
ies could also find themselves the target of vilification (Campbell 1986). Rightly or
wrongly, intelligence agencies are sometimes depicted as enemies of democracy at
home and enemies of the poor and exploited overseas—something worthy only of
condemnation not serious scholarly consideration. Nevertheless, the existence of
a national community of intelligence scholars probably implies that some amount
of constructive communication occurs across the divide that separates intelligence
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agencies from academe. With these qualifications in mind, scholars in the United
States often enjoy constructive working relationships with intelligence profession-
als, especially after both sides build trust during nearly continuous engagement in
a variety of activities and venues.

Access to Information on Intelligence

Although it is impossible to judge how much information remains hidden behind
classification barriers, those interested in the US intelligence community can ac-
tually be inundated with data about intelligence. Intelligence agencies routinely
release archival material—policies, procedures and organizational structures are of-
ten a matter of public record. Excerpts of intelligence reports are often deliberately
released or leaked by administration officials. Retired intelligence professionals of-
ten chronicle important developments in their memoirs (Crumpton 2013), and
FOIA requests can yield vast amounts of material.” Admittedly, intelligence profes-
sionals would prefer to control tightly information releases, focusing on matters
of mostly historical interest. Nevertheless, information floodgates open in the af-
termath of intelligence failures or controversies. The Church Committee investiga-
tions in the 1970s (Johnson 2015), the Team B Experiment (Rovner 2011, 113-136),
the 9/11 attacks (National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States
2004), or the 2003 Iraq National Intelligence Estimate (Jervis 2010; Wirtz 2014) all
yielded staggering amounts of information not only about the contents of intelli-
gence estimates per se, but also how those intelligence estimates were produced.

Scholars also benefit from the fact that intelligence agencies in the United States
retain their own historians not only to write official history, but also to organize and
release archival materials in ways that are useful to “outside” historians (Dujmovic
2011). These agency historians disseminate information not based on policy man-
dates or professional courtesy alone, but out of a recognized need to advance our
collective understanding of past events to help improve the intelligence process
itself. Although the thought might be disconcerting in other national settings, in-
telligence scholars and intelligence professionals sometimes see themselves as ad-
dressing slightly different facets of the same issues or problems.

Institutionalization of Intelligence Studies

US universities that offer graduate or professional programs related to international
relations, security studies, or comparative government likely have at least one mem-
ber of their faculty who has written about intelligence or who would self-identify
as contributing to the field of intelligence studies. These faculty are embedded in
more mainstream political science or history programs and seem to branch out into
intelligence studies after encountering issues of theoretical or empirical importance
in their normal pursuits. In the aftermath of 9/11, criminal justice departments,
burgeoning homeland security programs, and public policy curricula often utilize
faculty with research interests related to intelligence production, intra-agency in-
telligence collaboration, or intelligence oversight and privacy. The controversy sur-
rounding the Second Gulf War, especially the debate about the accuracy of the 2002
National Intelligence Estimate on Iraq (National Foreign Intelligence Board 2002),
also highlighted the role and power of intelligence estimates in policy and policy
debates, drawing fresh voices from new disciplines to intelligence studies.

Today, issues of privacy raised by the emergence of “Big Data,” the Internet of
Things, and the general digitization of everyday life are also drawing scholars from
a variety of fields closer to topics traditionally addressed by intelligence studies.

"The Central Intelligence Agency website supplies instructions and templates to facilitate requests for information
using Freedom of information Act (FOIA) authorities (Central Intelligence Agency 2019).
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The field of intelligence studies also is changing to accommodate these new de-
velopments. While the field still focuses on the process of intelligence production,
the impediments that bedevil analysts, and the governance and oversight of intelli-
gence organizations in democracies (Gill, Marrin, and Pythian 2009), scholars are
increasingly exploring how the issues of secrecy, privacy, artificial intelligence, and
the data deluge itself are shaping intelligence organizations, societies and the nexus
among civil society, government, and intelligence organizations (Wirtz 2018). In
other words, intelligence studies in the United States might be poised to diffuse
into the broader study of the impact of information technologies on society writ
large.

Scientific Debate

As we noted in the introduction to this forum, while important theoretical and
historical work on intelligence was not unknown in the United States before the
1980s, witness the seminal Pearl Harbor: Warning and Decision (Wohlstetter 1962), an
expanding intelligence studies had become quite vibrant by the turn of the century.
The Intelligence Studies Section of the International Studies Association and the
Association of former Intelligence Officers, for instance, provide venues to present
research and to network with like-minded scholars. The leading journals in the field
benefited from editors who worked diligently to advance the state of the art, creat-
ing an air of competition between the two publications that has been inherited by a
new generation of scholars that has recently taken over the helm. Publications deal-
ing with intelligence also are becoming more commonplace in mainstream journals
as young scholars work to raise their professional profiles. Just about all of the ma-
jor university presses in the United States continue to publish noteworthy works on
intelligence, while a few have even developed their own specialized series to tap
interest in the topic and to draw younger scholars to their press.

Because Americans benefit from a large active community, enjoy plenty of venues
and publications to distribute their work, and have a plethora of relevant materials,
their selection of case studies, theoretical preoccupations, and policy concerns tend
to dominate the field, much to the chagrin of scholars living in other countries. As
one young voice recently noted, “the temple of intelligence studies contains highly
detailed reliefs about the same stories, while so much more could be carved into the
edifice” (Lasoen 2018, 331). Indeed, there are plenty of details about the workings
of US and British intelligence during World War II, the Cuban Missile Crisis, a vari-
ety of Cold War incidents, the 9/11 attacks, intelligence leading up to the Second
Gulf War, and the hunt for Osama Bin Laden—cases that tap American and British
archives and reflect US political and strategic concerns. This focus on the “Anglo-
sphere,” to use a term made popular by British colleagues, is changing, albeit slowly.
Nevertheless, young scholars, regardless of their point of national origin, would do
well to familiarize themselves with the Pearl Harbor story, since so much of the field
takes this case as a reference point. American and, to a slightly lesser extent, British
history still serves as the empirical bedrock of intelligence studies.

Teaching and Learning Opportunities

Intelligence studies in the United States can be found in both traditional pro-
grams at major research universities and in programs offering professional degrees.
At research universities, about a dozen PhDs are awarded on an annual basis to
students writing about theoretical, public policy, or historical aspects of intelligence,
and it is not unusual for professors at these institutions to also author monographs,
edited volumes, or journal articles dealing with similar topics. There are also sev-
eral professional schools that offer MA and occasionally BA degrees in some aspect
of analysis, law enforcement intelligence, or homeland security that are intended
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to equip students for a career as intelligence professionals. The number of intelli-
gence programs has grown steadily in the last two decades (Coulthart and Crosston
2015). The US government has its own institution, the National Intelligence Uni-
versity (NIU), which is accredited by the Middle States Commission on higher ed-
ucation and is a member of the Consortium of Universities of the Washington, DC
Metropolitan Area. The best known nongovernment professional school is probably
Mercyhurst College, which offers a Research/Intelligence Analyst Program (RIAP)
with both undergraduate and graduate courses and degrees designed specifically
for intelligence analysts. Current professors in the RIAP program include retired or
former members of the Office of the Director of National Intelligence, the Raleigh
Police Department, the US Navy, the US Department of Energy, the National Drug
Intelligence Center, the US State Department, the US Army, the CIA, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, Canada’s Department of National Defense, and the Turk-
ish Policy Academy. There are also specialized programs. For instance, the Center
for Nonproliferation Studies at the Middleburry Institution of International Studies
offers curricula designed to meet the need for analysts dealing with proliferation is-
sues. Another example of a specialized program is Embry-Riddle Aeronautical Uni-
versity. It offers programs in intelligence and homeland security that focus on the
aviation industry, in particular, and transportation infrastructure in general.

Relationship between Researchers and Practitioners

The fact that some of the leading figures in intelligence studies are former Ameri-
can intelligence officials and that US intelligence agencies often rely on specialists
from academe to consult on various regional and technical matters suggests that
the nexus between scholars and intelligence professionals is productive and seri-
ous. Academics often bring their expertise to intelligence agencies by serving on or
even leading the National Intelligence Council, by helping to review National In-
telligence Estimates or other products before dissemination, by providing research
results on the analytic process, or by helping to conduct postmortems in the after-
math of a failure of analysis. Intelligence agencies are not averse to extending tem-
porary security clearances to faculty so that they can be “read-in” to analysis data
so that they can assess its accuracy and validity. In a comparative context, this really
is a remarkable state of affairs. US intelligence agencies actually seek the expertise
and advice of the academic community to enhance their analysis and to understand
their mistakes.

Since the end of the Cold War, intelligence professionals have also increased their
presence and activities on campus and within the larger academic community. Intel-
ligence agencies maintain “in-residence” programs, whereby they detail senior pro-
fessionals to leading programs in international relations and security studies so that
they can serve as a liaison between scholars and the broader intelligence commu-
nity, teach classes, and conduct their own research. Former intelligence profession-
als also have helped to create entire curriculum and courses at leading universities,
crafting educational programs with an eye toward introducing students to practical
aspects of the art of intelligence (Dujmovic 2017). Junior analysts also have been at-
tending various scholarly conferences and events related to their particular areas of
responsibilities to better incorporate the latest research and perspectives into their
work.

Surrounded by impressive security, protected by law, and populated with tight-
lipped officials, intelligence agencies are foreboding places that seem inaccessible,
especially to scholars with an interest in history, current policy, or intelligence. The
US intelligence community is no exception. Yet, once a scholar demonstrates their
expertise and willingness to make a constructive contribution to the national well-
being, intelligence officials can actually be rather open about ongoing work and
contemporary issues. This is not to suggest that scholars are simply given access to
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classified materials willy-nilly; highly sensitive information is only exposed to “out-
siders” on a strict need-to-know basis. Nevertheless, interactions between scholars
and intelligence professionals can yield even more precious insights about what it
is like to work as an intelligence analyst and what the term “intelligence” means in
a practical sense today. In exchange for some commentary or advice, the student of
intelligence might be granted the opportunity to observe the subject of study from
the inside, so to speak, an experience that places theory, history, and policy in a new
perspective.

Forum Conclusion

JAaMES J. WirTz
Naval Postgraduate School
AND
DaMIEN VAN PUYVELDE
University of Glasgow

Our comparative survey of the state of intelligence studies and the nature and scope
of the interaction between intelligence professional and scholars in various national
settings highlights how the field is shaped by different political contexts and strate-
gic cultures, levels of academic interest, and the willingness of intelligence agencies
to tap outside resources. This forum confirms and shows how the subfield of intelli-
gence studies is diversifying because of growing interest and new contributions from
scholars working beyond the Anglosphere. Collaboration between academics and
intelligence officers is high in the United States and the United Kingdom, somewhat
less extensive in France and Israel, and apparently limited in Spain, Romania, and
Japan. In France and Spain, intelligence studies appears to be on the upswing, while
Japanese and Romanian initiatives remain limited, not least by historical legacies.
Despite this disparity, scholars in all national settings have made significant contri-
butions to the field. Indeed, the short list of Israeli scholars provided by Bar-Joseph
(this forum) identifies several researchers who played a major part in defining the
field itself. Nevertheless, our survey does suggest that common obstacles limit the
development of intelligence studies. As a national endeavor, a vibrant intelligence
studies community requires some sort of access to the subject of study, to intelli-
gence managers, analysts, and archives. Thus government transparency continues
to shape the development of intelligence studies at a national level.

Whether or not there is a tradition of citizen involvement in government endeav-
ors requiring technical or scientific expertise that is in short supply, strategic culture
seems to shape the interaction between intelligence professionals and scholars.
US, British, and Israeli intelligence agencies seem more willing to involve outside
experts in their work, and for the most part, scholars in these states appear willing
to lend their expertise to various government endeavors. In these countries, intel-
ligence scholars do not seem to confront the same obstacles encountered by most
social scientists when engaging with practitioners in government (Jentelson and
Ratner 2011; Desch 2019). As these exchanges occur, trusted relationships emerge
that allow parties to gain insight into intelligence, which enriches theoretical work
and helps place empirical materials in a richer context. In other national settings,
relationships between governments and civilians in general, or intelligence and
citizens in particular, have either been arms-length or even downright adversarial.
Strategic culture, however, cuts both ways. Scholars have to deem intelligence
worthy of study, while intelligence professionals have to believe that academics have
something important to say.
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It is also apparent that in some national settings, scholars interested in intelli-
gence studies lead a rather lonely existence. For most of the twentieth century, aca-
demics often found little of interest when it came to intelligence; they often saw
things such as espionage, intelligence analysis, counterterrorism, or covert opera-
tions as necessary evils that were best ignored and not dignified with serious consid-
eration. Because intelligence studies is more of a consumer, rather than a producer,
of theoretical insights and is not easily caught up in the winds of intellectual fash-
ion, itis unlikely to attract large numbers of mainstream scholars who must meet the
demands of their own disciplines and departments to advance in their careers. Uni-
versities or other types of research centers that have departments or programs that
specialize in intelligence studies or closely related fields can be found in just about
every national setting, but the quality of instruction they provide, the resources they
have available, and they opportunities they create vary greatly.

Intelligence studies also flourishes when scholars have access to archival mate-
rials. How access is granted varies. In some settings, it is systematic and part of a
general effort to declassify government documents so scholars can better under-
stand the general course of international affairs, the role of intelligence agencies
in shaping international events, and to gain some insight into the development of
intelligence estimates themselves. In other settings, access to information seems a
bit more personalized. After they demonstrate their bona fides as serious scholars
and honest brokers, access to archives, oral histories, and even to current officials
and analysts can occur, leading to new or richer explanations of important events
or issues in national histories. Of course in some settings, access to archives is a
nonstarter, which greatly reduces the attractiveness of intelligence studies as an aca-
demic endeavor. This type of limitation partly explains why the study of intelligence
has, thus far, largely remained focused on national experiences in the Global North.

In an unexpected twist, our survey also sheds light on an issue of growing impor-
tance to intelligence studies: a critical response to the dominance of cases, questions
and concerns centered in the Anglosphere (Aldrich and Kasuku 2012). Instead of
being fostered by intellectual, ideological, or national bias, the Anglosphere might
dominate the field because that is where its empirical materials are accessible. Stud-
ies of the performance and impact of intelligence on issues such as strategic warn-
ing, policy formulation, and the creation of estimates in general often turn on
exquisite details and nuanced interpretations of the interaction of facts, analysts’
beliefs, and leaders’ receptivity. To undertake this kind of analysis requires highly
detailed information that only exists in archives. Nevertheless, a logical advance for
the field, and for the broader discipline of international relations, would occur if
French, Spanish, Romanian, and Japanese scholars, for instance, could apply their
mastery of the theoretical literature and language skills to identify and explore im-
portant intelligence events in their respective countries.
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