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Goal and Structure Conflicts in Intelligence: An Exploratory Study In Challenges Faced by 

Intelligence Leaders and Practitioners from Goal and Structural Conflicts 

 

By 

Andrew Janes 

Abstract 

This qualitative study explored the challenges faced by the leadership/management and 

practitioners of intelligence organizations that cause goal and structural conflicts within 

intelligence organizations. The study included in-depth interviews with 14 participants from the 

intelligence community (IC) to solicit the views of persons that work in the intelligence 

environment.  This paper theorizes that conflict within intelligence organizations impedes the 

proper intelligence product from being created and advanced to decision-makers and this is 

counter to the purpose of intelligence, which is to provide predictive insights for action by 

decision-makers to effect appropriate policy.  The conflict arises from an incompatibility of goals 

between the leadership/management and the practitioners of intelligence.   
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Chapter I – The Study 

Introduction 

This qualitative study explored the challenges faced by the leadership/management and 

practitioners of intelligence that cause goal and structural conflicts within intelligence 

organizations. The key premise is that conflict within intelligence organizations impedes the 

proper intelligence product from being created and advanced to decision-makers. This study 

therefore focused on exploring the linkages between the several types of conflict that affect the 

production and understanding of intelligence through the lens of leadership and practitioners in 

order to provide possible solutions to the conflict issues.  

I theorize that the conflict arises from an incompatibility of goals between the 

leadership/management and the practitioners of intelligence. The current approaches used by 

intelligence organizations include organizational structures and cultures which can contribute to 

intelligence failures, especially environments with a vertical structure where pleasing superiors 

becomes the cultural standard. I believe that this is at the heart of the conflict that affects 

intelligence leadership/management and practitioners in Canada. I theorize that leaders in 

government and intelligence organizations typically seek information that provides only 

situational awareness.  This puts leadership/management in conflict with intelligence 

practitioners who seek to provide predictive, meaningful intelligence. 

The hierarchical management structures and traditional leadership styles used by 

intelligence organizations negatively impact their ability to facilitate new concepts, to encourage 

dynamic thinking, and to develop innovative approaches by their personnel. These abilities are 

desired in other organizations, but they are even more important in intelligence organizations 
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which need to be agile in a changing world in order to provide decision-makers with advice to 

appropriately manage future resources. 

Research Question 

In considering the above, I proposed the following overall research question: What 

alternative leadership styles and management practices can be considered by intelligence 

organizations to alleviate their internal conflict and improve their ability to appropriately advise 

decision-makers?  This overarching question is supported by the following more specific 

research questions: 

1. What leadership and management styles are currently being used and how do they affect 

an intelligence organization’s internal conflict? 

2. How do leadership and management styles cause conflict that affects innovation, forward 

thinking and productivity in intelligence organizations? 

3. What principles are best to guide the leadership and management of intelligence 

organizations? 

4. How could leadership and management alternatives be applied to intelligence 

organizations and facilitate a resolution to internal organizational conflict? 

The purpose of intelligence is to provide predictive insights that are actionable by decision-

makers.  The Government of Canada (GoC) depends on intelligence organizations and personnel 

as an integral part of its decision-making process to directly inform the government’s actions and 

policy (Cox, 2009).  Effective and efficient functioning of the intelligence mechanism is 

necessitated by limitations on public resources and by the prohibitive costs of failure - in some 

cases, lives lost.  Therefore, there is significant reason to ensure that the intelligence accessed by 

the GoC is timely, effective, and accurate.  A misapplication of intelligence may see limited 
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resources allocated to an improper focus area.  This may lead to failure of policy where the GoC 

is catching up to an event instead of being ahead of it.  The 2004 National Security Policy (NSP) 

states:  

Intelligence is the foundation of our ability to take effective measures to provide for the 

security of Canada and Canadians. To manage risk effectively, we need the best 

possible information about threats we face and about the intentions, capabilities and 

activities of those who would do us harm. The best decisions regarding the scope and 

design of security programs, the allocation of resources and the deployment of assets 

cannot be made unless decision makers are as informed as possible (Privy Council 

Office [PCO], 2004, p.15).  

Intelligence is critical to decision-making in a range of federal policy arenas: “Intelligence is 

important not only for Canada’s security but also for sound international, military and economic 

policy” (PCO, 2004, p. 15).  Intelligence can be viewed as the product of a process involving 

analysis of information that is used to develop a predictive measure to inform the decision-

making process.  An intelligence organization in a GoC context is an organization involved in 

the provision of intelligence direction, tasking of collection assets, analysis of information 

collected, and the dissemination of the resulting intelligence product. This description is captured 

in what is commonly referred to as the intelligence cycle in figure 1: 
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Figure 1. The Intelligence Cycle. 

It has been asserted that persistent problems with intelligence organizations in producing 

timely, relevant, accurate and actionable intelligence stem from how intelligence organizations 

are managed and directed (Atran, 2006). In this study, I explored the challenges faced by the 

leadership/management and practitioners of intelligence organizations by examining goal, values 

and structural conflicts. The study included in-depth interviews with 14 participants from the 

intelligence community (IC) to solicit the views of persons that work in the intelligence 

environment.   

The current approaches used by intelligence organizations include organizational structures 

and cultures which can contribute to intelligence failures, especially environments with a vertical 

structure where pleasing superiors becomes the cultural standard (Bar-Joseph & Levy, 2009).  In 

this context, it can be argued that the vertical structure serves the possible confirmation bias of 

leadership and is parallel to the demand by leadership for products that are merely situational 

awareness instead of forward-looking intelligence.  The vertical structures that exist in the 

assignment and production of intelligence may aggravate a goal conflict that exists between 

leadership and practitioners within intelligence organizations.  It has been suggested by Atran 
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(2006) that creative thinking, decentralized expertise, and partially autonomous approaches assist 

in achieving successful intelligence management, as opposed to centralization and hierarchical 

control.  It is also likely that current leadership and management practices that are common in 

intelligence organizations are having a direct impact on the intelligence organization’s personnel, 

affecting the personnel’s performance and outcomes of the overall organization. An 

organizational approach such as Atran’s (2006), which is opposed to centralized hierarchical 

control, may be beneficial to alleviating the structuralized conflict between 

leadership/management and practitioners.  

In Canada, the intelligence tasks are split amongst organizations that have the legal authority 

to examine specific areas.  In general, the categories of intelligence that the GoC examines are 

National Security Intelligence, Security Intelligence, Foreign Intelligence, Defence Intelligence, 

and Criminal Intelligence (Cox, 2009).  Within each of these are many sub-categories such as 

foreign threats, domestic threats, crime, economics, the environment, human migration and 

numerous other issues a government is expected to handle competently on behalf of its citizens.  

Unlike many of Canada’s allies, the production of intelligence in Canada is accomplished not by 

a single monolithic enterprise, but by many different organizations with varying perspectives and 

expertise.  Some notable agencies in Canada that provide intelligence production include: 

Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS), Communications Security Establishment (CSE), 

Privy Council Office (PCO), Global Affairs Canada (GAC), Canadian Armed Forces (CAF), 

Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA), Transport 

Canada (TC) and Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO).  As specific intelligence issues 

can span the responsibilities of multiple agencies with differing mandates and cultures, cross-

participation of these agencies is not uncommon (Cox, 2009).  This structure, with a diversity of 
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mandates relying on the sharing of information and intelligence to achieve success, may be 

susceptible to goal, structural, and organization conflicts that may inhibit successful intelligence 

production.  

 Intelligence has been described by Cox (2009) in a cognitive hierarchy that was adapted 

from a National Defence (1999) publication.  This hierarchical conceptualization asserts that, 

when data is processed into information, it goes through cognition to form knowledge.  

Subsequently, judgements are made to support understanding, and then prediction is applied to 

produce intelligence (Cox, 2009). The end product is the intersection of probability, relevance, 

and actionability (Cox, 2009) that the GoC can now take under advisement. This process would 

ideally create a system that provides decision-makers within the GoC the capacity to make 

informed decisions and policies to the benefit of the Canadian public. However, this may not 

hold true in its practical application within the structure of how government operates.              

 Confusion often occurs between what is intelligence and what is just information. 

Information is relevant in the moment and helps enhance understanding of the current issue, thus 

providing situational awareness (Cox, 2009).  However, merely being situationally aware does 

not count as intelligence to inform future decisions. As Cox (2009) states:  

[M]aximum situational awareness can only relate to the present and does not necessarily 

imply future activity …. Decision-makers need to know what will probably happen and 

they need to know it in a manner that is relevant to the decision being taken in time to act, 

once the decision is made. True intelligence therefore needs to provide a relevant and 

actionable assessment of probabilities. If any one of these characteristics is absent, the 

product is not true intelligence; it is merely information (p. 5). 
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It is this differentiation, I believe, that is at the heart of the conflict that affects intelligence 

organizations, their leadership/management, and the practitioners in Canada. I theorize that 

leaders in government and intelligence organizations typically seek information that provides 

only situational awareness.  This puts leadership/management in conflict with intelligence 

practitioners who seek to provide predictive, meaningful intelligence.  In other words, 

government and intelligence organizations have incompatible goals in part due to differences in 

the interpretation of what intelligence is and how it is to be appropriately applied. 

The conflict that is created is therefore one of an incompatibility of goals or “Goal 

Conflict” (Rahim, 2015) between the leadership and the practitioners of intelligence.  

Interestingly, both parties likely see themselves as providing what the GoC needs to undertake its 

decision process.  However, as discussed later in this paper, leadership is restricted by the need 

of the hierarchical system of management to have definable metrics accounting for production 

time and reports.  Therefore, leadership defaults to the provision of mere information or 

situational awareness, the production of which is easier to measure and quantify.  This leads to 

intelligence practitioners focusing on issues of the moment rather than predictive intelligence, as 

the production of the latter is difficult to measure or show notable success. This can also create a 

“Conflict of Values” (Rahim, 2015) between the leadership and the practitioners, as there is a 

fundamental difference in the ideology of what is needed to provide actionable intelligence to 

decision-makers.  This leads to an embedded or “Structural or Institutionalized Conflict” (Rahim, 

2015) within the intelligence organizations that support the GoC decision-makers.  The 

differentiation between leadership and the practitioners leads the two parties to find themselves 

in a “vertical conflict” (Rahim, 2015).    
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  It has been suggested that there is uniqueness to the conflict faced by intelligence 

agencies that separates it from conflict within other organizations. As described by Cox (2009), 

the intelligence environment, like many agencies, includes “[p]eople, organizational process, 

product, organization and action”; however, “the interplay among [these components] is 

particular to intelligence” (p. 3). The uniqueness of intelligence organizations is amplified by 

their isolation with security clearances, access to classified information, and secure spaces that 

may create nuances to conflict vectors not apparent in other organizations.  This supports the 

need to engage specifically with those involved within intelligence organizations to formulate a 

way ahead to resolve the conflict.  A constructive engagement (Mayer, 2012) is needed for 

intelligence organizations to fulfill their mandates.  Mayer (2012) outlines several concepts that 

can assist in identifying and resolving conflicts: a commitment to dialogue, an emphasis on 

needs, and empowerment and respect.  However, the structure and the practices that currently 

govern the intelligence mechanism in Canada encourage conflict internally in intelligence 

organizations amongst leaders and practitioners, thus contributing to intelligence failure. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this research was to conduct an exploratory study of the challenges faced 

by the leadership/management and practitioners within intelligence organizations that cause goal, 

values and structural conflicts, and to make recommendations to the intelligence environment 

that might resolve the conflict.  The organizational conflict within intelligence workplaces has 

been underrepresented in research seeking to address the problem of intelligence organizations in 

providing effective predictive intelligence. This lack of focus on the conflict between the 

leadership and practitioners within intelligence offered a new opportunity for study to 

recommend organizational practices which might improve intelligence production outcomes.  
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This study focused on exploring the linkages between the several types of conflict that affect the 

production and understanding of intelligence through the lens of leadership and practitioners to 

provide possible solutions to the conflict issue.  Through engagement of participants who are 

leaders and practitioners in the intelligence community (IC), this exploratory study examined the 

conflict faced by intelligence organizations.  The study explored the conflict that occurs between 

leadership/management and practitioners in intelligence organizations and identified processes in 

the intelligence environment that have led to both failure and success. The input from 

leadership/management and from practitioners has been evaluated in the context of relevant 

literature to provide recommendations that could mitigate unproductive conflict to improve 

intelligence organizations and avoid failures.  If applied, the recommendations developed from 

this research may assist intelligence organizations to better fulfill their mandate of supporting 

decision-makers on matters of security and public policy. 

Research Context and Significance 

Ivanov (2011) studied several intelligence services’ failures over the last century and 

asserted that the main causes are the analysts’ incapacity to interpret data and intelligence, 

combined with an inability to find the necessary arguments to persuade the decision-makers of 

projected outcomes.  Ivanov (2011) also asserted that these types of failures related to 

management practices and processes that failed to change.  Mahnken (2005) further highlights 

the need for change to avoid future intelligence failures from bureaucratic impediments and 

asserts that “[r]eforming intelligence is an imperative, not an option” (p. 42).  These two 

assertions are supported by the often overused, but still relevant, Iraq weapons of mass 

destruction (WMD) example, in which intelligence organizations were unable to provide 

appropriate or convincing guidance to decision-makers. Readily available intelligence existed 
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that showed there were no WMD and little likelihood of a future threat would manifest.  

However, those with this information were unable to dissuade decision-makers from what was 

believed to be a desired outcome - the invasion of Iraq.  Therefore, I examined how conflicts 

influence bureaucracy and processes within intelligence organizations and impede the proper 

intelligence product from being created and being advanced to decision-makers.    

The hierarchical management structures and traditional leadership styles used by 

intelligence organizations negatively impact their ability to facilitate new concepts, to encourage 

dynamic thinking, and to develop innovative approaches by their personnel. These qualities are 

desired in other organizations, but they are even more important in intelligence organizations that 

need to be agile in a changing world in order to provide decision-makers with advice to 

appropriately manage future resources and possibly save lives.  This was illustrated by the Bar–

Joseph and Kruglanski (2003) discussion on the role leadership figures played in the 1973 failure 

to forecast the Yom Kippur attack. Bar–Joseph and Kruglanski (2003) asserted that the culture of 

not contradicting the accepted beliefs of strong leadership figures stopped the consideration of 

readily available intelligence that accurately indicated that an attack was about to occur. As well, 

Porter (2014) described the situation of the improper intelligence estimate of Iran’s nuclear 

capability, in which expectations of what would be discovered influenced the outcome of the 

intelligence result.  This illustrates the negative outcome of the goal conflict between the 

leadership and practitioners in intelligence organizations. Readily available information was 

misapplied, and communication broke down in the intelligence management process contributing 

to confirmation bias. This potentially impeded the consideration of alternative perspectives that 

might have yielded a correct answer to the intelligence problem.  Crevani, Lindgren and 

Packendorff (2007) assert that leadership can be viewed as a collaboration between two or more 
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people instead of the traditional hierarchical/heroic structures. A similar concept applied to 

intelligence organizations may assist in averting the problem described and assist in mitigating 

unproductive organizational conflict. 

The aforementioned examples demonstrate the extreme consequences of the failure of 

intelligence organizations.  While the daily practices of intelligence organizations may not 

produce such extreme outcomes all the time, the practices and structures that lead to such failures 

are commonly seen affecting the daily production of intelligence organizations. If these failures 

are linked to a conflict arising from the structure of intelligence organizations which in turn 

causes goal and values conflict, an examination of the structures may prove beneficial.  As Ferch 

(2004) states about traditional leadership styles: 

The more traditional model of leadership, often based heavily on hierarchical structure 

and a designated chain of command geared toward increased efficiency, has resulted not 

only in the moral decline of the relational environment but a pervasive malaise common 

to the psyche of the contemporary working person (p.1).   

Such a malaise can occur within intelligence organizations because of the goal conflict between 

the leadership and practitioners.  In turn, decision-makers are not provided with the necessary 

intelligence production to protect the public. Traditional leadership structures may also 

contribute to a bureaucratic culture of being reactive to situations rather than proactive.  This is 

counterproductive to the need for intelligence organizations to be agile, forward thinking and 

proactive.  As stated by Evans (2006), “[s]uch [reactive] factors often stem from traits found in 

large organizations and bureaucracies, which by definition include a military hierarchy” (p. 1).  

Many intelligence organizations have often been modelled on these structures and this presents 

particular difficulties for an organization which is meant to be predictive with the ability to 
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develop warnings for unforeseen threats.  Instead, these organizations end up focusing on day-to-

day events at the expense of deep analytical study (Russell, 2004).  In addition, issues that lead to 

intelligence failures may also stem from relationship and organizational problems with those 

inside an intelligence workplace (Sandow-Quirk, 2002).  The resulting conflict within 

intelligence organizations impedes the proper intelligence product from being created and being 

advanced to decision-makers. 

As described earlier, a hierarchical and vertical approach is commonly employed in 

intelligence organizations and this structure may exacerbate the conditions that lead to the 

conflict between leadership and practitioners within intelligence organizations, which in turn 

impedes decision-makers from receiving true intelligence production.  Alternatives to the 

hierarchical approach to leadership and management systems may therefore potentially improve 

outcomes for intelligence organizations.  

For example, the transformational approach from Cloke and Goldsmith (2011) asserts 

that: “Transformational leaders recognize the value of diversity, dissent and disagreement” (p. 

1).  This may be beneficial to organizations that need to foster new ideas and innovation.  The 

fostering of dissent and disagreement are examples of conflict that can assist in the creation of 

effective intelligence production. However, this is often lost in the push for conformity that is 

found in hierarchical vertical structures and in the provision of situational awareness to feed 

reporting cycles instead of effective intelligence. This practice assists in creating the goal conflict 

between leadership and practitioners of intelligence and leads organizations to fail in their 

mandate to provide decision-makers with effective intelligence.  In addition, the shared 

leadership approach from Fletcher and Kaufer (2003) states that: “The relational interactions that 

make up shared leadership are understood to be more fluid and multidirectional and less 
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individual, one-directional, and static than more traditional individualistic models” (p. 23).  Such 

approaches may allow for a more expressive and open environment to encourage personnel to 

put forward new concepts to solve intelligence problems. These approaches may assist in the 

resolution of the goal conflict between the leadership and practitioners within intelligence 

organizations.  A model reflective of the shared leadership approach may help both leadership 

and practitioners to understand each other’s needs in intelligence organization systems and may 

potentially alleviate some of conflict arising from the perception of competing goals.      

To develop recommendations to improve intelligence outcomes, leaders/management and 

practitioners were engaged to explore their views on the organizational conflict they face.  The 

exploration exposed commonalities, differences, and a lack of knowledge between leadership 

and practitioners with respect to different approaches that may lead to intelligence success.   
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Chapter II - Literature Review 

In considering the research question, What alternative leadership styles and management 

practices can be considered by intelligence organizations to alleviate their internal conflict and 

improve their ability to appropriately advise decision-makers?, this review of literature is 

presented to develop an understanding of the conflict that impedes intelligence 

leadership/management and practitioners from appropriately advising decision-makers.  The 

literature is broken down into three categories to: (1) conceptualize the problem; (2) understand 

what has been done to resolve it to date; and (3) summarize possible other approaches to be 

considered.   

Category 1, “Defining the problem,” is a review of the current literature focusing on the 

performance problems with intelligence organizations and the need to have the issue addressed. 

While the focus of this study’s research is the Canadian IC, the literature in “Defining the 

problem” uses well-known, publicly available examples from outside the Canadian system. 

Since western intelligence organizations tend to have similar structures, the examples of failure 

outlined in the literature review are relevant to intelligence failure in a Canadian context.  In 

addition, it should be noted that current examples of intelligence failure are not included as there 

tends to be very little scholarly or even publicly-available information on these issues.  Category 

2, “Existing approaches and attempted solutions,” discusses literature on the organizational and 

management practices in intelligence organizations but does not address how to improve the 

performance of personnel and their relationships from the perspective of intelligence 

practitioners.  Category 3, “Different approaches,” includes literature on organizational change 

and leadership from other fields that could potentially be adapted to improve the performance of 

leadership and management of intelligence organizations.  The relevancy of the literature on 
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organizational practices from outside the intelligence community (IC) is later examined against 

the interview responses from leadership and practitioners within intelligence organizations in 

order to identify recommendations that can assist in alleviating organizational conflict and better 

informing decision-makers.  

Category 1: Defining the Problem 

Intelligence failure remains a persistent problem and this failure inhibits decision-makers 

in government from making informed policy decisions.  It is the assertion of this study that 

intelligence failure is linked to a goal and structure conflict that exists within intelligence 

organizations. The existing literature on issues facing intelligence organizations focuses on 

resolving “intelligence failure.”  The term “intelligence failure” does not have a consensus 

definition, but for the purposes of this thesis I will use Johnston’s (2005) definition which states: 

“intelligence failure is systemic organizational surprise resulting from incorrect, missing, 

discarded, or inadequate hypotheses” (p. 1).  A failure on the part of a decision-maker to take 

action is separate from the process to generate actionable intelligence that is provided to the 

decision-maker. Two specific examples of intelligence failure include the failure to predict al 

Qaeda’s 11 September 2001 attacks and the inaccuracy around the Iraq weapons of mass 

destruction when actionable information that supported alternative hypotheses existed within 

intelligence organizations (Mahnken, 2005).  This study is focused on process and the conflict 

that impedes the production that is meant to advise the decision-maker.  It is the role of the 

decision-maker to decide what policy action needs to occur (or not) when appropriately derived 

intelligence is presented.  When intelligence organizations do not provide a disciplined unbiased 

production to decision-makers, the result is an intelligence failure.   
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Several common themes are identified in the literature around why intelligence failure 

occurs.  Failure is often rooted in breakdowns in communication, desire for conformity, 

advancement of individual needs, a culture of blame, and the management of appropriate 

expectations.  Sandow-Quirk (2002) identified failures that are contained within the intelligence 

cycle and concluded that many of the problems that arise in intelligence failures stem from 

relationship and organizational problems between individuals inside an intelligence workplace.  

The role of relationships in failure is furthered by Tetlock and Mellers (2011) who assert that 

intelligence failures are often perpetuated by a ping pong accountability culture focused around 

the blame game that exists within intelligence organizations. Attempts to address the issues are 

described by Aldrich and Kasuku (2012): “[e]fforts to improve intelligence tend to focus on 

better training for analysts or else organizational tinkering. Organizational reform usually means 

getting even bigger” (p. 1012). The attempted solutions have allowed the failure to persist and 

have even further embedded problems by creating more bureaucracy. The literature has 

identified that problems are occurring and some recommendations have been made, but the 

conflict that leads to the relationship and organizational problems has not yet been fully 

examined. 

Other authors discussed intelligence failures from both broad and incident-specific 

perspectives.  In providing an overview of the national intelligence gathering services in the 

United States, Andelman (2010) discussed how, even when possible actionable and accurate 

information is provided, it is often set aside and made subordinate to political partisanship or a 

desire for consensus amongst government agencies.  This article highlighted distinctive examples 

of the external pressures, e.g. bureaucratic pressures, that can be placed on intelligence 

organizations and may divert them from completing their desired mission.  Mitchell (2006) 
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described the perceived intelligence failure of the 2003 Iraq war specifically.  Mitchell argued 

that the failure involved not only the IC providing flawed data to policy-makers, but also 

subversion of the competitive intelligence analysis process. The research represented by this 

study endeavours to further examine the pressures that are placed on leadership and practitioners 

in their workplace, in order to help ascertain what leadership and management factors may be 

modified in order to minimize intelligence failures.    

Leadership plays its own role in advancing potentially flawed intelligence according to 

Davis (2003).  When hot-button issues exist, policy-makers and leadership tend to view 

assessments supporting the consensus policy as positive and are more likely to advance these 

assessments than those that do not support the consensus policy. This type of intelligence 

filtering to support a consensus policy can contribute to intelligence failure and may dissuade 

intelligence staff from proposing forward-thinking and innovative ideas to leadership. This 

internalized conflict creates a disconnect between practitioners and leadership, effectively 

stopping the flow of ideas upwards in the organization. Intelligence organizations require two-

way communication and understanding to be successful and appropriately advise decision-

makers.        

Category 2: Existing Approaches and Attempted Solutions 

Intelligence failure has been recognized as an issue for many years.  It has been difficult 

to address due to the need for intelligence agencies to be adaptable.  Yet intelligence 

organizations often reside within government where being adaptable may be an issue.  Zagart 

(2005) states about change in intelligence organizations: “[g]overnment agencies are even less 

able than private sector businesses to make internal adjustments.  First, they have more 

constraints, facing more conflicting missions with less managerial discretion and fewer resources 
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than private sector firms do […] and government agencies were not built to be adaptable” (pp. 

95-96).  Professionals and theorists in the intelligence field have focused on the methodological 

and systems processes of conducting intelligence or, put more simply, what to collect, what to 

analyze, and where to send it.  This tends to be complicated because intelligence responsibility 

crosses organizations and agencies and may therefore intersect multiple decision-makers.   Many 

of the existing approaches to change therefore involve proposing refinements to what is 

commonly referred to as the intelligence cycle.  For example, Wilson (2014) presented an article 

that used a comparative structure to analyze several intelligence models by applying them 

theoretically to the Cuban missile crisis.  This perspective of simply correcting or re-drawing 

information flow seems to be the focus of many attempts to solve the intelligence failure 

problem.  Evans (2009) asserted that the application of the intelligence cycle in cumbersome, 

bureaucratic, and increasingly complex systems increases the propensity of intelligence failures.  

He examined misconceptions about the intelligence mechanism and its relationship with the 

chain of command, but still maintains a perspective that works on re-drawing reporting lines as a 

solution. However, since successful intelligence production is based on sharing, the adherence to 

a rigid structure may create an environment that limits a practitioner’s access to/distribution of 

information within their direct area of responsibility, thus limiting the sharing that may benefit 

themselves and others.   Hammond (2007) examined the conservatism towards change in the 

American IC over the last 50 years and explored how “smart practices” might be implemented to 

improve outcomes.  Hammond proposed moving away from centralized bureaucratic 

organizations and building purpose-focused intelligence organizations made up of member 

organizations from the IC.  While the Hammond perspective provides ideas for creating 

efficiency within the bureaucratic processes in the IC, he does not address practitioner 
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perspectives and does not focus on the role of leadership and management within intelligence 

organizations.  

In general, the perspectives proposed to resolve intelligence issues are a re-shuffling of 

the same techniques used in the last 50 years.  These perspectives consistently come back to the 

same intelligence model which, I assert, cannot result in changing the culture that contributes to 

the conflict within the intelligence organizations, a culture that possibly has a greater influence 

on intelligence failure.  Aldrich and Kasuku (2012) seem to recognize the limitations of existing 

approaches to fixing problems within intelligence organizations: “[w]e are destined to revisit 

time-worn debates about an elaborate technical and analytical process that are increasingly 

irrelevant to our national purposes” (p. 1027).   Nevertheless, studies to date have ignored the 

leadership and management role in conflict as an aspect of intelligence failure. 

Additionally, addressing intelligence failure has been approached as a data problem, i.e. a 

problem of ensuring that intelligence practitioners have access to what they need to make 

assessments. Johnston et al. (2015) describe the object-based production approach to 

intelligence:  

This new IT architecture provides a tremendous opportunity to reimagine our intelligence 

process in ways that eliminate dissemination stovepipes, increase multi-intelligence data-

sharing, and integrate knowledge at the data layer, thus eliminating, or at least reducing, 

the existing linear and labor-intensive tasking, collecting, processing, exploiting, and 

disseminating process (p.13). 

Data and information sharing is a critical issue, but if the practitioners are unable to work with 

and leverage the data for intelligence meaning because of organizational conflict, then I assert 

that intelligence organizations will still fail decision-makers.    
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Some researchers have expanded beyond process and systems in order to address the 

problem of intelligence failure. Straus, Parker, and Bruce (2011) discussed team dynamics in 

intelligence analysis and presented pathways to explore improvements to an intelligence 

organization from a team or group perspective.  They proposed procedures and methods to limit 

problems and foster environments that support groups to produce improved results.  The authors 

examined what leads to intelligence teams’ “process losses” or failures and presented methods to 

increase “process gains” or successes.  Similarly, Dragos (2013) proposed that a formal ontology 

be created to improve intelligence mechanisms to support commanders in their decision-making 

processes which occur in dynamic environments.  These proposals do elaborate on a need for 

change, but do not directly pull input from intelligence practitioners or address the conflict that 

exists within organizations once the production leaves the immediate team environment.  These 

studies have focused on the system of reporting intelligence rather than leadership and 

organizational factors that possibly contribute to the goal and structural conflicts which 

ultimately affect the practitioners of intelligence.  This study offers an examination that includes 

the perspectives of those who work within intelligence organizations and draws on their 

experiences with conflict and intelligence failure in the intelligence setting.  

Category 3: Different Approaches 

Many other organizations have dealt with conflict that impedes performance.  Tools 

developed from outside the IC may therefore potentially be leveraged to improve outcomes and 

mitigate future intelligence failures.  Literature that emphasizes the relationships between the 

personnel and the levels within an organization, including the relationship between leadership 

and practitioners, offers a potential new avenue to solve the problems of intelligence 

organizations. The addition of the focus on practitioners that work within intelligence 
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organizations may support greater innovation, forward-thinking and productivity by reducing the 

conflict that exists between the levels with intelligence organizations.  Herrmann and Jong Kun 

(2007) asserted that intelligence organizations need to open minds and promote learning to face 

the challenges of dynamic intelligence problems.  Modifying the role of leadership, its 

relationship with intelligence practitioners, and how it functions in intelligence organizations is a 

key factor in rectifying intelligence by creating a two-way collaborative environment supporting 

common goals.  This is not only an avenue for improving how the practitioners deal with 

intelligence problems with a greater set of skills, it will also ameliorate the conflict that impedes 

actual intelligence from getting to the decision-maker.  Zegart (2005) states: “Improving the 

future performance of US intelligence agencies requires understanding better the sources of 

organizational weaknesses, the barriers to organizational adaptation, and ways to overcome 

them” (p.111).  This also involves moving away from relying on process models to solve 

problems and moving towards a focus on the people that solve them.  

Explorations of leadership styles and organizational practices may offer a different route 

than the traditional hierarchical structure found in government intelligence organizations.  Cloke 

and Goldsmith (2011) offered a breakdown of the benefits of transformational leadership and 

how it can impact organizations.  They asserted that a transformational leadership model can 

bring conflict to resolution, thereby helping to foster and expose ideas that may benefit the 

organization by improving work processes and relationships.  In addition, Ferch (2004) 

forwarded the theory of servant leadership as a solution to organizational problems whereby the 

servant leader is willing to submit to those that they lead in the development of perspectives that 

may benefit the whole.  This approach is intended to foster an environment more conducive to 

mutual understanding and thus higher performance.  This study examined the responses of 
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intelligence practitioners and leadership to determine if these or other leadership concepts are 

applicable in improving an intelligence organization’s environment.     

In discussing organizational success in general, there are several sources that go beyond 

just leadership to focus on the members of the organization as a whole.  In Kotter’s (1996) view, 

change tends to fail because it is focused on the organization and the expectation that the 

individuals will follow.  Kotter asserted that for an organization to change, change must first 

occur within the individual members of the organization.  This approach might be complemented 

by the views of Fletcher and Kaufer (2003) who discussed the concept of shared leadership.  The 

authors asserted that shared leadership is based in the understanding that relationships in 

organizations are fluid and multidirectional.  The results of these relationships provide 

knowledge that allows a leader to influence an organization towards positive outcomes.  This is 

further supported by Woolley et al. (2008) who described how collaborative planning allowed 

for greater integration of key aspects of the analytical problem and enhanced the overall 

analytical performance of individual team members.  Promoting staff ownership of the 

workplace process may allow for improved outcomes in intelligence organizations as well and 

present mutually beneficial avenues that dissuade conflict from occurring in the organization.  A 

primary factor for intelligence organizations is that they need to be adaptable and agile to be 

successful in creating actionable intelligence by learning and changing.  However, hierarchical 

relationships tend to prevent this from occurring as Senge (1996) states: “hierarchal authority is 

inadequate for change” (p. 37) in dealing with complex issues and communities.  These 

approaches and considerations are not accounted for in the existing proposed solutions for 

intelligence organizations and therefore presented an opportunity for further examination with 

intelligence leaders and practitioners. 
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Improving the outputs of the people within an organization is likely one way to see 

success and give the appearance of lessened conflict, but if the output is not meaningful to those 

that produce it, there is the likelihood that the success will be short lived and a conflict will arise 

within the organization.  Kerfoot (2003) gave an overview of what makes an organization 

“intelligent” and what makes it “stupid,” arguing that an intelligent organization can harness its 

collective wisdom to create successes.  However, if the wisdom harnessed from the practitioners 

of intelligence is not properly used by their intelligence organization, future production is likely 

to suffer from the conflict that occurs.  Along complementary lines, Vincent, Decker, and 

Mumford (2002) conducted an examination of divergent thinking and its application in creative 

problem-solving in a leadership environment.  The study found that divergent thinking led to 

results in creative problem-solving that could not be credited to intelligence or expertise.  They 

asserted that divergent thinking skills result from multiple influences and that organizations 

should focus on capacity that supports the creative environment and not the outcome produced.  

In addition, Hoch (2013) asserted that shared and horizontal leadership, instead of team 

composition had a greater impact on team level of innovative behavior and that it supported 

improved organizational outcomes.  These perspectives provide an avenue that may reduce the 

organizational conflict within intelligence organizations and create the opportunity to mitigate 

intelligence failure in the future. 

Intelligence often works across organizations and across authorities within organizations. 

Hu et al. (2017) examined task and relationship conflicts affecting creativity within inter-

organizational teams.  The paper discussed how shared leadership can play a moderating role in 

conflict involving such teams.  Hu et al. (2017) found “that relationship conflict has a negative 

relationship with team creativity” and “when shared leadership is stronger, the negative 
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relationship with team creativity is weaker for relationship conflict” (p.74). Intelligence 

organizations that have multiple stakeholders with possibly competing priorities may have 

occurrences of relationship conflicts that may affect the ability of intelligence teams or 

practitioners to create meaningful production.  Hu et al. paraphrase DeDre and Weingart, 

Menguc, and Auh (as cited in Hu et al. 2017) stating: “animosity, miscommunication and 

mistrust among team partners inhibit the effective flow and exchange of information and 

knowledge across inter-organizational areas” (p.79). These consequences of conflict on an inter-

organizational team environment may provide insights to understanding conflict within 

intelligence organizations that have similar dependency on inter-organization cooperation.  If the 

lessons of shared leadership are effective in limiting the conflict arising in such circumstances, 

its implementation within intelligence organizations may be beneficial.    

In examining conflict that dealt with multiple stakeholder interests in spatial planning, 

Almeida (2017) found that “[c]onflict occurs when the parties involved have divergent interests” 

(p. 25).  Often, intelligence organizations need to work with information and priorities from 

across agencies and stakeholders. To assist with their challenges, intelligence organizations may 

be able to learn from other sectors that have found possible solutions to similar conflicts.  

Almeida (2017) looks at ways to find agreement to move forward as a group: “[t]he solution 

resides in mutual cohesion in which there is a mutual agreement supported by the majority of the 

people involved” (p. 29).  The article also examines the role that leaders and managers can play 

in finding solutions to support collaborative goals. Almeida (2017) states that “[t]he leader must 

not favour certain stakeholders to the detriment of others” (p. 29). This may provide a valuable 

lesson to intelligence organizations to support production for multiple stakeholders instead of 
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just an immediate organizational priority.  However, it is likely that leadership or the decision-

maker will need to provide such direction. 

Advising decision-makers is considered one of the primary roles for intelligence 

organizations. The decision-maker plays a key role at the start of the intelligence process with 

the initial direction and with the final consumption of the end intelligence product.  Kaner and 

Karni (2004) describe: “[d]ecision making is an essential part of operational and managerial 

functionality in an organization.  Improvement of decision making capability is vital for 

organizational success. In this context, knowledge resources must be properly managed to 

provide an environment for well-informed decisions” (p. 225).  The decision-maker and 

intelligence organizations should function in mutually supportive and dependent roles to be 

successful. Kaner and Karni’s (2004) four intermediary knowledge stages of reception, revised, 

retained, and reuse from their Decision making Capability Maturity Model (DM-CMM) uses 

four classes of activities that have similarities to the processes found within the intelligence 

cycle.  According to Kaner and Karni (2004) “[e]ach stage is partitioned into four classes of 

activities: acquisition (developing knowledge), arrangement (representing and archiving 

knowledge), appraisal (evaluating knowledge), and application (retrieving and reusing 

knowledge)” (p. 225). In this decision-making model, having appropriate intelligence production 

could be seen as analogous to the four stages.      

Additionally, Kaner and Karni (2004) describe the importance of knowledge 

management to the decision-making process.  This may present lessons for how intelligence 

organizations support decision-makers: “As decision making is knowledge based, consideration 

of effective and efficient decision making must therefore incorporate an additional orientation: 

knowledge management (how shall we provide the necessary and relevant knowledge for making 
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the decision?)” (p. 226). This also may be considered the goal of the intelligence organization, 

but with adding the predictive measure to the relevant knowledge. Kaner and Karni (2004) state 

that “[k]nowledge is information combined with experience, context, interpretation and reflection 

...that is ready to apply to decisions and actions” (p. 227).  In the context of intelligence, 

knowledge may be the step before predictive intelligence measure is applied. 

Standardized performance and production measures are used in many business and 

government environments. However, performance measurement is sometimes considered a 

challenge within an intelligence organization.   Kaner and Karni (2004) described a view that 

“[t]raditional performance measures are often employed to display financial performance, 

operational efficiency, etc. These traditional measures are inadequate, however, for portraying 

progress toward achieving organizational behavior changes or for showing the effectiveness of 

comprehensive organizational improvement strategies” (p. 249).  This parallels the possible 

problems faced by intelligence organizations as they attempt to provide meaningful production 

and still meet organizational reporting responsibilities within an intelligence organization’s 

structure.  

Examination of organizational structures other than the existing hierarchical mechanisms 

used in intelligence organizations may offer alternatives to support intelligence practitioners 

being able to support decision-makers.  Dinca (2013) asserted “[t]he old hierarchical pyramid 

was suitable for the companies while [sic] the industrial era, but it is not anymore the most 

effective way to manage the present knowledge based companies” (p. 2). It is possible to see 

intelligence organizations as a knowledge-based enterprise that provides support to decision-

makers.  Dinca (2013) describes the concept of a cross functional enterprise from the field of 

economics: “Within a cross-functional management, new types of structures are being created, 
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like project organizational structures, matrix structures and network structures. In all these 

organizational structures, collaboration or cooperation are compulsory requirements” (p.1). This 

is done in order to share needed information and for collaboration to occur.  Hierarchical 

organizations are unable to provide the ability for this to happen effectively.  Dinca (2013) states: 

“[t]he present organizational structures are considered to be too vertical, this is why an input of 

cross-functionality is more than welcome” (p.1). This perspective offers a structural approach to 

a knowledge-based work environment that may be applicable to the intelligence production field.   

The cross functional organization frees up staff from a singular authority chain.  This 

should allow for consideration of more than just singular priorities, and should enable the person 

doing a job that requires a wider perspective to be more successful.  As Dinca (2013) stated: 

“[t]he organization principles existing in classical, traditional structures are being breached in a 

cross-functional organization. The authority does not equate the responsibility and each 

subordinate does not report to one superior only, but to more” (p .4). This approach should give 

the employee the ability to access a greater amount of information to be able to support multiple 

priorities without being isolated.  Ideally this would limit the conflict that may occur between 

managers competing for resources just to support their own perceived priorities. Dinca (2013) 

asserted: “[a]uthority conflicts happen pretty often between functional managers and project 

managers and refer to project priorities, administration procedures, staff and costs estimation” (p. 

4). Limiting the potential for such conflicts may allow for greater collaboration in a knowledge 

enterprise such as an intelligence organization. 

The cross functional approach offers alternatives to increase the ability for levels of an 

organization to work directly with each other to achieve their goals. Dinca (2013) states: 
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A cross-functional structure creates lateral communication channels that are not available 

in a classical organization. A cross-functional structure reduces the need for vertical 

communication, by creating teams with specific tasks, focused on one defined project. It 

improves the communication between departments and projects, pushing managers to 

keep a close contact with all organizational groups involved in their project, which 

requires good communication skills (p.4). 

If an intelligence problem needs information and coordination from multiple organizations, this 

type of structure may enable intelligence practitioners and their managers to succeed in their 

shared tasks. Dinca (2013) asserted that the cross functional structure allows staff to “learn and 

work more in teams, take part in the decision-making process and feel the autonomy more than 

in the traditional stacked organization” (p.4).  The ability to be involved or being seen to 

influence decision-making could provide those within intelligence organization greater 

opportunities to create the appropriate production to address the decision-maker’s needs without 

the possibility of the decision-maker’s direction being re-interpreted through a hierarchical 

structure.  

Gap in Literature 

Internal conflict within intelligence organizations that impedes production has not been 

previously explored as a driver of intelligence failure. This study expands on its primary research 

question with four subordinate questions that assisted in the examination of this gap. These 

questions were explored in this study by conducting interviews with leaders/managers and 

practitioners of intelligence, and consisted of: 

1. What leadership and management styles are currently being used and how do they affect 

the organization’s internal conflict? 
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2. How do leadership and management styles cause conflict that affects innovation, forward 

thinking and productivity in intelligence organizations? 

3. What principles are best to guide the leadership and management of intelligence 

organizations? 

4. How could leadership and management alternatives be applied to intelligence 

organizations and facilitate a resolution to organizations internal conflict? 

The research explored in the literature review provided a sense of the issues faced by the 

hierarchical leadership structures that are present in intelligence organizations, and the potential 

negative impacts these structures can have on personnel and organizational outcomes.  However, 

the conflict driving intelligence failure has not been explored.  “Defining the problem” described 

how intelligence has failed in its past and current formats, and demonstrated the need to correct 

the failure that occurs within intelligence organizations. “Existing approaches and attempted 

solutions” discussed literature on the organizational and management practices in intelligence 

organizations as they stand currently and the inability of these practices to resolve the issues that 

face intelligence organizations.  The attempted fixes to intelligence organizations have not 

resolved the failures that continue to occur with intelligence production.  Moreover, proposals 

for approaches to change have not solicited input from intelligence practitioners in their 

workplaces and have focused on the system of reporting intelligence rather than conflict and 

organizational factors.  Finally, “Different approaches” included literature on organizational 

change and leadership from other fields that may be adapted to improve the performance of 

leadership and management of intelligence organizations.  The incorporation of these kinds of 

theories and approaches may assist intelligence organizations to improve their environments to 

produce better outcomes while remaining adaptive to changing circumstances. This offered an 
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opportunity for new research that directly engaged with the leadership and practitioners of 

intelligence organizations.  This study conducted interviews with leadership and practitioners 

within intelligence organizations to provide insight into whether the concepts are in use, 

understood, desired, perceived as beneficial/not beneficial, or considered practical in intelligence 

organizations.  
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Chapter III – Research Methodology and Methods 

This study explored the question: What alternative leadership styles and management 

practices can be considered by intelligence organizations to alleviate their internal conflict and 

improve their ability to appropriately advise decision-makers?   Chapter 2 discussed the 

literature that has informed this study and this chapter outlines the approach used to examine the 

research question.  This study sought to understand the conflict within intelligence organizations 

that impedes the proper intelligence product from being created and being advanced to decision-

makers, and to provide recommendations that may improve the situation. This was done to gain 

beneficial insights into constructing recommendations for intelligence organizational 

management systems and practices that are more productive and provide better intelligence to 

decision-makers.   

Research Approach 

The methodology for this study is based on a generic qualitative research approach that 

used in-depth semi-structured interviews, thematic analysis, and comparison with existing 

research (grey and peer reviewed literature) in a qualitative process (Caelli, Ray, & Mill, 2003).  

Epistemologically, the research is guided by a pragmatic perspective in that it is focused on 

resolving a problem.  It is not committed to one system or philosophy in its approach; rather it is 

focused on resolving the problem by using whatever method provides the best avenue for the 

solution (Creswell, 2014).   

Use of the interview method was appropriate to solicit the perspectives of the leadership 

and practitioners in intelligence organizations. The interviews were conducted with 14 persons 

from several Canadian intelligence organizations to allow for differing perspectives on 

organizational practices. This allowed participants to express their views on workplace dynamics 
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and how these impact intelligence production.  These firsthand perspectives have been missing 

from existing research and provide insights into the intelligence environment that are not 

accounted for in the literature that exists on other workplaces that face similar conflict 

challenges.  The use of a semi-structured interview also offered flexibility for the researcher to 

expand beyond the initial interview questions; it allowed the participants to offer items not 

previously considered in the research and the opportunity to follow up with clarifying questions.  

The collection of data and its interpretation through thematic analysis in the initial part of 

the study was through an inductive process.  This approach allowed for the incorporation of the 

experiences and perspectives from those within intelligence organizations. Once the data from 

the interviews was analyzed, the research process became deductive in nature as the themes were 

examined against existing theory, leading to the construction of recommendations for an 

intelligence organization to be better able to advise decision-makers. This approach provided the 

flexibility to consider multiple factors that impact conflict and management practices within 

intelligence organizations.  Also, this approach combined the previously absent intelligence 

practitioners’ input with existing literature to support the recommendations from the study. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework for this study (see figure 2), created using methods described 

in Marshall and Rossman (2016), is premised on the assumption that leadership and management 

practices of intelligence organizations have a direct impact on the organization’s personnel and 

influence the level and type of conflict that occurs within the organization.  This, in turn, affects 

the performance and outcomes of the overall organization.  The relationship that exists between 

the leadership and the practitioners within intelligence organizations appears to drive the conflict 

that affects the organization’s performance.  This study examined the conflict within intelligence 
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organizations, and recommended practices to deal with this conflict by integrating the feedback 

from interviews with intelligence practitioners with existing theory. 

 

Figure 2. Conceptual Framework. 

 
Theoretical Framework 

 The theoretical framework for this study includes an epistemological approach, the 

theoretical perspective to be used, methodology and a breakdown of methods.  This framework, 

created using methods described in Creswell (2014), is outlined in figure 3.  It displays the 

overall perspectives from the methodology and each of the steps is outlined in detail in the 

following methods section.   



GOAL AND STRUCTURE CONFLICTS IN INTELLIGENCE            40 
 

 

Figure 3. Theoretical Framework.  

The research had a pragmatic view in that focused on identifying the problem, the reason 

it occurs, and practical solutions.  In this case, the problem focused on the goal and structural 

conflicts that contribute to intelligence failure.   The interviews allowed for an initial inductive 

process in the development of the themes and as the analysis of the data occurred, a more 

deductive process helped to generate reasons for the conflicts and the possible solutions, as 

supported by the analysis and existing literature.   

 
Methods  

Design 

The research process consisted of a sequential approach broken into general phases 

including data collection, analysis, and assessment.  More specifically, this research involved: 

exploratory semi-structured, in-depth interviews; coding and thematic analysis of interview data; 

interpretation of the meaning of the data; and comparative assessment with existing research in 

relevant areas.  The research process, as detailed in figure 4, was created using methods 

described in Connolly (2003).  

The thematic analysis of interview data was conducted via three phases: the generative 

phase during which detailed coding occurred and themes were identified; the interpretive phase, 
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where coding was reconfigured allowing for the creation of contextual categories; and the 

theorizing phase, where explanatory propositions were generated (Connolly, 2003).   

 

Figure 4. Process Design. 

The study began with interviews in order to obtain the perspectives of those that work within 

intelligence organizations.  The interview data was then coded to allow for placement and 

ranking of the statements during the analysis phase.  The interview statements were grouped 

according to their similarities and generated the themes for a series of broader categories.  The 

themes were used to develop an understanding of the perspectives of the participants and the 

meaning of their statements from the interviews as it related to intelligence organizations and 

intelligence failure.  During the analysis, the data collected and theories developed were 

compared with existing literature in order to make an assessment and recommendations. 

 
Participants 

The target population for the interviews was current and former intelligence practitioners 

who have worked in analysis, as well as those in leadership positions in intelligence 

organizations. The initial solicitation for participants was made to Canadian federal departments 

involved in security, criminal, and regulatory intelligence.  The interviews were conducted with 

14 persons from several Canadian intelligence organizations to capture differing perspectives on 

organizational practices.  It would have been preferable to have an expanded selection of 

personnel, but due to time constraints and the overall small Canadian IC, any potential selection 
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bias will have to be considered in the results section of the study.  Canadian military personnel 

were excluded from the study due to the cumbersome and time-consuming approval process their 

organization requires to approve the personnel’s participation in research.  This is unlikely to 

have a significant impact on the outcome of the study because the intelligence structures between 

government intelligence organizations and military intelligence organizations are similar.  

Moreover, several study participants had formally served in military intelligence capacities and 

were now serving with other organizations.   

Organizational senior department representatives were approached to obtain permission 

to contact their organizations’ staff to participate in the interviews.  A departmental permission 

form and informed consent forms (see Appendix A and B) were provided to the senior 

department representatives outlining the proposed research and the interview questions (see 

Appendix C).  They were also provided with confirmation that the research would not discuss 

intelligence material or identify specific organizations.  This was done to alleviate concerns over 

security of sensitive information and possible harm to organizational image.  To encourage 

participation, senior department representatives were assured that every effort would be made to 

ensure that specific statements were non-attributable to any particular organization.  Participants 

were not asked to describe or attribute leadership and organizational models of their departments 

directly; rather, they were asked to discuss their experiences in context to a generalized 

environment where intelligence production occurs.  The supervisors were also informed that they 

would have access to the final report.   

Once supervisor permission was obtained, I, as the researcher approached volunteers 

individually to participate.  The participants were interviewed on several different dates to ensure 

maximum participation and confidentiality.  The researcher only scheduled interviews after 
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participants’ organizations provided departmental approval for their members to participate.   

Each volunteer participant was provided with an informed consent form outlining the 

confidentiality protections.  This included advising them that, whether they participated 

individually or not, their confidentiality would be protected and their department was not to be 

informed in either case.   

Research Sites 

 Interviews were conducted at public locations such as cafés and restaurants during non-

working hours.  This precluded the interviewees from using paid staff hours to participate and, 

since the research did not involve security and intelligence material, a formal secure discussion 

area was not required to conduct the interviews.  It also enabled the individuals to speak more 

freely regarding their personal opinions, insights and perspectives, without being identified as 

research participants. 

Sampling and Data Sources 

 Approaching those that are employed in intelligence organizations ensured that an 

audience of intelligence practitioners and relevant leaders were the responsive volunteers to 

participate in the interview process.  The individuals approached offered a varying sample of 

organizational cultures that conduct intelligence work.  This spanned several separate agencies 

that conduct security, criminal, and regulatory intelligence practices.  However, this did present a 

challenge in obtaining a representative diversity of opinions which may limit the transferability 

of the results due to a small sample size.  Nevertheless, for the purposes of this exploratory study 

the restricted sample size provided tangible feedback to develop courses of action that can be 

tested in future studies with larger and more diverse samples.  Demographic questions (see 

Appendix C) on years of experience, and roles and responsibilities allowed for greater specificity 
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in the desired sample.  Depending on the type of response, sampling was organized with 

responses categorized to roles or years of experience in the IC if the sample provided sufficient 

data in this context. If not, alternative ways to group the data were considered, such as by 

employment types participants have had within intelligence organizations. See figure 5 below for 

an example sampling plan. Note that the completed data sampling table is not attached as an 

appendix for reference in order to protect anonymity of the participants. 

 

Figure 5. Data Sampling. 

Data Collection Methods 

 A semi-structured, in-depth interview was used to support the goal of forming a complex 

understanding of leadership and management practices within intelligence workplaces (O’Leary, 

2014). The interview consisted of open-ended questions that enabled the participants to 

communicate their perspectives on the questions asked (see Appendix C).  The interview was 

administered by one researcher in a public location that was easily accessible to the participant.  

The interviews were approximately 45 minutes to an hour in length, conducted with different 

participants from November 2016 through February 2017 to allow for the greatest number of 

potential participants to be available.  Each interview was recorded with a digital voice recorder 

and hand-written notes were taken; none of the participants objected to the voice recordings.  

Results of the interviews were compared with existing research on intelligence organization 

leadership and management practices, and alternative leadership and organizational practices.  
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The existing research was collected from grey literature, peer-reviewed journals, policy papers 

and reports.  

Data Analysis Methods 

 The primary method for analysis for this study was thematic analysis.  It was used to 

organize and interpret the interview responses from the interview transcriptions taken from the 

voice recordings. I as the researcher made notes during the interview and completed the 

transcription of the recording afterwards. Transcriptions were reviewed several times: first a 

review of the transcript itself, and second a review listening to the recordings and referring to 

handwritten notes to discern context.  Participants were coded 001 to 014 and the designations 

were used along with manager, supervisor, analyst and officer that denote the type of experience 

held by participants.  After the data was coded, an inductive process was used to relate context 

and meaning to the data collected (Guest, MacQueen & Namey, 2012).  This was conducted in 

three phases: the generative phase where the detailed coding occurred and themes identified; the 

interpretive phase where coding was reconfigured allowing for the creation of contextual 

categories; and the theorizing phase where explanatory propositions were generated (Connolly, 

2003).  

The coding and categorizing of themes was managed on Microsoft Excel.  This 

information was not saved to a cloud or server, but rather stored locally on two hard drives, one 

primary and one backup (alternate location), which were secured in safes to which only the 

researcher has access. The Excel program allowed for structuring of the data, organization and 

presentation.     

On completion of the thematic analysis, the propositions that were developed were 

compared against existing peer-reviewed research on organizational management practices, 
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intelligence practices and conflict.  This comparison provided insights into which existing 

leadership and management practice methods align with the themes identified from the interview 

data that support making recommendations to alleviate conflict within intelligence organizations.   

Rigor and Trustworthiness 

 The validity of the study’s results is primarily tied to having representatives from 

multiple departments participate in the interviews. If participation was limited to only one or two 

departments the data collected would have been less generalizable.  However, the study was able 

to secure participants from four departments with a diversity of experience.  The extended 

timeframe for interviewees to participate allowed for a maximum number of responses.  Validity 

issues were addressed by the large response rate yielding a diversity of participants from several 

representative agencies.  There was consideration of having to conduct a desk study if at least 10 

participants were not achieved, however, 14 participants were available and the desk study 

option was therefore not considered.  

Role as the Researcher 

 As a person who worked in the environment being studied, I needed to ensure the data 

speaks for itself and attempted to avoid imposing my perceptions and potential biases on the 

process.  Care was taken particularly during the analysis phase, including coding, theme 

identification, and the development of propositions to avoid my bias being applied.  My history 

in the profession led to the identification of the issue to be researched and influenced the study 

formation.  The data did not move the study away from the problem I defined; however, if it had, 

I was willing to allow the research to continue in a new direction without prejudice. The 

interview format allowed the participants to speak to the issues separate from the biases of the 

researcher.  
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Ethical Considerations 

The primary ethical consideration for these interviews was to ensure that they did not 

create harm for participants in terms of their workplace and employment status.  Measures such 

as not attributing sources to the information collected (i.e. anonymity), allowed for the protection 

of participants from negative career implications.  After supervisory and departmental approval 

was received for staff to participate, confirmation of individual staff member participation was 

not provided back to their department.  There was minimal risk to potential participants in the 

study and the interview recordings, transcriptions and notes will be destroyed one year after the 

study’s completion leaving only the non-attributable processed results.   

Limitations and Biases 

      There was the possibility of the study being limited by a sample size of less than 10, but 

14 participants were recruited for the interviews. However, senior organizational leaders and 

decision-makers were not available for the study to provide their perspectives. Caution was taken 

so that participants did not have a bias in regards to the topic being researched and that they did 

not seek to provide answers they believed the researcher was looking to hear.  The open format 

of the interview mitigated potential bias issues in answers with follow-up questions that allowed 

the participants to express themselves without pressure. The sample size avoided too much 

homogeneity in responses among participants. Additionally, there was the risk the target 

population may have not been forthcoming in their opinions since many are still involved in the 

IC and may not want to risk participation because of a perceived possibility of workplace 

sanctions for identifying organizational issues.  However, this was not the case.  All participants 

were candid and participated freely in the interviews.  This was likely achieved by anonymity 
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precautions described in the ethics sections and by explicitly obtaining departmental approval 

prior to recruitment. 

In addition, the primary assumption guiding the interview is that those with direct 

working experience in intelligence organizations would be able to provide a perspective on what 

conflicts and organizational practices people in those workplaces experience.  This study also 

assumed that interview participants would answer freely and honestly about their experience in 

what practices were beneficial and what practices were detrimental in their previous and current 

workplaces. 

Summary 

This was a qualitative study that explored the conflict within intelligence organizations 

that impedes the proper intelligence product from being created and being advanced to decision-

makers. An interview-based approach was used with 14 participants to examine what alternative 

leadership styles and management practices can be considered by intelligence organizations to 

alleviate their internal conflict and improve their ability to appropriately advise decision-

makers.  The purpose of intelligence is to provide predictive insights that are actionable by 

decision-makers.  However, conflict exists within intelligence organizations and it impedes the 

proper production of intelligence being advanced to decision-makers. This conflict arises from 

an incompatibility of goals between the leadership and the practitioners of intelligence.  Many of 

the issues that lead to intelligence failures stem from relationship and organizational problems 

with those inside an intelligence workplace (Sandow-Quirk, 2002).  Leadership and management 

practices have been underrepresented in the research seeking to address the problems faced by 

intelligence organizations.   
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Through an in-depth interview process, this study consulted directly with leadership and 

practitioners from intelligence organizations and identified leadership styles, management 

practices, and principles that may allow intelligence organizations to ameliorate the conflict they 

face and improve their overall performance. This was done by using generic qualitative methods 

from a pragmatic epistemological viewpoint.  The study collected data through detailed 

interviews that allowed participants to describe their perceptions of conflict, and leadership and 

management practices in intelligence organizations.  
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Chapter IV – Data Analysis 

The purpose of this research was to conduct an exploratory study focused on answering 

the question: What alternative leadership styles and management practices can be considered by 

intelligence organizations to alleviate their internal conflict and improve their ability to 

appropriately advise decision-makers? This study focused on the challenges faced by the 

leadership/management and practitioners of intelligence organizations that cause goal, values 

and structural conflicts, and on making recommendations to the intelligence environment that 

might resolve the conflict.  Where chapter 3 discussed the research methodology used in support 

of this study, this chapter provides an overview of the data collected and analyzed from the study 

interviews.   

This study used a generic qualitative research approach with in-depth semi-structured 

interviews, thematic analysis, and comparison with existing research (grey and peer reviewed 

literature) in a qualitative process (Caelli, Ray, & Mill, 2003).  The interviews were conducted 

with 14 persons from several Canadian intelligence organizations and were comprised of 

personnel that had experience as managers (M), supervisors (S), analysts (A) and officers (O) in 

the intelligence environment. The experience of the participants in the intelligence field spanned 

from personnel having under 5 years to over 30 years in the profession.  Several of the 

participants had been employed by multiple departments and 1 of the participants had previous 

experience at an executive level.  It is likely that perspectives that may be held by women are 

underrepresented because only 1 of the 14 participants that were interviewed for the study was 

female.  The limited number of women was not due to a selection bias for the study, but rather 

based upon the availability of personnel to participate.  However, there is insufficient data to 

determine if women are generally underrepresented in the intelligence field in Canada. To further 
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protect anonymity, gender is redacted from materials presented.  Figure 6 gives a visual 

representation of the participants’ years of experience and types of employment.  

 

Figure 6. Participant Overview.  

This chapter contains the themes that emerged from the inductive process in analyzing 

the interview responses.  The discussion in relation to the literature will occur in chapter 5.  This 

chapter will present the analysis of the interviews as data grouped into themes summarizing the 

perspectives held by the participants.  
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Figure 7. Categorgized Feedback. 

The following themes were developed from the categorized data: 

1. There is a lack of a common understanding of the role intelligence is to fill. Participants 

discussed a disconnect between practitioners, managers, and leadership and that there is 

organizational confusion on who, how, and why people in these roles are doing what they 

do. This creates role conflict. 

2. Effective communication is necessary for an intelligence organization to be successful. 

Communication is often being altered (i.e. filtered and edited) between organizational 

levels based on the self-interest of the person directing the communication within 

intelligence organizations. Filters and interpretations are being placed on products and 

communications, in turn affecting the products being generated and the direction given.  

This creates conflict as it increases the potential for intelligence failure. 
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3. Education is lacking for participants throughout intelligence organizations on what 

needs to be fulfilled by managers, practitioners and leadership. Participants identified 

consistent frustrations with a lack of skills training for practitioners, managers being 

placed in charge of intelligence teams without education, and leadership not 

understanding what intelligence should be providing to the organization.  This creates 

role conflict. 

4. Organizations, managers, and practitioners use authority to support their own interests. 

Conflict arises when production in an intelligence environment defaults to fulfilling self-

interest. All levels, at times, default to fulfilling their own interest to the possible 

detriment of the overall intelligence enterprise. 

5. The management culture in government runs counter to developing successful 

intelligence production.  There is a belief that managers are in a promotion stream and 

they need to show success to move to the next level.  Their interests lead to a short-term 

view of success and this leads to problems working within an intelligence environment.  

In some cases, it has manifested as determining what leadership wants to hear and 

sending it to them whether it is of value or not.  

6. There is a conflict of goals between the levels within intelligence organizations.  

Competition has arisen on the belief that the goals between practitioner, manager, and 

leadership are counter to one another.  This causes the core players in intelligence 

organizations to work against each other. 

In cleaning the data collected from the in-depth interviews, word whiskers and filler 

words have been removed to provide clarity.  As well, some paraphrasing from interview data 

has been done to make grammatical sense and to connect fragmented sentences to the idea the 
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participant was expressing.  To protect confidentiality, specific references to any organization, 

persons or cases have been removed from the interview data.  

Themes 

 The formation of the themes for this study was left until after the collection, review and 

coding.  Categorization was completed to avoid building preconceptions of where the data was 

beginning to lead.  In grouping statements to construct themes, statements were viewed without 

consideration of the identifier markers such as experience, gender, and job type to avoid possible 

preconceptions or bias the researcher may hold based upon the profile of the interviewees and 

what they might state.   

The collection of data and its interpretation through thematic analysis in the initial part of 

the study was through an inductive process.  This approach allowed for the incorporation of the 

experiences and perspectives from those within intelligence organizations.  The research process 

consisted of a sequential approach broken into general phases including data collection, analysis, 

and assessment.  More specifically, this research involved: exploratory semi-structured, in-depth 

interviews, coding and thematic analysis of interview data, interpretation of the meaning of the 

data, and comparative assessment to existing research in relevant areas (Connolly, 2003).  

The thematic analysis of interview data was conducted via three phases: the generative phase 

during which detailed coding occurred and themes were identified; the interpretive phase, where 

coding was reconfigured allowing for the creation of contextual categories; and the theorizing 

phase, where explanatory propositions or themes were generated (Connolly, 2003).  
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Theme 1 - Common Understanding 

A primary theme that emerged from interview data was a lack of common or broad 

understanding.  There was a lack of understanding cited with respect to: the purpose of the 

intelligence function; effective and appropriate information-sharing and processes; meanings that 

go beyond a single department’s purview; and the broader strategic context in which intelligence 

is being requested. 

The sample of participants in this study agreed that there was not a common understanding 

about what the intelligence role is and how it is to function: “There is a lack of understanding 

from leaders on what intelligence provides and leaders need understanding or experience with 

intelligence before taking on a leadership role” (002).  This was viewed as an impediment to 

being able to achieve workplace success in the day-to-day operation of an intelligence 

organization because of the direction received and the impediments put in place by focusing on 

singular priorities.  There is an expectation that work from the practitioner will be advanced or 

actioned correctly and, when it is not, this leads to frustration and a lack of confidence in the 

system. This lack of understanding was also seen to affect how and what tasks were given to 

each role within the workplace.  This had a negative impact on the desire to perform the job well 

as personnel were assigned tasks that did not align with the purpose of their employment in order 

to meet what was a perceived leadership priority.  Inconsistent demands on staff for non-

intelligence production was seen as the result of ignorance and a misapplication of limited 

resources. 

The lack of understanding also crossed into a lack of knowledge of the policies and rules 

regarding information-sharing and intelligence: “Proper understanding and handling of 

information at all levels is a problem.  So, people are defaulting to a no risk environment” (003).   
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Uncertainty on what information can be shared and how to share was seen as an issue by 

participants at all levels of intelligence organizations.  There is a fear of making a mistake in 

disseminating certain types of information and causing a security incident.  This may result in no 

action being taken because of the fear of an individual or organization being sanctioned for 

inappropriate action.  According to participants, this fear appeared to stem from a possible lack 

of knowledge of proper policy and also from the possibility that management would offend 

someone who wanted to control the information for their own purpose. This had a negative 

impact on the organization fulfilling its intelligence role.  

Understanding can also be challenged by the narrow/limited view of some team members.  

This is further complicated by additional complexities of process being built around how to 

handle information.  These complexities tend to be additional authority and oversight given to 

people outside the intelligence chain to decide on what gets shared: “The complex approval route 

stops timely action and loses the context and allows for other priorities to interfere. Too many 

people that don’t understand are in the chain and they only approve based on their understanding 

within their priorities” (008).  When approval is sought for a product, it may go to someone who 

seeks to manage and filter information as it aligns to their priorities as they see them.  This 

impacts the ability for a proper assessment to occur of the available information that could have 

included additional resources potentially gained from sharing with partners. Hence, the ability to 

receive or support a broader perspective is filtered out in the administrative chain.  The result is 

that the ultimate decision-maker is advanced incomplete information.  However, the leadership 

in the organization believes they have answered the intelligence issue with the information that is 

provided to the decision-maker based on the perceived priority. The decision-maker thus decides 

on their priority from a limited view and also affects production that would advise other 
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decision-makers. This flow perpetuates a lack of sharing of information and limits anyone from 

accessing a complete intelligence picture.  

Practitioners also expressed the idea that people were tasked without being a part of the 

process or even receiving the context of the task: “I am impeded or lose motivation by not 

having a full understanding of what our management is interested in. So, sometimes I am 

working on something hoping someone will take note. Feedback is a huge issue with intelligence 

products and sometimes you produce something and think you hit it out of the park and you get 

responses and a lot of times you hear nothing back” (009).  This had participants unsure if they 

were producing what is needed.   Once the product was released, the personnel did not know if it 

was of any value, i.e., did the product make it to a client, was the product used, or what else 

could a client use in a future product (a client is the end recipient of the intelligence product).  

This concern was connected to management lacking knowledge of the needs of their staff in 

assigning the task, combined with a lack of understanding on the staff side of the context 

informing what was needed.  

Theme 2 – Effective Communication 

The ability to communicate was identified as a key component of many issues that 

intelligence organizations face.  Participants consistently discussed the importance of 

communication as it affects all facets of the intelligence workplace: “The communication piece 

needs to be addressed earlier in peoples’ careers in order to address the problem, but we are too 

under resourced to put effort in a communication and education program like that” (008).   This 

point about education will be further explored in theme 3.  Communication issues were identified 

by the participants as existing at all levels of intelligence organizations. The communication 

issues range from how people interact with each other, how direction is given, how feedback 
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occurs, coordination between levels, working groups and the technology to effectively 

communicate.  As we will see, these communication issues are frequently tied to the structure of 

organizations as well as technology.  

Participants identified barriers to liaising directly with clients as a communication-related 

problem which negatively impacts their ability to complete day to day tasks: “Understanding 

what the client wants is key.  Sometimes the client does not know what they want.  Usually there 

are people between me and the client and it confuses the issue. Direct interaction with the client 

would be helpful” (011).  There are typically administrative levels between the intelligence 

practitioner and the client who are not directly involved in workflow, but they are able to limit 

the resources that would allow communication or coordination. The filter put on communication 

at other levels of the organization removes important context to be applied to the production of 

intelligence, which in turn would allow for client and practitioner needs to be better met.  There 

is a belief that the awareness of the intelligence issues at hand are not fully understood by the 

third party and it leads to unneeded delays to the intelligence process.  Since intelligence needs 

to be timely and predictive in order for it to be effective, unnecessary delays are often 

detrimental to success.  The handling of requests and clarifying questions by a third party are 

seen as an unnecessary control mechanism that impedes intelligence production. 

The practitioners also believe that they are separated from communications with the decision-

making level.  Between the practitioner and the decision-maker, the intelligence product goes 

through a chain of people who are not responsible for domains the intelligence product covers.  

This leads to a misunderstanding and miscommunication on the importance of the product 

because often the middle part of the chain has no responsibility to report or act on it: “Ongoing 

dialogue with decision makers or up the chain to the executive as a team, not necessarily through 
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a manager, we are missing an ongoing direct dialogue with clients.  It is key to develop 

understanding from where people are coming from.  We report to people that are not responsible 

for our product.  People we report to should understand what we do” (007).  The isolation of the 

communication networks and the need to go through levels not associated to the intelligence 

topic is seen as an impediment to achieving successful production. 

 Communication is difficult not only because it may be indirect, but also because it may be 

one-way.  The ability to have communication that by-passes levels of the organization is not in 

place and there is a belief that this inhibits the ability to develop a better understanding of 

priorities and to seek guidance when it is needed: “Knowing priorities is important and that is 

maintained by two-way communication” (006).  As the priority or the request goes down to the 

practitioner and the product goes back up, there is the belief that context is edited in both 

directions, limiting the success of the production for both the client and practitioner.  Participants 

identified limited ability to reach back to those who initially assigned the task or priority: “Right 

now, the assignment of priorities is a downward approach, but communication of those priorities 

still leaves the analyst with a lack of understanding of what needs to be done” (004).  The lack of 

ability to ask direct questions to stakeholders in the production of intelligence is inhibiting the 

ability for the intelligence task to be fulfilled.   

That being said, other participants noted that access (e.g. to stakeholders, decision-makers) 

alone does not ensure effective communication.  

Problems can be mitigated with greater communication; however, the analyst tends to 

lead the discussion and never really gets to the heart of what the client truly want.  This 

can absolutely be resolved with an education piece and we have had success with it over 
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the years by establishing expectations, demonstrating what we can do, this is what we can 

deliver and explaining what is in and out of the scope (010). 

There is recognition that improved communication needs to be combined with education to 

better enable the actors participating in the process.  

Technology also impacts communication.  Intelligence tends not to exist in isolation to 

one organization; rather partner or outside agencies often need to be consulted to complete the 

intelligence picture.  This occurs through multiple levels of the organization.  However, 

technology often inhibits the ability to consult and produce: “The ability to share information 

across departments and understanding the rules is important.  Not all departments are on the 

same technology level to be able to work together.  It was hard to communicate with each other 

and being on the same page became a teamwork problem.  If unable to viably communicate, 

people begin to distance themselves” (014).  The communication technology used by the IC 

tends to be unique in government.  Because of the sensitivity of the information being handled, it 

requires encryption and closed networks that are not common in other government workplaces.      

Authorities who control the approval for access and installation of the communications 

technology often do not understand why the technology is needed because they are not 

associated with the intelligence process.  When the ability to communicate is a challenge, it is 

difficult to maintain intelligence relationships.  Because of the perceived challenges, the 

practitioners may distance themselves from other actors in the intelligence community who could 

potentially assist in the development of the product, and avoid future tasks that would require 

outside interaction.  
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Theme 3 – Education 

Participants at all levels identified education and training as an area being neglected.  This 

included initial training, ongoing professional development to maintain proficiency, and training 

to familiarize managers or decision-makers with the intelligence environment.  

Education was seen as a tool to impact the previously discussed lack of understanding of the 

role and value of intelligence.  Participants expressed the idea that leaders who have come from 

outside the IC have an operations focus and believe a measurable outcome is the only way to 

demonstrate effectiveness.  “The leadership doesn’t see a value and how to use intelligence.  

They have not worked with it and don’t understand how to employ it in a mission” (002). There 

is a perceived lack of education or training for leaders in intelligence, which becomes obvious to 

those that have the training, education and experience from working in the IC and from their own 

training programs.  The result is a lack of credibility associated to persons who are perceived as 

missing the necessary education.  This lack of education affects how assignments are perceived, 

especially when the assignments come across as confused and not linked to an intelligence need. 

Therefore, a lack of trust may develop by way of the perceived level of competency of those 

assigning the tasks.  

There is also a perception from the practitioner level that there is a lack of leadership skills 

amongst some managers and decision-makers.  Not only awareness of the intelligence profession 

is needed, but also a person selected to lead intelligence needs a level of leadership training or 

experience: “Leadership training is a crucial piece and it is not provided.  There is not a 

leadership culture and there is no intelligence team leaders’ leadership course, but it’s just taken 

on by people” (005).  This leadership challenge is also identified at the practitioner level as a 

lack of ability for people to work successfully together in an intelligence team environment.  
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There is a need for even subject matter experts to develop leadership skills: “Either a manager or 

analyst needs experience or education in intelligence so that they train each other if one is 

lacking in one of the areas” (006).  Intelligence is a partnership and the people that work within it 

can support each other to meet the challenge of meaningful production.  However, understanding 

is needed in order for people to work together to achieve a successful outcome.  Education 

appears to be a key part of achieving this. 

 Achieving appropriate and effective education has its own challenges.  There is a belief that 

governments operate on the trend of the moment, with budgets and the critical issues of the day 

impacting training and education: “The organization is moving back towards an intelligence 

model, but it is frustrating because there is an evaluation of the training that was done four years 

ago and an attempt to see what is useful now.  Now we must retrain, to a loss in skills that were 

not used in practice in the last four years” (004).  Some organizations moved towards an 

operations model for intelligence and have now redirected efforts back towards an intelligence 

model focused on predictive intelligence. While this may be a positive move, this has also 

caused frustration. While it is perceived positively that training is important again, there seems to 

be a refusal to determine if the training that is being required is useful in practice.  Since the 

training standard was created as a requirement, there is no desire to go through the difficulty or 

time to amend it or improve it because of the burdensome processes that would be needed to 

achieve the change.  

On the decision-maker side, there seems to be confusion on what constitutes intelligence. 

This becomes a bigger issue when an event is occurring and there is a demand for all information 

on a topic.  
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Situational awareness is more a summary of what is happening.  The understanding of 

this can vary depending on the people in the chain depending on their positions and 

backgrounds.  When discussing intelligence with persons that have not been exposed to 

it, they probably confuse a lot of the terminology and other terms such as threat and risk. 

Some of the confusion can be resolved through an education and awareness piece.  Some 

of that responsibility may lay with the SME (subject matter expert) centre to provide 

education and awareness to the parts of the organizations that are not familiar with it.  

Within an intelligence organization it should be well established what the difference is 

between situational awareness and what core intelligence is (010).  

This tends to impact intelligence staff resources who become busy answering questions on 

events that have already occurred and are understood.  The demand to be in the know tends to 

overwhelm the structure of the organization, and resources are committed without an actual 

understanding of what the output will be because of the lack of education on the role of 

intelligence and what it is to provide.  

The perceived lack of education on intelligence has been described as having a negative 

impact on motivation to complete quality work that was self-initiated:  

I would look for an opportunity and I would produce products and it would not go anywhere 

because of a lack of education on the product’s value.  The support for intelligence wasn’t 

there. The products would get stalled.  I would put out products and the information was 

welcome and then it wasn’t disseminated (013).   

With limited perspective, the initial consumer would see the product as meeting their individual 

needs and then not see the value it may hold for a partner or another client.  This type of situation 

limits potential future meaningful production because another partner or client may be able to 
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relate value to the product from another intelligence source.  The lack of education of the initial 

consumer prevented any future benefits from being actualized.  Overall, the lack of education 

and training encompasses the practitioners who produce the product, supervisors and managers 

who direct the production, and the clients who receive and consume products and may further 

disseminate them.  

Theme 4 – Authority and Interests 

Participants from both a practitioner and manager perspective discussed a consistent 

application by those in authority positions to assign resources and effort that was seen only to 

support their own interests. Unless a section could see an action directly impacting one of their 

priorities, there would be limited efforts to advance information that may be helpful to 

accomplish another sections task. This behaviour seemed more prevalent in those that developed 

their managerial skills from environments outside the intelligence discipline.    

The agendas held by people at various levels within organizations are viewed by the study’s 

participants as detracting from the creation of meaningful intelligence.  The personnel must act 

to support what is perceived as a narrow view of the action or production that is required.  Those 

in authority or control positions are able to shape and impact the flow of intelligence production 

and sharing from their limited perspective.   Participants connected this to a lack of education 

and clear direction for the intelligence function from the leadership at the executive level:  

A large-scale event has seen intelligence discarded because of a misunderstanding of the role 

played by intelligence by other parts of the organization. There was a need to use an 

intelligence structure and there was an attempt to replicate it in isolation from the SMEs 

[subject matter experts] in order to control communication. Wanted reporting on events 
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instead of analysis on the events and leadership removed the information feed from the 

intelligence analysis because of misunderstanding functions and competing goals (003).  

In absence of any direction on the importance of intelligence and how it is to be executed, those 

involved are working in their own directions based on what is important to their section’s 

interest.  This tends to build an adversarial atmosphere amongst those that need to be working 

together and “an institutional misunderstanding of the roles of intelligence within the 

organization allowing the prevention of access to information and resources to successfully 

achieve successful intelligence outcomes” (003).  This results in confusion with respect to the 

assignment and creation of intelligence with overlapping roles, duplication of production, and 

irritation across levels of the organization.  

As previously mentioned, the people who are in charge of intelligence organizations may not 

come from an intelligence background. They are perceived to be placed in their positions based 

on seniority or career progression in a public service model that does not always require 

experience or training in the subject matter for which they provide oversight.  This issue was 

identified by both managers and practitioners during interviews.  There is a tendency for the 

people selected to rely on the skills developed from their expertise in another field.  The issue 

that arises is one of leaders attempting to adapt the unfamiliar environment to them and disregard 

any need to adapt themselves to the unfamiliar environment of intelligence: “A lot of leadership 

has an operational focus with operational experience and that is great in terms of being subject 

matter experts at their jobs, but I don’t think they have any concept of what intelligence is and 

how it can help them” (009).  This tends to leave the intelligence component without a concise 

direction and results in products not meeting expectations. In the end, neither the practitioner nor 

the executive involved can fulfill their role as it is intended.  
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There is also a view that the different levels of an intelligence organization’s hierarchy 

default to acting in their own self-interest.  This is linked to the idea that controlling information 

and how it flows can limit risk: “The restrictions on sharing is a big negative impact and the 

reason it is occurring has a negative impact.  The organization restricts on risk internally and 

externally even though they should be sharing and have the legislative authority to do so” (008).  

This view manifests itself internally in some intelligence organizations where there is a belief 

that their priority is superior to the priorities of others within the organization.  However, this 

approach tends to have consequences because, in response, others will begin to withhold 

information as well.  The result tends to be a struggle of authorities demanding that information 

be shared with them.  It becomes increasingly difficult for success to occur as relationships break 

down and the sharing and communication that intelligence relies upon becomes impeded by the 

conflict that has arisen by defaulting to one’s own self-interest.    

The culture of how information is consumed has changed with technology.  As a result, staff 

within intelligence organizations may work to fulfill a need for constant awareness rather than a 

true intelligence function.  Many individuals expect information to flow to them as it does on 

email and social media, and expect that being constantly informed means they know what will 

happen.  This has confused the consumption of intelligence which is intended to be a forecasting 

product instead of a ‘what’s going on now’ product: “It’s harder for analysts to be able to take 

long term looks at issues because leadership has developed the expectation [that] how they 

consume media is how they consume intelligence.  A quick, shallow, news byte without analysis 

and then move on to the next thing of interest” (011).  This has resulted in pressure to increase 

the frequency of reporting on everyday events, in turn taking away the resources for intelligence 

organizations to take on deep examination of possible issues.  There is a view that management 
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associates productivity with daily reports going to leadership, rather than several reports in year.  

Managers are interested in filling the perceived need of the executive leadership and therefore 

push their staff away from actual intelligence production and towards situational awareness 

production. 

Participants also held the view that the importance of intelligence needs to start at the top of 

the organization and that there is a lack of real authority asserting the need for intelligence to be 

a predictive function.  If the importance of intelligence is not advanced at the senior levels, then 

it is not seen as valuable throughout the organization: “Leadership doesn’t understand the 

potential value of intelligence, so they don’t make their priorities clear.  Because sometimes intel 

does not meet their interest, so they don’t invest in making priorities and the gap continues.  This 

creates a continuous circle of a broken cycle similar at the top of the intelligence cycle” (009).  

This tends to affect those who view their job or mission in a singular sense, that sense being, 

what serves their purpose or current priority is the only thing that matters.  It takes away from 

what might be generated by their staff that supports another’s priority or even a future priority of 

their own, because the only thing that matters is the task of the moment.  

Theme 5 – Management Culture 

Another key theme that arose was the management culture in government intelligence, and 

how it is influenced by the practices of government employment selection processes. This often 

sees people placed in positions based upon departmental seniority and not necessarily experience 

in a particular field.  In the Canadian IC, this often leads to personnel who come from operations 

or administrative streams being placed in management positions. These two streams are typically 

involved in carrying out policy directions. Therefore, the mindset of operations/administration 
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runs counter to an intelligence mindset that is focused on being predictive for a policy that is yet 

to exist or may lead to a change in a policy that is already in place.  

Participants expressed the view that the culture at the management level tends to come from 

areas outside the intelligence field.  Employment screening rules require management level 

experience for these positions.  It is therefore possible, for example, to have someone who 

managed a vehicle traffic ticket section moved to manage a national security intelligence team.  

This tends to highlight missing skills if additional training is not provided: “A model and 

education is missing from trying to employ and adapt to situations. They look to identify and hire 

a person that already has the skills to lead. They don’t develop it within. Ideally, intelligence 

managers should come from within the ranks of the intelligence field, but often they find the 

managers from outside.  Or get someone with intelligence experience in their past” (005).  In 

participants’ experiences, this has led to managers looking to adapt an intelligence section to 

his/her own skill and background instead of the manager adapting to the intelligence 

environment using the skills they have developed elsewhere.  This has led to conflicting views of 

how to conduct business and misunderstandings in the intelligence workplace.  There is also a 

belief that some managers are only going to be in place for the short term and that their focus 

will be to not risk drawing negative attention.  When this short-term focus meets an 

organizational culture where opinions and products must be pushed by a manager or a leader to 

get actual intelligence advanced, a level of trust is lost between the practitioners and manager.  

Managers who come from an operations background tend to focus on satisfying a policy 

outcome that senior leadership is looking to achieve. However, in order to provide appropriate 

advice, the intelligence discipline needs to be devoid of biases, even those biases that may arise 

from existing policy.  Sometimes a misunderstanding occurs when an intelligence product is 
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forecasting an alternative outcome to what a given policy is looking to achieve.  This is 

perceived by some managers as going against a priority even though it is only providing a 

forecast of possible outcomes: “Why assign an intelligence analyst to write a product that 

management has already pre-determined the outcome on: then they are dissatisfied by what they 

get when the intelligence product is received. This has a negative impact on producing good 

work because it biases the whole process” (004).  The discipline of intelligence is to provide 

products without prejudice and provide the decision-maker with accurate information separate 

from political or policy influence.  

Participants also noted that it is difficult to produce meaningful or forward-looking 

intelligence on issues that may have yet to be identified when attention is paid only to the 

products that align with a dominant or preferred policy outcome that is espoused by leadership.  

This can sometimes lead to policy-based intelligence selection instead of intelligence-based 

policy.  This tends to happen in environments with managers who come from an operational or 

policy implementation role.  For these managers, the task is to meet senior leadership’s overall 

goals: “One of the things I have noticed of intelligence production, it is used to firm up or back 

up a point or file that management wants rather than using intelligence production to lead 

resources in different directions” (012). For an intelligence practitioner, this represents a 

confirmation bias and is counter to good intelligence practices.  This leads to pressure on the 

intelligence organization to possibly skew reporting away from what actual intelligence priorities 

should be.  Therefore, those in charge of intelligence sections may need to be people who are 

willing to consider highly divergent views and willing to be a dissenting voice. 
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 Frequently, an organization or department is accustomed to conducting business in a 

certain way, and then an intelligence section is introduced into this structure without any 

education to those to whom the intelligence section will be responsible.  

There was upper management with a stringent view of intelligence and tried to fit the 

intelligence into an improper role.  They weren’t too interested in using the outputs 

because the intelligence business format was foreign to people from an operator’s 

background.  It’s a cultural issue, they were used to doing things their way and didn’t 

want to adapt to different models.  It led to frustration among the intelligence staff when 

products went to ground because the management wouldn’t listen to the products (014). 

From both the management and practitioner perspectives, there was difficulty adapting to 

organizational needs and figuring out how to achieve a mutually beneficial outcome.  This type 

of situation builds animosity and leads to greater conflicts as neither side values the contribution 

of the other.  This type of atmosphere is particularly detrimental to the intelligence section 

because it cannot fulfill any of the needs of the operator who is the intended client. 

There was also a view that the information chain in intelligence gets confused between 

the manager and senior leadership levels because the culture of management is to be immediately 

responsive to the issue a senior leader identifies.  In this way, items that support the predictive 

nature of intelligence are not advanced to senior leadership until it becomes a current problem. 

The senior leaders do not take the time to involve themselves in the process until a forecasted 

issue becomes a current issue.  Once the issue is current, a downward push is placed on the 

organization to get information to the top: “We have weekly intel briefs, but a lot of directors do 

not go to those briefs.  Then directors ask for the information that was provided at the briefs and 

regularly shared, wondering why they don’t receive it [the intel]. So, obviously, there is a gap 
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going on” (009).  The culture of focusing on the issue of the moment leads to a lack of attention 

to the forecasting element of intelligence.  When the issue becomes current, there is a push to 

catch up which causes frustration through all levels of the organization. Overall, this suggests a 

need for intelligence leaders and managers to have a willingness to be forward-thinking and 

proactive when it comes to leading the intelligence process. 

Theme 6 – Conflict of Goals 

Underlying many of the previously discussed themes is the sense that there appears to be 

goal conflict between the functioning levels within intelligence organizations and intelligence 

production. This conflict is intensified by the competition for limited resources and the desire to 

answer the priorities for leadership. As conflict arises in the intelligence organization, trust is lost 

between the various working levels, resulting in actions that inhibit a productive work 

environment: “Finite supervision and control of staff members stifle a person’s work through 

micromanagement. The operations folks operate differently in the organization where the 

environment is not as positive and the crossover from operations and the micro-managing and 

lack of support impacts production and a loss of a positive environment” (005).  Operations 

sections or managers have been placed in authority over intelligence sections.  These managers 

tend to bring their operations culture to the intelligence environment.  The need to control all 

aspects of production and communication isolates the intelligence section from others in the IC 

and thus further stifles successful intelligence production.  

Goal conflict also occurs from the confusion around assigning tasks to appropriate levels and 

sections: “When the demand from the strategic level comes, it is not necessarily for intelligence, 

but for situational awareness and a demand to know everything. There is no desire for actual 

intelligence advice, just confirmation and to stay aware of what’s happening. This is being asked 



GOAL AND STRUCTURE CONFLICTS IN INTELLIGENCE            72 
 

of the intelligence people instead of intelligence reporting” (001).  This causes frustration within 

the intelligence organization because it is perceived as not fulfilling the role being asked of it by 

leadership in meeting the immediate demand.  However, in fulfilling the immediate demand, a 

precedent is set whereby the intelligence organization is no longer working within its intelligence 

role and the practitioners within the organization become disconnected from their profession and 

from meaningful work.  

Participants also noted that the competition for resources tends to limit collaboration and 

creates a culture of seeking the most attention possible for a product.  This has led to some 

managers and leaders gravitating towards answering non-intelligence requirements to satisfy 

those that hold the resource assignment authority: “Strategic and tactical levels compete for 

resources and the current priority will win out in the assignment of the resources” (003).  This 

also enables those in leadership positions to continue to misunderstand what the appropriate role 

is for intelligence; managers do not push for better understanding for fear that it may affect 

resource allocation.  The result is the organization begins to move further away from actual 

intelligence production, in turn frustrating staff who experience internal conflict because they are 

not performing the job that they are trained and employed to do. 

Participants further believed that intelligence resources get misapplied because of the access 

and the skill sets that intelligence staff retain.  The movement of intelligence staff into 

operational tasks, e.g. requiring intelligence staff to attend operationally-focused meetings, has 

detracted from the performance of the intelligence task: “There is a great deal of situational 

awareness reporting and a great deal of administration awareness reporting of meetings and 

results of meetings. This has been a sore point within the intel section, the amount of reporting 

on things that have already occurred and this continues today” (005).  The time consumed in 
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meetings that do not influence intelligence production is linked to the lack of understanding of 

the intelligence function and the role it is supposed to play on advising on future events. 

Intelligence sections are pulled into meetings dealing with the priority of the moment because of 

a culture in which staff attendance at meetings demonstrates the importance of an issue.  This 

leads to frustration on the part of the staff who are forced to be there with no real role to play. 

This frustration exacerbates the conflict that is anchored in the lack of understanding of how to 

best utilize intelligence resources and a lack of mutual understanding between practitioners and 

managers of each other’s needs.  

Participants feel that intelligence organizations are put in the position of having to sell their 

product to leadership as a priority.  Products need to be linked to a future cost incurred, or a 

future embarrassment if action is not taken on a matter: “It goes back to a culture piece - I have 

presented timely, accurate and actionable intelligence that went to ground because of the priority 

and understanding piece. Need to prove that the information is important and if you don’t listen 

it may bite you” (014).  This has led to fatigue within intelligence organizations because not 

everything can be sold in those terms.  Much intelligence does not lead to action taken and the 

day to day discipline of the work often includes looking at potentially dull, low-priority topics.  

A healthy intelligence environment, however, can become a victim of its own success.  If action 

occurs to avert a crisis based on an intelligence finding, it makes it difficult to assign resources to 

the intelligence organization because typically only a failure brings the attention of leadership. 

Intelligence becomes a victim of its own success by averting a crisis.  If the crisis never occurs 

because the intelligence organization provided appropriate advice, the need for the intelligence 

organization is not realized due to its successful contribution.   This creates difficulty in getting 
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resources such as education, training, technology and willingness for leadership to listen, thus 

developing an ongoing structural conflict.   

 Participants believed that internal conflict arises when personnel are prevented from 

doing what they believe is their job and are unable to produce actionable intelligence that fulfills 

their mandate to support the protection of citizens.  When intelligence is subordinate to an 

operational or administrative management section, the intelligence production is viewed as 

needing to align with the operational or administrative perspective of a task.  When an operator 

or administrator is invested in their task, there is an unwillingness to accept inputs that may run 

counter to their objective. 

They were looking for a different answer and the data doesn’t lie. The actual intelligence 

was detrimental to their policy outcome that leadership wanted. This was not very 

motivating. This happened because the senior manager had a vested interest in protecting 

that information. The obstruction came from a middle management level and it can only 

be fixed if senior leadership correct it (013). 

Intelligence does not hold the authority to say what should and should not happen - that 

responsibility rests with a decision-maker.  The conflict a decision-maker may face in taking a 

particular course of action should not bias the intelligence production they receive. If the 

decision-maker has all the information in hand they can still carry out a course of action that may 

have a negative consequence.  It is when intelligence is steered towards a predetermined 

outcome that a conflict arises for the practitioners of intelligence. With all the information at 

hand, the decision-maker can make an appropriate calculation of risks and benefits and 

determine the acceptable level of risk.  This is not questioned by the intelligence section because 

it is not the intelligence section’s role to make decisions - it is to provide the analysis only.  
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However, some participants believe there is a culture that does not want to see any evidence that 

possibly puts a popular or vested policy into question, just in case there is a future problem and a 

decision needs to be justified.  There is a belief that it is better not to have evidence that an 

alternative may have been appropriate.  This belief serves the operational mindset to always 

provide senior leaders with what is perceived as the desired outcome whereas the intelligence 

discipline is to provide its production without such prejudice.  Thus is there is a fundamental 

goal conflict between the two groups.  

Summary 

 In answering the question, what alternative leadership styles and management practices 

can be considered by intelligence organizations to alleviate their internal conflict and improve 

their ability to appropriately advise decision-makers? the following six themes emerged in the 

analysis of the data from the interviews with the 14 study participants:. 

1. There is a lack of a common understanding of the role intelligence is to fill. Participants 

discussed a disconnect between practitioners, managers, and leadership and that there is 

organizational confusion on who, how, and why people in these roles are doing what they 

do. This creates role conflict. 

2. Effective communication is necessary for an intelligence organization to be successful. 

Communication is often being altered (i.e. filtered and edited) between levels within 

intelligence organizations in the interest of the person directing the communication. 

Filters and interpretations are being placed on products and communications, in turn 

affecting the products being generated and the direction given.  This creates conflict as it 

increases the potential for intelligence failure. 
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3. Education is lacking with participants throughout intelligence organizations on what 

needs to be fulfilled by managers, practitioners and leadership. Participants identified 

consistent frustrations with lack of skills training for practitioners, managers being placed 

in charge of intelligence teams without education, and leadership not understanding what 

intelligence should be providing to the organization.  This creates role conflict. 

4. Organizations, managers, and practitioners use authority to support their own interests. 

Conflict arises when defaulting to self-interest in production enters the intelligence 

environment. All levels, at times, default to fulfilling their own interest to the possible 

detriment to the overall intelligence enterprise. 

5. The management culture in government runs counter to developing successful 

intelligence production.  There is a belief that managers are in a promotion stream and 

they need to show success to move to the next level.  Their interests lead to a short-term 

view of success and this leads to problems working within an intelligence environment.  

In some cases, it has manifested as determining what leadership wants to hear and 

sending it to them whether it is of value or not.  

6. There is a conflict of goals between the levels within intelligence organizations. 

Competition has arisen on the belief that the goals between practitioner, manager, and 

leadership are counter one another.  This causes the core players in intelligence 

organizations to work against each other. 

Overall these six themes taken together form the basis for further discussion of the goal and 

structural conflicts that affect intelligence organizations. This helps inform the findings and 

recommendations to improve the conflict situation faced within intelligence organizations which 

are discussed in chapter 5.  
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Chapter V – Discussion, Recommendations, and Future Research 

The goal and structural conflicts that exist within intelligence organizations are impeding 

intelligence production from being properly created and advanced to decision-makers.  These 

conflicts are amplified by the hierarchical management structures and traditional leadership 

styles used by intelligence organizations and are negatively impacting the ability of intelligence 

organizations, not only to properly advise decision-makers, but also to develop new concepts, 

think dynamically, and perform at a high level.  

The participants in this unique study identified factors that reside within government that 

inhibit production and encourage conflicts. The issues of communication, education, training, 

priority management, individual interests, trust, authority, direction, procedures, administration 

and structures are all aggravating factors that may negatively impact the intelligence production 

environment.  The result of the conflict is that leaders/managers and practitioners of intelligence 

organizations are set up more to work against each other rather than to fulfill a mandate of 

providing meaningful intelligence production that advises decision-makers in a timely manner. 

The previous chapter provided an overview of the data obtained from the interviews with this 

study’s 14 participants.  This chapter relates the contribution of the participants to the literature 

on conflict, management, and leadership to assist in developing recommendations to resolve the 

goal and structural conflict within intelligence organizations.   

The themes developed in chapter 4 were as follows: 

1. There is a lack of a common understanding of the role intelligence is to fill.  

2. Effective communication is necessary for an intelligence organization to be successful. 

Communication is often being altered (i.e. filtered and edited).  
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3. Education is lacking with participants throughout intelligence organizations on what 

needs are to be fulfilled by managers, practitioners and leadership.  

4. Organizations, managers, and practitioners use authority to support their own interests. 

5. The management culture in government runs counter to developing successful 

intelligence production.   

6. There is a conflict of goals between the levels within intelligence organizations.  

The themes developed in chapter 4 will now be examined through the lens of the following 

four supporting research questions: 

1. What leadership and management styles are currently being used and how do they affect 

the organization’s internal conflict? 

2. How do leadership and management styles cause conflict that affects innovation, forward 

thinking and productivity in intelligence organizations? 

3. What principles are best to guide the leadership and management of intelligence 

organizations? 

4. How could leadership and management alternatives be applied to intelligence 

organizations and facilitate a resolution to organizational internal conflict? 

This chapter will relate the literature on practices to mitigate conflict to the themes identified 

through the novel research conducted for this study.  In this way, this discussion will provide 

greater perspective on why conflict occurs within the intelligence environment and what may be 

done to mitigate its impact.  In closing, the chapter will make recommendations to support 

limiting conflict in intelligence organizations as well as suggestions for future research.  
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Discussion 1 - Common Understanding 

In the first theme “there is a lack of a common understanding of the role intelligence is to 

fill,” participants discussed a disconnect between practitioners, managers, and leadership and that 

there is confusion around who, how, and why people in these roles are doing what they do.  This 

was viewed as an impediment to being able to achieve workplace success in the day-to-day 

operation of an intelligence organization. The lack of understanding was seen to affect how and 

what tasks were given to each role.  Inconsistent demands placed on staff for non-intelligence 

production were perceived as the result of ignorance and led to a misapplication of limited 

resources based on an insufficient understanding of the intelligence environment. There was a 

belief that a possible lack of knowledge of proper policy around handling of intelligence 

information exists among persons placed in intelligence management roles who have come from 

other disciplines. This may result in decision-makers being advanced incomplete information 

because a lack of a proper understanding of why and how intelligence is to fulfill its role within 

an organization. 

This lack of understanding speaks to the intelligence workplace and its connections with 

the overall organization not being in harmony with one another.  Creating harmonized work 

environments tends to provide benefits by fostering mutual understanding (Dent, 1999).  The 

structure of intelligence environments across multiple organizations and priorities detracts from 

being able to foster an atmosphere of understanding. This leads to an inability to build the 

necessary relationships or tools that allow people in the environment to have the awareness to 

handle situations appropriately that may arise in an intelligence environment.  Dent (1999) 

asserts that “tools of intervention are our new sensory organs. Our reality changes as our ability 

to detect phenomena changes” (p. 16).  Having the ability to intervene with appropriate skills or 
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tools may allow people to be ahead of problems before they occur and anticipate what needs to 

be done for success. This will enable system participants to work within complex situations and 

understand how to react to the dynamic set of inputs from people, the environment, and oneself 

that are presented.  However, according to the study’s participants, the intelligence environment 

that resides within government is not supported with the communication and education that 

would allow for such tool sets to develop.  

The leadership and management styles being used in the hierarchical structures within 

intelligence organizations are creating barriers between executive leadership, managers and 

practitioners.  This inhibits the ability of these groups to have a shared or common understanding 

of the needs at each level to achieve success.  The lack of common understanding further 

separates individuals from being vested in the success of others.  In the intelligence environment, 

this separation stifles the ability of these groups to be innovative and productive, thus creating 

organizational conflict. 

Discussion 2 – Effective Communication 

The second theme was that effective communication is necessary for an intelligence 

organization to be successful. Communication is often being altered (i.e. filtered and edited) 

between levels within intelligence organizations. Filters and interpretations are being placed on 

products and communications, in turn affecting the quality of products being generated and the 

clarity of the direction given.  The communication issues range from how people interact with 

each other, how direction is given, how feedback occurs, coordination between levels, working 

groups, and the technology to effectively communicate.  There is a belief that the awareness of 

the intelligence issues at hand are not understood by the third party who controls communication, 

resulting in a power conflict between those involved.  This leads to unwarranted delays to the 
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intelligence process with the third party being an unnecessary control mechanism that impedes 

intelligence production.  The effect is a negative impact on trust.   As the request goes down to 

the practitioner and the product goes back up, there is the belief that context is edited in both 

directions, limiting the success of the production for both the client and practitioner.  The lack of 

ability to ask direct questions to stakeholders in the production is inhibiting the ability for the 

intelligence task to be fulfilled.  The isolation of the communication networks and the need to go 

through levels not associated to the intelligence topic is an impediment to achieving successful 

production. 

When the ability to communicate is a challenge, it is difficult to maintain intelligence 

relationships.  Authorities who control the approval for access and installation of the 

communications technology often do not understand why the technology is needed because they 

are not associated to the intelligence process.  The lack of an ability to communicate effectively 

with leadership, managers, practitioners and peers causes an inability to get ahead of the 

potential conflict issues that face the intelligence workplace.  Constantino and Merchant (1996) 

describe “an interest-based approach to conflict management systems design and its reliance on 

participation, openness, and feedback mechanisms at every stage” (p. 77).  Intelligence 

organizations have placed themselves in a predicament with communications whereby they are 

unable to identify the interests of the stakeholders involved in their conflict.  The result is a lack 

of participation, openness and feedback mechanisms.  This inhibits work production and 

communications that are needed for success to occur in the organization. 

The communication is limited and controlled within the hierarchical structure of intelligence 

organizations by persons that have a vested interest in controlling information and 

communication flows as they see it to their individual benefit.  This limits the ability for 
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intelligence sharing to occur and alternate priorities to be addressed by decision-makers. This 

becomes a source of conflict for the practitioners who are unable to execute their jobs correctly 

because of a structural barrier put in place by an individual only serving their own perspective. 

Discussion 3 - Education 

The third theme was that education is lacking with participants throughout intelligence 

organizations on what needs to be fulfilled by managers, practitioners and leadership.  

Participants identified consistent frustrations with lack of skills training, and with managers 

being placed in charge of intelligence teams without relevant education, thus contributing to 

leadership not understanding what intelligence should be providing to the organization (as noted 

in Discussion 1). In this context, education for management and supervisors is learning the 

intelligence function and the roles that managers and supervisor need to play in enabling 

production as well as the necessary knowledge to task practitioners appropriately. The lack of 

education leads to a lack of credibility for persons who are perceived as missing the necessary 

training or background.  This affects how assignments are perceived, especially when the 

assignments come across as confused and not associated with an intelligence need.  This 

generates a goal conflict from a clash between interpretations of how to appropriately fulfill the 

intelligence function.  This is especially apparent when those from an operations culture are 

placed within intelligence organizations.   Without the education piece, the people involved are 

unable to develop the understanding and communication networks that are needed in the 

intelligence system for people and organizations to work together to achieve a successful 

outcome. 

Education requires a willingness or openness amongst the parties to not just learn new 

skills and tools, but also to learn about each other and their needs.  It is important to have a 
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process that allows parties to listen, build, and adapt to multiple circumstances.  Intelligence 

production requires people to be able to think dynamically and adopt alternate viewpoints at all 

levels of the organization or system.  If people who are unwilling to listen and adapt or be an 

active participant are in places within intelligence organizations, it is likely that ideas, concepts, 

critical information and products will not be shared or disseminated.  Moreover, individuals 

within the system need to be aware of that process so they can take an active role in it.  

Constantino and Merchant (1996) state:  

As practitioners know, one does not get all-important buy-in and commitment after the 

design process is completed; buy-in is an ongoing process of gaining trust and must be 

cultivated and nurtured from the very beginning, with meaningful participation and 

influence from the top down, the bottom up and sideways (p. 77). 

The break down in understanding and communication within intelligence organizations is 

coming from a lack of buy-in and commitment from the parties involved in intelligence 

production and management.  This makes it easy for mistrust and organizational conflicts to 

grow, thus inhibiting the overall success of the intelligence organization.  This creates barriers 

between those responsible for producing intelligence and results in failure. This is compounded 

by the disparity in training between the levels of an intelligence organization with those involved 

distrusting the capabilities of persons employed throughout the organization.    

Discussion 4 – Authority and Interests 

The fourth theme is that organizations, managers, and practitioners use authority to 

support their own interests.  All levels, at times, default to fulfilling their own interest to the 

possible detriment of the overall intelligence enterprise.  The result is confusion about the 

assignment and creation of intelligence with overlapping roles, duplication of production, and 
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irritation across levels of the organization. This tends to leave the intelligence component 

without a clear direction, and requests get caught up in struggles over authority. In the end, 

neither the practitioners nor the managers involved in the conflict can fulfill their role as it is 

intended.  

This view manifests itself internally in some intelligence organizations where there is a 

belief that their priority is superior to the priorities of others within the organization.  This 

approach tends to have consequences because, in response, others will begin to withhold 

information as well.  Some managers and leaders hold the view that what serves their purpose or 

current priority is the only thing that matters.  It takes away from what might be generated by 

their staff to support another’s priority or even a future priority of their own.  This limits an 

organization’s ability to generate meaningful and effective intelligence and contributes to a 

possible intelligence failure because it limits perspective on future priorities or the priorities of 

others that fall within the government’s mandate. 

In many of the interviews, participants identified that motivation and working with others 

comes from a personal or intrinsic leadership that each individual holds for themselves. To get 

work done effectively a person has find a way to both lead and support at the same time to be 

successful in the intelligence field.  In principle, good leadership has the potential to improve the 

conflict situation.  As Clawson and Doner (1996) state: “[a] good leader is capable of perceiving 

correctly the forces at play in a situation so that he or she can mobilize an effective response” (p. 

194).  Without an understanding of what is impacting the situation the leader will likely fail 

when they act.  This leadership role becomes more and more difficult when the structure that the 

leader or participant is in lacks the necessary supporting structure from the organization for them 
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to be successful and a perception develops that it is best just to serve one’s own interests to 

achieve a result. 

Discussion 5 – Management Culture 

The fifth theme is that the management culture in government runs counter to developing 

successful intelligence production.  There is a belief that managers are in a promotion stream and 

they need to show success to move to the next level.  Their interests lead to a short-term view of 

success and this leads to problems working within an intelligence environment.  In some cases, it 

has manifested as determining what leadership wants to hear and sending it to them whether it is 

of value or not.  However, the discipline of intelligence is to provide products without prejudice 

and provide the decision-maker with accurate information separate from political or policy 

influence.  The culture of focusing on the issue of the moment leads to a lack of attention to the 

forecasting element of intelligence.  When the issue becomes current, there is a push to catch up 

which causes frustration through all levels of the organization. The result is pressure on an 

intelligence organization to possibly skew reporting away from actual intelligence priorities.  

This type of atmosphere is particularly detrimental to the intelligence workplace; the situation 

builds animosity and leads to greater conflicts and becomes personal in nature.  People begin to 

associate the personalities involved as being responsible for the problems faced by the 

organization.  Actions may be perceived as being taken because of incompetence or for just the 

sake of antagonism.  This biases those involved to assume a negative connotation with all 

interactions they may have with an individual or section, to the point where a valuable piece of 

the intelligence puzzle may be disregarded because of the view that is held of the source.  

The practices of the government system in hiring, training, mentorship, experience and 

success metrics have also created a culture that is counter to creating a successful intelligence 
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production environment.  Mayer (2009) states: “Conflicts endure because they are embedded in 

the values, identity, and structures of people’s lives. But they are also the means by which these 

structures, values, and identity grow, change, and adapt to new circumstances” (p. 267).  The 

workplace systems in government are not agile enough to adapt to the needs of intelligence 

practitioners and the authority in the system is too stringent and entrenched to adapt to the needs 

of the intelligence practitioners.  The result is a continuation of the conflict experienced by an 

intelligence organization and its responsible authorities. 

Discussion 6 – Conflict of Goals 

The sixth theme is that there is a conflict of goals between levels within intelligence 

organizations.  Competition has arisen from the belief that the goals between practitioner, 

manager, and leadership are counter to one another.  This causes the core players in intelligence 

organizations to work against each other.  This has developed from managers who have 

developed their skills in isolation, away from an intelligence environment, being placed in 

authority over intelligence sections.  These managers tend to bring their operations culture to the 

intelligence environment, which creates conflict.  Controlling all aspects of production and 

communication isolates the intelligence section from others in the intelligence community and 

stifles successful intelligence production.  The operational manager is accustomed to anticipating 

and immediately fulfilling the task set out by leadership, and tends to stay away from items that 

may contradict the perceived task.  Thus, when intelligence produces a product that may question 

the relevancy of a task, sometimes that manager cannot reconcile the requirements of the task 

with how the intelligence discipline operates.  The manager therefore, intentionally or not, stifles 

the intelligence mechanism. 
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In this way, a conflict of interest develops that is perceived as a threat to the participants 

in the system.  Jeong (2008) states that “[h]ostility and other related feelings can be ascribed to 

the cognitive appraisal of threat to one’s own interests and existence” (p. 10). This aptly informs 

the situation in which the people within the intelligence organization act to protect their own 

interest and do not the support the interests of others whether they be practitioners, managers or 

senior leadership. This conflict is further informed by Fisher, Ury and Patton (2011) who assert 

that “[to] reach an agreement that meets your own self-interest, you need to develop a solution 

that also appeals to the self-interest of the others” (p. 61). As described in the previous themes, it 

is apparent that the interests of others will not be addressed and the conflict within intelligence 

organizations will persist if its current structures and practices remain. 

Discussion - Findings 

The leadership and management styles that are in effect within intelligence organizations 

exist within a government structure and support the creation of conflict that inhibits intelligence 

production. These practices are amplified by the internal structures within intelligence 

organizations that allow the people involved in conflicts to inhibit sharing and production of 

intelligence to support their own interests.  The relationships between practitioners, managers 

and senior leaders are being influenced by the existing structure allowing conflict to impact the 

ability to produce meaningful intelligence.   

Intelligence organizations that function within public service organizations that have 

mandates beyond intelligence tend to organize intelligence within an existing operational or 

administrative stream.  Within these streams, the role of intelligence is framed in the context of 

regular government process.  This places the practitioners of intelligence in their own 
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internalized conflict as they are unable to satisfy the demands both of intelligence as professional 

discipline and of separate organizational expectations.  

The current formation of the authority structure for government and the intelligence 

organizations therein are hierarchical in nature. Figure 8, based on data from the study 

participants, depicts how intelligence fits within an organization that has multiple mandates. The 

structure outlined in figure 8 is susceptible to the conflicts identified by the study participants 

where communication with the decision-maker and staff members in other sections can easily be 

limited by the section heads.   

 

Figure 8. Current Structure.  

The diagram depicts intelligence falling under an authority chain that may not be related to the 

intelligence field.  This separates the intelligence section from the decision-maker, along with 

separating the intelligence section from possible clients within the same organization, assuming 

the head of section 5 is unaware of how to appropriately manage intelligence.  



GOAL AND STRUCTURE CONFLICTS IN INTELLIGENCE            89 
 

Ferch (2004) asserts the following about traditional leadership styles: 

The more traditional model of leadership, often based heavily on hierarchical 

structure and a designated chain of command geared toward increased efficiency, 

has resulted not only in the moral decline of the relational environment but a 

pervasive malaise common to the psyche of the contemporary working person. 

(p.1)  

Hammond (2007) explored how “smart practices” might be implemented to improve outcomes.  

Hammond proposed moving away from centralized bureaucratic organizations and building 

purpose-focused intelligence organizations made up of member organizations from the IC.   

There are many tools, techniques and perspectives available that may assist leaders, 

managers and practitioners to resolve their conflicts and create a better and more productive 

intelligence work environment.  However, it is unlikely that it would be realistic to expect 

sustained integration of such techniques across the workplaces in which intelligence resides.  In 

Kotter’s (1996) view, change tends to fail because it is focused on the organization and the 

expectation that the individuals will follow.  Kotter asserted that for an organization to change, 

change must first occur within the individual members of the organization.  This may be difficult 

to achieve in the cumbersome structure of large government organizations with an embedded 

culture.  Zagart (2005) presents a statement about change in intelligence organizations: 

“[g]overnment agencies are even less able than private sector businesses to make internal 

adjustments.  First, they have more constraints, facing more conflicting missions with less 

managerial discretion and fewer resources than private sector firms do […] and government 

agencies were not built to be adaptable” (pp. 95-96).  
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Intelligence organizations residing within government deal with hiring, promotions, and 

evaluation policies that have developed within government and its culture over many years. To 

expect a sustained change that would possibly trickle down to have a positive effect on an 

intelligence organization is unlikely.  If intelligence is going to exist within a government 

structure, agencies that employ intelligence need to allow it to be an independent structure not 

bound by the traditional government operational and administrative constructs.  To limit the 

conflict interactions that occur when an intelligence component is a part of an organization that 

has operational and administrative mandates, the intelligence section should not report through a 

subordinate structure to get to the decision-maker, but directly to the decision-maker while 

maintaining the operational and administrative sections as clients.  Within the intelligence 

section itself, leaders and practitioners can focus on alternative tools, techniques and perspectives 

to encourage a productive environment.   

To resolve the conflict that challenges a productive intelligence environment within 

government, it is likely necessary to consider the removal of the intelligence sections from an 

operational reporting chain that restricts interactions amongst the personnel involved in 

intelligence. The proposed structure is likely to support the intelligence organization being a 

knowledge-based structure. This should better enable a decision-maker to direct, access and 

permit effective knowledge management with less administrative interference, allowing for 

improved capability and organizational success (Kaner & Karni, 2004).  Figure 9 depicts the 

placement of an intelligence section as it would communicate with multiple other sections.  For 

simplification, only sections 1 and 2 are depicted in figure 9 as an example of how they would 

exist communicating with any other section no matter the number of administrative divides.  

This depiction suggests how an intelligence section should be involved whether there are two or 
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a hundred alternate sections.  The key is to have the ability for direct, unmodified 

communication. This concept is reflective of Dinca’s (2013) cross-functional management 

concept, combined with description of the existing intelligence structures.  This structurecreates 

the ability for those working in a knowledge-based organization to work on common priorities 

that can benefit multiple management groups, while preventing singular priorities from blocking 

information and work production. 

 

Figure 9. Proposed Structure. 

Separating the intelligence capacity from being subordinate to other sections of the 

organization and giving the ability to report directly to senior decision-makers should be an 

improvement on the existing model and should inhibit potential conflicts.  It decreases the 

chances of an alternate section subverting intelligence production based on what they believe to 

be the superior interest or priorities of their section, thus inhibiting communication to the 

decision-maker and other stakeholders.  However, it is also important to support clients laterally 
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in other sections and avoid getting involved in organizational problems that would arise from 

disconnecting fully from an internal intelligence support role.  As well, in a smaller and a 

hopefully more agile format, the new structure for the intelligence organization needs to be open 

to alternative practices to engage its personnel and to meet its mandate. This addresses the 

structuralized conflict within intelligence organizations which in turn influences interpersonal 

conflict and the overall goal conflict that negatively impact the production of intelligence. Hu et 

al’s. (2017) work on interorganizational teams describes conflict as having a negative impact on 

team creativity.  With the new proposed configuration, structurally imposed authorities will be 

limited, thus hopefully decreasing conflict and improving creativity.  This should lead to 

improved production and better informed decision-making as an outcome.  

Recommendations 

The purpose of this study was to answer the question: what alternative leadership styles 

and management practices can be considered by intelligence organizations to alleviate their 

internal conflict and improve their ability to appropriately advise decision-makers? To resolve 

the conflict that exists for a productive intelligence environment within government, the primary 

recommendation is for the removal of the intelligence sections from an operational reporting 

chain.  This will mitigate the need to change the government practices that inhibit successful 

intelligence production and allow the focus to be on a smaller independent section removed from 

larger organization-based conflict.  In addition to structural changes, the following are also 

recommended: 

1. Implementing tool sets that promote common understanding, effective communication, 

and education to support a successful and collaborative work environment by 

familiarizing staff with:  
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a. Collaborative planning (Woolley et al.,2008), which allows for greater integration of 

key aspects of the analytical problem and enhances the overall analytical performance 

of individual team members. This promotes staff ownership of the workplace process 

in order to support improved outcomes. 

b. Examination of divergent thinking (Vincent, Decker, and Mumford, 2002) and its 

application in creative problem-solving in a leadership environment;  

c. Use of perspectives on shared and horizontal leadership (Hoch, 2013) at a team level 

to support the development of innovative behavior; and 

2. Encouraging“[e]ach participant [to] decide what’s important, what their priorities are” 

(Beer & Packard, 2013, p. 35) in order to enable individuals to have some control within 

the team environment.  The team then can then start to plan the work ahead by:  

a. Having all parties put their concerns and priorities on the table; 

b. Translating their priorities into future focused goals and interests; 

c. Listing all priorities for discussion and group decision; and, 

d. Coming to a decision as group on how to meet the interests. 

(Adapted from Beer & Packard, 2013, p. 59)  

These recommendations present opportunities for intelligence organizations to limit the 

conflicts they may face before they even arise and will also assist in improving the process that 

leads to the intelligence output. The participants in the study identified a process which was 

primarily focused on receiving a task and responding with limited broader communication, thus 

preventing the development of the full context of the intelligence task and restricting 

practitioners from better meeting the true needs of the clients. This was linked to the separation 

of the practitioners from the client, and to leadership only viewing the production need from the 
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perspective of immediate priorities. Shared and horizontal leadership between levels of the 

intelligence organization would ensure a bigger picture is being presented to leaders/managers. 

This would, in turn, enable leaders to modify priorities to support common outcomes. This 

would also encourage practitioners and other staff to more confidently advance ideas to 

leaders/managers, thereby better identifying possible intelligence failure before it occurs. This 

also sets the groundwork for organizing and maintaining collaborative planning throughout an 

intelligence organization.       

Using collaborative planning techniques will assist with several of the conflict issues that 

intelligence organizations face.  It would require communication to occur through multiple levels 

of an intelligence organization and link the decision-makers, leaders/managers and practitioners 

on common intelligence problems. The process would allow the participants to understand the 

direction together and offer the opportunity for all participants to voice their perspectives and 

listen to the perspectives from others involved in solving an intelligence problem. Collaborative 

planning provides leaders/managers and practitioners with the opportunity to educate each other 

on what needs must be fulfilled at each organizational level.  In short, collaborative planning 

presents a possible opportunity for joint success based upon understanding the priorities and 

needs from different levels of the intelligence organization.    

Through collaborative planning, there would also be an opportunity to encourage 

divergent thinking, i.e. to steer the intelligence organization away from a culture of conformity in 

the intelligence process. If this is integrated at the initial planning and direction stages of the 

intelligence process it prepares leadership/managers to expect alternative views and perspectives 

from their staff. This would also encourage practitioners to think outside-of-the-box on 
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intelligence problems and ideally encourage higher quality and greater innovation in the 

development of products.  

Horizontal leadership, collaborative planning and divergent thinking, supported by Beer 

& Packard’s (2013) approach for working through goals and interests, are likely to prepare an 

intelligence organization to work with less conflict and create more effective and meaningful 

production.  This enables leaders/managers to achieve their goals of answering the demand from 

the decision-maker and will also satisfy the practitioner need of being effective in their 

profession.  

The change in reporting and responsibility structure limits the opportunity for competing 

interests within the organization to interfere with direction, communication and the modification 

of priorities.  However, it is also important that within the new structure practitioners, managers 

and senior leaders have the necessary tools to be successful and enable the success of others.  

The recommendations listed above should better enable the participants within intelligence 

organizations to avoid the conflicts that contribute to intelligence failure and to create 

meaningful intelligence production that supports the decision-making process in government.  

For all those involved in intelligence (including practitioners that produce, management that 

oversees and decision-makers that direct and consume) across the Canadian intelligence 

community, there is a need to create a common understanding of what intelligence is and what is 

required to enable successful predictive production. Education and guidelines should be provided 

on what intelligence is and how it is to be disseminated to help staff at all levels be more 

comfortable in sharing information lawfully. This should allow intelligence managers to trust 

their practitioners to share information laterally with peers and enable multiple priorities to be 

answered.  As well, with a common understanding established and education measures in place, 
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the apparent flaws in technology that act as barriers to efficient sharing and collating of 

intelligence information should be easier to act upon as they will be more visible to decision-

makers who can then can put a measure of force towards technology solutions. 

 There are also actions that can be taken individually for practitioners, managers, and 

leadership. For practitioners, there has to be some understanding that they work in a government 

environment and how that can potentially detract from building an ideal intelligence workplace 

because of employment restrictions and regulations.  However, it is incumbent on the 

practitioner as the subject matter expert in their field to provide education/training/mentorship to 

clients, partners, managers and senior leaders to promote better communication and the value of 

a properly-enabled intelligence system. For managers, they need to ensure that their practitioners 

receive feedback on the outcome of their products and are kept informed of strategic context to 

the greatest extent possible. Managers also need to demonstrate a willingness to expand their 

priorities beyond what they perceive as the immediate action item and recognize that supporting 

additional priorities may not provide immediate gratification, but in the long run will support 

their success. For leadership/decision-makers, there is a need to educate oneself on what a 

properly managed, educated and enabled intelligence function can provide in improving the 

decisions that impact policy.  Leaders also need to understand the role the decision-maker plays 

in providing direction and in ensuring the proper enabling regulations, technology, training, 

culture and environment are in place.  
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Conclusion 

This qualitative study explored the challenges faced by the leadership/management and 

practitioners of intelligence organizations by examining goal, values and structural conflicts. The 

study included in-depth interviews with 14 participants from the intelligence community (IC) to 

solicit the views of persons that work in the intelligence environment.  

The purpose of intelligence is to provide predictive insights that are actionable by 

decision-makers.  However, conflict exists within intelligence organizations and it impedes the 

proper production of intelligence from being advanced to decision-makers.  Many of the issues 

that lead to intelligence failures stem from relationship and organizational problems with those 

inside an intelligence workplace (Sandow-Quirk, 2002). The organizational conflict within 

intelligence workplaces has been underrepresented in research seeking to address the problem of 

intelligence organizations in providing effective predictive intelligence. This lack of focus on the 

conflict between the leadership/managers and practitioners within intelligence offered an 

opportunity to recommend organizational practices that might improve intelligence production 

outcomes.  This study therefore focused on exploring the linkages between the several types of 

conflict that affect the production and understanding of intelligence through the lens of 

leadership/managers and practitioners in order to provide possible solutions to the conflict issue.  

The current approaches used by intelligence organizations include organizational 

structures and cultures that can contribute to intelligence failures, especially environments with a 

vertical structure where pleasing superiors becomes the cultural standard (Bar-Joseph & Levy, 

2009).  It can be argued that the vertical structure serves the possible confirmation bias of 

leadership and is parallel to the demand by leadership for products that are merely situational 

awareness instead of forward-looking intelligence.   
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Through an in-depth interview process, leadership/managers and practitioners from 

intelligence organizations were consulted on leadership styles, management practices, and 

principles that may allow intelligence organizations to ameliorate the conflict they face and 

improve their overall performance.  Through detailed interviews participants were able to 

describe their perceptions of conflict, leadership and management practices in intelligence 

organizations.  

In answering the question, what alternative leadership styles and management practices can 

be considered by intelligence organizations to alleviate their internal conflict and improve their 

ability to appropriately advise decision-makers? the following six themes emerged in the 

analysis of the data from the interviews with the 14 study participants. 

1. There is a lack of a common understanding of the role intelligence is to fill. Participants 

discussed a disconnect between practitioners, managers, and leadership and that there is 

organizational confusion on who, how, and why people in these roles are doing what they 

do. This creates role conflict. 

2. Effective communication is necessary for an intelligence organization to be successful. 

Communication is often being altered (i.e. filtered and edited) between levels in the 

interest of the person directing the communication within intelligence organizations. 

Filters and interpretations are being placed on products and communications, in turn 

affecting the products being generated and the direction given.  This creates conflict as it 

increases the potential for intelligence failure. 

3. Education is lacking with participants throughout intelligence organizations on what 

needs to be fulfilled by managers, practitioners and leadership. Participants identified 

consistent frustrations with lack of skills training for practitioners, managers being placed 
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in charge of intelligence teams without education, and leadership not understanding what 

intelligence should be providing to the organization.  This creates role conflict. 

4. Organizations, managers, and practitioners use authority to support their own interests. 

Conflict arises when defaulting to self-interest in production enters an intelligence 

environment. All levels, at times, default to fulfilling their own interest to the possible 

detriment to the overall intelligence enterprise. 

5. The management culture in government runs counter to developing successful 

intelligence production.  There is a belief that managers are in a promotion stream and 

they need to show success to move to the next level.  Their interests lead to a short-term 

view of success and this leads to problems working within an intelligence environment.  

In some cases, it has manifested as determining what leadership wants to hear and 

sending it to them whether it is of value or not.  

6. There is a conflict of goals between the levels within intelligence organizations. 

Competition has arisen on the belief that the goals between practitioner, manager, and 

leadership are counter one another.  This causes the core players in intelligence 

organizations to work against each other. 

Intelligence organizations that function within public service organizations with 

mandates beyond intelligence tend to organize intelligence within an existing operational or 

administrative stream.  Within these streams, the role of intelligence is framed in the context of 

regular government process.  This places the practitioners of intelligence in their own 

internalized conflict as they are unable to satisfy the competing demands of intelligence as 

professional discipline and of separate organizational expectations.  
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The leadership and management styles that are in effect within intelligence organizations 

exist within a government structure and support the creation of conflict that inhibits intelligence 

production. These practices are amplified by the internal structures within intelligence 

organizations that allow the people involved in conflicts to inhibit sharing and production of 

intelligence to support their own interests.  The relationships between practitioners, managers 

and senior leaders are being influenced by the existing structure allowing conflict to impact the 

ability to produce meaningful intelligence.  This is at the heart of the conflict, because an 

intelligence practitioner is constantly not meeting the needs of a leadership that wants the priority 

of the moment as opposed to the common interest of providing disciplined and professional 

intelligence that advises government of upcoming threats to the public.  This is amplified in 

organizations where the intelligence function is subordinate to existing operational or 

administrative streams.  Within these streams, the role of intelligence is framed in the context of 

regular government process.  This puts the practitioners of intelligence in conflict and unable to 

satisfy both intelligence and the separate organizational expectations. 

Because intelligence is to be anticipatory and forward-looking, it causes difficulty for 

managers and leadership to properly assign and manage intelligence assets, since intelligence 

may not provide value in the mindset of people that are singularly focused on the present 

moment.  Government agencies typically seek information that provides only situational 

awareness from intelligence organizations.  This puts leadership in conflict with intelligence 

practitioners who seek to provide predictive, meaningful intelligence. This leads to managers and 

practitioners within intelligence organizations having incompatible goals based on their 

interpretation of what intelligence is and how it is to be appropriately applied. 
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To resolve the conflict that exists for a productive intelligence environment within 

government, the primary recommendation is for the removal of the intelligence sections from an 

operational reporting chain.  This will mitigate the need to change the government practices that 

inhibit successful intelligence production and allow the focus to be on a smaller independent 

section removed from larger organization-based conflict.  

If intelligence is going to exist within a government structure, agencies that employ 

intelligence need to allow it to be an independent structure not bound by the traditional 

government operational and administrative constructs.  To limit the conflict interactions that 

occur when an intelligence component is a part of an organization that has operational and 

administrative mandates, the intelligence section should not report through a subordinate 

structure to get to the decision-maker, but directly to the decision-maker while maintaining the 

operational and administrative sections as clients.  Within the intelligence section itself, leaders 

and practitioners can focus on alternative tools, techniques and perspectives to encourage a 

productive environment.   

In addition, for all those involved in intelligence (including practitioners who produce, 

managers who oversee, and decision-makers who direct and consume) across the Canadian 

intelligence community, there is a need to create a common understanding of what intelligence is 

and what is required to enable successful predictive production. Education and guidelines should 

be provided on what intelligence is and how it is to be disseminated to help staff at all levels be 

more comfortable in sharing information lawfully. This should allow intelligence managers to 

trust their practitioners to share information laterally with peers and enable multiple priorities to 

be answered.  As well, with a common understanding established and education measures in 

place, the apparent flaws in technology that act as barriers to efficient sharing and collating of 
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intelligence information should be easier to act upon as they will be visible to decision-makers 

that can put a measure of force towards technology solutions. 

 There are also actions that can be taken individually for practitioners, managers, and 

leadership. For practitioners, there has to be some understanding that they work in a government 

environment which can create constraints in terms of building an ideal intelligence workplace 

because of employment restrictions and regulations.  However, it is incumbent on the 

practitioner as the subject matter expert in their field to provide education/training/mentorship to 

clients, partners, managers and senior leaders to promote better communication and the value of 

a properly-enabled intelligence system. For managers, they need to ensure that their practitioners 

receive feedback on the outcome of their products and are kept informed of strategic context to 

the greatest extent possible. Managers also need to demonstrate a willingness to expand their 

priorities beyond what they perceive as the immediate action item and recognize that supporting 

additional priorities may not provide immediate gratification, but in the long run will support 

their success. For leadership/decision-makers, there is a need to educate oneself on what a 

properly managed, educated, and enabled intelligence function can provide in improving the 

decisions that impact policy.  Leaders also need to understand the role the decision-maker plays 

in providing direction and in ensuring the proper enabling regulations, technology, training, 

culture and environment are in place.    

 
Future Research 

 It would be interesting to expand this study to organizations that solely operate within an 

intelligence mandate without operational or administrative components that hold authority.  

Secondly, further research could include focusing on the senior leadership’s and decision-

makers’ perceptions of what is provided by intelligence organizations, in order to determine 
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whether or not these groups hold a view that there is a failure to produce and if this failure is 

occurring from the existing frameworks. This research could also look at defining what success 

in intelligence production looks like organizationally, and how performance could possibly be 

measured without a metric having a negative unintended impact on the intelligence discipline 

within a government framework. A common and accepted definition of success for intelligence 

may provide the potential to alleviate the conflict that was examined in this study.  As well, this 

research could benefit from an expanded study that is survey-based to draw in a greater 

demographic of perspectives to see if the participant sample from this study is representative of 

the IC when a greater diversity of participants is added.   
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Appendix A 

Department Participation Consent 

As a senior department representative, you are being requested to provide permission to for your 
staff to participate in the research outlined in the attached informed consent and interview 
protocol that outlines the topics and questions.  The interview questions will not discuss 
intelligence material or identify specific organizations; rather the participants will be asked to 
discuss their experiences in context to a generalized environment where intelligence production 
occurs. The participants will not be asked to describe or attribute specific leadership or 
organizational models from their departments. You and your organization will have access to the 
final report, but all the participant data will be non-attributable to the interviewee or agency.  
Only one interview will occur with each interviewee, including the possibility of follow 
questions at a later date for clarification.  The interview is not likely to be more than one hour 
during non-working hours if the participant volunteers.  The interviews will be conducted at 
public locations such as cafés and restaurants to highlight that participants are contributing to the 
research in their private/personal rather than any professional or official function.  These 
measures will preclude the interviewees from using paid staff hours to participate in the research. 
The research does not involve security and intelligence material of any kind removing the need 
for a formal secure discussion area to conduct the interviews.   
 
If you agree to grant permission for your staff members to participate, please sign below. In 
order to protect participant confidentiality, individual permission will not be sought for 
participants. 
 
Name: (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 
 
Organization/Unit:_____________________________________________________ 
 
Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 
 
Date: _______________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix B 

Informed Consent to Participate in Research 
 

1. My name is Andrew Janes and I want to thank you for taking the time today to consider 
participating in this research endeavour.  There is no obligation for you to participate and 
you may withdraw your consent or cease your participation at any time. Your participation 
is completely voluntary and you will not be pressured to continue your participation if you 
deem it necessary to stop.  To confirm my credentials with Royal Roads University you may 
contact Dr. Eva Malisius at XXXXXXX.  

 
2. This document constitutes an agreement to participate in the described research project. The 

purpose of this research is to better understand workplace practices of intelligence 
organizations as they relate to productivity and performance. As well, the information 
gathered by the interview will support research to complete a thesis as part of a Master’s 
program in Conflict Analysis and Management at RRU.   

 
3. The research that you will participate in will consist of an in-depth interview that will be 

recorded on a digital recorder and hand written notes. It will be held in confidence on a 
secure storage device and destroyed on year following the completion of the study.  The 
interview is expected to take forty-five minutes to one hour to complete. You may be 
contacted by the researcher for follow up questions or to clarify your responses. The subject 
of the questions will be regarding the workplace performance of intelligence organizations 
as it relates to leadership, teamwork and productivity.  As you are a working professional in 
the intelligence community it is believed that you can provide insight from your private 
capacity on this topic. 

 
4. The final report will be submitted to Royal Roads University in support of completing a 

Master’s degree in Conflict Analysis and Management. As well, the findings will be shared 
within the intelligence community and may be published in military or intelligence journals 
as applicable.  

 
5. The data will be recorded on a digital recorder, hand written or in electronic response format 

and will be used for this described research purpose only. All documentation will be kept 
confidential and will not be attributed to you. 

 
6. Paper and electronic copies of the data collected, with no public access, will be held for one 

year before destruction in the case further review is needed. The final report will exist in the 
public domain and may be used without permission or advanced notification of that use.  

 
7. Please note that, because I (the researcher) am employed as an intelligence practitioner 

separate from my research role, we may have at some point in the past or will possibly at 
some point in the future be employed in the same workplace. I can assure you that any 
discourse that occurs through this research will not impact any professional workplace 
interactions we may have and will not be attributed to you in discussions with others in the 
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profession.  However, if this conflict remains a concern, please withdraw yourself as a 
participant in this research or contact me for additional clarification. 

 
8. You are by no means compelled to be a participant in this research. If you do consent to 

participate, you may still at any point withdraw your participation and request that the data 
you provided be destroyed and not used. As well, your decision to participate or not to 
participate in the research will be held in the strictest confidence. 

 
9. Your signature below indicates that you are providing free and informed consent to 

participate in this research.  You will sign two forms and one will be provided to you for 
your own records.  

 
 
Name: (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 
 
Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 
 
Date: _______________________________________________________________ 
 
In addition, please indicate if you consent to be contacted for follow up questions at a later date 
from your interview responses by checking the yes or no box. 
 
I also consent to be contacted for follow-up questions: Yes           No 
 
 
If you have any questions about the research or require any clarification about the informed 
consent please contact Andrew Janes at XXXXXXXXX. 
 
 
Thank you 
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Appendix C 

Interview Protocol 

(For the interviewer) 

(Adapted from HUMS 630 Class handout, 08 Oct 2015)  
 

Project Name: 

Date: 

Time: 

Participant Number: 

Items number 1-6 take place in advance of the interview of the participant. 

1. This interview is intended to be semi-structured.  While there are structured questions to 

follow, there is also flexibility in the process to allow for open-ended responses.  The interview 

is designed this way in order to encourage the participants to elaborate fully upon their expertise 

in the intelligence field.  The same interview will be replicated with multiple interviewees and 

the questions outlined below will be presented in a similar manner to each participant to allow 

comparability of the data collected.  However, additional and unique prompts may be given 

depending on how the participant responds to each question in order to facilitate more fulsome 

information gathering. 

2. The interview should remain focused on relating the participant’s experience and 

expertise to the subject of performance of intelligence organizations.  The questions are intended 

to encourage the participants to speak freely about their ideas and concepts about organizational 

management practices in intelligence organizations and how those practices impact performance. 

3. A café or restaurant will be used as a setting to allow for the participant to feel at ease, 

protect their confidentiality, minimize distractions, and is easily accessible for the participant.  
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When meeting the participant, confirm that they are comfortable, review the purpose of the 

research, give an opportunity for the participant’s questions and state the expected time the 

interview will take. 

4. The process and meaning of informed consent with participant. Ensuring that the 

participant understands what informed consent entails as well as its limitations. The participant’s 

preferred contact details collected and permission requested to follow up, if required.  The 

participant will be prompted to ask any questions they may have before the start of the interview. 

5. The interview structure should include questions that: 

a. are open ended, 

b. the interviewer is as neutral as possible, 

c. the interviewer avoids implying direction, and 

d. the interviewer avoids reflecting an assumption. 

6. The interviewer is to actively listen during the interview and prompt the participant with 

follow-up questions to have them elaborate on their descriptions. Example follow-up questions 

include: 

a. Can you describe “participant words” further? 

b. What does “participant words” entail? 

c. Are you able to relate “participant words” to another situation? 

d. What alternative to “participant words” would change the outcome? 

7. The interview: 

a. Introduction: The purpose of this interview is to better understand workplace 

practices of intelligence organizations as they relate to productivity, performance 

and workplace dynamic issues practitioners face in their workplace.  If a topic or 
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question arises during the interview that you as the participant do not wish to 

discuss, or if you desire to stop or take a break, please advise me and we will 

accommodate your request and make a determination on whether continue with 

the interview.   

b. Informed consent confirmation: Before we begin, let’s review the informed 

consent form that you signed earlier.  Please also feel free to ask any questions 

you may have about consent or the interview.  

8.  Questions: 

a. What types of roles have you been employed in with intelligence organizations? 

b. Can you describe what you consider to be good and bad examples of leadership 

and management in intelligence organizations? 

c. Which intelligence organizations have you worked in? 

d. How long have you been working in the profession? 

e. Do you consider yourself a subject matter expert in terms of intelligence 

processes and intelligence organizations? 

f. What organizational practices support innovative thinking with intelligence 

organizations? 

g. What do you believe negatively impacts your ability to produce meaningful 

intelligence products? 

h. How does leadership affect intelligence organizations? 

i. Have you experienced a conflict that impedes intelligence production from 

occurring? 

j. Do you have the ability to influence the direction of intelligence production? 
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k. Do you believe that items are missing from consideration on intelligence products 

that you submit? 

l. How do you think new ideas are received by intelligence organizations? 

m. Is leadership flexible or receptive to adapt to differing ideas? 

n. How does change occur in intelligence organizations? 

o. Have you seen successful change in intelligence organizations? 

p. Do you consider intelligence organizations collaborative in their decisions or one 

directional? 

q. What motivates individuals to be productive within intelligence organizations? 

r. What role does leadership play in the productivity of an intelligence organization? 

s. Is there a philosophy that you employ or believe should be employed in managing 

or working within an intelligence organization? 

t. What do you believe is good about the management practices within intelligence 

organizations? Are these common? 

u. What do you believe is bad about the management practices within intelligence 

organization? Are these common? 

v. How would you improve management practices within intelligence organizations? 

w. Is there anything else you would like to add related to the topics we discussed 

today? 

9.  Closing the interview: Thank you for your time today.  Do you have questions about 

what occurred today? If you can’t think of any question now, please feel free to contact me later 

with any question you may have.  If needed, are you willing to participate in a follow-up 
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interview or be willing to answer follow-up questions? As well, would you like to be briefed on 

or receive a copy of the research outcome?  Have a good day. 
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