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Abstract
While attempting to facilitate interactions between a well-established discipline 
like International Relations (IR) and a budding discipline like Intelligence Studies 
(IS), it is essential to protect the centrality of the latter from being subdued by 
the former. This is a lesson drawn from observing the interaction between War 
Studies (WS) and IR. This article uses an analogical framework to forewarn IS 
scholars of the limitations in indulging with established academic disciplines. The 
suggestion is that while interactions are undoubtedly helpful, a level of mindfulness 
must be reserved to protect the centrality of intelligence. The changing character 
of war is used as a case in point to establish the depth of intelligence as an area 
of independent inquiry. Following this, the article traces the outcomes of the 
interaction between WS and IR, which acts as an analogy to caution the dangers an 
increased interaction between the nascent IS and a dominant IR may pose. 
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Introduction
One of the ways to develop a dialogue between Intelligence Studies (IS) and 
International Relations (IR) is to engage on the broader theme of warfare. 
The study of war, even if it is done as a pre-condition to study peace, has 
been an integral part of IR.1 Yet, War Studies (WS) has also emerged as an 
independent field of study, characterized by multidisciplinarity.2 While taking 

i   E-mail: dpc20@le.ac.uk. PhD Candidate, University of Leicester

 



150

off as an area of research primarily guided to train future officers, WS soon 
began to attract public and scholarly attention. As interest grew, so did the 
approaches to the study of war; and studies on war have been conducted from 
historical, political, social, psychological and economic dimensions, to name 
a few. In this movement, the two disciplines— WS and IR—have played a 
complimentary role to each other, one offering the means to empower the 
capabilities of the other. For instance, war has been used by IR to strengthen 
the latter’s explanatory capabilities, while IR theories have played a significant 
role in trying to determine the causes of war. 
IR as an academic discipline, as it was seen since the end of the First World War, 
reflects upon “events, structures, processes and actors to offer explanations, 
interpretations and normative analyses”.3 To achieve this output, IR scholars 
depend on several variables like states, individuals, international institutions, 
anarchy, security, liberty, war, and peace. Here, war is one of the several 
behavioral aspects exhibited by international actors. Hence, “what causes 
war?” is the fundamental theme of inquiry among IR scholars, through which 
they attempt to find answers to the associated question, “under what conditions 
can peace be achieved?” If peace is desired, then the causes of war are to be 
understood. To this end, IR scholars have delineated the causes of war on the 
individual, state and international systemic levels of explanation.4 Therefore, 
war is an integral and foundational aspect of IR. WS, on the other hand, although 
has a far broader approach to the study of war, is significantly related to IR. WS 
serves a broad array of consumers for defense planning, recording the history of 
warfare, improving the conduct of war, understanding the impact of war on the 
society, and various other purposes. Nevertheless, the contribution of IR towards 
the enunciation of the causal factors of war has seen a growing collaboration of 
the two disciplines. Just as IR scholars study war as a precondition for peace, 
WS scholars need IR explanations on war to better comprehend the international 
environment in which they operate.     
Can this complementary role be expanded to IS too? Are there any lessons that 
IS can draw from in the interaction between WS and IR? Being interdependent, 
these are disciplines that cannot be cordoned off from one another. But, 
if an interaction is inevitable, the question is, “how a relationship should be 
established?” The argument that this article presents is that IS must learn from 
the experience of WS and retain its independence as a multidisciplinary area 
of study without being subdued, nevertheless, under an already established 
discipline like IR.   
The foundational question, then, would be, whether IS can be analogous with 
WS if we intend to draw lessons from the latter to the former. WS is a much 
older discipline than IS, and the concept of war has been approached from 
diverse areas in comparison to intelligence. Attention to warfare through the 
prism of IS is relatively newer, mostly against the backdrop of certain incidents 
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