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DEDICATION 

When battling bureaucracy and trying to affect positive change, Pete Rustan would often 

compare organizations to houses, where “getting inside the house” meant that you could 

influence the organization. With this metaphor in mind, Pete urged his staff at the 

National Reconnaissance Office to do whatever it took to get into that house for the sake 

of innovation, collaboration, and national security, and was famously quoted saying: 

 

 

“If someone doesn’t answer the front door, go to the back door.  

If they don’t open the back door, climb through a window.  

And if the window is locked, tear a hole in the wall.” 

 

(Aviation Week & Space Technology, 2012) 

 

 

This research is dedicated to Dr. Pedro “Pete” Rustan (1947-2012),  

and to the generation of change agents that he inspired. 
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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS 

Interdisciplinary Collaborative Learning: 

Enabling a Culture of Integration within the 

United States Intelligence Community 

 

A Grounded Theory Study 

By 

Eric R. Zitz 

Master of Science in Applied Intelligence 

Mercyhurst University, 2013 

Professor Dawn M. Wozneak, Chair 

 

 

The purpose of this study was to develop a theory that explains the relationship between 

culture, collaboration, and learning in the United States Intelligence Community. The 

grounded theory mixed-method approach yielded both qualitative and quantitative data 

from 85 online survey responses that were anonymously completed and submitted by 

working-level intelligence officers, as well as from four in-person interviews with 

executive leaders. The data was substantively and theoretically coded and analyzed, and a 

formal grounded theory emerged. The theory of interdisciplinary collaborative learning, 

and its associated conceptual model, can be applied to virtually any professional field, but 

this study proposes its use in the national security field to enable a culture of integration 

amongst the different agencies and intelligence disciplines therein.  
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1 | INTRODUCTION 
 

Introduction to the Problem 

 The United States (US) Intelligence Community (IC) is comprised of seventeen 

executive branch agencies and organizations that conduct intelligence activities both 

individually and through federated efforts to support international relations and national 

security. Within the IC, there are five core intelligence disciplines that contribute to 

situational awareness and decision-advantage for the US, these being Geospatial 

Intelligence (GEOINT), Signals Intelligence (SIGINT), Human Intelligence (HUMINT), 

Measurement and Signature Intelligence (MASINT), and Open Source Intelligence 

(OSINT). The enterprise activities of each core discipline are overseen by a Functional 

Manager, generally the director of an intelligence discipline-specific agency, who is 

assigned and given policy authority by the Director of National Intelligence (DNI). In this 

way, the federated IC is formally segregated and managed via disciplinary stovepipes, 

with integration encouraged and enabled by the Office of the DNI (ODNI) (ODNI, 2013). 

In fact, “the core mission of ODNI is to lead the Intelligence Community in intelligence 

integration,” (ODNI, 2013, p. 2) which includes fusing the collection, analysis, and 

counterintelligence activities from multiple intelligence disciplines (multi-INT) through 

policy and strategic-level coordination. At the heart of this coordination is the Deputy 

DNI for Intelligence Integration (DDNI/II), the National Intelligence Managers (NIMs), 

their teams, and the Unifying Intelligence Strategies (UISs) that they develop (ODNI, 

2013). Unfortunately, complex and persistent challenges prevent these individuals and 

organizations from achieving their chartered purpose. 
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Apparently, due to engrained attitudes and learned behaviors, intelligence 

professionals have "repeatedly missed opportunities to redevelop their focus, redefine 

their culture, and reorganize the Intelligence Community in preparation for new and 

unconventional threats" (Orellana, 2005, p. 15), despite legislative action and the release 

of associated IC Directives (ICDs). This resistance to integration goes beyond law, 

policy, or strategic leadership, and rather speaks to a disparity of thinking and of opinion, 

and to a divide in culture. But how does an organization, especially one as large as the 

US IC, adapt and evolve its culture? How can its members be expected to integrate and 

collaborate if they were never taught how? Though the 9/11 Commission Report (US 

Congress, 2004a) and the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act (IRTPA) 

(US Congress, 2004b) called for interagency collaboration, integration of intelligence 

activities, and the fusion of all available sources, the institutionalized training processes 

of the IC still involve the segregation and specialization of its professionals with limited 

opportunities for interdisciplinary collaborative learning. 

Background of the Problem 

 The intelligence activities of the US were not originally intended to act as an 

integrated enterprise, and rather were developed and implemented as individual threats 

and capabilities matured. The modern IC was born from the covert and clandestine 

intelligence successes of the US military and Office of Strategic Services (OSS) during 

World War II, whose efforts remained largely disjointed through the beginning of the 

Cold War. As the HUMINT and SIGINT disciplines provided significant decision-

advantage against Germany, Japan, and the Soviet Union during the 1940’s and 1950’s, 

so too were the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the National Security Agency 

(NSA) the first national intelligence organizations chartered by Congress in 1947 and 
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1952, respectively. Later, in 1961, based largely on recommendations by CIA, the 

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) was created to consolidate and integrate the military 

intelligence activities of the US Armed Forces (Richelson, 2008). That same year, the 

National Photographic Interpretation Center (NPIC) was established to be a joint imagery 

analysis activity managed by CIA and the Department of Defense (DoD) (CIA, 2008), 

with the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) also chartered to support classified 

imagery and SIGINT technical collection (ODNI, 2013). Later, in 1972, the Defense 

Mapping Agency (DMA) was established to centralize the production and knowledge 

management of the world’s regional geographies. Decades later, in 1996, NPIC and 

DMA merged to form the National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA), where a new 

form of intelligence, combining mapping and remote sensing, would incubate (NGA, 

2011). It was from these fragmented centers of excellence that the core intelligence 

disciplines grew.  

Today, under the oversight of ODNI, the Functional Management of the IC is 

organized by discipline as follows (ODNI, 2013): 

• GEOINT is managed by the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA), 

established in 2003 as an evolution of NIMA 

• SIGINT is managed by NSA  

• HUMINT is managed by CIA  

• MASINT is managed by DIA  

• OSINT is managed by the DNI Open Source Center (OSC), established in 2005, 

with CIA as its Executive Agent  
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This history and current reality of the IC, with both its capabilities and its challenges, 

should contribute to an ever-evolving intelligence theory, but none such exists. 

Breckenridge (2012) explains the slow propagation of intelligence theory from its 

beginnings with Sherman Kent immediately following World War II, through Vietnam, 

the Cold War, and following  the rise of global terrorism, but emphasizes the distinct lack 

of attention given to the field by academia. More than six decades after Kent’s 

publication of Strategic Intelligence for American World Policy (1949), the field of 

intelligence studies is still described as immature (Sims, 2005a), with most literature 

being historical in nature and most active research being highly substantive and limited in 

scope. The lack of formal theories in the intelligence field compounds the challenge of 

addressing or mitigating real-world issues that affect the IC, such as multi-INT 

integration, and precludes academia from discussing applied problems through a common 

framework. The diversity of perspectives on the IC and US intelligence is constructive 

and insightful, with some scholars applauding the system for its “healthy capacity to 

adapt to new circumstances” (May, 2005, p. 11) while others claim that it has become a 

bureaucracy that feeds on itself (Simon, 2005), but specifically the volume of work and 

consistency of published dialogue is far less than ideal. Colloquially, practitioners and 

practitioner-researchers know that there are many persistent and complex challenges 

facing the IC, with potential negative impacts on national security if left unchecked. That 

said, without consistent empirical examinations and discussions of these challenges, it is 

extremely difficult to elevate and/or attempt to solve them. 
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Statement of the Problem 

 While academia has published ad hoc substantive research on applied intelligence 

challenges, more generalized research at the IC-level and the development of formal 

theories have been all but avoided. Additionally, while papers related to the best practices 

and methods of training intelligence officers are relatively common, little to no work has 

focused on the content of said training and how that may or may not influence 

interdisciplinary collaboration and the broader interagency culture. These problems are of 

great concern to the author because they represent gaps in knowledge and understanding 

not just within academia, but within the IC as well. Without a proper conceptual and 

substantive understanding of these issues, any attempt to mitigate them will likely only 

address the symptoms of the assumed challenges to integration rather than the cause, and 

therefore be short-lived and/or ineffective. With that said, contributing to a body of 

knowledge for the intelligence field will enable future thought leadership and more 

effective problem solving. To accomplish this, the researcher seeks to discover the 

relationships between culture, collaboration, and learning through new research and 

increased understanding. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this research is to develop a theory that explains the relationship 

between the training of intelligence professionals within the US IC, the culture and 

attitudes towards multi-INT activities, and the real-world interdisciplinary collaboration 

that may or may not occur as a result.  A second purpose is to evaluate the perceptions of 

current training opportunities within the IC as they relate to interdisciplinary 

collaboration, as assessed by study participants. The research design emphasizes the 

importance of contextual data provided by geographically and functionally-dispersed 
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intelligence officers as well as by a diverse sample of executive leaders. The study 

employed a mixed-method approach in order to broaden analytic perspective and enable 

“empirical generalizations” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 24). In order to address the 

problem, this research needs to capture and explain the attitudes in context of intelligence 

officers and executive leaders as they pertain to intelligence integration, and then analyze 

and abstract those results to form a workable theory. Based on the results and findings of 

this study, implications for practice and recommendations for further research are 

discussed. 

Research Questions 

 At the heart of the current research problem are the concepts of culture, 

collaboration, and learning within the US IC, and how they may or may not be related. In 

order to address these issues, the researcher chose to employ a mixed-method approach 

with an emphasis on contextual data. The research questions below represent the high-

level inquiry that drove the specific qualitative and quantitative pursuits of this study. In 

crafting these research questions, the author was confident that their structure and 

conceptual positions would encourage the emergence of one or more grounded theories. 

1. How do working-level intelligence officers and executive leaders within the 

US IC describe current interdisciplinary training opportunities and their role 

in promoting real-world collaboration? 

2. What are the attitudes towards interdisciplinary collaboration in the US IC? 

3. What recommendations do working-level intelligence officers and executive 

leaders have for future IC-related learning programs? 
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Definition of Terms 

Decision-advantage. Ability to make confident choices due to the consolidation 

and presentation of all available information (ODNI, 2008); enabling decision-advantage 

is the purpose of national security intelligence (Sims, 2005a). 

Executive leader. “A key contributor at the top and upper ranks of their 

organization” (Bougae, 2005); and, for the case of the IC, a senior intelligence officer 

with a strategic perspective on intelligence operations and future initiatives. 

Fusion. Incorporating a multi-INT strategy across the entire Intelligence Cycle 

(ODNI, 2013). 

Intelligence integration. “Synchronizing collection, analysis, and 

counterintelligence so that they are fused—effectively operating as one team” (ODNI, 

2013, p. 2).  

Intelligence officer. “A professional employee of an intelligence organization 

engaged in intelligence activities” (ODNI, 2013, p. 74). Working-level intelligence 

officers are accountable to decision-makers, executive leaders, and other managers for 

performing specific job functions around the Intelligence Cycle. 
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Nature of the Study 

 This study is of a mixed-method design wherein qualitative and quantitative data 

was collected through online survey responses and in-person interviews. Survey 

responses were collected anonymously and included both multiple choice and open-

ended questions, and the in-person interviews were structured to maximize open and 

candid conversation. The study aims to explain the perspectives of working-level 

professionals and executive leaders of the IC as they relate to functional collaboration, 

and formally introduces the theory of interdisciplinary collaborative learning.  

Relevance and Significance of the Study 

 This study is relevant because it begins to address the most complex challenge 

affecting the US IC today: enabling a culture of integration. But why is integration 

important? Scholars agree that as the Cold War ended so too did the balance of world 

power, and therefore “threats to national security have become diminished in potential, 

but increased in both number and uncertainty” (Dougherty & Mir, 2001, p. 71). These 

modern threats no longer rest with foreign militaries, whose facilities, vehicles, artillery, 

and other equipment are relatively easy to find but difficult to neutralize, and rather now 

are primarily embodied in human beings, networks, and both state and non-state 

organizations that are easy to neutralize, but difficult to find. This shift in intelligence-

focus, from the monitoring of “specific objects to the actions and movement of 

individuals,” demands an equal shift in the IC’s analytic paradigm; moving from 

discipline-specific exploitation of static targets to the production of Activity-Based 

Intelligence (ABI) through multi-INT fusion (Quinn, 2012). 

 There is very little academic literature available related to the culture of the IC 

and/or the general attitudes towards intelligence integration. Additionally, there is little to 
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no literature addressing how specific learning opportunities may or may not enable 

interdisciplinary collaboration. This study was motivated by these gaps in knowledge and 

is significant because it opens new dialogue and begins to address the associated applied 

challenges. The findings and implications of this study may be of interest to the IC, and 

more specifically to the ODNI, as federal budgets are reduced and processes streamlined, 

while intelligence professionals are also expected to process higher volumes of 

unstructured multi-INT data in support of ABI. The implications of this study may also 

be of interest to academia, whose expertise and support may be expected in terms of 

further research and education. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

 There were two key assumptions made during the planning and execution of this 

research: first, the assumption that working-level professionals and executive leaders 

would be willing to participate in the study and, second, the assumption that there was in 

fact a lack of interdisciplinary training opportunities within the US IC. These 

assumptions stemmed from the author’s status as a practitioner-researcher with nearly a 

decade of experience supporting national security intelligence within the US IC, but with 

a biased scope over only certain homeland security and defense agencies and mission 

areas.  Also important to note is the author’s predisposition towards supporting multi-INT 

activities and ODNI intelligence integration efforts due to professional roles and 

responsibilities associated therein.  

 Limitations of the study included its broad focus on culture, attitudes, and training 

opportunities within the US IC at-large, rather than with one specific agency or 

organization. By allowing for a wider scope, the author was able to better generalize the 

findings, however, details relating to specific current training programs were all but lost. 
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Another limitation was the relatively short timeframe in which the study was completed, 

yielding a snapshot in time rather than a longitudinal look at how culture and attitudes 

evolve or how training opportunities may affect job performance. Additionally, the fact 

that this research was conducted and published in the unclassified domain greatly reduced 

the volume of available data and source material. Along that vein, non-disclosure 

agreements and the pretense of the author’s professional role precluded the capture of 

certain contextual findings that would have been allowed under a Cooperative Research 

and Development Agreement (CRADA). Finally, under the concept of continuous 

learning, individuals grow and mature through education, training, coaching, and 

experiential learning (Kalweit, Walls, & Bacastow, 2010), whereas the inquiries of this 

study focused specifically on training – though the participants’ input naturally expanded 

to include the other forms of learning as well. 

Organization of the Study 

 Chapter 1 provided an introduction to the problem and an overview of the study. 

Chapter 2 is a review of relevant literature, both from the topical substantive perspective 

as well as that of social research and grounded theory methodologies. The literature is 

analyzed, synthesized, and critiqued. Chapter 3 describes the methodology with which 

the original research was planned and conducted. With data collection complete, Chapter 

4 details how the information was coded and analyzed and provides associated results. 

Finally, Chapter 5 discusses implications of the research for practice and further study.   
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2 | LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction to the Literature Review 

A strong literature review establishes the relevancy of a study by identifying 

specific gaps in knowledge and defining how the current research will help mitigate those 

gaps and enable new substantive or theoretical understanding. Through a diligent review 

of published content, the researcher gains a deeper appreciation for how the study should 

be conducted and presented in order to maximize its impact and contribution to the 

greater body of knowledge in a given field. With many scientific studies, including those 

of a qualitative nature, in-depth literature reviews are often the first step in the research 

journey, as it is here that scholars develop their baseline understanding of an issue, 

identify gaps, and design a study to address one or more hypotheses. In grounded theory 

research, however, this approach could be detrimental, as theoretical sensitivity is critical 

to successful theory generation (Glaser, 1978). In this context, “theoretical sensitivity 

refers to a personal quality of the researcher” (p. 41) and indeed comes from prior 

literature, but also from professional experience, personal experience, and from the 

analytic process once research has begun (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  It implies open-

mindedness on the part of the researcher to follow the data wherever it leads and allow 

theories to emerge from the research, rather than being forced upon it (Glaser, 1978). 

Glaser and Strauss (1967) emphatically warn that theoretical sensitivity is lost when a 

researcher commits to a preconceived theory, and instead suggest the following: 

An effective strategy is, at first, literally to ignore the literature of theory and fact 
on the area under study, in order to assure that the emergence of categories will 
not be contaminated by concepts more suited to different areas (p. 37).  
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With that said, an initial high-level literature review will still often be required to 

justify conducting a study at all, especially in the case of academic research where 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approvals are needed. Grounded theorists, however, 

would argue that this initial review should be topical only, and that researchers should 

return for a more thorough examination later on to compare published findings to their 

own emerging theory (Stern & Porr, 2011). It was under this model that the author 

executed the current literature review. 

Theoretical Framework 

As a grounded theory study, no predetermined theoretical framework was 

identified, and rather the researcher developed a framework based on the emerging 

categories and insights found in the collected data. The researcher did, however, take an 

anti-positivist stance philosophically, embracing the subjective nature of the method and 

the data, and approached the study pragmatically.  

Review of the Research Literature 

Intelligence Theory 

 Sherman Kent has been called “the foremost practitioner of the craft of analysis in 

American intelligence history” (Steury, 1994/2008, p. 9) for his work with the OSS and 

CIA to not only perform strategic and estimative intelligence analysis, but also to 

professionalize the discipline. In 1949, his book Strategic Intelligence for American 

World Policy gave academia and the public one of the earliest glimpses into the goals and 

challenges of the US IC, and opened the initial discussion on the need to capture 

tradecraft and doctrine. In his book, Kent (1949) states that “intelligence is knowledge” 

(p. 3), going on to communicate the many facets of how that knowledge may be 

collected, analyzed, and used by senior decision-makers; but an underlying message of 
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the book addresses a need for knowledge management and the development of a greater 

theoretical body of knowledge to support current and future practitioners. So poignant 

and relevant is Strategic Intelligence for American World Policy (Kent, 1949) that it “is 

still assigned reading in college courses and still stands as perhaps the most lucid of its 

kind” (Steury, 1994/2008, p. 9). Arguably, however, the work did not initiate the 

academic movement Kent had intended.  

 In 1955, Kent established Studies in Intelligence as a quarterly professional 

journal of the CIA (Steury, 1994/2008) and contributed one of its first essays, 

dramatically advocating for the creation of intelligence literature. In it, Kent states: 

Intelligence is more than an occupation, more than a livelihood, more than just 
another phase of government work. Intelligence has become, in our own recent 
memory, an exacting, highly skilled profession, and an honorable one. Before you 
can enter this profession you must prove yourself possessed of native talent and 
you must bring to it some fairly rigorous pretraining. Our profession like older 
ones has its own rigid entrance requirements and, like others, offers areas of 
general competence and areas of very intense specialization. People work at it 
until they are numb, because they love it, because it is their life, and because the 
rewards are the rewards of professional accomplishment. 

Intelligence today is not merely a profession, but like most professions it has 
taken on the aspects of a discipline: it has developed a recognized methodology; it 
has developed a vocabulary; it has developed a body of theory and doctrine; it has 
elaborate and refined techniques. It now has a large professional following. What 
it lacks is a literature. From my point of view this is a matter of greatest 
importance. 

As long as this discipline lacks a literature, its method, its vocabulary, its body of 
doctrine, and even its fundamental theory run the risk of never reaching full 
maturity. I will not say that you cannot have a discipline without a literature, but I 
will assert that you are unlikely to have a robust and growing discipline without 
one (Kent, 1955/1994/2008, p. 36) 

 This was a bold call to action by one of the earliest scholars of intelligence. 

Unfortunately, the practitioners to whom Kent was speaking seemed to lack the time 
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and/or interest to contribute their knowledge, and likewise the academicians seemed to 

lack the confidence and/or insight of where to begin. At that time, Kent 

(1955/1994/2008) called for a literature that would address “first principles,” or the 

foundations of purpose and skill in an intelligence officer, would provide a “definition of 

terms,” and would encourage an “elevated debate” in the form of continuous scholarly 

examination of intelligence issues (p. 37-38). In the years that followed, Studies in 

Intelligence enjoyed some success, but following his retirement, Kent wrote a farewell 

essay that identified both his pride and his regrets in the effort. First and foremost, Kent 

(1968/1994/2008) was pleased that the publication had given a voice to those attempting 

to create and refine intelligence theory and doctrine, but he deeply regretted the fact that 

the essays were mandated classified and that the editors received so few articles to choose 

from. He commented that the editors probably expelled just as much energy in soliciting 

and editing the essays as the writers did in authoring them. Suffice it to say, the 

intelligence literature Kent called for had still not been established. 

 Since Kent, intelligence literature has been inconsistent in both release and 

intention. Breckenridge (2012) explains that through the Vietnam era and the Cold War, 

“the work of theory building was rarely complementary; theorists arrived at little, if any, 

consensus or synthesis” (p. 57) and therefore the body of knowledge in the field remains 

sparse and unfocused. He goes on to state that: 

  



 

 

15 

The incompleteness of the efforts to arrive at an intelligence theory and purpose 
can probably best be explained by an absence of academic attention, the 
perception that this was a secretive profession and oriented on tradecraft, and that 
most of this research belonged in the discipline of national security studies (p. 
58). 

 This hesitation to study and contribute to a greater intelligence theory is the 

product of many different factors on the parts of government and academia, but it also 

speaks to the general avoidance of social researchers to formulate theories due to a lack 

of confidence or fear of criticism (Glaser & Strauss, 1965; Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Kent 

(1955/1994/2008) also explains that there are literally hundreds of problems associated 

with developing a body of literature such as this, but among the chief obstacles is finding 

someone who is willing and able to take on “the most difficult job of all: original creative 

writing” (p. 40).  

 Kent (1968/1994/2008) identifies three components to an intelligence literature, 

those being “intelligence history,” “doctrine,” and “theory” (p. 46). From this 

perspective, intelligence history documents and/or analyzes the events of the past, either 

for historical reference or to draw out certain lessons from prior successes or failures, 

while intelligence doctrine equates to tradecraft, techniques, and standard operating 

procedures that are taught to every new intelligence officer. Finally, intelligence theory 

draws on academic scholarship, the study of intelligence, and should represent an 

overarching conceptual framework by which intelligence activities are performed, 

assessed, and improved. While performing this literature review, the researcher quickly 

noted a saturation of intelligence history in the public domain, an appropriate amount of 

intelligence doctrine, though available almost exclusively in the classified domain, and a 

small and disjointed body of literature on intelligence theory, some of which simply 
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being histories in disguise. Without a doubt, the best resource to understand where the 

current discussion of intelligence theory rests is with the edited book Intelligence Theory: 

Key questions and debates (Eds. Gill, Marrin, & Phythian, 2009), from which most of the 

below concepts were discovered.  

 The modern discussion of intelligence theory largely revolves around the 

definition of the term and articulating the tradition of intelligence (Walsh, 2011), or an 

understanding of intelligence doctrine and purpose. Kahn (2001/2009) proposes that there 

are three principles of intelligence: that it enables resource optimization, is a secondary 

function of the military during war, and that it is necessary for one to defend but not 

necessarily to attack. Warner (2009) rather describes intelligence as a process and an 

interaction that allows a government to measure and shift risk. Yet another theory, from 

Sims (2009), defines intelligence in a broader sense, not necessarily tied to national 

security, offering that intelligence generally refers to the collection, analysis, and 

dissemination of information that assists decision-makers. Additionally, while many 

scholars focus on the US IC, some, such as Phythian (2009), recommend the study of 

non-US intelligence environments in order to generalize and test theories. Still other 

scholars advocate for the study of substantive theory and suggest that researchers resist 

the urge to create a “grand field theory of intelligence” (Johnson, 2003/2009, p. 51), 

claiming that pursuit of a formal theory of intelligence could be a “slippery slope into 

metaphorical speculation, woolly reasoning and disingenuously-packaged dogma” 

(Davies, 2009, p. 200). Most fledgling intelligence theories focus on so-called 

intelligence failures, where theorists dissect the what-ifs, emphasizing what agencies 

could or should have done (Walsh, 2011), but these negative theories don’t acknowledge 
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that “intelligence failures are not only inevitable, they are natural. Some are even benign” 

(Betts, 1978/2009, p. 106), and Betts (1978/2009) goes on to state that intelligence 

theorists must have a “tolerance for disaster” (p. 107).  

 Clearly there has been healthy academic debate relating to the nature and purpose 

of an intelligence theory and its framework, and yet, strangely, there has been very little 

progress towards forming a consensus and a basis for unified productive research. In 

1955, Kent wrote that many aspects of the intelligence discipline were “in their infancy” 

in 1941, but that the profession had taken great strides forward since (1955/1994/2008, p. 

35). It seems that following Sherman Kent, academia has only focused on intelligence at 

sporadic intervals, likely based on popular world events and incidents opportune for 

criticism, which explains why, 72 years later, intelligence theory is still considered to be 

“in its infancy” (Sims, 2005a, p. 15).  

Intelligence Integration 

 The primary challenge facing today’s IC is that of intelligence integration (ODNI, 

2013) which, if a formal intelligence theory existed, surely would yield a substantive 

theory within the broader frame of study. The concept of intelligence integration supports 

many different types of activities, to include “synchronizing collection, analysis, and 

counterintelligence” (ODNI, 2013, p. 2), prioritizing and coordinating operations (Kent, 

1949), information sharing and technology development (ODNI, 2013), and associated 

training of the IC workforce (ODNI, n.d.). Intelligence integration, and specifically the 

sharing of information and bolstering of analytic training, was recommended in the 9/11 

Commission Report (US Congress, 2004a) and mandated in IRTPA (US Congress, 
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2004b) to be managed and encouraged by ODNI, but many in the IC seem unaware or 

perhaps unwilling to fully participate.  

 At its core, intelligence integration is about optimizing resources and the 

relevancy of data input in order to maximize the quality of intelligence product output. 

As MacEachin (2005) explains, the “measuring stick” for intelligence should be on its 

impact to mission performance, not on its production metrics (p. 117) – a tenant that 

marries well with intelligence integration, not to mention constrained IC budgets. But in 

order to optimize resources, intelligence officers must first understand the priority topics, 

regions, and issues affecting national security; a challenge that has besieged the IC since 

its inception, as Kent (1949) points out in Strategic Intelligence for American World 

Policy: 

One of the most continuously vexing problems in the administration of 
intelligence is deciding which particular subjects shall be watched, reported upon, 
or made the object of descriptive or speculative research. Equally vexing is 
deciding the order of their priority. The point is that intelligence is always fully 
occupied, but occupied almost exclusively on a relatively few subjects of real 
national concern. At the same time intelligence must be ready to handle a large 
number of subjects (p. 9). 

 In other words, raw information is not enough to optimize – intelligence officers 

must have rich information-context as well. This is most important to understand in 

today’s global political environment, where battles are often won with “information 

superiority” (Dougherty & Mir, 2001, p. 16). Additionally, just as Kent (1949) 

postulated, the number of subjects addressed by the IC has reached an unprecedented 

high, with decentralized global networks of terrorists now representing one of the greatest 

threats to national security (Butler, 2009). In fact, Orellana (2005) argues that the way the 

US has adapted to counter global terrorism also calls for a “new intelligence architecture” 
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(p. 21) which should emphasize the relationship between tactical HUMINT conducted by 

the warfighter and the activities of the other intelligence disciplines in order to capture 

“dynamic targets of opportunity” (p. 82), which are often time-bound. This example of 

ABI highlights the need for multi-INT fusion, that is, the integration of intelligence 

disciplines around the entire Intelligence Cycle, to add context and additional 

perspectives to reporting. Unfortunately, numerous challenges block multi-INT progress. 

 Among the challenges is trying to align numerous multi-INT collection 

requirements to a single analytic need. Simon (2005) colorfully states that “like 

Frankenstein’s monster, the US requirements system works, but it is a crude simulacrum 

of the system we need” (p. 152). He goes on to explain that “the current process 

necessarily disaggregates intelligence requirements by collection discipline – an efficient 

solution, perhaps, but not an effective one, especially against complex targets such as 

terrorist networks, which require the integrated application of all possible resources” (p. 

154). To better enable multi-INT collection strategies, Simon (2005) advocates for an 

open requirements system that publishes analysts’ information needs rather than 

collection requirements, from which collection managers from any intelligence discipline 

can cite and execute collection against. Kent (1949) also called for centralized 

intelligence collection management to avoid uncoordinated and repetitive requests, and to 

encourage information sharing amongst analysts. There are scholars, however, who reject 

the common notion that intelligence discipline-specific stovepipes stifle interdisciplinary 

collaboration, and rather argue that it is the lack of central control over collection assets 

within each stovepipe that hinders integration. This point argues that stovepipes should 

actually be made stronger, with more direct authority by each Functional Manager (Sims, 
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2005b), but this perspective fails to recognize the inherent lack of collaboration in 

analysis, not just collection. 

 The pure and simple fact is that “intelligence organizations are in competition 

with each other” (Kent, 1949, p. 76), and it is that competitive culture that causes 

intelligence officers from different agencies and disciplines to protect certain information 

or processes from being exposed in a joint environment (Carabin, 2011). O’Connor 

(2004) references organization theory and further states that specialists, or professionals 

from a specialized organization, often distrust outside personnel and see them as 

unqualified non-experts in matters relating to internal management or process. This 

rejection of outside perspectives can create a myopic view of intelligence problems and 

of the IC in general, and allow a rather extreme bias towards one source or another. 

Though, as Leonhart (2007) points out, a bias towards a particular intelligence source or 

analytic method can also simply be a byproduct of an overly demanding production 

schedule.  

 Regardless of production demands, it’s important that the IC remain agile enough 

to identify and assess new and emerging issues. Kent (1949) points out that “practically 

nothing known to man stands completely still” (p. 30), and therefore the US IC and its 

intelligence officers must remain flexible and adaptable to the ever-changing threat 

landscape. But how can the IC be adaptable when its own culture and subcultures prevent 

integration? O’Connor (2004) explains that the precedence for change and innovative 

collaboration between IC organizations can be found during times of crisis, when 

bureaucratic barriers melt away and the Community surges to address a single focused 

issue. This type of emphasis on joint activities can be found in legislature even prior to 



 

 

21 

IRTPA (US Congress, 2004b) when Congress passed the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 

1986, shifting autonomy away from the Armed Services and redistributing authority to 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). This move added “strong incentives for interservice 

cooperation” (May, 2005, p. 6) and ushered in the Unified Combatant Command (UCC) 

structure recognized today. Likewise, IRTPA (US Congress, 2004b) created the position 

of the DNI to better unify the IC, but did so without reorganizing the IC itself, and 

therefore many integration initiatives are built from grassroots. Many researchers and 

practitioners, for example, advocate for increased Joint Duty Assignment (JDA) 

opportunities between organizations (Carabin, 2011), interagency focus cells (Sims, 

2005b), cross-functional intelligence units (O’Connor, 2004), and teams comprised of 

both generalists and specialists (Marrin, 2011) in order to build trust between intelligence 

organizations on a smaller scale (Zahn & Lacey, 2007). 

 This concept of an IC-wide collaborative professional culture is the driver for 

Sims’ (2005b) workforce suggestion where, instead of promoting “likeness,” the US IC 

should promote those intelligence officers who show a “great tolerance for cultural 

disparities” (p. 50), since the “the mixing of many of these cultures has led and can 

continue to lead to innovation” (p. 55). Innovation is critical to the success of the modern 

IC, as the international security community has reached what Grove (1999) would call a 

“strategic inflection point,” that is, the rise of ABI and non-state threats, which then 

drives “full-scale changes in the way business is conducted” (p. 4). In his book, Only the 

Paranoid Survive: How to exploit the crisis points that challenge every company, Grove 

(1999) goes on to explain from a business sense that “the more successful a participant 

was in the old industry structure, the more threatened it is by change and the more 
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reluctant it is to adapt” (p. 50). Grove (1999) explains that when an organization moves 

through a strategic inflection point, they go through an emotional sequence following 

“denial, escape or diversion and, finally, acceptance and pertinent action” (p. 124). 

Perhaps the various agencies of the US IC are each at their own stage of this emotional 

sequence. 

Intelligence Learning 

 Originally, the IC offered little to no training to newly hired intelligence officers, 

relying instead on extensive academic and pre-professional training (Kent, 

1955/1994/2008). In fact, in most cases it was an individual’s existing expertise in 

history, or government, international affairs, chemistry, physics, or a number of other 

fields that attracted the likes of the OSS and later the CIA. For decades, the CIA was 

relatively passive on the need for training, and instead encouraged coaching and 

mentoring to enable professional development, only creating the Career Analyst Program 

(CAP) in the late 1990’s and the Sherman Kent School in 2000. Older are the likes of the 

Joint Military Intelligence Training Center (JMITC), created in 1993 under DIA, and 

other service schools under DoD (Marrin, 2011) with a traditional focus on military 

engagements. The study of intelligence theory and practice in academia was even less 

developed, showing a clear lack of attention to the subject (Breckenridge, 2012). As 

Walsh (2011) points out, however, “the events of 9/11, the first mass casualty terrorist 

attack on US soil, represented a wake-up call for the US intelligence community” (p. 15) 

as well as for those responsible for its tradecraft.  

 In response to 9/11, IRTPA (US Congress, 2004b) required that additional 

education and training opportunities be made available and/or mandated for all 
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intelligence officers, with a particular emphasis on analysts. And while the ODNI is 

responsible to “promote a more effective and productive intelligence community through 

cross-disciplinary education and joint training” (US Congress, 2004b, SEC. 1042; ODNI, 

n.d.), “there seems to be a reluctance in some [agencies]… to sign up completely for an 

ODNI-driven approach to training” (Walsh, 2011, p. 268). Therefore, many agencies are 

working directly with academia or the service schools to develop “educational strategies” 

that meet their unique needs in addition to internal training (Walsh, 2011, p. 264), and the 

same is true for the private sector, whose goal is to stay competitive with more highly-

educated staff (Marrin, 2011). From these strategies, many new graduate programs 

related to intelligence have emerged across the globe, some private and for government 

participants only, such as the National Intelligence University (NIU), and others open to 

the public. Similarly, the IC has inspired vast professional training opportunities across 

the government, and to a certain extent the private sector, with varying degrees of 

exclusivity.  

Beyond IRTPA (US Congress, 2004b), there are other individual calls for change 

to the way the US IC trains. Zahn and Lacey (2007), writing from a US Special 

Operations Forces (SOF) perspective, advocate for greater cultural intelligence in order to 

support military operations; explaining that that type of analysis and insight can only 

come from a blended composite of skills and knowledge. Flynn, Pottinger, and Batchelor 

(2010) further clarify that intelligence analysts need more experiential learning, and 

training to prepare them for those experiences, to bolster their understanding of language, 

local and regional politics, and human geography. These authors criticize the IC for its 

“tendency to overemphasize detailed information about the enemy at the expense of the 
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political, economic, and cultural environment” (Flynn, Pottinger, & Batchelor, 2010, p. 

8), and therefore call for more tactical training and experience for analysts to learn and 

perform field intelligence. Frerichs and Di Rienzo (2011), both faculty at the NIU, 

address General Flynn, Pottinger, and Batchelor’s (2010) work, arguing that intelligence 

education and training are two parts of a phased approach to learning, and that both are 

critical to achieving a higher level of cultural intelligence while also remaining flexible to 

provide detailed target information. Frerichs and Di Rienzo (2011) explain that education 

generally provides knowledge, whereas training generally provides skills, but that once a 

professional’s training potential has been reached, additional education can open new 

paths of thinking. Finally, George and Ehlers (2008) make the case that, no matter the 

specific goal of training, inter-service and interdisciplinary “joint training” provides “a 

huge force multiplier since it provides insight into the kinds of intelligence work each 

service does best and, more importantly, brings those discrete areas of expertise together 

to provide a synergy that would otherwise be absent” (p. 65).  

 Whether within or outside the IC, and regardless of the education or training 

moniker, Walsh (2011) suggests that when designing intelligence curricula there are 

certain “foundational skills and capabilities that every analyst should demonstrate 

proficiency in, including critical thinking, research skills, good use of information 

technology and analytical software and excellent written expression” (p. 266). He goes on 

to state, however, that with the rise of specializations, it’s important to provide students 

“a mixture of basic and more complex skills and capabilities” (p. 266). Marrin (2011) 

agrees that demand is rising for intelligence discipline specialists within the US IC, but 

believes a persistent challenge to intelligence education is the commonly held perspective 
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that intelligence officers learn best by doing. The real question then becomes how 

academia can demonstrate a value-add to an individual’s professional development. 

 Marrin (2011) describes the difference between intelligence studies at any given 

institution versus education at what he calls “Intelligence Schools” (p. 87). From 

Marrin’s (2011) view, the field of intelligence studies represents theoretical learning, the 

pursuit of formal intelligence theory, etc., whereas learning at an Intelligence School 

focuses on the practical application of intelligence, the skills needed to succeed as an 

intelligence practitioner. He compares Intelligence Schools to Law Schools or Medical 

Schools, where graduates are prepared for productive functional careers in their field, but 

not to study the field itself (Marrin, 2011). Walsh (2011) does not make such a hard 

distinction and rather focuses on how to teach students both intelligence theory and 

practice. He suggests that to effectively teach intelligence, instructors must enable 

opportunities for students to take a “deep approach to learning,” to conceptualize and 

embrace, rather than simply memorize (Walsh, 2011, p. 270).  

These views carry naturally into the discussion over terminal education in 

intelligence – should intelligence doctoral programs be developed and pursued? Again, 

Marrin (2011) comments that there is the potential to have students of intelligence studies 

pursue a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) degree, while students of applied intelligence could 

pursue something more akin to a Juris Doctor (JD) or a Doctor of Medicine (MD), 

professional degrees in law and medicine, respectively. His personal opinion, though, is 

that there is no need for a doctoral degree specifically in intelligence and that students 

would be just as well served with a terminal degree in a more conventional field, and 

simply emphasize intelligence in their studies (Marrin, 2011). To state that a doctoral 
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program in intelligence is unnecessary, however, is to suggest that the field of 

intelligence in and of itself is not unique, and therefore that an associated literature and 

theoretical framework are also unnecessary. The author would argue that this view can be 

applied to any complex field; take medicine, for example. One could make the case that 

the field of medicine is actually a hybrid of biology, chemistry, and perhaps psychology, 

and therefore, by Marrin’s (2011) logic, a PhD in one of these broader areas might serve 

as an equivalent alternative to an MD – a friendly and intriguing debate.  

 With all of that said, training and academic study represent just half of what 

Kalweit, Walls, and Bacastow (2010) refer to as “continuous learning,” with the other 

half being coaching and experiential learning. Coaching refers to a senior intelligence 

officer, or perhaps even a peer, taking the time to address an individual’s questions, help 

them understand and execute activities, or navigate a political or social culture, and such 

is where many believe that the concepts of intelligence integration and collaborative 

attitudes can be instilled early in one’s career (O’Connor, 2004). Experiential learning 

refers to the opportunities an individual might have to physically and/or cognitively shift 

their perspective to gain new insights. JDA opportunities are an example of this as they 

provide “rich learning experiences” by placing intelligence officers within organizations 

and in roles they may not be previously familiar with (Carabin, 2011, p. 106).  

Review of the Methodological Literature 

A Brief History of Grounded Theory 

 For this study, the researcher chose to employ a grounded theory approach to 

original data collection and analysis; a methodological approach with an interesting story 

in and of itself. The history of grounded theory begins in 1965, when researchers Anselm 
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Strauss and Barney Glaser published the study Awareness of Dying, in which the team 

developed insights regarding patients, their families, and associated medical staff and 

how they all interacted with one another at various stages of the patients’ terminal 

conditions. At that time, Strauss was the senior scholar and recruited Glaser to join him in 

his medical social research. Both men “were bothered by the tendency among social 

science researchers to test pre-existing and often irrelevant theories about social 

situations rather than generate theoretical knowledge from the very actors and 

circumstances within the social setting itself” (Stern & Porr, 2011, p. 18). It was during 

this study that Glaser developed the “constant comparative method,” which requires the 

researcher to continuously revisit old data as new data is analyzed, as well as the term 

“grounded theory” (Stern & Porr, 2011, p. 19), which the team used to develop their 

concept of the “awareness context,” which defines perceptions as they affect social 

interaction (Glaser & Strauss, 1965, p. 10). Awareness of Dying set the framework for 

grounded theory and described how researchers could go about generating social theory. 

 Later, in 1967, Glaser and Strauss published The Discovery of Grounded Theory, 

which formally introduced the approach, to include the constant comparative method, and 

the concepts of emergence and leveraging new types of qualitative data. The team stated 

that grounded theory is “the discovery of theory from data” (p. 1) and emphasized the 

importance of both qualitative and quantitative information, as well as theoretical 

abstractions and “empirical generalizations” (p. 24). A decade later, Glaser (1978) 

published Theoretical Sensitivity in which he described in much greater detail how to 

perform grounded theory research, to include self-pacing, data collection, data coding, 

and expanded upon the idea of theoretical memos to capture and perpetuate insights. 
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Glaser dedicated the book to Strauss. Another decade passed before Strauss (1987) 

published Qualitative analysis for social scientists where he emphasized that grounded 

theory provides guidelines, not rules for collection and analysis, and acknowledged early 

on that there were minor differences between the way he and Glaser taught the approach. 

Strauss (1987) encouraged readers to think of grounded theory not as a method or a 

technique, but rather as a style, and it was within this book that he introduced the concept 

of axial coding, which takes a closer look at a comparative axis of a particular category 

for even more focused coding.  

 In 1990, Strauss partnered with Juliet Corbin to publish Basics of Qualitative 

Research: Grounded Theory Procedures and Techniques, which they dedicated to Glaser. 

The team stated that this was the fourth book in an un-federated series of grounded theory 

publications, but that the terminology and specific techniques described would not be 

exactly the same across the titles since grounded theory continues to evolve as time goes 

on. Strauss and Corbin (1990) also emphasized that despite their differences, the purpose 

and spirit of their approach to grounded theory is the same as Glaser’s, though their book 

attempted to make grounded theory more accessible to novice researchers by providing 

additional tools and guidance. Glaser emphatically disagreed, thinking their approach 

“too prescriptive, irksome, and in violation of the quintessential nature of grounded 

theory,” which is to enable emergence, not force data into preconceived boxes (Stern & 

Porr, 2011, p. 19).  

In 1992, Glaser published Basics of Grounded Theory Analysis in which he 

refuted the new concepts and techniques offered by Strauss and Corbin (1990), 

discussing the importance of emergence rather than the forcing of data that he felt 
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occurred in their approach. In 1994, Glaser published a sequel titled More Grounded 

Theory Methodology: A Reader which was an edited collection of essays discussing how 

he and others felt grounded theory studies should be conducted. He again confronted 

Strauss and Corbin’s 1990 book, attributing it with “a confusion that left many paralyzed 

in their research” (Glaser, 1994, p. 1), claiming that people had called him from all over 

the world to thank him for saving their dissertations, books, papers, careers, and 

promotions through the publication of his 1992 book. Strauss died in 1996, but Corbin 

went on to publish their final co-creation, a book titled Grounded Theory in Practice, in 

1997. The book read very similarly to Glaser’s 1994 release, as it too was a collection of 

edited essays, though these followed the grounded theory approach laid out by Strauss 

and Corbin (1990).  In the book’s introduction, Strauss and Corbin (1997) explain that 

students and researchers naturally take what they need from different methods and 

techniques and don’t always follow one specifically-prescribed path, such as a pure 

grounded theory approach. The team supported this concept and acknowledged the fact 

that research methods are fungible. 

Since 1997, other social researchers have taken up the mantle of furthering the 

grounded theory approach, some following Glaser’s (1978) classic methods, some 

following Strauss and Corbin (1990), and others adapting and attempting to evolve 

grounded theory for a new generation (Charmaz, 2006). This pedigree is important for 

modern researchers to understand, as learning about the story and evolution of the 

grounded theory approach forces its users to acknowledge their own opinions on data 

collection and analysis. Researchers do not necessarily have to align wholly to one school 
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of thought or another, but exposing oneself to the different faces of the approach enables 

greater introspection and self-analysis. 

Grounded Theory Approach 

 The author chose a grounded theory approach because it is “ideal for research that 

requires exploratory study and provides the researcher with the greatest degree of 

flexibility in data collection” (Webb, 2012, p. 44). As discussed previously, the grounded 

theory approach/approaches are rife with associated debates over what specific 

techniques are most effective and credible, and specifically how grounded theory analysis 

should be conducted. Throughout Glaser’s (1967; 1978; 1992; 1994) body of work, 

emphasis is placed on the emergence of concepts and theory from the data, whereas 

throughout Strauss’ (1967; 1987; 1990; 1997) body of work, emphasis is placed on the 

flexibility of the approach. The core methodologies that both founders present are very 

similar, and more so represent the difference of opinion between the emotionally vested 

and the conceptually agnostic.  

The voices of Glaser and Strauss, however, are not the only ones that today’s 

grounded theorists must reflect upon; Kathy Charmaz, a student of both Glaser and 

Strauss, has openly praised and criticized her mentors. Charmaz (2006) argues with 

Glaser’s 1992 book (which she was a contributor to), stating that for as much open data 

as you may collect, not all of it will be as relevant or useful as Glaser suggests. She also 

argues against Glaser’s apparent indifference towards sample volume, and believes 

instead that “skimpy data” equals a “smash and grab” collection strategy which yields 

“superficial analysis” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 18); she instead advocates for larger sample 

sizes so that the data can be better validated. Charmaz (2006) even suggests that Glaser 
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and Strauss (1965) didn’t respect their participants because they remained observers and 

did not build rapport with the individuals they were studying. All of this speaks to her 

constructivist grounded theory approach, which advocates for the co-creation of data and 

co-discovery of insights by both the researcher and the participant through interaction 

(Charmaz, 2006).  

In the end, the researcher followed Glaser’s (1978) approach to grounded theory 

more than any of the others, subscribing to the principles of discovery rather than 

verification, explanation rather than description, emergence rather than forcing, and 

acknowledging that the constant comparative method requires one to continuously revisit 

data as research is ongoing (Stern & Porr, 2011). 

Chapter 2 Summary 

 In Chapter 2, a review of available literature enabled discussion and analysis of 

intelligence theory, intelligence integration, and intelligence learning, as well as the 

history and approach to grounded theory research. In Chapter 3, the specific methodology 

with which the current research was performed will be explained in detail. 
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3 | METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 This study aimed to explore the relationship between the training of intelligence 

professionals within the US IC, the culture and attitudes towards multi-INT activities, and 

the real-world interdisciplinary collaboration that may or may not occur as a result. 

Additionally, this study also sought to evaluate the perceptions of current training 

opportunities within the IC as they relate to interdisciplinary collaboration, as stated by 

executive leaders and working-level intelligence officers. To this end, the author 

employed both structured and semi-structured data collection and analysis methods in 

order to take advantage of both qualitative and quantitative information.  

Research Design 

 Under a mixed-method research design, this study actively sought information of 

both a qualitative and quantitative nature, following a grounded theory approach which 

arguably “provides the best method for answering questions around an adaptive set of 

challenges” (Daiker, 2011, p. 53). The author was interested in context rather than just 

attitudes, and therefore collected data through both direct and indirect engagement with 

participants (Glaser & Strauss, 1965). Additionally, looking at the entire IC as the 

population, the author strove for a heterogeneous sample group with representation from 

across all intelligence disciplines and phases of the Intelligence Cycle to better enable the 

emergence of formal theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).   

Original data for this study was collected via an anonymous online survey 

(APPENDIX A) that included a combination of multiple choice and open-ended 

questions, as well as a series of personal interviews that encouraged open and candid 
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conversation by employing a semi-structured interview guide (APPENDIX B). The 

surveys were intended for working-level intelligence officers and allowed respondents to 

self-report their professional expertise and training background, and also encouraged 

subjective input related to training opportunities and multi-INT activities. The surveys 

also asked respondents for their opinion as to what types of professional training best 

enable the IC workforce. The personal interviews were conducted with executive leaders 

and provided context and additional substantive detail around past and current 

intelligence integration efforts, training initiatives, and nuances of the IC culture. All data 

was collected, processed, coded, and analyzed per the grounded theory approach (Glaser 

& Strauss, 1965; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Glaser, 1978).   

Instrumentation 

 SurveyMonkey online research tools were used to develop and deliver the survey, 

as well as to organize and correlate the survey results. The author chose to administer the 

survey online as opposed to in-person or via postal mail in order to both enable 

respondent anonymity and to maximize distribution and participation across a 

geographically-dispersed population. The 16-question survey was developed based on 

research gaps identified from an initial literature review as well as from the author’s 

professional insight as a practitioner-researcher. Additionally, while some mixed-method 

research studies employing both survey and interview techniques schedule the interviews 

to precede the surveys, thereby informing survey questions with expert input (Rau, 2011), 

this study required instead that the survey data inform the interview guide and, therefore, 

the survey instrument was co-designed by the author and a faculty advisor to this end. 
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The survey was intended to collect a large amount of broad data and was successful in 

that regard.  

Pilot Testing 

 In November 2012, eight individuals with various backgrounds across 

government, the private sector, and academia were contacted by the researcher and asked 

to complete the pilot survey via SurveyMonkey and also provide substantive and/or 

design feedback as appropriate. All eight completed the pilot survey without technical 

difficulty, and three key issues were identified and mitigated, to include: 

• Clarifying the difference between “professional training” and “academic” learning 

opportunities 

• Including the key word of “contractor” with the “private sector/industry” 

employment option for clarity 

• Specifying an average amount of time it will take to complete the survey (i.e.: 

approximately 20 minutes) instead of a time range, thereby better enabling 

individual time management 

The interview guide for executive leaders was drafted during the initial planning 

stages of the study and then informed by the results of the survey. The interview guide 

was not pilot-tested. 

Selection of Participants 

Pilot Survey 

 The selection of participants for the pilot survey was based on a hand-picked 

sampling, wherein eight individuals from the author’s professional network of 
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intelligence officers and educators were asked to complete the online survey and provide 

comment. Feedback was solicited from both substantive and design perspectives. 

Survey 

 Participants for the active survey were recruited via hand-picked and then 

respondent-driven sampling, wherein the author sent an initial invitation to 30 colleagues, 

to include an academic advisor as well as current working intelligence officers from 

across all five intelligence disciplines and around the Intelligence Cycle, who in turn sent 

the survey on to others in their own extended network. In the end, the responses 

“snowballed” (O’Leary, 2010) to a count of 128, of which 85 were formally completed 

and submitted. The active survey was intended for intelligence officers employed by the 

government and/or the private sector, and excluded intelligence experts from enabling 

organizations in academia or with non-profit status. By allowing the survey responses to 

snowball, the researcher enabled a higher degree of validation in the data, collecting an 

appropriate sample without perpetuating further biases of hand-selection.   

Interviews 

 Identifying executive leaders to conduct personal interviews with required a 

targeted sampling approach, wherein the author first identified specific criteria for 

selection and then engaged the potential interviewees directly (Kral et al., 2010). In order 

to reach the desired level of contextual insight, the author sought executive leaders who 

had been promoted and/or appointed to an IC leadership rank following careers as 

working-level intelligence officers, with terminal positions as agency-deputy directors or 

higher. In order to ensure a multi-INT and culturally holistic perspective of the IC, it was 
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also the author’s goal to have representation across ODNI, CIA, NSA, DIA, NGA, and 

NRO. All of this was accomplished with a total of four distinguished interviewees. 

Data Collection 

Collection Phase I: Surveys 

In December 2012, an initial invitation (APPENDIX C) was emailed to 30 

intelligence officers who represented the gamut of GEOINT, SIGINT, HUMINT, 

MASINT, and OSINT disciplines, as well as every phase of the Intelligence Cycle. Each 

individual was given the same information in terms of the study’s purpose and intended 

demographic, as well as a brief description of the respondent-driven sampling method 

and the related request for participants to forward the invitation to other interested 

professionals. Upon following the web link provided in the invitation, participants were 

first asked to read the survey’s informed consent notice (APPENDIX D (1)) and select 

“Yes” to indicate that they consent to participating. Respondents who selected “No” were 

redirected to an exit page. 

The survey itself was comprised of 16 questions that included both multiple 

choice and open-ended questions, with several questions breaking out into multiple 

subparts to allow for more granular and/or contextual responses. The goals of the survey 

were to establish baseline demographics of participants, collect quantitative data relating 

to self-reported areas of expertise and professional training, collect quantitative data 

relating to perceptions of culture, and to collect qualitative data relating to their 

subjective perspectives on multi-INT activities and professional training opportunities. 

Immediately after submitting the survey, participants were presented with an associated 

debriefing statement (APPENDIX E (1)).  
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The survey was active for two months, from December 2012 through January 

2013, and received 128 total responses, 85 of which were formally completed and 

submitted.  

Collection Phase II: Interviews 

From January through April 2013, the author performed a total of four executive 

interviews with leaders who met the targeted selection criteria. Namely, these individuals 

had served as working-level intelligence officers, been promoted and/or appointed to the 

leadership ranks of the IC and terminated at the agency-deputy director rank or higher, 

and finally could share senior-level perspectives from one or more IC organizations to 

include ODNI, CIA, NSA, DIA, NGA, and NRO. Each executive leader was contacted 

via email, sent the interview’s informed consent notice (APPENDIX D (2)) as a read-

ahead and then interviewed in-person at a location of their choosing. Each interview 

lasted approximately one hour and conceptually followed the interview guide. The author 

asked open-ended probing questions, and encouraged further discussion or clarification 

where appropriate. Discussion topics, concepts, and statements, to include quotes, were 

recorded by the author with handwritten notes during the sessions that were later 

transcribed and emailed to the executive leaders to ensure clarity in message. Each 

interviewee identified a degree of attribution to which they allowed their comments to be 

cited to them and received an associated debriefing statement (APPENDIX E (2)). 

In Chapter 4, the insights of Mr. J. Michael McConnell, Ms. Joan A. Dempsey, 

Mr. Jeffrey K. Harris, and Mr. Lloyd B. Rowland will be shared and analyzed as primary 

data. From these four executive leaders, the author was able to represent individual senior 

insights from the perspectives of ODNI, CIA, NSA, DIA, NGA, and NRO; and of course 
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these perspectives belong to that of the individual interviewee and not any particular 

agency or organization. 

Collection Phase III: Contextual Inquiry 

As Glaser and Strauss (1965) identified, when a researcher is interested in context 

rather than just attitudes, a combination of observation and interview techniques will 

likely be required. In The Discovery of Grounded Theory (1967), the pair went on to state 

that new sources of data, such as document caches and observational notes, were critical 

for revealing “rich data” (Rau, 2011, p. 34), which, for a design thinking practitioner, is 

known as contextual inquiry (LUMA, 2012).  

Throughout the survey and interview periods, the author actively engaged in 

contextual inquiry while performing his daily professional activities. As an intelligence 

officer at the heart of several ODNI and DoD intelligence integration efforts, the author 

observed many relevant and interesting behaviors and exchanges between IC agencies 

and across intelligence disciplines. While he allowed these exchanges to influence his 

understanding of the problem, the author separated this influence from his perception of 

the validity of data collected through the more formal techniques. LUMA (2012) states 

“it is critical that we pay attention to what people say and what people do in order to get a 

clear picture of what really happens,” and that even if the researcher already has prior 

knowledge or expertise in the focus area, that he or she should still approach the inquiry 

as a “novice” or “apprentice” in order to glean further insights (p. 8). Contrary to both the 

grounded theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Glaser, 1978) and design research 

practices (LUMA, 2012), however, the author chose to not record data discovered solely 

through his professional activities in order to respect his professional obligations and 
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integrity. With that said, even the unrecorded insights led to new perspectives on the 

formally collected data, as well as the discovery of new or existing multi-INT activities 

and IC learning opportunities that then drove additional literature review in the 

unclassified domain. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

 The author followed Glaser’s (1978) guidelines for data analysis with 

supplemental input from other sources, to include both grounded theory and design 

thinking literature. Generally, once data was collected, it was processed and organized for 

reverse traceability with the survey and interview data being kept separate through initial 

analyses. That said, regardless of the data’s origin, it was all analyzed using the same 

constant comparative method and coding procedures (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). The 

constant comparative method requires researchers to continuously loop back; collecting, 

coding, and writing memos on both new and previously processed data to look for 

emerging trends or insights (Strauss, 1987) and therefore is impossible to describe 

accurately in a linear sense. Much like data synthesis in design research (Kolko, 2011), 

the grounded theory approach requires creativity and the organization of ideas, rather 

than the validation of data (Strauss, 1987). Abstract logic is paramount here, or what 

design thinkers call abductive reasoning (Kolko, 2011), where the researcher’s own 

“experiential data,” i.e.: personal experiences, or “data in the head” (Strauss, 1987, p. 20) 

will enable discovery of new associations and insights. As a personal and explorative 

journey through the data, Kolko (2011) states that “the ability to be playful is critical to 

achieve deep and meaningful synthesis of disparate ideas” (p. 46); Glaser (1978) concurs 

with the need for an open and creative mindset, referring to it as a “drugless trip” (p. 23-
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24), and Strauss and Corbin (1990) encourage the use of “far-out comparisons” (p. 90) 

when analyzing and integrating concepts.  This spirit was held throughout the research, 

along with Glaser’s (1994) concept of emergence and never “forcing the data” (p. 2) to fit 

into preconceived notions or desired categories. 

Substantive Coding 

The following sections highlight the specific data analysis procedures followed 

during this study, though it’s important to note that each phase and step did not always 

occur in this order.  

Open coding.  The first phase of qualitative analysis involved the substantive 

coding of collected data, where the author asked ‘what am I observing?’ To start, the 

author read the data line by line and performed two rounds of open coding, where textual 

codes were developed to annotate and conceptualize indicators of potentially meaningful 

content (Glaser, 1978). Charmaz (2006) identifies four types of open coding: “word-by-

word,” “line-by-line,” “incident to incident,” and “thematic” (p. 50-53), spanning the 

nuanced to the abstract. For the purpose of this study, the author used a combination of 

line-by-line and thematic codes depending on how specific and nuanced the data became.  

 The open codes were analyzed so that individual indicators fed into coded 

concepts, which were then externalized (Kolko, 2007) so that each concept was written 

on its own sticky note. The sticky notes were color-coded to differentiate between survey 

and interview datasets and were posted on a board. Still separated by dataset, the sticky 

notes were moved around the board and grouped based on deduced, induced, or 

abstracted relationships between concepts to form categories. Core categories were 

identified which then led to substantive selective coding (Strauss, 1987). 
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 Selective coding.  Once core categories were identified, the author returned to the 

original data and coded again, delimiting the annotations to focus on the core concepts 

(Strauss, 1987). It was here that the two datasets were merged and each core category 

received its own round of coding. This activity both bolstered certain categories and also 

evolved them as associations between the dynamic concepts were discovered (Glaser, 

1978).  

Theoretical Coding 

 The second phase of analysis involved the theoretical coding of conceptual 

categories, where causes, contexts, contingencies, consequences, covariances, and 

conditions between categories were explored (Glaser, 1978). “Theoretical codes are 

integrative” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 63) and, therefore, assisted in pulling different categories 

together into a more concise framework, begging the author to ask ‘how are these 

variables related?’ Theoretical concepts were explored through visual diagrams (Strauss, 

1987). 

Memo Writing 

 The third phase of analysis, which actually happened concurrently throughout the 

entire process, was the capture of thoughts, questions, and emergent insights through the 

writing of informal memos. Glaser (1978) calls memo writing “the bedrock of theory 

generation” (p. 83) because it literally is where ideas about the emerging theory are born. 

Memos can be a sentence, a paragraph, or a full page (Glaser, 1978), and are meant to 

externalize insights to enable continued reflection (Kolko, 2007). Throughout the 

research process, the author wrote memos to himself on sticky notes, in his field 

notebook, and through electronic files. 
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Integration 

 The fourth and final phase of analysis combined the outputs of the other three 

phases to produce a grounded theory. Theoretical codes, supported by substantive 

evidence, were explored alongside the insights from earlier memos. Storylines (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990) and diagrams (Strauss, 1987) were used to integrate the analysis and make 

conceptualization of a single theory more practical. The theory generation itself became 

iterative as the author worked to ensure good “fit” with the data, ensuring also that the 

theory was “understandable,” “general,” and allowed “control” over certain variables for 

replication and testing (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 259). 

Quantitative Correlations 

 The author performed a standard cross-tabulation of survey data to identify 

potential multivariate relationships with additional quantitative analysis driven by the 

qualitative findings. 

Limitations of the Research Design 

 The research design was limited by the scope of the research problem and 

questions; instead of actively pursuing data relating the culture of the IC to the broader 

concept of continuous learning (Kalweit, Walls, & Bacastow, 2010), this research 

inquired specifically into training and its implications. The research design was also 

limited by its reliance on respondent-driven sampling for execution of the survey across a 

diverse sample group; a limitation that this study overcame, but should still be identified 

as a potential validity issue in future studies. The grounded theory approach itself 

presented some challenges as well, namely from the manually-intensive coding process, 

but also from the reality of studying the operationally sensitive field of national security 
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intelligence. If the researcher had obtained an appropriate academic CRADA through 

Mercyhurst University, the government could have formally shared sensitive or otherwise 

For Official Use Only (FOUO) information for use in the study, and additionally the data 

collected through ethnography and contextual inquiry could have been recorded. Without 

a CRADA, however, the researcher was unable to document his immersive experiences 

or include his subtle observations in the formal analysis. With this in mind, his exposure 

to and immersion in real-world intelligence integration activities informed the 

researcher’s perspective, but these experiences were not recorded as data points for 

coding, as is recommended both by the grounded theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 

1967) and design research (LUMA, 2011). 

Credibility 

 This research and its findings are credible due to the thorough exposure of the 

author to the subject matter and the rigor with which the analysis was performed. The 

author has experienced prolonged engagement with the US IC internally, having 

practiced as an intelligence officer for eight years in support of national security 

intelligence. He also has maintained persistent observation external to the IC, with roles 

in academia and the non-profit sector that have been continuous for five years. Again, 

considering the entire US IC as the population, this study includes a broad representation 

with a significant heterogeneous sample group that spans all five intelligence disciplines 

and the entire Intelligence Cycle, and also incorporated implicit member checking. Had 

this study targeted a homogeneous sample group, such intelligence officers from a 

specific agency, discipline, and phase of the Intelligence Cycle, the data would have been 

highly substantive and therefore not credible when generalized to the broader IC 
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population. Finally, as a master’s thesis, this study was reviewed and approved by a 

faculty committee of senior scholars (O’Leary, 2010). With that said, arguments can be 

made as to the credibility of data and theories elicited from a grounded theory approach, 

as it is qualitative rather than quantitative, and often does not follow a positivistic view of 

culture with hypotheses and causes and effects able to be systematically tested through 

empirical means. The researcher, however, argues that complex sociocultural phenomena 

require a deeper understanding of humanity, rather than simple binary logic, and that 

addressing irrational, illogical emotions are core to that understanding.  

Transferability 

 Whether this specific line of research is followed again in the future or not, the 

current study has provided several lessons that are transferrable to other future studies of 

similar design focused on the US IC. These lessons are as follows: 

• Though the operational work of the IC is classified, that does not mean its 
sociocultural structure is as well; academic researchers studying the 
intelligence field should approach the IC pragmatically and confidently 

• If an academic researcher has the appropriate security clearances and a 
CRADA in place between their university and the federal government, studies 
of similar design in the future would benefit from publishing a classified 
version with a combination of classified and unclassified sources 

 
With regards to the research results and findings, it’s important to note that this 

study examined the macro-level US IC as opposed to an individual agency-level, and 

therefore trends or patterns may differ if future research focuses on more homogenous 

sample populations. In other words, future researchers may come to differing or even 

contradictory conclusions as a result of their uniquely-collected data, but the fact remains 

that “theory based on data can usually not be completely refuted by more data or replaced 
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by another theory” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 4), and therefore the concepts derived 

from this work can and should be transferred to other studies for comparison.  

Ethical Issues 

 Finally, the author complied with all requirements of the Mercyhurst University 

IRB in relation to this research. A proposal was submitted, iterated upon, and approved 

by the IRB before any data collection began. The proposal included a draft research 

purpose and questions, the survey and interview guide, the informed consent notices and 

debrief statements, as well as detailed justifications as to why human participants were 

required and what safeguards would be in place to protect them. The researcher disabled 

the Internet Protocol tracker on SurveyMonkey and analyzed the survey data in aggregate 

to ensure anonymity of respondents. Likewise, the researcher provided typed notes to the 

interviewees and allowed them to choose a degree of attribution in terms of direct and 

indirect in-text citation of their comments. All study participants did receive an informed 

consent notice, were debriefed, and none were deceived, coerced, or induced in any way 

(O’Leary, 2010).  

Chapter 3 Summary 

 Chapter 3 described the methodology used to select participants, collect data, and 

analyze that data in support of the broader research goals. Aspects of the grounded theory 

approach were discussed in detail, to include the collection of contextual data (Glaser & 

Strauss, 1965), development of substantive and theoretical codes, and the generation of 

theory through memo writing and the integration of analyses (Glaser, 1978). Chapter 4 

will explore the collected data as well as the results of the associated coding and analysis.  
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4 | RESULTS 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this research is to develop a theory that explains the relationship 

between the training of intelligence professionals within the US IC, the culture and 

attitudes towards multi-INT activities, and the real-world interdisciplinary collaboration 

that may or may not occur as a result.  A second purpose is to evaluate the perceptions of 

current training opportunities within the IC as they relate to interdisciplinary 

collaboration, as assessed by study participants. This research employed an online survey 

tool to anonymously collect qualitative and quantitative data from working-level 

intelligence officers, and also incorporated in-person interviews with IC executive 

leaders. Between December 2012 and January 2013, 128 survey responses were received, 

85 of which were formally completed and submitted. The 43 survey responses that were 

incomplete and non-submitted were excluded from analysis. Additionally, between 

January and April 2013, 4 executive leaders were interviewed for approximately one hour 

each. This chapter explains how the data was coded and synthesized, what conceptual 

categories emerged, and how these categories were correlated to reach a final theoretical 

analysis. 

Data and Analysis 

 To organize and process the data, the researcher most closely followed Glaser’s 

(1978) approach to grounded theory, but with consideration of Strauss and Corbin’s 

(1990) methods, taking additional inspiration from the design thinking realm of Kolko 

(2007; 2011) and LUMA (2012). Creativity and an open mind were held paramount, and 

the author strove for emergence without “forcing the data” (Glaser, 1994, p. 2). 
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Survey Results 

 Considering the entire US IC as the population, the survey returned a well-

rounded, heterogeneous sample of 85 intelligence officers with a varied demographic of 

home agencies, disciplines, and phases of the Intelligence Cycle with which they 

associate.  

 

Of the respondents, 57.65% self-reported as government employees and 42.35% 

reported as contractors. The entire projected age range was accounted for, from 18-22 

years old through 63+, with 52.94% of the total respondents claiming to be between 23-

37 years old. All respondents reported having at least a high school diploma, with 

51.76% claiming a master’s degree as their highest level of education. As depicted in 

Figure 4.1, each intelligence discipline was represented, with a slightly higher sample of 



 

 

48 

GEOINT compared to the others, but with a significantly lower sample of MASINT, 

which was expected as MASINT is perhaps the most niche discipline. Likewise, the 

entire Intelligence Cycle was represented, but with significantly more respondents 

claiming job roles in the Analysis & Production phase than the others. 

The survey was designed to elicit subjective, potentially emotional responses to 

qualitative questions while also capturing quantitatively measurable data. With a topic 

such as intelligence integration, and the wildly diverse opinions associated, the researcher 

expected an equally diverse dataset, which was indeed represented through the open-

ended responses. While 88.23% of respondents agreed that “an increase in integration 

across intelligence disciplines and/or phases of the intelligence cycle [would] positively 

impact the effectiveness of the Intelligence Community and/or our national security,” 

11.76% disagreed with the statement. Most qualifying comments grouped around the 

ideas that increasing integration and exposure to multi-INT enables a “greater 

perspective,” “more thorough analysis,” and “a more accurate and actionable intelligence 

product.” Many respondents also suggested that a multi-INT approach to collection and 

analysis allowed the IC to better identify its own intelligence gaps, or the elusive 

“unknowns.” Those who responded in the negative provided concise arguments for their 

stance, one claiming that intelligence integration is “happening already” and that “what is 

needed is greater competency within each discipline.” Another respondent more boldly 

states that “In an effort to be flexible and break down stovepipes, the IC is over-

compensating to the point where few embrace their core competencies.” This individual 

goes on to state that many “all-source” activities can more accurately be described as 

“power plays and agency rivalries,” many of which happening “under the guise of DNI-
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sponsored collaboration.” Additional criticisms of intelligence integration were that it 

“slows down production dramatically” due to the time it takes to collaborate, that it is not 

for “junior analysts,” and that the “risk of leaks is too great” to share. 

Of those who responded negatively to intelligence integration’s impact on the US 

IC, 60% identified themselves as government employees and 40% identified as 

contractors. Two members of this subgroup claimed to be 23-27 years old, three claimed 

to be 28-32, four reported as aged 33-37, and one respondent in the subgroup identified 

as 63+. Of this subgroup, 30% said they never received formal training relevant to their 

own job role, and 60% stated that they had never received training in any discipline or 

phase outside of their assigned job role, shown visually in Figure 4.2.  
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 With all of that said, only 4.7% of the total respondents reported that they are 

“discouraged from collaborating,” most of which being professionals in the 23-27 age 

range.  

From these correlations, the researcher dove deeper into the aspects of 

intelligence training and surprisingly discovered that 29.41% of all respondents claim to 

have never received formal training in their specific discipline or job role, 72% of which 

were contractors. More predictably, 55.29% of all respondents claim to have never 

received training in a discipline outside their assigned role, and further 64.71% state that 

they have never received training related to a phase of the Intelligence Cycle outside their 

immediate duties. Many of these individuals call for more “standardized training” across 

the IC, something that “should be the focus of ODNI,” especially when 23.52% of all 

respondents claim to have never received formal training in any intelligence discipline, 

job role, or phase of the Intelligence Cycle. 
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Interview Results 

 The in-person interviews sought to capture perspectives framed by ODNI, CIA, 

NSA, DIA, NGA, and NRO from an executive level in order to balance the data from the 

surveys and provide rich substantive context to the study. These perspectives were 

provided by Mr. J. Michael McConnell, former DNI, Director of NSA, and Intelligence 

Officer (J2) for the Chairman of the JCS; by Ms. Joan A. Dempsey, former Deputy 

Director of Central Intelligence for Community Management, Executive Director of the 

President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, Deputy Director of Intelligence at DIA, 

and Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence and Security; by Mr. Jeffrey 

K. Harris, former Director of NRO and Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Space; 

and by Mr. Lloyd B. Rowland, former Deputy Director of NGA. These four distinguished 

leaders shared their time and insights not in support of this study, but rather in service to 

the US IC.  

 An overwhelming theme derived from more than 35 coded concepts found in the 

interviews was that our own bureaucracies, and the “synthetic walls” they construct 

(Harris, personal interview, January 31, 2013), are often the most significant barriers to 

collaboration. Ms. Dempsey (personal interview, April 2, 2013) explains that when 

building and maturing the IC, we chose to fundamentally separate the intelligence 

disciplines, and continue to preserve that decision at every opportunity. The IC has 

developed National Committees for each discipline, Functional Managers and executive 

agents, now discipline-specific certifications are being implemented; all of which 

contributes to effective enterprise management of the individual discipline, but is making 

interdisciplinary collaboration more and more difficult. Mr. Harris (personal interview, 
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January 31, 2013) describes an interagency task force model, where a multi-INT team of 

young professionals are assembled by a “breakfast club” of seniors, operating outside the 

bounds of normal bureaucracy. Such a group has the potential to ascend over agency 

walls and achieve what Mr. Rowland (personal interview, February 21, 2013) calls a 

“badgeless” culture, but a dynamic like that is difficult to emulate in today’s IC.  

 In 1949, Sherman Kent said that “intelligence organizations are in competition 

with each other” (p. 76), and, arguably, not much has changed. “We tend to thrive on 

competition,” explains Mr. McConnell (personal interview, April 3, 2013), describing the 

way an ‘us-versus-them’ attitude can go well-beyond youth sports. This sort of anti-

collaborative mindset, though, perpetuates the secretive and overly-protective behaviors 

that stifle unity of effort. In fact, Mr. Rowland (personal interview, February 21, 2013) 

believes that we sometimes share more with our international Commonwealth partners 

than we do between agencies in our own US IC.  

 Other common trends in the interview data included more than 25 coded concepts 

relating to a perceived disconnect between the ranks within IC agencies, where the 

leaders at the top of an organization want to believe that there is a unified collaborative 

message throughout, but in reality that is rarely the case (Harris, personal interview, 

January 31, 2013).  This dysfunction can lead to misguided assessments of performance 

where managers may focus more on the quantity of reports rather than on the added 

quality that could come from multi-INT products (Rowland, personal interview, February 

21, 2013). Mr. McConnell (personal interview, April 3, 2013), therefore, suggests that the 

wrong type of production metric may actually subvert the system; that is, if the metric 

focuses more on process rather than on impact and results. This speaks to Ms. Dempsey’s 
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(personal interview, April 2, 2013) thought that “getting data” has become more 

important than “using data,” but such a paradigm dramatically limits perspective. Mr. 

Rowland (personal interview, February 21, 2013) concurs, and states that “multi-INT is 

about knowledge,” about answering intelligence questions no matter the source, and 

enabling higher thought to both generate new insights and identify areas of unknowns. He 

thinks that this is most important when trying to make sense of human activities, and 

therefore believes that “ABI has got to be the core of multi-INT.”   

Synthesis 

 Natural harmonies rang out from the survey and interview data that emphasized 

the need not for the wholesale integration of intelligence disciplines, but rather the 

integration of intelligence efforts. The consensus among participants was that the 

maintenance of intelligence discipline specialties is critical to the IC, but that each 

intelligence officer’s knowledge and familiarity with all five of the core disciplines, and 

the phases of the Intelligence Cycle, have now become equally as important due to the 

dynamic global threats we now face. One survey respondent went so far as to say that 

“end users of intelligence do not want to risk their lives or the lives of others on single 

[intelligence discipline] information.” Again and again participants talked about “higher 

fidelity answers,” “improved perspectives,” and a “bigger bang for the buck” when using 

fused multi-INT, but as Ms. Dempsey (personal interview, April 2, 2013) cautions, the 

benefit of multi-INT is normally only seen when the information is integrated before it is 

analyzed. “The more fusion you can do at the speed of collection, the better for the 

analyst,” she says, as fusion around the entire Intelligence Cycle yields data that is more 
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relevant in context and therefore more impactful, compared to serendipitous collections 

that are integrated after the fact.  

Many of the recommendations from the survey included establishing more “joint 

tours, rotation programs, and integrated center operations,” as well as the development of 

“foundational training” which should be required “FOR ALL IC personnel.” One survey 

respondent suggested that “every new employee should go through a basic intelligence 

officer course PRIOR to arriving at their employing agency. The basic course should be 

of sufficient length and depth to inculcate the new employees in the power of multi-INT.” 

Again, at least 11.76% of survey respondents had concerns over these types of 

collaborative activities, suggesting that “integrating disciplines would make everyone a 

generalist and leave no specialists,” and instead recommended that “the IC should focus 

on training its analysts to better perform their assigned jobs, as opposed to frequently 

requiring them to rotate and train in other jobs.” The interviews, too, recommended that 

the IC foster the natural relationships between specialists and generalists and, rather than 

cross-train intelligence officers to be functional in multiple disciplines, the IC should 

teach them how to collaborate with one another.  

 These synergies emerged from the data naturally, but the researcher was careful to 

give a unique voice to each dataset, between the survey and the interviews. For this 

reason, the two datasets were separately coded and analyzed for categories, and only after 

the core categories were identified did the datasets merge. For the sake of rigor and 

theoretical pacing (Glaser, 1978), the researcher performed two rounds of substantive 

open coding for both datasets, and from that activity identified and recorded 105 coded 

concepts. These concepts were grouped and correlated abstractly, which yielded 20 
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significant categories, 11 of which were then identified as core categories based on the 

researcher’s “experiential data” (Strauss, 1987, p. 20) and exposure to the problem. The 

core categories then informed an extensive revisit of the merged data, as the researcher 

performed one round of substantive selective coding for each of the 11 core categories. 

The substantive selective coding enabled a deep understanding of the data and then drove 

the theoretical coding activity, as shown in Figure 4.3. 
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The core categories that emerged from the data, ranked in order of significance based 

on substantive selective coding, were:  

• Achieving higher thoughts and insights through multi-INT collaboration 
• Benefits of increased exposure across disciplines, phases, and agencies of the 

IC 
• Benefits of continuous learning 
• Importance of relationships and communication in collaboration 
• Need for collaborative training 
• Need for agency-agnostic training 
• Benefits of experiential and/or a deep approach to learning 
• Acknowledging that collaboration builds and depends on relationships and 

trust 
• Benefits of a personal connection with each other and to the mission 
• Need for higher competency in job skills/discipline specialty 
• Concerns over collaboration 

These core categories were weighted through substantive selective coding based 

on their prominence and significance in the data. The ranked list is a simple way to 

communicate their order, but Figure 4.4 takes a more visual approach to intuitively 

communicate the weighted value of each core category based on the data. 
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 Following the substantive selective coding, the core categories were analyzed 

from a theoretical coding perspective, where they were creatively correlated to discover 

their causes, contexts, contingencies, consequences, covariance’s, and conditions, and 

link maps and other visual tools were employed (Glaser, 1978). The final output of this 

activity was the realization of how the categories related to each other. As concisely 

displayed in Figure 4.5, intelligence discipline specialties and concerns over collaboration 

would, through collaborative training and increased exposure across disciplines, phases, 

and agencies, build to personal connections with people and the mission, as well as 

professional relationships and bolstered communication. From here, collaboration and 

trust would develop, which could then lead to the achievement of higher thought. It was 
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important to note that collaborative training is agency-agnostic and increased exposure is 

experiential learning, all of which falls under the umbrella of continuous learning. 

 

 

Chapter 4 Summary 

 This chapter detailed the diverse sample demographic of the 85 working-level 

intelligence officers who responded to the survey, and also provided brief background 

sketches of the four executive leaders interviewed. The resulting data was discussed 

separately and then merged together to form a synthesis of concepts and themes. Basic 

analysis procedures were described and the core categories, their weighted ranks, and 

their relationships to each other revealed. Chapter 5 will introduce the grounded theory 

that emerged from the data and discuss other conclusions.  
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5 | CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

 At its core, this study was about culture, collaboration, and learning in the US IC, 

and its purpose was to generate a theory to explain the relationship between the three. 

The problem was a long-standing “absence of academic attention” (Breckenridge, 2012, 

p. 58) with regards to the development of intelligence theory, as well as a lack of research 

addressing the content of intelligence training and how that might impact functional 

collaboration. A grounded theory approach was chosen since the researcher was 

interested in the context surrounding the problem, rather than just simply the attitudes and 

metrics associated (Glaser & Strauss, 1965). Additionally, “ill-structured” problems, such 

as those relating to sociocultural phenomena, are best understood and addressed through 

innovation and creativity (Kolko, 2011, p. 6), and both of which are vital components to 

the grounded theory approach to research (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  

Summary of the Study 

 In pursuit of a theory, this study employed an anonymous online survey that 

yielded 85 total completed and submitted responses, followed by a series of in-person 

interviews with four executive leaders from across the US IC. The mixed-method design 

enabled the collection of both qualitative and quantitative data and allowed the researcher 

to take full advantage of the flexibility of the grounded theory approach (Daiker, 2011). 

Considering the entire US IC as the population, a heterogeneous sample was sought from 

across IC agencies, disciplines, and phases of the Intelligence Cycle in order to better 

enable the generation of a formal theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Following collection, 

the survey and interview datasets were initially analyzed separately to ensure data 
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integrity, seeing two rounds of substantive open coding for each dataset before merging 

them for substantive selective coding based on emerging categories. Finally, theoretical 

coding was performed to abstract meaning from the data and to determine relationships 

between core categories. From these intensive rounds of coding and analysis, a formal 

grounded theory was generated (Glaser, 1978). 

 This study strove to answer the following research questions: 

1. How do working-level intelligence officers and executive leaders within the 
US IC describe current interdisciplinary training opportunities and their role in 
promoting real-world collaboration? 

2. What are the attitudes towards interdisciplinary collaboration in the US IC? 

3. What recommendations do working-level intelligence officers and executive 
leaders have for future IC-related learning programs? 

 
Discussion of the Findings 

In Chapter 4, the researcher revealed the 11 core categories that emerged from the 

data as well as their theoretical relationships to each other, but refrained from assigning 

meaning to the categories and discussing their broader implications. The following 

discussion elevates the findings to directly address the research questions and derive 

implications for theory and practice. 

Role of Learning Opportunities in Promoting Collaboration 

 Many of the survey responses stated that cross-training in different intelligence 

disciplines and/or phases of the Intelligence Cycle could open people’s minds to new 

ways of collaborating, seeing easily the complementary nature of different capabilities. 

Still others proposed that agency-agnostic collaborative training would actually yield the 

most benefit, as intelligence discipline specialties would be maintained while exposure to 
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and understanding of the broader IC would be enhanced. Mr. Harris agrees (personal 

interview, January 31, 2013), suggesting that managers need to give analysts and 

collectors a “longer leash” to promote the natural relationships between specialists and 

generalists. Moving beyond the rigid concept of classroom learning, JDA programs and 

other experiential learning activities represent strong opportunities to build 

interdisciplinary knowledge and relationships, as expressed in the research data, and 

often have the biggest role in promoting collaboration. Finally, Mr. McConnell urges the 

IC to instill a higher purpose in their workforce; inspiring their service to a “greater 

good” (personal interview, April 3, 2013), and believes that an IC-wide, agency-agnostic 

approach to training would enable that mindset. 

Attitudes toward Collaboration 

On the surface, it’s clear that most survey respondents support intelligence 

integration efforts, with 88.23% agreeing that “an increase in integration across 

intelligence disciplines and/or phases of the intelligence cycle [would] positively impact 

the effectiveness of the Intelligence Community and/or our national security.” Likewise, 

all four of the executive leaders interviewed expressed their support in pursuing multi-

INT opportunities in collection and analysis and, in some cases, their regret that the IC 

culture is at times standing in the way of collaboration and integration. Furthermore, 

Strauss (1987) states that the researcher’s own “experiential data,” or “data in the head,” 

is important to incorporate when questioning and making sense of new findings (p. 20); 

with that in mind, the researcher’s own professional experience does seem to corroborate 

these themes as well. Integrating intelligence and fusing multi-INT activities around the 

entire Intelligence Cycle often seems to be the only way of understanding your target in 
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context, especially with regards to ABI and other complex intelligence problems. The 

context is what’s critical here. The context is what allows intelligence professionals to not 

just interpret data, but analyze it, correlate it with other reporting and threat-streams, and 

make sense of it to enable US commanders with decision-advantage. That said, it’s 

important to not discount the 11.76% of survey respondents who felt that intelligence 

integration would have neutral or negative impacts on the effectiveness of the IC, because 

their concerns are valid and helpful. Most of the concerns voiced by this subgroup 

revolve around the concept of intelligence discipline specialties, and several of the 

respondents seem to define intelligence integration as a deliberate move by the ODNI to 

pull the IC away from specializations. In this case, truly, “the English language does not 

serve us well” (Harris, personal interview, January 31, 2013), because it’s clear to the 

researcher that the message and intent of the DNI is not the same as what this subgroup 

perceives. Integration does not mean assimilation, and that needs to be better 

communicated. 

Recommendations for Future Learning Programs 

Looking deeper into the data, the researcher finds it disturbing that 29.41% of all 

survey respondents have never received formal training in their own intelligence 

discipline or assigned job role, and further 23.52% of all respondents claim to have never 

received formal training in any discipline, job role, or phase of the Intelligence Cycle. To 

be functioning as intelligence officers without any relevant training must mean that these 

individuals received some form of education, coaching, and/or experiential learning 

(Kalweit, Walls, Bacastow, 2010) as an alternative, but the researcher would infer that 

none of that is standardized or repeatable, and is likely very personal and biased. Of those 
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who had never received formal training in their assigned job role, 72% were contractors, 

suggesting a relatively consistent level of entry-training for government employees, but a 

gross deficit of training available to contractors. As the demographics of this study show, 

the US IC is no longer operated by government professionals with mere staffing or niche 

technical support provided by the private sector; rather, the US IC has become a deep 

partnership of public and private organizations, and its concept of training and continuous 

learning must evolve to address that, ideally with both sides contributing and sharing 

resources. The cumulative recommendation out of the research data for future learning is 

to maintain specialist training programs while also increasing the exposure of intelligence 

officers across the US IC, ensuring a standard level of training for all government and 

contractor personnel, and enabling collaborative mindsets through agency-agnostic 

training. 

 Overall, the data pointed to higher cognitive thought and more holistic analysis, 

and the associated impact on mission performance, as being the output and purpose of 

intelligence integration; concepts that are theoretically linked to collaborative/agency-

agnostic training, exposure across the IC, and strong relationships and communication 

with interagency and/or interdisciplinary colleagues. All of these findings, combined with 

other results from Chapter 4, led the researcher to an emergent grounded theory. 

Statement of the Theory 

The researcher’s theory of interdisciplinary collaborative learning (ICL) suggests 

that professionals from different disciplines under the same field will perform most 

effectively together when they are given the same foundation knowledge of the field and, 

as a blended cohort, taught the complementary nature of their disciplines with a deep 
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approach to learning. ICL opportunities would teach professionals how to collaborate 

while building interdisciplinary relationships, enabling communication, shedding 

competitive mindsets, fostering personal connections to each other and to the field, and 

infusing a sense of higher purpose beyond the immediate daily activities. This represents 

a formal theory because it has been appropriately generalized and is applicable to 

virtually any professional field, not just national security intelligence (Glaser & Strauss, 

1965). 

 Within the ICL theory, the researcher has also generated an ICL model to 

emphasize the importance of four distinct areas of learning, each grounded in the research 

data. As depicted in Figure 5.1, the four areas of learning under ICL are cognitive, 

foundational, functional, and collaborative, and though the areas do build on one another, 

they are cyclically non-linear. The ICL theory marries to Kalweit, Walls, and Bacastow’s 

(2010) concept of continuous learning in that ICL necessitates persistent education, 

training, coaching, and experiential learning to develop and refine knowledge. 
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 Under the ICL model, the cognitive area of learning refers to a professional’s way 

of knowing, their critical thinking, analytic, and creative skills. The foundational area of 

learning refers to their base knowledge and comprehension of their field as a whole, 

shaping their perspective of purpose and unified effort. The functional area of learning 

refers to the specific discipline or job role within which a professional is assigned, giving 

an individual the specialized skills they require to perform their daily tasks. Finally, the 

collaborative area of learning refers to how a professional understands their discipline to 

connect with and complement other disciplines in the field, teaching professionals how to 

perform most effectively together. As a cyclical non-linear model, professionals will 

return to specific areas of learning as the demand on certain knowledge and skills in the 

field and/or specific disciplines change over time.  
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Implications of the Theory 

 Up until this point, the researcher has described the ICL theory and model in 

formal terms, but its substantive implications for the national security intelligence field 

and the US IC are enormous. Promoting and standardizing a professional development 

program based on the ICL model would mitigate most all concerns over intelligence 

integration while simultaneously answering the call of intelligence officers and executive 

leaders for a more collaborative culture. At a high level, Figure 5.2 shows the 

organizational expectations that would be associated with applying ICL to the national 

security intelligence field. 
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When applied to the national security intelligence field, the researcher proposes 

that the cognitive area of learning be managed and delivered by academia, the 

foundational area by the ODNI, the functional area by the specific employer, such as a 

DoD agency, and that the collaborative area of learning also be managed and delivered 

by the ODNI. This alignment is based entirely on the research findings and therefore 

represents a collective consensus from a sample of the US IC. Aligning the ICL model in 

this way addresses many of the study participants’ recommendations, issues, and 

concerns; namely, institutionalizing a strong cognitive base, maturing agency-agnostic 

training for foundation knowledge and collaborative skills, but also maintaining the 

strength of discipline-specific training and tradecraft within each agency. 

 Per IRTPA (US Congress, 2004b), the DNI is required to “establish an integrated 

framework” of intelligence learning opportunities across the IC in order to better enable 

the integration of collection and analysis (SEC. 1041-1042), but while the responsibility 

is clearly there, arguably, the authority is not. Walsh (2011) discusses some of the efforts 

by ODNI to connect or integrate training programs amongst individual agencies while 

also offering IC-wide courses to bridge the gaps, but many organizations don’t want to 

share insight or influence into their curricula. Perhaps then, instead of trying to manage 

all training programs to an ODNI standard, the IC would be better served by deliberately 

sectioning responsibilities between the four areas of learning under the ICL model. 

Relationships and communication between the IC and academia could be strengthened, 

the as-is specialized training of the agencies would be maintained, and the ODNI would 

refine and build upon its current curricula to achieve its chartered purpose. This would 

not be an overnight transition to a new learning model; on the contrary, without specific 
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authority for ODNI to require agency participation, any program based on ICL would 

likely have to start small, show its worth, and grow. For ICL to truly move the culture 

and business processes of the US IC, however, it would eventually need widespread 

participation, whether technically required of all intelligence officers or not. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 Though the ICL theory was developed through creative analytics, with a lean 

towards pragmatism and symbolic interactionism per the grounded theory approach 

(Stern & Porr, 2011), it was also developed to be testable. Glaser and Strauss (1965) 

explain that a formal sociological theory must have good “fit,” be “understandable,” 

“general,” and allow researchers some measure of “control” over key variables (p. 259). 

In this context, having good fit means that the theory was induced from grounded data; if 

it is understandable, that means practitioners in the field can comprehend its principles as 

they apply it to their substantive area; being general means that the theory is flexible 

enough to adapt to ever-changing daily situations; and control over variables of course 

means that the theory can be empirically tested (Glaser & Strauss, 1965). To test the ICL 

theory within the national security intelligence field, a researcher will first need to assess 

a baseline of efficiency and user satisfaction of intelligence products, then control the 

variables of ICL participant demographics, learning content, length, frequency, and other 

factors, and conclude with a longitudinal assessment of efficiency and user satisfaction. 

Other, more modest research opportunities with the ICL theory and model include more 

focused surveys of intelligence officers and managers, assessing their perceived work 

performance, satisfaction, and leadership before, during, and after participation in one or 

more ICL opportunities. 
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 Another opportunity for further research includes experimenting with diverse 

datasets to empirically determine whether multi-INT analysis has any significant impact 

on intelligence findings. As Ms. Dempsey points out, “there is an assumption that fused 

multi-INT would be of-benefit, but there’s no data to support that” (Dempsey, personal 

interview, April 2, 2013).  

 Other opportunities include looking more granularly at each IC agency’s training 

programs to determine strengths and weaknesses, building a more holistic learning 

picture by surveying opportunities in academia, and assessing how information 

technology needs and challenges affect intelligence integration. Finally, it’s clear to the 

researcher that intelligence integration and the concept of multi-INT fusion have a major 

part to play in the generation and maturation of intelligence theory, so that is another 

significant opportunity for further study. 

Conclusions 

 The researcher hesitates to make any final conclusions since there is so much 

work left to be done, though this particular journey has come to an end. Perhaps the best 

way to close this study, therefore, is to call for more, similar works to follow. Rich, 

analytic, and constructive research studies such as this are critical to the continued 

organizational learning of the US IC, to academia, and to the development of intelligence 

theory. Unfortunately, due to security classifications and the secret nuances of the field, 

you almost have to be a practitioner-researcher in order to conduct an honest study, or 

perhaps a researcher with the heart, soul, and clearance of a practitioner. With that said, 

this study could have been stronger and more extensive if it had been performed under an 

academic CRADA with the potential for a classified version or addendum – the 
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researcher recommends that future studies consider this as an option. Finally, based on 

the quality of data returned and the clear theory that emerged, the grounded theory 

approach was without a doubt the right choice in terms of research methodology, and is 

recommended for future studies of this nature. 
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“We failed the nation by not preventing 9/11. We had sufficient information, but did not 

have sufficient collaboration and imagination to see ahead and provide the right 

indications and warning assessments.”  

-Mike McConnell, personal interview, April 3, 2013 

 

“The more fusion you can do at the speed of collection, the better for the analyst.” 

-Joan Dempsey, personal interview, April 2, 2013 

 

“Little disruptive actions open doors.” 

-Jeff Harris, personal interview, January 31, 2013 

 

“For the Community to do what the country needs us to do, we must embrace multi-INT.” 

-Lloyd Rowland, personal interview, February 21, 2013 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY 
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Provide interviewee with Informed Consent Notice, talk them through it, and explain the 
difference between Full, Partial, and No Attribution of their input. Ask them to sign the 
Informed Consent Notice before beginning the interview. 
 
Emphasize the purpose of the research and explain that this semi-structured script was 
refined based on data collected from working level intelligence professionals earlier. 
 
Begin the interview. 
 
1. From your public bio and/or speaking to you previously, I understand your 

background is in X, Y, and Z. That said, I was hoping to hear in your own words 
what you feel are your areas of expertise and professional interest… 

2. What professional training, if any, can you cite as enabling you in those areas? 
3. On the topic of training, how do you see the training of both new and seasoned 

intelligence professionals now as opposed to when you were entering the 
workforce? 

4. Where do you see the focus of training and other professional development 
initiatives going in the future? 

5. The Director of National Intelligence (DNI) identifies “intelligence integration” 
as a critical priority for our nation.  How is your particular organization 
addressing that priority? 

6. How do interdisciplinary training opportunities impact opportunities for 
functional collaboration? 

7. Intelligence integration continues to present a culture challenge for many.  Are 
there any specific recruitment, training, or other initiatives you feel could enable 
the Intelligence Community (IC) to embrace this DNI priority? 

 
Thank the interviewee for their time and input, share the Debriefing Statement, and 
emphasize that they will receive a typed version of the interview notes via email within 
48 hours in order for them to review and define the level of attribution they accept. Offer 
to send them the final thesis when completed. 
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY INVITATION 

From: Zitz, Eric [ezitz58@lakers.mercyhurst.edu] 
Sent: Saturday, December 01, 2012 1:00 AM 
To: Zitz, Eric 
Subject: [External] Academic survey - Assessing Intelligence Integration 
Colleagues, 

I would like to invite you to participate in an academic research study that I'm conducting 
as a graduate student at Mercyhurst University. The data I collect will be aggregated, 
analyzed, and presented in the form of a thesis for partial satisfaction of the requirements 
for a Master of Science in Applied Intelligence. The purpose of the study is to describe 
both the current reality and future potential of the training and cross-discipline 
collaboration within the United States Intelligence Community (IC). If you consent to 
participating, you will be asked to complete an anonymous 16-question survey, 
accessible via the below link. The survey will be active 1 December 2012 through 31 
January 2013. 

The intended participants in this survey are government and contractor professionals who 
directly support the IC and/or national security intelligence. This survey is not intended 
for professionals employed by academia or the non-profit sector, nor is it intended for 
professionals in the business intelligence or law enforcement intelligence fields.  

Finally, this study utilizes a respondent-driven sampling method, wherein I as the 
researcher am relying on you as a consenting participant to forward this invitation on to 
other colleagues who may be interested in providing input to the survey. I hope to collect 
a broad range of data from professionals across the entire intelligence cycle and the 
various intelligence disciplines, and I would greatly appreciate your assistance in 
acheiving this. 

The survey may be accessed via the following link: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/mercyhurst-assessingintelligenceintegration 

Thanks very much, 

Eric R. Zitz 
Graduate Student 
Institute for Intelligence Studies 
Mercyhurst University 
ezitz58@lakers.mercyhurst.edu 
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APPENDIX D(1): SURVEY INFORMED CONSENT 

 
  



 

 

90 

 

 
 

  



 

 

91 

APPENDIX D(2): INTERVIEW INFORMED CONSENT 

Purpose of the Study: 
This interview is intended to collect data for academic research managed by Eric R. Zitz, 
a graduate student with the Department of Intelligence Studies at Mercyhurst University 
in Erie, PA. The purpose of the research is to describe both the current reality and future 
potential of Intelligence Community training and cross-discipline collaboration. You 
have been selected as an executive leader within the Intelligence Community (IC) for 
your insight into these topics. 
 
What will be done: 
With your permission, a private interview will be conducted using a semi-structured 
script to guide the researcher’s questions. Topics will include interdisciplinary 
collaboration, intelligence training, and strategies for enabling a culture of integration. 
The interviewee is welcome to provide whatever commentary they feel appropriate. All 
input is appreciated. The researcher will either take hand-written notes during the 
interview session or make a voice recording, depending on the security restrictions of the 
interview location and preference of the interviewee. 
 
Following the interview, the hand-written notes or voice recording will be typed and 
emailed to you for your review within 48 hours, at which point you may choose from one 
of the degrees of attribution described below. Next, your input will be coded and 
analyzed for trends and themes across all interviews and will also be compared to data 
collected through surveys of IC professionals. The researcher will then develop a 
grounded theory to describe the perceived value of intelligence integration and what 
current and future training opportunities could impact it.  
 
Degree of Attribution: 
 
As an executive leader within the Intelligence Community, the researcher hopes to cite 
your interview responses and input in order to validate or disprove prior or extraneous 
concepts, as well as to give context and background to Intelligence Community culture, 
successes, and challenges. Your signature below acknowledges that your name and brief 
professional biography may be included in the researcher’s published final product in 
order to identify you as a consenting interviewee, but it does not, however, give the 
researcher permission to attribute your input. Within 48 hours of this interview, the 
researcher will email you a typed version of the interview notes, for which you may 
review and then identify the degree of attribution you accept, to include Full Attribution 
(your comments may be directly cited to you, with or without quotations), Partial 
Attribution (only the general concepts you discussed, rather than your specific 
comments, may be directly cited to you), or No Attribution (your name and biography 
will be included to identify you as a consenting interviewee, but none of the concepts or 
comments you provided will be directly cited to you).  
 
 
 



 

 

92 

Benefits of this Study: 
Your honest and candid input during this interview will help contribute to the greater 
body of knowledge held by academia, as well as the government, industry, and non-profit 
sectors of national security. The results of this research may encourage future study 
and/or implementation of new policies or initiatives. 
 
Risks or discomforts: 
No risks or discomfort is anticipated during participation in this interview. Your 
participation is completely voluntary and you may, therefore, withdraw at any time. If 
you withdraw before finishing the interview, none of your input will be utilized in the 
study. You will not be penalized in any way for ending the interview before completion.  
 
How the findings will be used: 
The results of this academic research will be used for scholarly purposes. The final 
product will be a graduate thesis written by Eric R. Zitz for partial satisfaction of the 
requirements for a Master of Science degree in Applied Intelligence, and will be 
published as such. The final product will be openly available to academia and to the 
public. 
 
If you agree to proceed with the interview and have your name and brief 
professional biography included in the final published product, please sign below. If 
you choose not to sign, the interview will not occur. 
 
 
          
INTERVIEWEE      DATE 
 
 
Contact information: 
If you have questions or concerns, contact the researcher at 
ezitz58@lakers.mercyhurst.edu.  
 
Research at Mercyhurst University which involves human participants is overseen 
by the Institutional Review Board.  Questions or problems regarding your rights as 
a participant should be addressed to Mr. Timothy Harvey; Institutional Review 
Board Chair; Mercyhurst University; 501 East 38th Street; Erie, Pennsylvania 
16546-0001; Telephone (814) 824-3372.    
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APPENDIX E(1): SURVEY DEBRIEF 
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APPENDIX E(2): INTERVIEW DEBRIEF 

Thank you very much for your time and participation in this interview.  
 
The goal of this study is to describe the perceptions of working level professionals and executive 
leaders on the value of interdisciplinary functional collaboration within the Intelligence 
Community, also known as intelligence integration or “multi-INT fusion.” The study also seeks to 
describe how cross-training in other intelligence disciplines may or may not impact 
interdisciplinary functional collaboration.  
 
By signing the informed consent notice, you acknowledged that your name and brief 
professional biography may be included in the researcher’s final product, but you have not 
yet defined the degree of attribution you accept for your input. Within 48 hours of this interview, 
the researcher will email you a typed version of the interview notes, for which you may review and 
then identify the degree of attribution you accept, to include:  
 
 
Full Attribution:  Your comments may be directly cited to you, with or without quotations 
 
Partial Attribution:  Only the concepts you discussed, rather than your specific comments, 

may be directly cited to you 
 
No Attribution:  Your name and biography will be included to identify you as a consenting 

interviewee, but none of the concepts or comments you provided will be 
directly cited to you  

 
 
After you review the typed notes, your email reply should identify the degree of attribution you 
accept. If you do not reply, it will be assumed that your choice is for “No Attribution.” 
 
This study is significant since current research in the field focuses more on methods and best 
practices for training intelligence professionals, rather than the content and themes of such 
training. Little to no academic research has been published regarding interdisciplinary content in 
training and how that might impact real-world functional collaboration. 
 
The results of this academic research will be used for scholarly purposes. The final product will 
be a graduate thesis written by Eric R. Zitz for partial satisfaction of the requirements for a Master 
of Science degree in Applied Intelligence, and will be published as such. The final product will be 
openly available to academia and to the public. To request a copy of the final thesis, please 
contact the researcher at ezitz58@lakers.mercyhurst.edu after 1 June 2013, or contact 
Mercyhurst University.  

 


